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  Housing North QAP Recommendations: 
  Statement of Support 
 

 
Well-documented shortages of housing in all communities in the ten-county region of Northwest Lower 
Michigan are impacting the ability of residents and potential workers to live, work, or do business in the region. 
While the region is one of the fastest-growing and most economically competitive regions in the state, its 
economy and quality of life are threatened by the lack of housing for its workforce and other residents.  
 
Demand for housing exists across the income spectrum, but is especially pronounced for lower-income 
households – many of whom work in, and are critical to, our region’s tourism- and service-based economy.  
High development costs mean that subsidy is necessary in order for new housing to meet the needs of these 
residents while remaining financially viable. Yet, it’s proven difficult in Northwest Lower Michigan to access the 
low income housing tax credit program (LIHTC), the nation’s largest funding source for affordable housing. 
Input from stakeholders has consistently pointed towards structural issues in the Qualified Allocation Plan 
(QAP) that render communities in our region, and other rural areas, largely uncompetitive for funding through 
the 9% LIHTC program. As MSHDA considers changes and updates to the QAP, Housing North respectfully 
requests consideration of changes that will address development needs in this geographically and 
economically significant region of Michigan – and beyond. Below are a number of recommendations developed 
by Housing North with input from community stakeholders and developers. More detailed recommendations 
are attached. 
 

• 4%/9% Mixed Transaction Projects. In order to encourage the use of the 4% tax credit program, a 15-
point advantage is currently offered for projects that pair the 4% and 9% tax credit programs. However, 
using these products together is challenging in northern Michigan because of density and financing 
realities in small rural communities except for public housing rehabilitation projects. Reducing the point 
advantage by 5-10 points could incentivize the use of both programs without penalizing other projects 
for which 4%/9% transactions aren’t feasible.  At the same time, applying alternative MSHDA products 
to rehabilitation projects can reduce the demand for the 9% application or 4%/9% mixed transaction 
deals.  

 

• Rural Category. It is our understanding that no rural project has yet been funded from the Open 
category in the three rounds under this QAP. Additionally, the Undesignated category has needed to be 
utilized to even meet the 10% Rural set-aside the last two credit years. This will continue to be the case 
if actions are not taken to remedy this situation. The recommendations included in this document can 
begin to bridge the gap to make rural communities more competitive, but another approach in ensuring 
consistent allocations to rural communities may be the creation of a Rural category. With the increased 
credit allocation now available to MSHDA, there’s an opportunity to create an additional category 

dedicated to Rural projects without significantly affecting any other category. 
 

• Points for rural amenities. In the current QAP, points are awarded for projects that fall within 1 mile 
from certain amenities, such as full-service grocery, pharmacies, and medical offices/clinics. Not all of 
these amenities are available in small cities and towns, which nevertheless offer ample opportunities for 
a high quality of life. We suggest developing a tier structure that provides more flexibility for points 
based on amenities typically found in rural communities.   

 

• Payment In Lieu Of Taxes (PILOT) Process. A flexible approach for when and how PILOT 
agreements are reached between local government and developer could provide options for developers 
in terms of how they approach political and financial risk. The use of a pro forma, memorandum of 
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understanding, or conditional PILOT could act as a sufficient proxy for an agreement until there is 
certainty about the status of the LIHTC application.  

 

• WalkScore flexibility and strategic locations. The QAP emphasizes “WalkScore” as a means of 
assessing location. Yet, many smaller communities – despite their inherent walkability and the proximity 
of amenities to potential development sites – have poor WalkScores community-wide, leaving few 
options for potential LIHTC projects. Many of these communities have identified priority development 
areas that are the focus of new community investment activities and offer the “potential for enhanced 
quality of life, proximity to employment, and reduced transportation costs associated with living in 
walkable areas” called for by the QAP. Smaller communities that have targeted certain areas for 
housing investment should have alternative scoring options to the WalkScore.  

 

• Experience Points. A value/points system that awards points based on developer “team” experience in 
addition to developer experience alone can help build capacity locally, particularly in northern Michigan, 
where there are limited opportunities to break into the system and start earning “experience.”  
 

• Proximity to Transportation Scoring. The current QAP awards points based on project proximity to a 
public transportation stop (i.e. bus stop). We suggest a tiered scoring system for proximity to 
transportation based on population and distance, especially in smaller cities and communities, where 
transportation options can be extremely limited. 

As a housing partner engaged in [  ] in Northwest Michigan, we urge you to strongly consider implementation of 
recommendations provided in the February 11 correspondence from Housing North. 
 
 


