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To: Alan Rakowski 

 Matt Rayburn 

 

From: Jeff Whiting, President 

 

Date: February 9, 2022 

 

Re: 2023-2024 QAP Draft 1 Comments 

 

On behalf of the IAHC Board of Directors and the IAHC Membership, we offer the following comments to 

the 2023-2024 Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP) Draft 1.  The comments and suggestions below are 

supported by at least 60% of the IAHC members who participated in an online survey prepared by the 

IAHC QAP committee.  To assist you in the evaluation of these comments, I have provided the percentage 

of favorable support next to each comment (meaning a response of ‘Yes’ unless otherwise noted below). 

We are also including select comments from membership to further share reasoning for answers.  In light 

of the pandemic and all related circumstances regarding our partners work, we thought it would be helpful 

to share partner comments with IHCDA for consideration. 

GENERAL: 

Do you share overall concern that the changes presented in Draft1 have considerable additional impact 

on costs that are already stretched by increases in land, labor and materials? 

(Yes – 93%) 

 

After review of Draft 1 would you support a One-Year QAP that more closely resembles the 2022 QAP 

until outside costs settle to a more reasonable level? 

(Yes – 67%) 

• Indifferent so long as the QAP can be amended to allow for State TC's should the legislature 

adopt such a program. 

• I would rather a two-year QAP that more closely resembles the 2022 QAP 

• I would more suggest that IF they don't want to adhere to the changes we request, that THIS 

QAP be a 1-year QAP. Not a 2-year QAP 

• If IHCDA will make some changes that based on comments to the first draft than a 2-year QAP is 

preferred, however a 1 year may be preferable if they do not make changes based on comments 

related to increased cost. 

 

SUPPORT: 

Do you support the Housing Need Index change from County metric to City? 

(Yes -64%) 
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• It's difficult to say yes or no without having the mapping to see the impact, but my initial 

reaction is "no" since the information is not available 

• Hard to say since we haven't seen the data. 

• Not applicable to our projects 

 

Do you support the change to population thresholds for rural, small city and large city? 

(Yes – 67%) 

• I'd like to know why they changed them. Does this better make the set asides equal? 

• I assume the population of the State is increasing and this change reflects that increase as a 

whole, I'm not inclined to not support this change and would need further context to say yes or 

no. 

 

Do you support the removal of the technical errors scoring category? 

(Yes – 71%) 

 

Do you support allowing integrated PSH applications to apply for Housing First funding? 

(Yes – 77%) 

• Catch 22 on this one.... while this increases competition in this set-aside, it could be beneficial to 

integrated projects that otherwise do not score well. 

 

Do you support the move of smoke-free housing from scoring to threshold? 

(Yes – 73%) 

• For new construction and adaptive reuse, yes. There may need to be a carve out for rehab 

projects. 

 

Do you support the change to make XBE % of hard/soft costs rather than TDC? 

(Yes – 67%) 

• Yes, but % jumps for subs and GC is too much. Maybe 10-12%? 

• There have been too many large for-profit developers who have been allowed to create 

nonprofit corps to qualify as nonprofits and XBE's.  Nonprofits should be community-based 

nonprofits only and XBE's should be true XBE's not created for this sole purpose. 

 

Do you support the RED notice & public feedback to determine the ultimate criteria of General Set-

Aside? 

(Yes – 73%) 

 

Please write-in any other items that you like about the Draft1 of 2023-2024 QAP: 

• Based on unknown material/subcontractor cost increases would like to see the new 

construction contingency increased to at least 10% to help cover unknown pricing increases. 
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CONCERN: 

Do you have concern with the owner paid utilities category added to scoring? 

(Yes – 79%) 

• When an owner pays for energy usage (electric or gas), tenants are not incentivized to utilize 

energy-saving habits. 

• This really puts a burden on the operating budget 

• Forcing utility structures would require management agents or internal disruptions for baked in 

policy and procedures. i.e. some developers have the same utility structures across all deals.  

• Utility allowances also offer flexibility with utility studies – etc. 

• Only positive, is I think this will encourage solar and is a benefit to tenants.  

Do you have concern with the resident services chart revision?   

(Yes – 79%) 

 

Do you have concern with the resident services chart certification scoring category?   

(Yes – 79%) 

• This is very expensive 

 

Do you have concern with the resident services service coordinator scoring category?   

(Yes – 87%) 

• Resident Service Coordinator Staffing requirement will put pressure on the operating budget 

and is an arbitrary requirement which varies greatly based on location, size, and tenant 

population. 

 

Do you have concern that the operating budget must have resident services paid out of cashflow?  

(Yes – 87%) 

• For services or programming, yes. If for staffing, no.   

• Should be a reserve 

• Focus should be that tenants are getting services promised under the QAP, how it’s being paid 

for is the partnership’s responsibility. I would propose only above the line for Supportive 

Housing Developments/units. 

Do you have concern that Integrated PSH (20-25% of units) in Housing First Set-Aside required by both 

threshold and scoring incentive (so can’t request waiver and still score competitively) to include an 

elevator & 100% Type A or B units? 

(Yes – 75%) 

• Further pressure on development costs  

Do you have concern with READI / HELP Programs being able to double-dip for points under both 

leverage and the separate points?   

(Yes – 93%) 
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Further, do you have concern with above that the stand-alone points are set too high? 

(Yes – 85%) 

 

Do you have concern that there is no Senior Set-Aside? 

(Yes – 80%) 

 

Do you have concern that there are no changes to infill allowing vacant, undeveloped land (still meeting 

infill attributes) to qualify? 

(Yes – 79%) 

• Excluding agricultural land prohibits many of the affordable developments in growing suburbs  

OTHER: 

Development amenities and universal design options have remained generally unchanged in this Draft1.  

Members have expressed past concern in meeting the scoring criteria for preservation/rehab projects 

which new construction inherently has an easier opportunity to incorporate. 

 

Do you support a revised lower scoring criteria for these items for preservation/rehab applications? 

(Yes – 79%) 

 

During the public hearing, IHCDA indicated that they depend on developer feedback for the 

determination of these items.   

 

Please write in any amenity and universal design options to remove, add, change – specifically thinking 

of preservation/rehab challenges that new construction doesn’t face: 

• Clear floor area in kitchens of 60"x48" are unnecessary, a 30"x48" clear kitchen floor space 

provides the area required for universal design requirements. 

• I hope the developer community would provide feedback - ideally in a public hearing forum - but 

it would also be nice to first have IHCDA compile data of amenities and universal design options 

chosen in applications.  That information could then be used to see patterns and coupled with 

developer feedback, perhaps some items could be easily removed/revised/replaced that both 

sides can be happy about. 

• Features to add: Hands-free features in common area bathrooms, kitchens; hand sanitizer 

stations; UV lighting that kills bacteria; Microban or similar sterile materials; indoor air 

purification/sanitation systems; outdoor seating; designated outdoor greenspace; co-working 

space; computer literacy room with printing supplies 

• Remove Television in Common Area, Billiards table, picnic area with permanent grill, sand 

volleyball court, theater room, computer center. garage for each unit, beauty salon/barber 

shop.  These are no longer practical for after COVID.  They are cost prohibitive for a rehab. 
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MISC: 

Please write in any other support/concern that hasn’t been addressed that you’d like to include: 

• Need to increase the developer fee limits 

• Concerns:  1.  Please provide example of how Resident Services is going to be scored - not super 

clear, 2.  Indoor air testing for any REC.  Suggestion:  Universal Design - consider allowing 18 

total features with a min of 4 per column to allow for greater flexibility.   

• Incentivizing the skewing of rent targeting toward even lower income households restricts a 

projects revenue and weakens it financially.  Projects in this situation can support less debt, 

which drives a greater reliance on IHCDA funding sources. Smaller projects, those in rural areas, 

and those in lower-income communities will be disproportionately affected by this change, 

because they will be unable to take advantage of the economies of scale enjoyed by larger 

projects or higher rents seen by those in higher AMI areas.   

The LIHTC program provides flexibility to serve low-income populations in whichever way best 

suits the long-term sustainability of a development. This scoring category effectively eliminates 

the ability to choose only rent restrictions, and we feel it will further incentivize average income 

developments. Because of IRS guidance regarding potential penalties for average income 

developments, syndicators are less inclined to invest in these projects, resulting in decreased 

pricing and an increased reliance on IHCDA resources. We have also seen lower-income 

households financially locked out of benefitting from affordable housing when income 

restrictions are applied. For example, a household making 31% of AMI could not feasibly lease a 

50% unit and would also be prohibited from leasing a 30% unit. This presents another barrier to 

housing for these households, in conflict with the other stated goals of the QAP.  

 

The relevancy of having CORES certification is very questionable. Research with CORES direct, 

indicates it requires committing to coordinating services, budgeting for their provision, and 

tracking outcomes, all of which are things the Resident Services scoring category already 

requires. The registration and renewal fees for certification seem to add only another cost 

burden to projects/developers without providing any additional benefit beyond what service 

programs will already be structured to provide.  CORES do not offer technical assistance with 

resident services, so the additional points for CORES certification truly does seem like a project 

would be paying for points and is completely unnecessary based on the requirements of the 

Resident services.   

 

Requiring that all services be held on-site is an extreme burden, if not a technical impossibility. 

To the extent possible, our property managers and resident service coordinators do facilitate 

on-site programming. But the scope of many of the services listed (such as adult daycare, 

vocational training, substance abuse rehabilitation, etc.) are wholly inappropriate to be provided 

on-site at an apartment community and should be offered off-site in settings where skilled 

professionals can administer them in the appropriate environment. Scattered-site projects also 

cannot even offer on-site programming to all tenants, and at least some of them would still be 
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expected to travel. Transportation is important, and we can help coordinate it, but requiring 

everything to be on-site to count for points is a logistical impossibility. 

 

The effectiveness of hiring a separate employee or contracting with an outside agency to 

provide 20 hours of weekly service coordination regardless of a project’s size or number of 

tenants is high in question. For small projects, this staffing requirement would add nearly $1,000 

per unit annually to an already constrained budget and would make providing that position 

highly infeasible. And without those points, it would then be highly infeasible for that project to 

be funded.  If this category remains, we recommend that the number hours be correlated to the 

project size to give smaller projects the chance to support staffing that is manageable for them. 

 

• Just overall concern with proposed scoring costs to the projects and pandemic impact and the 

still lack of soft funds locally, state or federal level.  Consider these scoring items for future QAP 

and for the state tax credit that hopefully is coming very soon. 

• It seems that the QAP is geared toward PSH.  I think this comes from removing the set aside and 

trying to incorporate to the House First.  I am a PSH developer, but there is no advantage for 

other developers to get into PSH because of this QAP with the additional requirements of paid 

utilities, service coordinator, etc. 

• As an owner with 10 properties being located in the same locality (all in 5-mile radius), the 

owner-paid utilities are a concern as what is done/covered for one property will have to be done 

with all others. Existing residents will push back if any utility is covered at another property and 

not theirs. 

• Would support language that generally aligns with other state’s readiness to proceed deadlines, 

California currently has a standard that penalizes developments that do not hit closing targets 

and has had extremely positive results on closing timeframes and development schedules that 

more closely aligned with what was originally applied.   

• Would support additional clarification on the MBE/WBE/DBE/VOSB/SDVOSB requirements to 

ensure the requirements more align with the goal of the MBE/WBE/DBE/VOSB/SDVOSB entity 

completing the vast majority of the work and receiving the economic benefit of work created 

from the requirement.  

• The additional 30% and 50% units is an underwriting concern, although we think AMIs are 

consistently rising and income levels should continue to increase – any further constraints to 

revenue levels with negative pressures from no foreseeable tax credit pricing increases, rising 

interest levels, labor inflation, and rising construction costs will only make deals harder and 

harder to pencil out. 

 

 

 


