
Nebraska Investment Finance Authority 
2021 LIHTC/AHTC Allocation Plan for  

4% LIHTCs and Nebraska AHTCs 
Public Hearing 
November 4, 2020 

 
Attendees: Thomas Judds, Lincoln Housing Authority; Wynn Hjermstad and Dan 
Marvin, City of Lincoln; Kathryn Mesner, Mesner Development Company; Mike West, 
Inland West; Rex Sandquist; Mona Spaulding; Rob Woodling, Foundations 
Development; Marjorie Olivo, Nebraska Realty; Pamela Otto, NEHHS; Fred Hoppe and 
Jake Hoppe, Hoppe Homes; Ryan Durant, RMD Group; Thomas McCleay and Neeraj 
Agarwal, Clarity Development Company; Ryan Harris, Tyler Arens and Cindy Koster, 
Midwest Housing Equity Group; David Lennon, National Affordable Housing Trust; 
Kayla Beller, Apogee Professional Services; Scott Nixon, Sugar Creek Capital; James 
Rieker, Advantage Capital; Kristin Nemmers, PNC; Patti Peterson, Kutak Rock. 
 
NIFA Staff in Attendance: Sara Tichota, Kelly Schultze, Kirk Benner, Robin 
Ambroz, Tim Kenny, and Shannon Harner. 
 
Meeting called to order at 10:01 a.m. CST 
 
Summary of Public Comments categorized by topic: 
 
Application Process 
 
Fred Hoppe, Hoppe Homes 

 
NIFA should look at distribution of the 4% more like CRANE rather than a 
competitive process.  The process should be negotiation based by congressional 
district.   
 

Neeraj Agarwal, Clarity Development 
 

Readiness to proceed should be a focus.  Shovel ready projects should get 
additional points.  Having cycles will slow down the process and monthly reviews 
would help the process move quickly. 

 
Kathy Mesner, Mesner Development 

 
A review process similar to CRANE would be recommended with a monthly 
review.  
 

Jake Hoppe, Hoppe Homes 
 

The process should be similar to CRANE and be a negotiated process. 



 
The application process for developments requesting bond volume 
cap without AHTC is very similar to the CRANE process since we 
have review cycles.  The application process for developments 
requesting bond volume cap with AHTC will be competitively scored 
since it is a very limited resource. 

 
Minimum Score in “Other Selection Criteria” \ Evaluation Criteria 
 
Fred Hoppe, Hoppe Homes 

 
The 30 points required in “Other Selection Criteria” should be removed as 30 
points is almost impossible to reach. The disaster points are unfair and puts 
Lincoln at a disadvantage. Consideration should be given to different points for 
4% deals and the evaluation criteria and policies should be clearly defined. 
 

Rob Woodling, Foundations Development 
 

The 4% program is underutilized, so would recommend removing the minimum 
scoring threshold to create more options. 

 
Neeraj Agarwal, Clarity Development 

 
Remove minimum score requirement. 

 
Kathy Mesner, Mesner Development 
 

The scoring for the 9% and the 4% cannot be the same.  
 

Jake Hoppe, Hoppe Homes 
 

The minimum points in “Other Selection Criteria”, 2 points for threshold review, 
and efficient housing production scoring should be removed. 

 
NIFA has reduced the minimum score in the “Other Selection 
Criteria” from 30 to 25.  In addition, the threshold review points and 
the disaster points will not be applied. The Efficient Housing 
Production points will only be utilized in the event that multiple 
applications are received for development in a single community. 

 
Distribution  
 
Dan Marvin, City of Lincoln 
 

Allocation by congressional district might be appropriate. 
 



 
Kathy Mesner, Mesner Development 
 

The 3rd district should receive an extra allocation of 9% since the 1st and 2nd 
congressional districts will primarily be benefiting from 4%. 

 
Scott Nixon, Sugar Creek Capital 
 

Rural deals are difficult to get done using 4%.  
 

NIFA has specified that it anticipates awarding Private Activity Bond 
Cap with 4% LIHTCs and AHTCs to approximately 1 to 3 applications, 
with no more than one application awarded in a single community. 

 
Amount per Development Limitation for Applications requesting bond volume 
cap with AHTCs. 
 
Neeraj Agarwal, Clarity Development 

 
The $10 million limitation is difficult.   
 

David Lennon, National Affordable Housing Trust 
 

If a project needs more than $10 million in bond cap would they automatically be 
unable to request the AHTC? Removal of the cap would give more flexibly and 
provide a better use of resources.  

 
The maximum amount of bond volume cap per development for 
applications requesting both LIHTC and AHTC has been increased to 
$18 million. 

 
Developments in Qualified Census Tracts 
 
Fred Hoppe, Hoppe Homes 
 

The 30% bonus for a QCT will make it more difficult to develop in Lincoln. 
 
Dan Marvin, City of Lincoln 
 

Lincoln will need 17,000 units between now and 2030.  The QCT and boost will 
make it difficult for Lincoln to compete. 

 
No changes proposed at this time. A development located in a 
Qualified Census Tract (QCT) receives one point and NIFA is 
required by the federal guidelines of the LIHTC program to 
incentivize developments in QCTs. 



 
Matching the AHTC with LIHTC 
 
Neeraj Agarwal, Clarity Development 
 

You may not need the full amount of state credits on some projects. Some 
developments may need a lesser amount of state credits than federal.  

 
Thomas McLeay, Clarity Development 
 

The federal and state credit do not need to match to best leverage the AHTC. 
 

The Nebraska AHTC is required to be equally matched with the 
federal LIHTC per the state legislation. 

 
Preservation\Rehab Developments 
 
Fred Hoppe, Hoppe Homes 
 

The QAP scoring hugely weights redevelopment and does not provide creation of 
new units. 
 

Thomas McLeay, Clarity Development 
 
Using 4% on redevelopment has the ability to preserve affordable housing and 
that is important. 
 

No changes proposed at this time. NIFA awards points for 
preservation if the development is at risk of foreclosure of a federally 
subsidized loan, preserves project-based rental assistance, or include 
historic tax credits. 

 
Non-Profit Set-Aside 
 
Fred Hoppe, Hoppe Homes 
 

For set-asides, meeting the 10% non-profit requirement would be almost 
impossible in the 4% program.   

 
The non-profit set-aside requirement does not apply to the 4% QAP 
and therefore, is not referenced in the document. 

 
 
Meeting adjourned at: 11:13  a.m. CST 
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Sara,
 
Bullet points:
 
4% projects are a special breed of cat requiring big deals/projects.
 
Negotiate 4% allocations with Ne AHC match.  Much like CRANE.  Particularly, so one can go in que
and work with NIFA but move forward. Keeps us from having to pay fees forever.
 
Also the QAP should emphasize and weight projects that are a collaboration with the community
and move forward community affordable housing goals. 
 
4% scoring should be tailored to 4% projects not to 9% projects.
 
Scoring should not prefer renovation of housing rather it should prefer new construction.  The
application gives tons of points to renovations which is inappropriate.
 
Award and allocation should be by congressional district.
 
Thanks.
 
Smile and have a GREAT Day!

Fred
Ward F. Hoppe
 

 
P.O. Box 6036
Lincoln, Nebraska 68506
402-328-8100
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Just a quick another point.
 
Many of the comments really speak to negotiated award of 4% and bond cap.  That would also allow
looking at maximizing 4% fed credit but leveraging the 4% match ie not a direct match.
 
Awarding points to renovations and preserving affordable housing thereby really says NIFA didn’t do
its jobs in inspecting and monitoring the housing for the first 15 years.  And it rewards a developer
owner who lets the place get run down or sucks the money out of a project leaving it needing
renovation later.  Whether the housing goes to market or not it still is housing and the reality is the
rents are going to stay the same as will most of the tenants.  And consider that the project should
have been 30 years at a minimum anyway.  Most affordable housing is market anyway. 
 
Smile and have a GREAT Day!

Fred
Ward F. Hoppe
 

 
P.O. Box 6036
Lincoln, Nebraska 68506
402-328-8100
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From: Jake Hoppe
To: Sara Tichota
Subject: Comments
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NIFA has applied a set of scoring criteria that was created to help democratize awards throughout
the state, however in the application to the 4% credit, it sets up a challenging opposition between a
healthy project and scalable development model.  The state match is a critical gap filler, that will
make additional projects possible. However, allocating it as we allocate 9% will compound rewards
to projects that already have significant opportunity for soft money and gap closing. In many cases,
you are punishing projects that are most efficient from a federal perspective, when the project may
be securing what is an unlimited federal tax credit, and treating the federal tax credit as if it is the
limiting resource. Additional commentary below:
 

1.       Inheriting many allocation plan items that are probably acceptable for 9%, but not
clear their application to the 4%
·         Rural vs urban
·         Nonprofit vs forprofit
·         Emphasis on efficiency relative to basis and LIHTC, which in this case are not
limited. In fact, really need to reward ability to secure additional LIHTC.

 
2.       Other Criteria: of the "other criteria" really would be detrimental to a sustainable
project and executable project. See below for examples / detail.

 
3.       NIFA Scoring Criteria – This probably needs to review to what extent and clarify
how it applies. Certain items are not clear their application (e.g. threshold). Efficiency
scoring is set up to allocate a limited LIHTC allocation to the state, but in this case, this
LIHTC is not constrained.
 
4.       It is not clear upon what dimensions projects compete, if they meet the minimum
thresholds. Setting up a more negotiated process would be more appropriate.

 
5.       "Readiness to proceed" should be more highly weighted.

 
6.       Tie more closely to the CRANE type of process

 
Other Criteria: There are numerous scoring elements that are mutually exclusive with a healthy and
adquately assembled bond deal, such that the minimum of 30 points presents an onerous target.

·         Points for density, small community, economic development certified community,
mixed income, and eventual tenant ownership are virtually mutually excluded from a
successful project, and in fact the pursuit of such points could make a project
significantly less stable and have undesired affects
·         Out of the total of 52 points, you have eliminated 14 immediately, resulting in a
point total of 38
·         It is clear why this has been set up for the 9% allocation. It is not clear that an
arms race on these points would be in the best interest of a bond project.

mailto:jake@hoppehomes.com
mailto:sara.tichota@nifa.org


 
NIFA Scored Criteria

·         It is unclear what the meaning of threshold points would be in the case of the 4%
bond. There is no threshold application period.
·         It does not make sense to make a deep skewing of rents a criteria for award. This
will have the adverse effect of limiting bonds to projects with high levels of soft
financing, and compounding additional tax credit capacity to projects that would
otherwise have been feasible.
·         It does not make sense to make efficiency / basis and efficiency / federal tax credit
as a criteria, when federal tax credits are not a limiting factor to additional
development. Again, this compounds tax credits to projects that would otherwise have
been feasible.

o    It is unclear why the availability of the basis boost for LIHTC would be
considered negatively against a project that qualified for additional
LIHTC

 
 
 
Hoppe Homes
Vice President, Development and Finance
402.730.9639
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