
 

 

 

March 25, 2016 

 

MAHC Recommendations – 2016 QAP and Guide Revision 

MAHC presents the following comments and recommendations to DHCD on the proposed QAP 

and Guide (“the Plan”).  The MAHC Development and Local Government Committees reviewed 

the Plan in detail and made recommendations which have been approved by the MAHC Board.  

MAHC highly commends DHCD for the extensive public outreach process used to gather 

information and recommendations to improve the Plan.  We feel that DHCD did an excellent 

job of listening to and reflecting the many diverse perspectives, which we recognize is not an 

easy task.  Indeed, within MAHC, members have diverse views, but, in general, MAHC feels you 

did a very good job with this revision and it represents improvements over the previous Plan, 

subject to some modifications. 

The following are MAHC comments and recommendations for further consideration as you 

make final revisions to the Plan: 

1. Priority for Projects in Communities of Opportunity.  MAHC agrees that there is a need 

to provide a better balance of projects located in Communities of Opportunity (COO) 

and DPA’s.  We appreciate the Department’s efforts to achieve a more balanced 

distribution through scoring and other revisions that will make COO and DPA 

applications more viable and competitive.  We believe the Department has likely 

achieved the opportunity to produce more COO and DPA projects with many of the 

proposed changes.  We are providing comments below that provide a more logical 

scoring methodology in various categories.   

 

2. Basis Boast for COO Projects.  MAHC supports the basis boost for COO projects.  

However we remind you of our previous comments that it should be allowed in a 

manner that will address cost containment, have a clear and transparent methodology 

by which the boost will be applied, and protect state resources so as to maximize the 

number of projects that can be funded each round.  Toward this end, we would 

encourage you to develop underwriting standards to ensure that there is a real 

demonstrated and documented need for the basis boast for each COO project. 

 



 

3. Revitalization Plans.  MAHC agrees that QCT projects should have to be a part of a 

revitalization plan and strategy of the local government, and that a plan of some sort is 

probably the most viable approach.  However, MAHC is concerned that the proposed 

definition for Revitalization Plans is too stringent and the 4 year time frame may be too 

tight.  In addition, not all governments with QCT’s, especially smaller communities, will 

have such plans.  We encourage DHCD to consider approved Sustainable Communities 

Plans as one existing option.  However we understand from DHCD that in Baltimore City 

this option would be too broad and would cover the entire City, thus not serving DHCD 

purposes for a targeted investment plan.  Various Local Government agencies would like 

to continue working with DHCD to provide broader definitions so that additional 

planning documents might be considered acceptable. 

4. Transit Oriented Developments.   MAHC feels that the concept of encouraging projects 

located in or near Transit Oriented Developments is good; however, the revised point 

system and definitions need further review.  We encourage the award of equal 

maximum points for projects that meet the TOD definition in COO, QCT, and DPA areas 

as well as an award of an additional point or two for projects located within a half mile 

of a mass transit station.  In addition, we recommend that the last section of the 

definition read, “A project located within a ½ mile radius of a passenger boarding and 

aligning location of an existing transit rail stop or station OR a project located within a 

.25 mile radius of two separate bus lines, where passengers can transfer from one line 

to another, OR a project located in an area defined as rural by DHCD or USDA and 

located within a 1 mile radius of an existing or planned transit stop or station.”  

5. Income Targeting.   MAHC is recommending that all projects in COOs, QCTs and DPAs 

should equally benefit in scoring for providing 10% of all units at 30% of area median 

income.   The balance of the income targeting section is acceptable to MAHC, which 

provides for COO projects to score on a more realistic scale to compete with QCT 

projects. 

 

6. Special Needs Targeting.   MAHC disagrees with the addition of language in the 

Targeted Populations that allows projects using the VA Enhanced Lease Program to 

exceed 25% of units set-aside for a target population.  We feel that the policy of not 

allowing more than 25% of units to be set-aside for any special needs population is 

appropriate.  If DHCD has some special need or interest in allowing a 100% veterans 

program or project we suggest that DHCD do it as a waiver.  

7. Number of Bedrooms for Family Housing.  MAHC disagrees with the requirement for 

Family Housing that awards points for setting aside 20% of units as 3 bedrooms.  After 

consultation with property management firms and owners, we conclude that across the 

board it is very difficult to lease up the larger bedroom sizes and they often end up 

being underutilized as there is simply not a strong market demand for these larger units.   

Additionally, this criteria discourages preservation projects given the existing unit mix in 

these types of projects.   We recommend that you revert back to current language in the 

Guide keeping the percentages the same for 2 and 3 bedroom units. 



 

8. Mixed Income Housing.  MAHC supports the encouragement of mixed income housing 

in all areas of the State regardless of demographics.  The ability to provide Market rate 

units, however, is dependent on the specific market for any given project and its 

lenders’ and investor’s underwriting requirements.  In our members’ experiences, the 

markets vary widely even when comparing projects and markets that otherwise seem 

equivalent.  The inclusion of Market rate units and the percentage reasonably feasible is 

best left to the discretion of the Developer and its lenders and investor given the risk 

associated with Market units.  Therefore, we propose points be awarded to all projects, 

regardless of location, on a sliding point scale with projects that have at least 10% of 

units as market rate receiving the lowest available points, and projects with at least 20% 

of units as market rate receiving higher points.   

9. Holding of Targeted Units.  MAHC disagrees that owners should be required to hold 

targeted units vacant for 90 days and urges the Department to revert back to the 60 day 

hold requirement.  This change will negatively impact operating income and 60 days is 

more than enough time for the Department of Disabilities to identify an eligible person 

from their extensive waiting list to rent the unit.  

10. Bonus Points.  MAHC supports DHCD’s methodology of applying bonus points to 

deserving projects.  However, we feel that more projects could benefit from the 

additional points by removing the limitation on the maximum number of projects that 

can receive points and keeping all other criteria remaining the same (20% of credits, 10 

points max). 

11. Senior Housing.  MAHC recognizes the need for family and special needs housing, but 

we also believe in many locations there is an unmet and growing need for senior 

housing which is now virtually excluded from funding.  While we appreciate the efforts 

to increase scoring potential for senior projects by three points, the applications still do 

not have the ability to be competitive.  Therefore, we encourage you to consider 

additional ways for senior projects to score points.  One suggestion is to allow points for 

senior projects in COOs and QCTs, in addition to DPAs in the Community Context 

category.  Affordable senior housing is needed in many parts of the State and a market 

study can confirm underserved locations where it is most needed. 

12. Waiver Request Response Time.   MAHC does not feel that DHCD adequately addressed 

MAHC’s request to review and approve/deny waiver requests in a more timely manner.  

Slow response time does not allow potential applicants enough time to decide whether 

to move forward on an application.  We recommend that DHCD provide decisions on 

waiver requests within 7 days of receipt. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the revised Plan.  MAHC deeply values our 

partnership with DHCD and appreciates the consideration given to our organization and our 

members.  We look forward to continuing to work with you on resolving some of the issues 

identified, and to another opportunity to provide comments when the next draft of the Plan is 

issued. 


