2018 QAP PUBLIC COMMENTS:
SUMMARY OF THOSE RECEIVED FOR NOVEMBER 7TH, 2016 MEETING
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Use credit to build new senior housing with services in areas served by public transportation and
other services (AARP)
Use principles of service-enriched housing as the preferred definition instead of specific
reference to SASH (AHS & DAIL)
Basis boost for projects in downtowns or village centers (CHT)
Keep upper and lower tier priorities and “un-scoreable” issues should be discussed by Board
(CHT)
Allow permit appeal projects to be bumped to the front of the line after appeal resolution (CHT)
Create threshold for universal design but allow waiver for rehab projects (CHT)
Create exemption on “family housing” for downtown projects that may be better suited for a
higher proportion of small units (CHT)
Raise the overall per project limit (CHT)
Increase senior housing cap to 30% (CSC)
Change top tier criteria so that it does not favor general occupancy/family housing over senior
to allow senior projects to be more competitive (CSC)
Seniors prefer age restricted housing over general occupancy (CSC)
Do not remove definition of SASH (CSC)
Do not use point scoring system (CSC)
Make state credit funded units perpetually affordable (CSC)
Consider readiness or other time sensitive aspects of a project when selecting projects to fund
among projects that meet state priorities (CSC)
Keep basis boost for SASH or 10% supportive housing units. Add projects in downtowns or
village centers. (CSC)
Do not impose per unit cost limits; however, request back-up data and support information for
the extremely expensive or low end proposals. (WWHT)
Consider readiness in the scoring process. If a project is a priority by all other criteria and can
move quickly it should be funded. (WWHT)
Allow projects that were delayed due to permit appeals to raise to the top of the list. (WWHT)
State credits should go to bond projects or to projects that serve the homeless. (WWHT)
Opposed to point scoring system that deducts points for lack of hard amortizing debt. (WWHT)
Think carefully about raising the current per project tax credit allocation limit and consider how
best to distribute resources fairly around the state. (WWHT)
Urge Committee to consider geographic distribution as tie-breaker. (WWHT)
New senior housing built in conjunction with family housing (Tony Redington)
Agree that 2015 VT Housing Needs Assessment supports new non-restricted housing (HVT)
Basis boost for historic projects in downtowns or village centers in addition to supportive
housing (HVT)
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No point scoring. Keep two or one check system and allow for discussion in consideration of the
myriad of factors among projects. (HVT)
No set aside for projects under appeal. (HVT)
Okay with VHFA commenting on level of hard debt. (HVT)
Does not support Universal Design as threshold citing cost and difficulty in historic and tight infill new construction. Requests better definition of Universal Design. (HVT)
Supports eliminating SASH reference. (HVT)
Does not support changing definition of family housing except in downtowns where one
bedroom or efficiencies are better suited to market. (HVT)
Supports state credits prioritized in 4% deals. (HVT)
Does not support readiness as a priority or consideration because “unready” projects are often
riskier and harder to develop. (HVT)
No per unit cost caps. Request projects that are cost outliers to explain why. (HVT)
Requests per project limit be increased to 40%. (HVT)
Prioritize mixed-income development in high poverty areas by making it a top tier priority. Use
the 40/60 or 20/50 model only (no greater affordability). (NVDA)
Include child care facilities in family housing. (NVDA)
Encourage development of more one bedroom units, which is needed by people who are
homeless and people with disabilities. (Phaewryn O’Guin)
Prioritize housing that is accessible by public transportation (Phaewryn O’Guin)
Build more integrated housing models that serve working individuals, elders, people with
disabilities, and families all within the same building. (Pathways Vermont)

To:

Joint Committee on Tax Credits

From:

Connie Snow, Windham & Windsor Housing Trust

Date:

September 14, 2016/ revision October 24, 2016

Re:

2018 QAP

I would like to submit a few comments on the proposed changes to the Qualified Allocation Plan.
Housing Cost: The escalation of costs is a big concern. I would be opposed to per unit cost limits;
instead, I think projects at either the very low end of the spectrum, or the high end, should be asked to
address and justify cost in their application.
Permitting and “readiness”: I would like to see readiness considered in the scoring process. Resources
are too tight not to consider this. Some analysis of the permits needed, the steps of the permit process,
and the resulting timeframe should be completed. As an example, the Putney Landing project did not
require a Stormwater Permit, one of the permits that is taking a long time to secure right now. If a
project is a priority by all other criteria, and has the ability to move quickly, it should not wait behind
projects that will simply take longer to get permitted.
Having said that, it is important that the funders show support for projects facing permit battles. I like
the idea of a project that has lost credits due to a permit appeal rising to the top of the list for credits
when it is ready.
Hard Debt: I am opposed to a point structure that deducts points for the lack of hard amortizing debt. In
a time when rental assistance is scarce, such a scoring structure would undermine the ability to create
low rents, and potentially destabilize nonprofits. WWHT has just gone through the process of
restructuring our earliest projects, most with amortizing debt, in order to eliminate that debt. The
projects were losing money and were not viable. WWHT has always set rents below the 50% and 60%
caps, for a number of reasons. With more and more of our applicants having very low incomes, the
lower rents can make the difference in terms of being able to serve these applicants in a unit despite a
lack of rental assistance. This rent structure is allowing us to serve this critical local need! Secondly,
rents below the cap give us a “safety valve”, should fuel or other costs escalate. A requirement for
amortizing debt would mean that we can’t serve the greatest need locally—and put our organizations at
risk as well.
Yes, it is true that this means there are less units created statewide. But I’d prefer to create a unit that
serves the greatest need, rather than create more units that do not.
State Credits: I believe that state credits should be allocated to the bond projects that have access to
less resources. Perhaps a homeless project could get a larger amount of state credits?
Per project limit: I would think carefully about raising the current per project limit, and continue to
consider how best to distribute resources fairly around the state.
Regarding geographic distribution: We have an entire state that needs to be served. I would urge the
Committee to consider geographic distribution in any 12-24 month period as a tie-breaker.

Comments by
Tony Redington
Burlington, VT 05401
to the
Vermont Housing Finance Agency
Joint Committee on Tax Credits
August 29, 2016
Regarding 2017 Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP) and 2018 Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP)
Thank you for the opportunity to offer these comments on 2017 and 2018 Qualified Allocation
Plans (QAPs).
As long time northern New England policy development specialist with lengthy statewide both
in housing and transportation policy and administration, there remains no question in my view
that “housing first” remains at the top of the list before other needs can be reasonably
addressed whether for food, health care, or education and training.
In this case of resources, needs based allocation makes it the best tool for allocating scarce
resources. The demographic challenges face Burlington, Chittenden County and in an even
more skewed fashion the rest of Vermont--a senior population which is doubling during the
2010-2030 period (we are now in the second quarter of this four quarter period), and a decline
in under-65 population. While the under-65 decline in Chittenden County may only be a
percentage or two, for several Vermont counties the projected decline reaches above 20% for
those aged under 65. This reality in Vermont demographics must be reflected in housing
investment policies including allocation of tax credits.
With the aging of Vermont population traditional age-restricted senior housing takes on new
roles and responsibilities playing a new role in the continuum of aging by providing assisted
housing and in some cases allied facilities (adult day care, senior day programming, etc.)
which were only beginning to be explored by progressive organizations 30-40 years ago.
With this aging demographics it would be short sighted to not award credits to build agerestricted housing.
It is fair to say that the non-senior populations in Vermont are declining, and although seniors
can live in general occupancy housing, most do not want to.
Clearly for the foreseeable future a preference properly belongs to age/disability restricted
housing development over family housing based both on demand (waiting lists, the

demographic trends, existing proportions of senior/non-senior housing in a given market,
etc.). A needs based matrix might be established by county so geographic priorities can also
be assessed. Still, all allocation systems must at the bottom line be realistic. For example,
any move away from the current proportion or preferences for senior housing towards family
must be questioned. Note we have two "twin projects" in Burlington--one built and one well
into development--involving a senior project developed by Cathedral adjacent to a family
project by Champlain Housing Trust at the Burlington College land, and a similar combination
in place today completed in 2012, Thayer/Avenue Apartments by these same two
organizations. Rather than arbitrary allocation of seniors to "family" housing or tax credit
advantage to family, perhaps some small and medium scale demonstration projects might be
undertaken as a first step to see if this type of approach has merit.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sarah Carpenter
Josh Slade
FW: Important housing tax credit comments from a formerly homeless person
Monday, October 24, 2016 12:01:25 PM

Include with comments
From: O'Guin, Phaewryn D.
Sent: Saturday, October 22, 2016 2:15 AM
To: Joe Erdelyi
Cc: Maura Collins; Leslie Black-Plumeau; Sarah Carpenter; Intern
Subject: Important housing tax credit comments from a formerly homeless person

I am writing you in regards to Vermont Housing Finance Agency’s Executive Director Sarah
Carpenter’s announcement that interested parties are invited to submit comments on how
housing tax credits are allocated. As someone who has struggled to escape homelessness,
and is now served by a VT department of mental health housing voucher (much like a
section 8 voucher) which requires I get a ONE bedroom apartment, and ONLY A ONE
BEDROOM apartment, I would like to see the trend of developments only offering 2+
bedroom apartments somehow discouraged. Most of the housing vouchers for the poor in
the state specifically state that for a single person, we are ONLY allowed ONE bedroom.
Because of this, it is EXTREMELY DIFFICULT to find any housing that my voucher will cover,
because ALL apartments are at least 2 bedrooms. The majority of the homeless people in
the state are SINGLE, like myself, and we represent the MOST NEED for housing, while the
state agencies set about to offer us assistance write us vouchers with almost impossible to
meet demands. I am currently housed via Pathways To Housing Vermont, and it was VERY
DIFFICULT to find this apartment. The allowed amount on my voucher is up to $745 a
month, depending on exact location (varies by town and county, but is never enough to
meet market rents). Since all landlords want to maximize their incomes, when remodeling,
they are focusing on building 2+ bedroom apartments, because they can CHARGE MORE for
them. These do not meet the guidelines of most vouchers, being over in cost and TWO
BEDROOM, when ONLY ONE IS ALLOWED. Please do what you can to encourage more
landlords to create ONE BEDROOM apartments! We, the homeless people of Vermont, NEED
THEM BADLY! There is a severe need of safe, modern, single bedroom apartments in
Southern Vermont. There seems to be a lack of communication between governing parties
on this matter. VSHA isn’t creating housing that meets the guidelines of the vouchers
written by the VSHA. You can go to your own website and search Windham County, nothing
but mobile home parks, and all mobile homes have more than 1 bedroom. Go to Windsor
County, and search. For example: http://www.vsha.org/properties/northwoods-2/ has “1
Bedroom - 5 Units, 2 Bedroom - 10 Units, 3 Bedroom - 9 Units, 4 Bedroom - 4 Units”
meaning there are almost five times more 2 and 3 bedroom apartments than 1 bedroom
apartments in this complex. http://www.vsha.org/properties/hollw-drive/ has “1 Bedroom -

4 Units, 2 Bedroom - 7 Units, 3 Bedroom - 4 Units, 4 Bedroom - 3 Units” almost 3 times the
2 and 3 bedrooms than 1 bedrooms. This is a trend that MUST BE BROKEN if we’re going to
house the homeless population of this state! I know you have some projects that have one
bedroom units, but these are primarily SENIOR HOUSING. We MUST create more single
bedroom apartments that fall under $700 a month in rent in order to house those living in
poverty in the state. Another serious problem is that many of these complexes are being built IN
THE MIDDLE OF NO WHERE. We must work to provide housing that is ON THE BUS LINE. We cannot
expect people without transportation to prosper in communities that do not even have a grocery
store in walking distance or a bus line. There is a reason why the homeless gather in towns –
resources. You can’t place someone who has no means in a isolated rural wasteland and expect
them to STAY THERE. I’d love to live in the country, and indeed, I have looked longingly at a few of
these wonderful new, clean, modern apartment complexes only to discover I can’t practically live
there due to no resources in walking distance and no bus services. The final issue I would like to
bring up is pet-approved housing. We should not have to live alone with no companions just
because of a lack of landlords willing to allow pets. Many of us choose to live in the forest and in
tent cities SOLELY to keep our beloved pets, companions that have been with us much longer than
our homelessness, family members who are not expendable, and whom we love, and give us
support and look up to us, when the rest of society looks down on us. Please encourage more
landlords to allow pets.

In closing, I will highlight the biggest issues in housing development today in Southern
Vermont:
§ Lack of one bedroom apartments under the $700 price point (single bedroom being a
necessity for housing voucher compliance)
§ Lack of apartments on the bus lines or within walking distance to amenities
§ Lack of housing vouchers that can be used in the current housing market in the state
§ Lack of pet-friendly housing.

Deepest Regards,
J.D. O’Guin
Bellows Falls, Windham County, Vermont

To: Vermont Housing Finance Agency, Joint Committee on Tax Credits
From: Northeastern Vermont Development Association staff
RE: Qualified Allocation Plan
Date: August 19, 2016
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Qualified Allocation Plan and
2017 Evaluation Checklist. We would like to point to two considerations that we suggest should
affect the allocation of credits: mixed income developments and the inclusion of child care
facilities in family housing.
In regard to affordable housing, NVDA’s regional plan notes: “NVDA supports the development
of affordable housing that is well managed and maintained and is context sensitive to existing
concentrations of poverty and surrounding property values. Mixed-income housing offers
numerous social and economic benefits to a community by preventing residential segregation
and promoting vitality of urban and village centers.”
NVDA’s regional plan includes a number of strategies designed to support economically
integrated communities, including the following:






Promote and support zoning that allows for greater densities for the purpose of providing
a full range of housing choices (affordable, workforce, market-rate) in a manner that
preserves the character of older neighborhoods in downtowns, village center, and other
established centers of development
Work with regional housing and human service providers, including Rural Edge, NEK
Enterprise Collaborative, Lamoille Housing Partnership and NEK Community Action to
identify housing needs and support economically integrated communities.
Identify incentives for the development and rehabilitation of work-force and market-rate
housing in established centers.

In addition, the State’s 2015 -2019 Consolidated Plan identifies as a strategy, “Promote mixed
income developments to create integrated communities.”
In light of NVDA’s and the State’s goals for housing, and in consideration of HUD’s rule on
Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing which emphasizes poverty de-concentration, we ask that
consideration be given to community context when establishing priorities for the allocation of
LIHTCs.
The housing literature has shown that a concentration of subsidized housing in one location is
not good for the community, and not good for low-income residents, particularly young children.
One study found that “moving to a lower-poverty neighborhood significantly improves college
attendance rates and earnings for children who were young (below age 13) when their families
moved. These children also live in better neighborhoods themselves as adults and are less likely
to become single parents… The gains from moving fall with the age when children move,

1

consistent with recent evidence that the duration of exposure to a better environment during
childhood is a key determinant of an individual's long-term outcomes.”1
Another article appearing in the HUD journal Cityscape provides direction for the appropriate
use of Housing Choice Vouchers, and notes that neighborhood context needs to be a
consideration: “Any initiative that guides households to high-opportunity neighborhoods may
need to consider the amount of assisted housing that already exists within the receiving
neighborhood: too many assisted units or households may be harmful to the receiving
neighborhood.” The article notes that high concentrations of poverty create distress within
neighborhoods, and suggests consideration of the following: “The first threshold may be found
when about 15 percent of the population is living below poverty. Below this threshold, the
problems resulting from the concentration of poverty may not significantly affect neighborhood
condition. Above this threshold, the problems with increased poverty may rise significantly, with
each added increment of poverty imposing costs on the neighborhood.” Although a precise
recommended ratio of low income to market rate units is elusive, this article suggests that highopportunity neighborhoods are ones that have less than 15% of project-based assisted housing,
and less than 4% of voucher households, a ceiling of about 19% of households in the
neighborhood. 2
Increased attention is being paid to the role of QAPs in effecting changes in poverty rates in
neighborhoods where LIHTC developments are located. A 2015 study commissioned by HUD’s
Office of Policy Development and Research notes that “although the rules allow for a mix of
rent-restricted and market-rate units, the overwhelming majority of LIHTC developments in
practice contain only low-income, rent-restricted units.” In response to this problem, some States
have begun to include provisions in their QAPs designed to avoid concentrations of affordable
housing. 3
Based on the guidance found in the literature regarding proportionality of assisted low-income
housing to market rate, we recommend that mixed income developments containing 80% nonincome-restricted units be moved to a “Top-Tier” priority in municipalities that:



have a high level of poverty (greater than the State average);
are served by a high-poverty school (more than 50% of students qualified for free or
reduced lunch); and/or

1

The Effects of Exposure to Better Neighborhoods on Children: New Evidence from the Moving to Opportunity
Experiment. Raj Chetty, Nathaniel Hendren, and Lawrence F. Katz. NBER Working Paper No. 21156, May 2015
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The Prospects for Guiding Housing Choice Voucher Households to High-Opportunity Neighborhoods
By Kirk McClure. Cityscape: A Journal of Policy Development and Research, Volume 12, Number 3, 2010 USDHUD,
Office of Policy Development and Research
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Effect of QAP Incentives on the Location of LIHTC Properties
Multi-Disciplinary Research Team Report
USDHUD, Office of Policy Development and Research, April 2015
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have at least 20% of its existing year-round housing units (both subsidized and nonsubsidized) affordable to low and moderate income residents.

Leveraging investment through the use of valuable tax credits is a way to bring mixed income
development to areas that are not particularly attractive due to lower market values, but where
quality market-rate housing is nonetheless needed. The market rate units can be for-sale or rental,
depending on the particular market demands. The State’s 2015 Housing Needs Assessment
indicates a need for market-rate senior housing.4 Based on the literature cited above, such
investment can work towards lowering the poverty rate in distressed communities and ending the
cycle of poverty.
Child Care:
One of the regional plan’s goals for economic development is that quality, affordable child care
be available to workers with children in the Northeast Kingdom. Of the various strategies for
achieving this, one is to encourage the inclusion of childcare facilities in the plans for any multifamily housing development that will accommodate families with children.
We suggest that additional preference be given to family housing projects that include a
childcare facility in the development, or locate the development in close proximity to an existing
4- or 5-star rated child care facility with capacity to serve the development. Incorporation of
childcare facilities into family housing developments will more easily enable residents to
improve their financial condition.
Thank you for your consideration of the above.
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The State’s 2015 Housing Needs Assessment (page 20) notes that Statewide, the greatest growth in number of
households will be in the age 65 to 74 cohort. “The senior growth trends projected for counties throughout the
state will increase the need for senior housing that meets the needs of older Vermonters.” No independent living
senior developments were identified in the three Counties of the NEK, suggesting a need for unrestricted units for
this growing population segment. The Caledonia County report identifies a 1.9% vacancy rate for all market-rate
rental units (0% vacancy rate among market-rate units rated in “B” condition or better). Among owner households,
the largest housing gap is noted in the highest income category surveyed (80-120% of AMI) for both family and
senior households. In Essex County, there was a 0% rental vacancy rate, and all were subsidized, showing a lack of
unrestricted rentals. In Orleans County, market-rate studios and one-bedrooms had a 0% vacancy rate. No
independent living senior developments were identified in the three Counties of the NEK, suggesting a need for
unrestricted units for this growing population segment.
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Heahlty Homes
Caring Communities
Positiue Aging

thedral
Square Corporation

To:

Joe Erdelyi, Vermont Housing Finance Agency

From:

Kim Fitzgerald and Cindy Reid, CathedralSquare

Date:

September L,2076

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on topic areas for the proposed 2018 Qualified Allocation
Plan (QAP).
Se n

ior Housi ne a¡d_!hq25%_lÇAB

We recommend keeping and íncreasing the ceiling credit cap for senior housing, from 25% to 30%. We
all agree that the need for senior housing is clear: it is reflected in the Housing Needs Assessment, the
Consolidated Plan, our aging demographic, and CSC's own experience with our waitlist and immediate
lease ups of new properties when they come on line. VHFA has sought to prioritize family housing due
to a perceived imbalance between existing senior units and family units relative to need. The temporary
solution to this concern is the ceiling credit cap which prioritizes family housing over senior housing
three to one. Elimínating the senior housing cap would make it virtually impossible for well-planned
senior developments to obtain tax credits, and thus, to be developed at all. We cannot afford to neglect
the affordable housing needs of our aging population. We need affordable family/general occupancy
anllsenior housing. lf we do not make progress toward creating more senior units, we continue to fall
behind the eight ball as our senior population - the largest growing segment of the population continues to increase.
a

The Bipartisan Policy Center's "Health Aging Begins at Home" published in May 2016, indicates,

"the current supply of housing that is affordable to the nation's lowest income seniors is
woefully inadequate. As more low income Americans enter the senior ranks, this supply
shortage will become even more acute." Two former HUD secretaries, Henry Cisneros and Mel
Martinez, serve on the Senior Health and Housing Task Force of the Bipartisan Policy Center
which was instrumental in publishing this report. lt goes on, "personal savings are a critical
source of retirement funding, but for millions of seniors these savings will fall far short of what is
necessary to pay for housing, modifications to make homes safer, Long Term supportive
services, health care, and other retirement needs."
a

According to the 2015 Housing Needs Assessment, the housing 'gap' is 3,31-6 for seniors and
2,8L8 for families. The gap "is a more acute measure that takes into account the anticipated

growth in the number of households, housing units that are currently overcrowded,
substandard housing as defined by HUD, and the housing units in development."
o

The first two recommendations of the HNA state: Support development of rental housing;

Support development of senior housing and efforts to enable seniors to age in place.

I
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Of the 6,2L4 project and tenant based vouchers in service throughout the State, 22Yo are utilized
by seniors 62+ (Con Plan 20L5 Action Plan table 24). These data indícate that seniors are
receiving less than one quarter of the housing subsidy available.

a

"ln the next 20 years, the number of adults age 65 and older will nearly
double and many of these people will reject high-priced institutional care and instead will
continue to live in the community, even if they have one or more disabilities... Given that many
older adults do not drive and must make ends meet on fixed incomes, they especially benefit
from the availability of affordable and accessible housing opt¡ons near to transportation and
other services."
AARP Vermont states,

Top Tier Criteria
The criteria as written promotes family and general occupancy housing over senior housing; family
housing is awarded a top tier criteria. Senior housing is subject to a cap of 25% credits awarded; this
means that one well designed project (meeting multiple and desired Con Plan priorities) can be funded

annually (ranking permitting). Because this cap exists, we recommend changing the upper criteria such

that they do not favor family housing over senior housing. This wouid enable senior projects to rank weii
when they meet other QAP Criteria. Our communities need both senior housing and family housing, and
both types of projects should be able to compete for credits.
Age restricted housing and PropensiW to move
ln CSC's experience, seniors prefer age restricted housing. Seniors do not prefer general occupancy
housing, as many have raised families and prefer to be with their peers, and housing managers have
learned that oftentimes colocation of seniors and families can cause conflict. ln addition, the care needs
of seniors in a congregate setting are more efficiently and cost effectively coordinated and managed.
Programming specific to seniors delivered in congregate settings makes sense, and can address social
isolation, depression, balance, and other aspects directly connected to wellbeing of aging adults.

ln CSC's experience, seniors can and do move, in order to obtain affordable, accessible, well planned
housing with servíces. Our new residents move from homeownership, from apartments, from living with
family, from unsafe living situations, from homelessness, and in some cases to live closer to adult
children. Our residents move because accessible senior housing is safe. Our residents move so they are
not isolated, for example, some of our residents seek our housing when they have lost their mate and
can no longer live alone. There are many reasons why seniors move, the point ís that they do move.
SASH

definition

We strongly recommend against removing the SASH definition. The QAP this year added "SASH like" to
address the concern about SASH being proprietary, but still described a high level of services. We
recommend leaving this definition as it is in the current QAP. We caution against removing the
definition as it invites ambiguity in the level of services to be provided to meet this criterion. Thanks to
enormous public investment and commitment over the past six years SASH has developed a statewide
infrastructure and is a nationally recognized model (several other states are currently working to
replicate it). SASH includes rigorous stafftraining including compliance with HIPAA (Health lnsurance
Portability and Accountability Act), is connected to Medical Homes, is part of Vermont's Blueprint for
Health, and SASH participant health data is deposited into a statewide clinical registry. The federal
funding connecting SASH to affordable housing requires a standard of quality; the program is audited
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and independently evaluated for effectiveness. SASH is a distinct program with proven, independently
evaluated positive health outcomes and proven Medicare savings. We suggest that the SASH definition
in the QAP, allowing for other comprehensive service packages as long as they are comparable, is critical
to encourage effective, high quality services, and therefore should remain in the QAP.

Point Scoring Svstem
We do not recommend going to a point scoring system. A point scoring system would set the QAP
process apart from the other funders - VHCB and VCDP - in terms of how projects are reviewed and
funded. The current system allows some flexibility in reviewing projects that have extenuating
círcumstances or particular strengths.
State Credits and extended affordabiliW
We support requiring long term or perpetual affordability for the State Credits. They are most often tied
with VHCB funding which requires perpetual affordability, and it is a scarce resource from which to exact

the value of affordability.
Proiect Ranking
We recommend considering readiness or other time sensitive aspects of projects (e.g. particular funding
that will expire) that are grouped together in the ranking process, in terms of deciding which project to
recommend for funding in a tax credit round. However, readiness should only be considered as a reason
to recommend for funding among projects that meet many Con Plan priorities/public policy goals, vs.
projects that don't but simply are ready from a permitting perspective.
130% Basis Boost
We recommend keeping the current availability of the L30% basis boost for projects that offer SASH, or
10% units for Supportive Housing. We also support further extending the L3O% basis boost to projects
developed in designated downtowns or neighborhood development areas/new town centers (smart
growth sites.)
Again, thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments. We appreciate your consideration
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To:
From:
Date:
RE:

Joint Committee on Tax Credits
Michael Monte, Champlain Housing Trust
September 14, 2016
QAP changes for 2018

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the 2018 Qualified Allocation Plan.
Basis – Boost: We believe it would support other long-term state priorities to provide the basis boost for projects
located in Vermont downtowns and village centers. These types of projects are more expensive and risky, but
provide multiple additional benefits to the community.
Point scoring: We do not support changing to a point scoring system. Projects should continue to be prioritized
with upper tier and lower tier requirements, but often there are “un-scorable” issues that need to be discussed by
the Board in choosing between competing projects.
Permit Appeals: We support the idea of bumping previously funded projects to the front of the line if they have
had to forfeit credits due to permit appeals once the appeals have been cleared.
Universal Design: We support a threshold for universal design as long as there is an exemption for rehabilitation
projects.
Family Housing: We support allowing an exception to the current definition of family housing for downtown
projects that may be better suited to a higher proportion of small units.
Per project limit: The overall per project limit of 30% of the annual allocation needs to be reviewed. Assuming
Vermont gets $2.6M in credit allocation, 30% equates to $780,000 of credit. With higher construction costs,
mid-sized projects will bump up against that ceiling.

Joe Erdelyi
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Chaney, Angus <Angus.Chaney@vermont.gov>
Wednesday, September 14, 2016 8:45 AM
Sarah Carpenter
Joe Erdelyi; Josh Slade
Service-Enriched Housing - Suggested edit to QAP
Service Enriched Housing (AHS and DAIL 9.13.16).pdf

Good Morning, Sarah.
I worked with staff in our Department of DAIL to develop these "principles of service‐enriched housing," and
am hoping we can substitute for the more specific references to SASH in the QAP.
The attached is written broadly enough that SASH would certainly be included, while allowing Vermont’s
private‐sector developers to receive the same incentives for providing comparable features and services in
their sites.
Please let me know if you'd like to discuss this content or best process. And if we need to wait until the 2018
round of edits, I understand.
Best, Angus

Angus Chaney
Director of Housing
Vermont Agency of Human Services
Office of the Secretary
280 State Drive ‐ Center Building
Waterbury, VT 05671‐1000
Phone: (802) 241‐0440
angus.chaney@vermont.gov
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AHS/DAIL Principles of Service-Enriched Housing
Vermont Agency of Human Services (AHS)
Department of Disabilities, Aging & Independent Living (DAIL)
September 13, 2016
Service-Enriched Housing is a combination of housing and services intended to help residents
to live more healthy, stable, satisfying, and productive lives. Services provide the support and
care residents need to maintain or improve their health and to live safely in the housing site.
The best examples of Service-Enriched Housing address a range of health, social, and economic
needs of residents. When evaluating Service-Enriched Housing, sites meeting the following
seven criteria are deemed most desirable:
1. Sites are close to other community resources residents will need to access: food and other
shopping, pharmacy, transportation, physician/medical services.
2. Sites include common areas and residential units that support people with disabilities and
aging in place, including physical accessibility and universal design features.
3. Sites design and implement specific methods of serving residents with low incomes,
disabilities, chronic health conditions, and/or frailty associated with aging.
4. Sites design and implement stable and predictable methods of providing services that
address a range of needs in an individualized and flexible manner to support individual
resident needs, either through site employees or agreements with other entities.
Common support services include meals, cooking assistance, cleaning, shopping
assistance, personal care, social and recreational activities, and transportation.
5. Sites design and implement practices that build positive relationships with residents and
other community agencies, and empower residents to direct their own lives through
supportive decision-making.
6. Sites design and implement methods of improving access to health care and the health
status of residents.
7. Sites design and implement methods of measuring outcomes or performance, and for
improving performance.

September 13, 2016
Mr. Joe Erdelyi
Vermont Housing Finance Agency
164 St. Paul Street
Burlington, VT 05402
Dear Mr. Erdelyi,
I am writing to express support for senior housing and to express the importance of Low Income
Housing Tax Credit funding to create critically needed new senior housing. AARP VT has long
supported older adults’ desire to age in place, whether this means to grow old in the home
where one raised children or in another non-institutional setting in the community.
In the next 20 years, the number of adults age 65 and older will nearly double and many of
these people will reject high-priced institutional care and instead will continue to live in the
community, even if they have one or more disabilities. A strong determinant in “successful
aging” is the ability of a person to interact with the community, friends, and family in a variety of
activities. The degree to which older adults can participate in community life will be determined,
in part, by how well their physical environment accommodates them and the level of services
provided. Housing built for seniors is able to include accessibility features that benefit older
adults. Features such as low glare lighting, minimal transitions to prevent falls, and program
space for services such as SASH, are critical to “successful aging.” Given that many older
adults do not drive and must make ends meet on fixed incomes, the importance of affordable
and accessible housing options near to transportation and other services is critical.
We support affordable housing providers’ efforts to obtain funding for projects that help
fulfill the growing need for affordable senior housing in the area.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Kelly Stoddard Poor

Associate State Director

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sarah Carpenter
Josh Slade
FW: Important housing tax credit comments from a formerly homeless person
Monday, October 24, 2016 12:01:25 PM

Include with comments
From: O'Guin, Phaewryn D.
Sent: Saturday, October 22, 2016 2:15 AM
To: Joe Erdelyi
Cc: Maura Collins; Leslie Black-Plumeau; Sarah Carpenter; Intern
Subject: Important housing tax credit comments from a formerly homeless person

I am writing you in regards to Vermont Housing Finance Agency’s Executive Director Sarah
Carpenter’s announcement that interested parties are invited to submit comments on how
housing tax credits are allocated. As someone who has struggled to escape homelessness,
and is now served by a VT department of mental health housing voucher (much like a
section 8 voucher) which requires I get a ONE bedroom apartment, and ONLY A ONE
BEDROOM apartment, I would like to see the trend of developments only offering 2+
bedroom apartments somehow discouraged. Most of the housing vouchers for the poor in
the state specifically state that for a single person, we are ONLY allowed ONE bedroom.
Because of this, it is EXTREMELY DIFFICULT to find any housing that my voucher will cover,
because ALL apartments are at least 2 bedrooms. The majority of the homeless people in
the state are SINGLE, like myself, and we represent the MOST NEED for housing, while the
state agencies set about to offer us assistance write us vouchers with almost impossible to
meet demands. I am currently housed via Pathways To Housing Vermont, and it was VERY
DIFFICULT to find this apartment. The allowed amount on my voucher is up to $745 a
month, depending on exact location (varies by town and county, but is never enough to
meet market rents). Since all landlords want to maximize their incomes, when remodeling,
they are focusing on building 2+ bedroom apartments, because they can CHARGE MORE for
them. These do not meet the guidelines of most vouchers, being over in cost and TWO
BEDROOM, when ONLY ONE IS ALLOWED. Please do what you can to encourage more
landlords to create ONE BEDROOM apartments! We, the homeless people of Vermont, NEED
THEM BADLY! There is a severe need of safe, modern, single bedroom apartments in
Southern Vermont. There seems to be a lack of communication between governing parties
on this matter. VSHA isn’t creating housing that meets the guidelines of the vouchers
written by the VSHA. You can go to your own website and search Windham County, nothing
but mobile home parks, and all mobile homes have more than 1 bedroom. Go to Windsor
County, and search. For example: http://www.vsha.org/properties/northwoods-2/ has “1
Bedroom - 5 Units, 2 Bedroom - 10 Units, 3 Bedroom - 9 Units, 4 Bedroom - 4 Units”
meaning there are almost five times more 2 and 3 bedroom apartments than 1 bedroom
apartments in this complex. http://www.vsha.org/properties/hollw-drive/ has “1 Bedroom -

4 Units, 2 Bedroom - 7 Units, 3 Bedroom - 4 Units, 4 Bedroom - 3 Units” almost 3 times the
2 and 3 bedrooms than 1 bedrooms. This is a trend that MUST BE BROKEN if we’re going to
house the homeless population of this state! I know you have some projects that have one
bedroom units, but these are primarily SENIOR HOUSING. We MUST create more single
bedroom apartments that fall under $700 a month in rent in order to house those living in
poverty in the state. Another serious problem is that many of these complexes are being built IN
THE MIDDLE OF NO WHERE. We must work to provide housing that is ON THE BUS LINE. We cannot
expect people without transportation to prosper in communities that do not even have a grocery
store in walking distance or a bus line. There is a reason why the homeless gather in towns –
resources. You can’t place someone who has no means in a isolated rural wasteland and expect
them to STAY THERE. I’d love to live in the country, and indeed, I have looked longingly at a few of
these wonderful new, clean, modern apartment complexes only to discover I can’t practically live
there due to no resources in walking distance and no bus services. The final issue I would like to
bring up is pet-approved housing. We should not have to live alone with no companions just
because of a lack of landlords willing to allow pets. Many of us choose to live in the forest and in
tent cities SOLELY to keep our beloved pets, companions that have been with us much longer than
our homelessness, family members who are not expendable, and whom we love, and give us
support and look up to us, when the rest of society looks down on us. Please encourage more
landlords to allow pets.

In closing, I will highlight the biggest issues in housing development today in Southern
Vermont:
§ Lack of one bedroom apartments under the $700 price point (single bedroom being a
necessity for housing voucher compliance)
§ Lack of apartments on the bus lines or within walking distance to amenities
§ Lack of housing vouchers that can be used in the current housing market in the state
§ Lack of pet-friendly housing.

Deepest Regards,
J.D. O’Guin
Bellows Falls, Windham County, Vermont

Josh Slade
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Dave Adams
Tuesday, November 01, 2016 10:04 AM
'Lynn Nacewicz'; Victoria Johnson
Josh Slade; Joe Erdelyi
RE: Vermont LIHTC and QAP updates

Morning Lynn,
The changes to the 2017 QAP are a bit of an anomaly, and are pretty much grammatical and/or technical in
nature. They do not reflect major shifts in state housing policy or priorities. The largest of the changes to the 2017
QAP are in response to an Executive Order by our Governor relating to homelessness in Vermont. Our package to the
Committee on Tax Credits has already been mailed, for their meeting Monday the 7th. Given your suggested changes
are along the lines of a correction, I will them up at the meeting. I don’t expect the Committee will have a problem with
the change. Ultimately the Committee recommends adoption to the VHFA Board of Commissioners, who will consider
the Committee recommendations for adoption at their meeting in December.
The changes to the 2018 QAP are far more extensive even though in the end, staff does not feel the 2018 changes
constitute a major shift in housing policy or priorities. You should know, that for the 2018 changes, we are only
recommending projects that meet Passive House or Net Zero standards as getting recognized with “one check‐mark” as
part of the proposed project ranking system. In the overall scheme of things, one check mark may serve as a tie breaker,
but likely will not have a major impact on what projects get funded. We are not proposing to give any higher weight to
the building standards, because we want to maintain the weighing toward other State priorities, homelessness, now
being a major focus for the State. Projects will still need to meet either your standards, LEED H, our VHFA’s own Green
Building and Design Standards as minimum threshold requires to even apply for credits. (See that change on the
Checklist – item #30 to the 2018 QAP.)
Should you care to comment on the 2018 changes, please feel free to do so. The next public meeting of the Committee
is scheduled for December 7th. Comments for that meeting should be here by no later than November 15th.
After we get through these changes, we hope we don’t have to make any further changes for a couple of years. Any
changes we make, we hope to give our housing partners a full year before the changes take effect.

From: Lynn Nacewicz [mailto:lnacewicz@homeinnovation.com]
Sent: Monday, October 31, 2016 1:54 PM
To: Victoria Johnson
Cc: Dave Adams
Subject: RE: Vermont LIHTC and QAP updates
Hi Victoria,
Thank you for sending this information to me. It appears that your timeline for your QAPs are earlier than we had it
down. Could you please tell me when you start the QAP revision process each year and when it is signed in normally?
Are you possibly transitioning to a 2 year QAP schedule?
Also, we would like to request that the definition of the NGBS, on page 7 of the current QAP, be changed slightly for
accuracy since NAHB is not the secretariat of the NGBS. If possible, could you please change the below copy to “National
1

Green Building Standard (NGBS): A residential green building rating system administered by Home Innovation Research
Labs”.

Again below, under #5 for accuracy – please remove NAHB and list the “National Green Building Standard (NGBS)” . Let
me know if you can make these small changes for accuracy.

Thank you again for your assistance and please let me know if you need anything additional from us.
Lynn

Lynn B. Nacewicz, CGP | Manager, Green Building Programs
ICC/ ASHRAE‐700 National Green Building Standard (NGBS)
400 Prince George’s Blvd. | Upper Marlboro, MD 20774
lnacewicz@HomeInnovation.com | P: 301.430.6206 | F: 301.430.6180
HomeInnovation.com | Follow us on Twitter @HomeResearchLab @NGBSGreen

From: Victoria Johnson [mailto:VJohnson@vhfa.org]
Sent: Monday, October 31, 2016 11:32 AM
To: Lynn Nacewicz <lnacewicz@homeinnovation.com>
Cc: Dave Adams <DAdams@vhfa.org>
Subject: RE: Vermont LIHTC and QAP updates
Hi Lynn,
Please find the QAP materials attached. Also, you have been added to our distribution email list for future mailings.
Feel free to contact me if you require further assistance.
Regards,
Victoria

Victoria Johnson | Program Area Administrative Assistant
164 St. Paul St., Burlington, VT 05401 | 802.652.3400| fax.802.864.5746
Vermont Housing Finance Agency
2

Ranked #1 Best Small Place to Work in Vermont

From: Dave Adams
Sent: Monday, October 31, 2016 11:08 AM
To: Lynn Nacewicz
Cc: Victoria Johnson
Subject: RE: Vermont LIHTC and QAP updates
Lynn,
I am copying Victoria Johnson here at VHFA so she can add you to our distribution list for future mailings re Vermont’s
QAP. She will forward the materials that went out last week regarding pending changes to the 2017 QAP, and the 2018
QAP which are far most extensive.
From: Lynn Nacewicz [mailto:lnacewicz@homeinnovation.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 27, 2016 9:14 AM
To: Dave Adams
Subject: Vermont LIHTC and QAP updates
Hi Dave,
I am fairly new here at Home Innovation Research Labs managing the NGBS certification programs and would like to be
added to your email listserv. Please add me to your list of contacts and replace my name from previously Cindy Wasser.
If you have any need to discuss details of the NGBS program, please call on me anytime.
It looks like you may be ready to release a 2017 QAP draft and I would love to review in support. Please send me a link to
access the QAP for 2017.
Thank you so much!
Lynn

Lynn B. Nacewicz, CGP | Manager, Green Building Programs
400 Prince George’s Blvd. | Upper Marlboro, MD 20774
lnacewicz@HomeInnovation.com | P: 301.430.6206 | F: 301.430.6180
HomeInnovation.com | Follow us on Twitter @HomeResearchLab @NGBSGreen
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To: Vermont Housing Finance Agency, Joint Committee on Tax Credits
From: Northeastern Vermont Development Association staff
RE: 2018 Qualified Allocation Plan
Date: November 1, 2016
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed 2018 QAP changes, in
advance of the November 7, 2016 public hearing.
In reviewing the table “Summary of Areas Under Consideration for Change – 2018 QAP” we
offer the following:
Mixed Income Housing Developments: NVDA concurs with the State’s 2015 -2019
Consolidated Plan strategy to “Promote mixed income developments to create integrated
communities,” and therefore supports greater weighting to housing developments that include a
mix of market rate units with the LIHTC-supported units. Based on the guidance found in the
literature regarding proportionality of assisted low-income housing to market rate1, and based on
the recognized state-wide need for new housing units in all price categories, we recommend
prioritizing developments in which 80% of units are market rate and 20% are LIHTC-assisted
(income restricted), particularly in areas that already have more than 19% of its housing stock
available to low and middle-income households.
Geographic targeting: In consideration of regional, State and Federal objectives for
affirmatively furthering fair housing, we support favoring the development of LIHTC projects in
high opportunity towns/school districts that have little or no existing affordable housing.
Other considerations: We urge the Committee to consider giving weight to family housing
developments that include child care facilities, or are located close to existing four or five starrated child care facilities with capacity to serve the development. Incorporation of childcare
facilities into family housing developments may more easily enable residents to improve their
financial condition.
Thank you for your consideration of the above.

1

The Prospects for Guiding Housing Choice Voucher Households to High-Opportunity Neighborhoods
By Kirk McClure. Cityscape: A Journal of Policy Development and Research, Volume 12, Number 3, 2010 USDHUD,
Office of Policy Development and Research

1
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November L,20L6
Joseph Erdelyi, Development Director
VHFA
L64 St. Paul Street
Burlington, Vermont 0540L
By email

Re: Comments on Qualified Allocation Plan
Dear Mr. Erdelyi:
Thank you for the opportuntity to comment on VHFA's Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP). We
appreciate you taking the time to listen to our input. We believe that VHFA's Qualified
Allocation Plan should preference the building of more accessible, unrestricted housing for all in
higher opportunity neighborhoods.
ln support of our comments here, we have appended several attachments including statisical
information about Vermont's current below-market and subsidized housing stock; a summary
of linguistice profiling telephone tests of housing discrimination; and GIS maps showing the
location and type of affordable rental housing in Chittenden County and the greater Burlington
area.1

The Housing Discrimination Law Project of Vermont Legal Aid advocates throughout Vermont
for fair housing and open communities. We provide a range of free legal services to older
people, people with disabilities, people who are discriminated against, and poor people in
many legal areas, including subsidized housing, landlord-tenant, planning and zoning, and fair
housing matters, We also advocate for land use planning and zoning that supports diverse
communities that are accessible to all. We do not finance, develop, build, or manage housing of
any kind. However, we strongly support subsidized and affordable housing'

I We apologize for the

focus of our maps on Chittenden County. lt solely reflects the time constraints of the intern

who prepared the maps for us. This is a statewide issue.
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A safe, decent, affordable place to live is the base every person needs to succeed. We are
grateful for the work VHFA and others do every day to provide housing for Vermonters,
especially our most vulnerable citizens. Our comments here reflect our belief in the importance
of affordable housing to every person as well as our analysis of current housing stock and the

demographics of Vermont. We advocate for every Vermonter to have a good home.
Unfortunately, the state doesn't currently allocate sufficient housing dollars to meet t00% of
the need for affordable housing for every Vermonter. ln that context, we submit that
prospectively prioritizing new allocations of funding for affordable housing with the fewest
barriers to accessing it makes the most policy sense.
The Low-lncome Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC or "tax credit") program is virtually the only
program currently available for new development of brick and mortar affordable rental
housing. lt is the backbone that other funds such as CDBG and HOME supplement to finance
new affordable housing in Vermont. lt is therefore particularly criticalthat VHFA allocate LIHTC
tax credits in a way that is equitable to all Vermonters who are only able to afford belowmarket rental homes. lt is also equally important that funding not be directed to geographic
areas that already have a large amount of below-market housing or are in low-opportunity
neighborhoods, because this worsens segregating trends and outcomes, especially for children
The first issue we address with these comments is the current location of LIHTC and other
below-market housing and the effects of locating housing in lower-opportunity areas. We
recommend that prospective allocations of LIHTC housing be located in higher opportunity
areas. We then discuss the benefits of housing that follows universal design principles and is
accessible to all. We also provide statistics showing that a very large percentage of Vermont's
currently existing, below-market and subsidized housing is age-restricted. We recommend that,
prospectively, more LIHTC program funding for new construction be allocated to developing
housing that is open to all; that is, accessible and not restricted to any one group of
Vermonters. Accessible, unrestricted, brick and morter housing is most flexible to changing
needs.

!.

Where Affordable Housing is Built ls Equally lmportant to That ¡t ¡s Bu¡lt.

Where you grow up and where your family lives determines everything else: access to health
care, jobs, healthy food, green space, networking, and, most importantly, schools. Poor children
who grow up in high opportunity neighborhoods have better long-term health, educational
attainment, income, and other positive outcomes than poor children who grow up in poor,
segregated, low opportunity neighborhoods.2 But most families who need below-market
housing are prevented from moving out of low-opportunity neighborhoods to better areas by
numerous factors including: the location of brick and mortar below-market and subsidized

2

For just one of many studies, see "Moving to Opportunity: an Experimental Study

of Neighborhood Effects on Mental Health,"
http://www.minoritv.unc.edu/sph/minconf/2004/materials/leventhal.and.sunn.pdf
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housing, discrimination, and housing voucher policies.3 For more data and information on the
geography of opportunity, GIS mapping of housing and demographics, and why it's important,
see the studies and GIS mapping done by the Kirwan lnstitute at the Ohio State University.4 ln
addition to other benefits, growing up in a racially and ethnically diverse neighborhood is
probably the best antidote to implicit biases based on class, race, and other -isms.

ln its September 2nd article, "ln Greater Boston, a lopsided geography of affordable housing,"
the Boston Globe reported on the factors that have kept poor families and people of color out
of higher opportunity neighborhoods in the greater Boston area, among them: NlMBYism; less
NlMBYism directed at below-market housing for older people; and discrimination. All of these
same factors exist in Vermont, albeit on a smaller scale than in greater Boston.
The Globe article lists the following as some of the factors keeping poor people and people of
color in low-opportunity communities:

L)

lt's cheaper and easier to build subsidized and below-market housing in poor
neighborhoods because there is little or no opposition from neighbors. Avoiding NlMBYism
by building in economically-depressed areas saves money on protracted legal proceedings.
But it also results in most below-market housing being built in areas that already have a lot
of below-market housing, i.e., in lower-opportunity neighborhoods.
The same thing is true in Vermont. We've attached a map from 2Ot2 of the brick and
mortar below-market rental housing in Chittenden County. The map shows the high
concentration of below-market rental housing in Burlington, South Burlington, and
s
Winooski and the relative lack of subsidized housing in the surrounding towns. While to
some extent it makes sense that there would be more below-market rental housing in
cities, the extent of difference is not explainable by that factor alone.
Building the greatest number of below-market rental homes is certainly important.
However, given the centrality of where one lives to everything else in a person's life, we
submit that it shouldn't be the only, or even the most important, consideration when
deciding where to build affordable housing.

2) The Globe article reports that a compounding factor to NIMBY opposition to affordable
housing is that when below-market housing is built in higher opportunity communities, it is
overwhelmingly restricted to older people. Once again, the same is true in Vermont. ln fact,
in Vermont, the problem is worse because that disproportionate allocation, while certainly

3

'oln Greater Boston, a lopsided geography of affordable housing," Boston Globe, September

2,20t6'

https://www.bostonslobe.com/metro/2016/09/02lboundaries-hope/m 15ni02g8atfGwq4R9z7cl/storv.html
http://k¡rwaninstitute.osu.edu/researchandstrategicinitiatives/opportunitv-communities/mappinE/

4
s

See attachment A: Restricted Housing in Chittenden County.
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present in suburbs, is not confined to them. We discuss this issue at greater length in the
second part of our comments.

3) Vouchers

alone aren't the answer to scattered site, affordable rental housing for many

reasons including:

a.

b.

c.

d.

Discrimination against voucher holders, people of color, families with children, people
w¡th d¡sabilities, and New Americans.6 Anyone who develops affordable housing has
experienced NIMBY opposition to it. NlMBYism and discrimination are the same
thing-except that individual discrimination is deeply personal and painful, sometimes
debilitatingly so. Essentially, when we ask voucher holders to move outside of areas
society has set aside for them, we're asking them to be a target and to fight a very
personal NIMBY fight, on their own, without any support.
People with housing vouchers are steered by housing search agencies and public
housing authorities to apply for apartments with landlords who are "willing" to accept
them. Vermont law requires all landlords to accept vouchers. While there is an
understandable desire to help voucher holders lease up quickly and with the least
amount of hassle and doubt, this practice undermines Vermont's fair housing law and
the usefulness of vouchers as a tool for deconcentrating poverty and ameliorating
segregation.
Vouchers come with lease-up deadlines. lf the voucher participant doesn't find an
appropriate rental home and sign a lease within thirty or sixty days, they lose their
voucher. Given the amount of discrimination against voucher holders and the
difficulty of finding a habitable rental home within the fair market rent standard, the
short lease-up period hurts all voucher holders and makes them more likely to rent in
poor neighborhoods and from brick and mortar below-market housing such as LIHTC
housing which is often located in lower opportunity communities. The short lease-up

period is also a particular and extra burden to people likely to be discriminated against
on other bases: families with children, people of color, people w¡th d¡sab¡lities, and
New Americans.
Another factor not discussed in the Globe article, is the site basing of housing
vouchers. Tenant-based housing vouchers are "fixed" in a particular building, though
often with an eventual right of the tenant to take a voucher with them at a later time.
While this makes sense from an overall voucher budget standpoint and often from a
tenant standpo¡nt, it concentrates vouchers in buildings that are below-market, many
of which are built in lower-opportunity communities. This eliminates or at least

See Attachment B: Summary findings from VLA's 20L2 and 2014 reports of linguistic telephone tests. We have
not conducted systemic, audit testing of discrimination against voucher-holders, but we have substantial anecdotal
evidence and some investigative evidence of blatant discrimination on this basis prohibited by Vermont's Fair
Housing and Public Accommodation Act. We have reasonable suspicion that voucher discrimination is widespread
in Vermont.
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diminishes through delay the main advantage of housing vouchers: household
mobility.
Next we discuss the benefits of brick and morter, below-market housing that follows the
principles of universal design, is physically accessible, and is not restricted to any one
population. We advocate that more LIHTC funding be allocated to that type of housing.
il.

Physically Accessible, Unrestricted Housing is the Most Flexible Use of Limited
Affordable Housing Funding.

New Construction Housing is Physically Accessible to All
Since 199L, the federal Fåir Housing Act (FHA) has required that virtually all multifamily housing
be constructed to be accessible to all. New construction must have, for example: doorways
wide enough for a wheelchair; an accessible route to and through the entrance and common
areas; accessible common areas such as laundry rooms; accesible interiors; kitchens and
bathrooms that can accommodate a person in a wheelchair; and reinforced walls strong
enough to have grab bars added to them. Of course, people without disabilities or impairments
can also use these features. This means that new construction multifamily housing that is in
compliance with the Americans with Disabilities AcU the federal Fair Housing Act; Vermont's
Fair Housing and Public Accommodations act; and other Vermont laws regulating the design
and construction of housing in Vermont is accessible to anyone. lf that housing is also open to
anyone who meets financial eligibility requirements, it is the most flexible brick and mortar
housing that can be built. As people and populations change, the physical structure is able to
accommodate them. Therefore, it makes good policy sense to build more physically accessible,
below-market rental housing that is open to all.
Universal Design
Housing built using Universal Design principles goes beyond the basic threshold of accessibility
required by fair housing and public accommodation laws. lt also seeks to incorporate
accessibility laws in ways that promote ease of use for everyone and the least need for later
modification. Universal Design creates even more flexibility of use. Making all housing as
accessible as feasible provides people with physical impairments or disabilities the greatest
choice in where they live and allows them to live in less restrictrive environments for longer,
reducing their segregat¡on into more isolated communities based solely on their physical needs.
We recommend that, to the extent possible, VHFA allocate LIHTC tax credits to housing that
incorporates principles of Universal Design.
Services
Many people, including many older people, people with disabilities, people with children, New
Americans, and others benefit from services in addition to housing. Such services should be
flexible and responsive to the people who need them, While economies of scale and efficiency
for agencies delivering services may be factors, they shouldn't be the only factors-or possibly
even the most important factors-considered in determining the best location or staffing of
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those services. Service prov¡ders should be flexible enough to provide services to people
wherever they live, not only at larger mult¡family housing buildings.
A High Percentage of Vermont's Below-Market Rental Housing is Age-Restricted.
There are approximately L3,500 LIHTC or deeply-subsidized rental homes in Vermont.T Fortyseven percent of those subsidized rental homes are restricted to either older people exclusively
or to older people and people w¡th disabilities.s Seventy-three percent of older Vermonters'
need for affordable rental housing is met while just 18% of non-elderly Vermonters' need is
met.e Older people may rent homes in multi-family housing that is not age-restricted. Given the
demographics of people receiving housing assistance in Vermont, it appears likely that, in
addition to the age-restricted below-market rental homes which we know are rented by older
Vermonters, many subsidized rental homes that are not age-restricted are also currently rented
by older Vermonters.

We have attached a map of the Burlington, South Burlington, and Winooski area showing
location; relative number of below-market rental homes; whether the homes are restricted to
elders or to elders and people with disabilities ("restricted") or not; and whether the homes are
subsidized ("deep subsidy") or below-market, tax credit ("LlHTC ") housing.lo The map shows
the disproport¡onate allocation of below-market housing that is age-restricted. We think a
similar map forthe entire state would be a beneficialtool in planningwhere LIHTC housing
should be located and whether it should be age-restricted'
A Large Demographic Bubble of Retirees is Coming-And Going
The generation approaching or at eligibility for elder-restricted housing is bigger than in
previous generations. But the housing built in the next several years will outlast this
demographic event. lf we build below-market housing restricted for older people, who will live
in that housing when the demographic bubble is over? Will communities object if attempst are
made years after development to convert the housing to housing that isn't age-restricted? lf we
continue to bu¡ld age-restricted housing instead of housing for all, Vermont's current disparity
in allocation of subisidized and below-market housing dollars will be compounded' Since older
people can live in accessible, multifamily housing that isn't age-restricted, it's better policy to
build accessible, unrestricted housing that can flexibly respond to changing needs'

Vermont Housing Needs Assessment, prepared by Bowen National Research for the Vermont Department of
Housing & community Development, october 24,2014; Revised:February 24,2015.
8
Twenty-two percent of deep subsidy and LIHTC multifamily rental homes are restricted to older people only.
Another 25% are restricted to elders and people with disabilities. See Attachment C: Demographic Allocation of
Vermont's Below-Market Rental Housing: Preliminary Analysis, HDLP, 2016
7

e

Vermont State 20L0-2015 Consolidated Plan, p. 33.

http://accd.vermont.eov/strone communities/housing/planning/consolidated plan
These percentages are based on the 2010 figures of 6,489 units of assisted rental housing available for 35,554 nonelderly renters, versus 6,324 units of assisted rental housing available to 8,713 elderly renters'
10
See Attachment D: "subsidized Housing in South Burlington"
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ln sum, we advocate that more LIHTC funding be directed to the development of unrestricted,
accessible housing built in higher opportunity communities using universal design principles.
Thank you for your time and consideration. lf you have any questions or concerns or would like
additional information, please don't hesitate to contact me.
si
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Current Demographic Allocation of Vermont’s Below-Market Rental Housing
Families with children are underrepresented in subsidized housing in Vermont.
While 73% of the need for affordable rental housing for elderly renters in
Vermont is met, just 18% of non-elderly renters’ need is met.1 This disparity is an
impediment to fair housing choice for families with minor children.
About half of Vermont’s subsidized rental units are restricted to elders or
people with disabilities. 2 This results in a large amount of unmet need for
families with minor children. This impact is exacerbated by the fact that seniors
are more likely than younger people to own their homes. 3
In Vermont, 54% of people below the poverty line are neither seniors nor have
disabilities4 but this group makes up just:
• 30% of all housing assistance recipients. 5
• 17% of public housing tenants;
• 31% of tenant-based voucher holders; and
• 39% of project-based voucher holders.
Perhaps unsurprisingly, people who are ineligible for restricted housing make up
the majority – over 60% – of those on the Vermont State Housing Authority’s
Section 8 tenant-based voucher wait list. 6

1

Vermont HUD 2010-2015 Consolidated Plan, p. 33.
http://accd.vermont.gov/strong_communities/housing/planning/consolidated_plan
These percentages are based on the 2010 figures of 6,489 units of assisted rental housing available for 35,554 nonelderly renters, versus 6,324 units of assisted rental housing available to 8,713 elderly renters.
2
Vermont Housing Needs Assessment, p. V-5
http://accd.vermont.gov/sites/accd/files/Documents/strongcommunities/housing/05-%20rental.pdf
3
Vermont Housing Needs Assessment, Elders
http://accd.vermont.gov/sites/accd/files/Documents/strongcommunities/housing/06-%20elderly.pdf
4
American Fact Finder, http://factfinder.census.gov/
5
HUD Resident Characteristics reports for Vermont, https://pic.hud.gov/pic/RCRPublic/rcrmain.asp
6
Vermont State Housing Authority, Streamlined Annual PHA Plan, 2016, p.2 http://www.vsha.org/wp/wpcontent/uploads/2016/05/VSHA-Draft-Annual-Plan-FY-2017-05-24-16.pdf
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housing assistance & age/disability status
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% of housing need unmet:
18% of the assisted rental housing need for non-elderly renters is met, while 73%
of the need for elderly renters is met (VT HUD 2010-2015 Consolidated Plan, p.
33)
% of those below poverty line:
46% of people below the poverty line are over 62 or under 62 and have a disability
54% of people below the poverty line are under 62 and do not have a disability (ACS)
% using housing assistance
70% of people receiving housing assistance in VT are classified as senior/disabled
30% of people receiving housing assistance in VT are not seniors/ do not have
disabilities (VT HUD Resident Characteristics report)
% living in public housing
83% of families living in public housing in VT are classified as senior/disabled
17% are not seniors/don’t have disabilities (VT HUD Resident Characteristics
report)
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From: Hilary Melton
Sent: Saturday, October 29, 2016 9:59 PM
To: Joe Erdelyi
Subject: Tax Credit Allocation

Dear Joseph,
I am responding to Vermont Housing Finance Agency’s call for comments on how tax
credits are allocated.
My son Joshua is 23 years old and has a disability. This summer he graduated from high
school and moved into one of the affordable units at Keens Crossing. Together with his
service support teams at SD Associates and the Howard Center, he is thriving in his new
apartment.
And the quality and kind of apartment he has today is the reason I am writing you.
Before moving to Keens Crossing, Josh lived in another housing complex that was
limited to people with low incomes. Keens Crossing is a mixed income complex. There
are young professionals, mature professionals, students, families, elderly, folks with
dogs, people using scooters and wheelchairs, a whole variety. It feels safe, vibrant and
hopeful. The apartment itself is clean and well-maintained and has lots of natural light.
All the appliances work and there is central air-conditioning.
My son has been segregated in the past because of his disability; taught is separate
classrooms, excluded from social activities, and told he couldn’t participate in more
things than I can remember. Living at Keens Crossing feels like he belongs, that he is
part of a regular community.
I would love to see more mixed-income housing options, particularly in Burlington
where there is such a housing need. I also feel that one bedroom options are entirely too
scarce. While living with roommates is an option for some, not everyone can negotiate
living with other people.
Thank you for all VHFA does to create affordable housing opportunities for Vermonters!
Sincerely,
Hilary Melton

Joe Erdelyi
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

O'Guin, Phaewryn D.
Saturday, October 22, 2016 2:15 AM
Joe Erdelyi
Maura Collins; Leslie Black-Plumeau; Sarah Carpenter; Intern
Important housing tax credit comments from a formerly homeless person

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

FollowUp
Flagged

I am writing you in regards to Vermont Housing Finance Agency’s Executive Director Sarah Carpenter’s
announcement that interested parties are invited to submit comments on how housing tax credits are
allocated. As someone who has struggled to escape homelessness, and is now served by a VT department of
mental health housing voucher (much like a section 8 voucher) which requires I get a ONE bedroom
apartment, and ONLY A ONE BEDROOM apartment, I would like to see the trend of developments only
offering 2+ bedroom apartments somehow discouraged. Most of the housing vouchers for the poor in the
state specifically state that for a single person, we are ONLY allowed ONE bedroom. Because of this, it is
EXTREMELY DIFFICULT to find any housing that my voucher will cover, because ALL apartments are at least 2
bedrooms. The majority of the homeless people in the state are SINGLE, like myself, and we represent the
MOST NEED for housing, while the state agencies set about to offer us assistance write us vouchers with
almost impossible to meet demands. I am currently housed via Pathways To Housing Vermont, and it was
VERY DIFFICULT to find this apartment. The allowed amount on my voucher is up to $745 a month, depending
on exact location (varies by town and county, but is never enough to meet market rents). Since all landlords
want to maximize their incomes, when remodeling, they are focusing on building 2+ bedroom apartments,
because they can CHARGE MORE for them. These do not meet the guidelines of most vouchers, being over in
cost and TWO BEDROOM, when ONLY ONE IS ALLOWED. Please do what you can to encourage more landlords
to create ONE BEDROOM apartments! We, the homeless people of Vermont, NEED THEM BADLY! There is a
severe need of safe, modern, single bedroom apartments in Southern Vermont. There seems to be a lack of
communication between governing parties on this matter. VSHA isn’t creating housing that meets the
guidelines of the vouchers written by the VSHA. You can go to your own website and search Windham County,
nothing but mobile home parks, and all mobile homes have more than 1 bedroom. Go to Windsor County, and
search. For example: http://www.vsha.org/properties/northwoods‐2/ has “1 Bedroom ‐ 5 Units, 2 Bedroom ‐
10 Units, 3 Bedroom ‐ 9 Units, 4 Bedroom ‐ 4 Units” meaning there are almost five times more 2 and 3
bedroom apartments than 1 bedroom apartments in this complex. http://www.vsha.org/properties/hollw‐
drive/ has “1 Bedroom ‐ 4 Units, 2 Bedroom ‐ 7 Units, 3 Bedroom ‐ 4 Units, 4 Bedroom ‐ 3 Units” almost 3
times the 2 and 3 bedrooms than 1 bedrooms. This is a trend that MUST BE BROKEN if we’re going to house
the homeless population of this state! I know you have some projects that have one bedroom units, but these
are primarily SENIOR HOUSING. We MUST create more single bedroom apartments that fall under $700 a
month in rent in order to house those living in poverty in the state. Another serious problem is that many of these
complexes are being built IN THE MIDDLE OF NO WHERE. We must work to provide housing that is ON THE BUS LINE.
We cannot expect people without transportation to prosper in communities that do not even have a grocery store in
walking distance or a bus line. There is a reason why the homeless gather in towns – resources. You can’t place someone
who has no means in a isolated rural wasteland and expect them to STAY THERE. I’d love to live in the country, and
indeed, I have looked longingly at a few of these wonderful new, clean, modern apartment complexes only to discover I
can’t practically live there due to no resources in walking distance and no bus services. The final issue I would like to
bring up is pet‐approved housing. We should not have to live alone with no companions just because of a lack of
1

landlords willing to allow pets. Many of us choose to live in the forest and in tent cities SOLELY to keep our beloved pets,
companions that have been with us much longer than our homelessness, family members who are not expendable, and
whom we love, and give us support and look up to us, when the rest of society looks down on us. Please encourage
more landlords to allow pets.

In closing, I will highlight the biggest issues in housing development today in Southern Vermont:





Lack of one bedroom apartments under the $700 price point (single bedroom being a necessity for
housing voucher compliance)
Lack of apartments on the bus lines or within walking distance to amenities
Lack of housing vouchers that can be used in the current housing market in the state
Lack of pet‐friendly housing.

Deepest Regards,
J.D. O’Guin
Bellows Falls, Windham County, Vermont
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To:
From:
Date:
RE:

Joint Committee on Tax Credits
Amy Demetrowitz, Champlain Housing Trust
November 21, 2016
QAP changes for 2018

Thank you for the opportunity to provide additional comments on the 2018 Qualified Allocation Plan.
We would like to see a “preamble” to the QAP that explicitly references the State’s long held priorities for
affordable housing development as described in the Consolidated Plan. It’s important for the documents that
govern affordable housing funding decisions to be consistent and explicit.
We understand that the QAP may include a scoring system to rank applicant projects. We’d like this point
system to be carefully weighted to reflect the breadth of priorities for housing projects in order to assure the best
projects get funded. We also want to assure that “un-scorable” issues that do not fit neatly into a scoring system
are discussed by the Board in choosing between competing projects. Specific changes to the scoring we’d like
to see include:
Removal of Blight:
1 point
While there are not many projects that meet this criteria, they are always a high priority when we
do and should be scored to reflect that – we’d like to see 2 points.
Supportive housing for the homeless:
5 points for 25%
We’d like to see 1 point for 10% and 2 points for 25%. This would weight this priority more
evenly with other state priorities.
We’d like to see that the definition used in the QAP for “supportive housing for the homeless”
line-up with the same criteria used by the Governor’s initiative to house the homeless.
Projects served by Public Transportation:
2 points.
This should be 1 point in order to be more evenly weighted with other priorities.
Passive House or Net Zero:
1 point
Projects that can meet this criteria should get 2 points to better reflect state priorities.
Geographic Targeting:
1 point

We support 1 point for under-served areas with demonstrated need, but would like to see a point
for locations with severe housing shortages as demonstrated by a vacancy rate of less than 3%.
We’d also like to reiterate our support for increasing the per project limit. The overall per project limit of 30% of
the annual allocation needs to be reviewed. Assuming Vermont gets $2.6M in credit allocation, 30% equates to
$780,000 of credit. With higher construction costs, mid-sized projects will bump up against that ceiling.

To:
From:
Date:
RE:

Joint Committee on Tax Credits
Nancy Owens & Kathy Beyer, Housing Vermont
November 21, 2016
QAP changes for 2018

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the 2018 Qualified Allocation Plan.
As discussed at the November 7th QAP public hearing, the state’s Consolidated Plan outlines
three over-arching priorities for affordable housing:
1. Increase the supply and quality of affordable housing.
2. Decrease the number of people experiencing homelessness.
3. Strengthen communities and improve the quality of life of Vermonters
The Consolidated Plan further states that the use of HUD funds will be guided by three central
principles.
1. Achieve perpetual affordability of housing resources and investments.
2. Promote development in State-designated downtowns, village centers, neighborhood
development areas and other areas that are consistent with the state’s historic
settlement pattern and “Smart Growth.”
3. Link our homeless assistance activities with permanent housing through systems,
practices and initiatives that are informed by data and proven approaches.
The proposed changes to the QAP would reflect these three central principles with three criteria
as “threshold” requirement to applying for the 9% LIHTC:
1. Perpetual affordability
2. Project is planned to maintain the historic settlement pattern of compact village and
urban centers.
3. Sponsor must submit progress regarding compliance with the Governor’s E.O. that
sets a goal of 15% of its portfolio to serve the homeless.
This third threshold requirement would be new to the 2018 plan. Housing Vermont agrees with
these changes and believes that they are well-aligned with the Consolidated Plan.
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The proposed changes to the 2018 QAP also will make one goal—providing Supportive Housing
units for the homeless or at risk of homelessness for at least 25% of the units—essentially a
threshold issue through the proposed “checkmark scoring.” Under the 2018 proposal, a project
either gets five “checkmarks” if it agrees to the 25% target, or it gets zero “check marks.” None
of the other proposed priorities have this “all or nothing” approach to scoring.
The QAP now has three strong approaches to prioritizing housing for the homeless: the 130%
boost, the 15% target as a threshold issue, and the 25% target. As we all understand, this is a
policy that is directing capital funds, and in order to be successful, the commensurate funds for
services and rental assistance must also be available. We believe that it is a better alignment of
the overall policies of the Con Plan to keep the 25% target as a “two check mark” scoring
criteria, rather than the approach proposed in the VHFA memo dated October 26th
to the JCTC.
Other areas of concern:
VHFA staff also recommends creating another threshold requirement: rehab or new
construction in a community with a vacancy rate of <3.5%. Previously this criterion was included
in the “Upper tier” scoring evaluation of projects. Housing Vermont believes this criterion
should remain as a “scoring” criteria, and not move to a threshold requirement. We believe
there will be potential new construction projects that meet other significant community needs,
in towns with vacancy rates above 3.5%. This issue is better discussed as a scoring criterion
rather than a threshold requirement.
We also disagree with elevating Universal Design to a threshold criterion. We agree with the
goal of Universal Design, but in our experience, meeting the goals of Universal Design in historic
buildings or tight downtown sites can be complicated and prohibitively expensive. For these
reasons, we would support continuing the use of Universal Design as an evaluation criterion.
Housing Vermont also submitted comments that the 130% basis boost should be extended to
projects that involve the rehab of an historic building in a designated downtown or village
center. These are our most challenging projects, and often most expensive. The risks of these
projects are high, and often include the challenge of commercial space on the first floor, with no
identified anchor tenant. These projects create additional economic impact through bringing
jobs and new businesses to first floor commercial spaces, meeting the consolidated plan goals of
strengthening communities and creating jobs.

Concluding remarks:
We should remember to acknowledge the success of the Vermont’s LIHTC program. Vermont is
ranked first in the nation in utilizing the LIHTC in a way that serves the lowest income
community. Fifty-eight percent of the Low Income Housing Tax Credit apartments in Vermont
serve households with incomes less than 30% of the county median, compared to the national
average of only 8%.
The VHFA staff has accomplished a large amount of work over the last three months. Staff is to
be commended for their effort. Changes to the QAP as proposed have major impacts to the
implementation of public policy in the affordable housing arena. We look forward to working
with you as we evaluate these changes.
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Square Corporation

To:

Joe Erdelyi, Vermont Housing Finance Agency

From:

Kim Fitzgerald and Cindy Reid, CathedralSquare

Date:

November 2L,2016

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed 2018 Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP) topic
areas and proposed scoring.

Aligning QAP with Con Plan
A preamble connecting the QAP to the goals outlined in the Con Plan would help to align these two
policy documents. The guiding principles of the Con Plan reflected in the QAP are: 1) Perpetual
affordability; 2) Projects that maintain historic settlement patterns of compact village and urban
centers; and 3) Sponsor compliance with the Governor's Executive Order that sets a goal of 15% of the
housing portfolio serves homeless persons.
Senior Housing
Senior Housing Need
understands there is a greater relative need currently for affordable family housing than for
affordable senior housing. However, based on the latest HNA, current data indicate the relative need is
closer to 2 to 1, not 4 to 1 as indicated in the VHFA memo dated 10/25/L6. Clearly our communities
need to house all households, and if we do not address the senior need, we are neglecting a significant
and growing demographic.
CSC

Age Restricted Housing
ln CSC's experience, most seniors prefer age-restricted housing - we have a waitlist of over 700 people
waiting for age restricted housing. Some seniors will live in general occupancy housing, but we do not
agree that general occupancy housing will serve the needs of all seniors. Services are more efficiently
and economically delivered in congregate settings. Given the growing need for affordable and noninstitutional care for our aging population, and the success of our health and housing model SASH,
affordable senior housing with care coordination services should be encouraged as a cost-effective and
desired model for seniors. By building both service-enriched age-restricted and general occupancy
housing you give Vermonters options, and prevent nursing home placements.

Tenancy/Type Services Requirement
We understand that senior housing with comprehensive services is proposed to be assigned "3 points"
in the revised QAP scoring. We would be happy to work with VHFA staff to further define the point
scale for services. As a start, we suggest the following:
0 points: Senior housing with no services or services that do not meet all 7 of AHS/DAIL's
Principles of Service-Enriched Housing
1 point: Senior housing with services that meet all 7 of AHS/DAIL's Principles of ServiceEnriched Housing, but at some cost to residents.

Ê
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2 points: Senior housing offering services meeting all seven of AHS/DAIL's Principles of Service-

Enriched Housing, at no cost to residents.
3 points: Senior housing offering services equivalent to SASH meeting all seven of AHS/DAIL's

Principles of Service-Enriched Housing, at no cost to residents.
We point out that this revised scoring could encourage projects to apply for tax credits as general
occupancy without services, thereby earning 5 points, but actually be designed to and intended to serve
seniors. This will require monitoring.
A formal adherence review of service-enriched housing principles, i.e. documentation of employment of
site services staff or agreements for services are in place, should be a part of VHFA's annual compliance
review with AHS/DAIL consultation as needed.

Proposed New Language re. New Construction in Low Vacancy Area
We recommend keeping this criterion as a scoring criterion rather than a threshold criterion, and
secondly that the original language remain, "Rehabilitation , including lead based paint abatement,
accessibility modifications, and energy efficiency upgrades, or if project is infill new construction (whieh
includes adaptive re-use) it must be located in communities with a vacancy rate of 3.5% or less, or in
communities where there is insufficient rehabilitatable housing stock or a lack of affordable housing
stock." This language is important in enabling projects in towns/cities that face unique development
challenges and need public investment to overcome them.
Rental Assistance
Non-profit developers are exploring different ways to effectively address the needs of homeless persons
in our communities. We propose that the definition of rental assistance (or at a minimum how it is
evaluated at the staff level since it is not technically a definition) be expanded beyond Section 8, PRAC
and RD, to include new sources such as institutional and/or philanthropic support.

UniversalDesign
We have concern that making UD a threshold will make a base standard be the norm rather than
incenting higher levels of UD elements, and will be a barrier (and cost driver) for historie rehab projects.
We recommend requiring a certain level of UD features be a threshold for new construction, but not
rehab projects. Second, we suggest that new construction projects that go above and beyond a basic set
of UD design features earn "points" (l-21, and that if historic rehabilitation projects are able to
incorporate a certaln number of UD prlnclples, they would be able to eârn "points" (f-2). Recognizing
projects with a higher levelof UD provides incentive to go the extra mile.
QAP

¡"r'r'on

Process

We appreciate the opportunity to discuss the proposed changes at the public hearings and to have
opportunity to comment. Given that comments were due on November 21, prior to the issuance of the
actual draft 2018 QAP, we respectfully request that a comment period time be allowed after the draft
QAP is issued, with a subsequent meeting to discuss feedback and changes prior to the plan's becoming
final. lt is unlikely the December 7 meeting will allow enough time to review the draft QAP and have
comments considered by the Joint Committee at that meeting.
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