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Abstract 

This review explores literature assessing the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) 

program. As the primary subsidy for affordable housing production and preservation in the U.S., 

there is a growing policy and research interest in this program. LIHTC has also been recognized 

as a tool for building equitable and inclusive communities. Scholars have been examining 

various aspects of the program such as production, operation, spillovers, policy levers, and 

tenants. There is a consensus that LIHTC plays a critical role in producing affordable housing. 

There is, however, ongoing debate about its reach and other impacts. Scholars have suggested 

potential avenues for improvement. 

 

 

Keywords 

Tax credit, Multifamily rental production, Neighborhoods, Housing policy, Housing subsidy 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Disclaimer 

The views expressed are those of the author and not those of Fannie Mae nor the Federal 

Housing Finance Agency.  

 

Acknowledgment 

The author would like to thank Jaclene Begley, Evelyn Blumenberg, Michael Lens, and Paavo 

Monkkonen for their feedback and support in building this paper. The author also greatly 

appreciates feedback from Dana Brown, Griffin Koupal, Edward Kung, Mark Palim, Tatyana 

Zahalak, and the Division of Research and Statistics at the Federal Housing Finance Agency. All 

errors or omissions are the responsibility of the author.  

mailto:yiwen_kuai@fanniemae.com


  

 2 

The shortage of affordable housing is an acute issue across America as rents rise amid 

soaring demand, leaving low-income households with increasingly few housing options. The 

federal Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program is the primary federal source of 

funding to construct and rehabilitate affordable rental housing for low-income households. To 

date, the program has financed over three million affordable housing units.1 LIHTC-financed 

units account for one-third of the subsidized rental housing stock in the U.S. (A. Schwartz 2015). 

Scholars have examined different aspects of the LIHTC program concerning housing production, 

efficiency and operation, siting locations, neighborhood spillovers, policy levers, and tenant 

outcomes. This comprehensive review synthesizes the literature on assessing these impacts. 

There has been much research over the efficiency and efficacy of the program creating 

affordable housing and preserving existing housing stock. However, scholars, policy analysts and 

housing advocates also raise equality issues beyond increasing housing production. As the 

largest housing production subsidy today, the LIHTC program has a substantial influence over 

where low-income households live. There is a growing policy and research interest in this 

program motivated by the empirical evidence that neighborhood opportunities matter for 

disadvantaged populations, especially for children (see Freddie Mac Multifamily and National 

Housing Trust 2018; O’Regan 2015; Winkler, Varn, and Lee 2019; Department of Housing and 

Urban Development 2014). Advocates also promote the program as a tool to combat poverty and 

racial concentration, reversing historical segregation patterns while some hope LIHTC 

investments can revitalize blighted neighborhoods. The LIHTC program has been at the center of 

 
1 Tabulation includes the number of low-income units that ever received federal tax credits in U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban Development’s LIHTC project database with improvements from the National Housing 

Preservation Database (Public and Affordable Housing Research Corporation and National Low Income Housing 

Coalition 2022; Department of Housing and Urban Development 2022a). To avoid gaps in reporting, tabulations 

include LIHTC-financed low-income units allocated through 2018 and placed in service before 2022. A low-income 

household generally has income below 60% of the Area Median Income (AMI). 
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the debate between project-based housing subsidies and tenant-based assistance (Khadduri and 

Wilkins 2008; Olsen 2003a; 2003b). There is mounting uncertainty surrounding the future of 

LIHTC as a federal reform looms and affordability requirements start to expire for older 

developments (see Aurand et al. 2018; Khadduri et al. 2012; Lens and Reina 2016; McClure 

2019b). Given the significance of the program, researchers and policymakers are increasingly 

interested in the operation of and outcomes associated with the program.  

This paper first reviews existing research on program efficiency and operation, along 

with issues surrounding compliance and data collection. It then presents findings on tenant 

compositions and spatial distributions of LIHTC-subsidized properties and low-income 

households. It also examines evidence on the channels and outcomes of neighborhood spillovers 

from LIHTC developments and explores more recent research on policy levers and tenant 

experiences. The paper concludes with discussions on the ongoing legislative activities and the 

future of the program.  

 

Background 

Enacted by the Tax Reform Act of 1986, the LIHTC program provides tax incentives to 

the developers and investors in rental housing that serves low-income households. The credit was 

initially set up as a temporary program to offset the changes in the tax treatment of real estate 

and structures (Cordato 1991). After multiple extensions and modifications, the credit was made 

permanent in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993. Since 1986, the program has 

financed over three million rent-restricted rental units to low-income households (Figure 1).2 

There are two types of credit: the 9% credit and the 4% credit, which refer to the percentage of 

 
2 See footnote 1. 
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qualified development costs (known as the eligible basis) that may be used to lower the federal 

income tax liability of developers or investors each year. Each funded development receives a 

ten-year stream of tax credits which can be used to offset the federal income tax liability of the 

developer. Developers often sell credits to investors, such as banks and insurance companies, to 

raise equity for the development. LIHTC is administered by the Internal Revenue Service (IRS), 

which distributes annual credits to state housing finance agencies (HFAs) based on population.3 

Figure 2 illustrates the rapid growth in tax expenditures for the LIHTC program. The cost is 

estimated to average $13 billion annually between 2022 and 2026 (Joint Committee on Taxation 

2022).4 In comparison, the Housing Choice Voucher program, a federal tenant-based rental 

assistance program, subsidized around 2.3 million households in 2022 and cost the Department 

of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) $30.4 billion to run it (Department of Housing and 

Urban Development 2021b). 

An affordable housing development qualifies for LIHTC if at least 40% of households 

have incomes below 60% of the Area Median Income (AMI) or if at least 20% of tenants have 

incomes below 50% of AMI (known as the “40/60” and “20/50” rules).5 In practice, the vast 

majority of units in LIHTC developments are qualified as low-income units, or units affordable 

to households earning under 60% of AMI or lower (Collinson, Ellen, and Ludwig 2016). Rents 

 
3 There are 66 state-level and, in limited instances, substate-level allocating agencies (Department of Housing and 

Urban Development 2021c). 
4 Discrepancies exist in estimates due to credit utilization and lags in reporting. Desai, Dharmapala, and Singhal 

(2010) find slightly higher estimates from tax returns. Most common estimates are from the Joint Committee on 

Taxation, the Department of the Treasury, and the project database/state limits. 
5 “Affordable housing,” “low-income housing,” and to some extent, “subsidized housing” are frequently used to 

categorize the LIHTC program. This paper uses these terms interchangeably when referring to housing financed by 

LIHTC. However, these terms are not synonymous with one or another in a broader context. U.S. Code 42(g)(2)(D), 

which is referred to as the “Next Available Unit Rule,” sets a unit may continue to be treated as an eligible unit even 

though the tenant’s income has exceeded 140 percent of the AMI after initial certification, so long as the unit 

continues to be rent-restricted and the next available unit of equal or smaller size is rented to a new tenant whose 

income meets the income requirement in the same property. 
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are capped at 30% of the income of the AMI tied to the unit, rather than varying by occupant’s 

income. The Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2018 created a new minimum set aside election 

called income averaging which allows developers to serve households with incomes of up to 

80% of AMI as long as average income in the development remains at 60% or less. Although the 

compliance monitoring requirements end after year 15, developments generally must meet 

affordability requirements for a minimum of 30 years, although some states require a longer 

period.6 For example, California requires a 55-year extended use period for developments 

enabled by the 9% credit.7  

States are given significant authority in determining how credits are allocated. Each state 

is required to issue a Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP), typically updated annually. This 

document guides developers on selection criteria set forth by the allocation agency. In addition to 

those required by federal regulation, states also adopt individually tailored priorities in their 

QAPs, such as setting aside credits for developments in areas with the greatest housing need or 

encouraging siting in lower-poverty neighborhoods. Since HFAs have broad discretion over 

allocations, criteria in QAPs can play a significant role in the final distributions of LIHTC units 

(Ellen et al. 2015; Ellen and Horn 2018; Kuai 2023). The Department of Housing and Urban 

Development, the agency which oversees many federal housing subsidies, provides limited 

technical assistance and, more recently, collects tenant data for the LIHTC program. LIHTC 

program requirements and administration differ significantly from other HUD programs. 

 
6 The total commitment period in federal regulation was extended from 15 years to 30 years under the Omnibus 

Budget Reconciliation Act of 1989. However, property owners can opt out of the program after 15 years if the 

property is in foreclosure or where a “qualified contract” is presented to the state credit allocation agency. 

noncompliance during the extended use period is not reported to the IRS (see National Council of State Housing 

Agencies 2021). 
7 See Cal. Code of Regulations, 4 Div. 17 Ch 1. 
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The state maximum of the 9% credit is the greater of $2.75 multiplied by the state 

population, or $3,185,000 in 2023.8 This type of credit covers up to 70% of the eligible costs and 

represents significant equity in a development, reducing the need for debt and other subsidies. 

The 9% credit is awarded on a competitive basis to mostly subsidizing new construction or 

substantial rehabilitation. Every HFA scores and ranks proposals in terms of the strength in 

financial proforma, locational opportunities, tenant composition, developer’s experience, 

property management and supportive services, and criteria outlined in its QAP (Kuai 2023).  

The 4% credit is typically claimed for rehabilitation or new construction on a non-

competitive basis. This type of credit only covers 30% of the eligible basis and thus requires 

additional layers of financing. A 4% deal requires considerably more financial sources than a 9% 

deal (Reid and Kneebone 2021). Eighty percent of the 4% units to date are coupled with tax-

exempt bonds (TEB).9 The 4% credit is awarded “automatically” to developments in which 50% 

or more of the costs are funded by TEB.  

TEBs are exempt from federal (and often state) income tax and offer better interest rates 

than other forms of debt (Keightley 2019). Just as states receive the 9% credit, they also receive 

an annual allocation of “volume cap” to issue bonds (Keightley 2019). The 2023 state ceiling for 

the volume cap is the greater of $120 times the state population, or $339 million.10 Multifamily 

rental housing generally enjoys a high priority for bond issuance as it also competes with other 

eligible civil uses, such as single-family housing, student loans, and economic development 

projects (Cooper 2010). For many years, the supply of bond caps exceeded the demand across 

 
8 See Rev. Proc. 2022-38. Based on federal regulations, state allocating agencies should limit tax credits to the 

amount required to make a project financially feasible. Some states set guidelines for maximum per unit eligible 

basis or maximum per applicant.  
9 See footnote 1. 
10 See Rev. Proc. 2022-38. 
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the country (National Housing Conference 2017). However, at least nine states faced no 

carryforward or very limited carryforward of bond caps into 2019 (Novogradac 2019). This 

translates to more competition, as 21 states begin using a scoring mechanism in reviewing bond 

(and 4%) applications (Kuai 2023).  

The federal statute provides a “basis boost” and a preference for LIHTC developments 

proposed in “Qualified Census Tracts” (QCTs) where at least 50% of the households have 

incomes of less than 60% of AMI or a poverty rate of 25% or more. Developers also receive 

higher credit if siting in a Difficult Development Area (DDA) with high land, construction, and 

utility costs.  

Once awarded LIHTC, the developer can syndicate or sell credits to investors to raise 

equity for construction through a syndicator or forming a limited partnership between the 

developer and other investors (Keightley 2019). Each credit gives investors a dollar-for-dollar 

reduction in their federal tax liability after a development is placed in service. The developer, as 

a general partner, has a small share in ownership but builds and maintains the development. The 

tax credit investor, as a limited partner, owns the majority share of equity, but gets limited 

control of design and construction and is not involved in day-to-day management. 

The majority of credits are claimed by finance and insurance institutions and holding 

companies (Desai, Dharmapala, and Singhal 2010). The larger the difference between the market 

price of the credit sold by developers and its face value ($1.00), the larger the return to credit 

investors. Early Ernst & Young (2005; 2009) reports indicate that the price for a credit is 

between a low of $0.45 in 1987 to $0.90 in the 2000s. The price fluctuates less today – typically 

ranging between mid-$0.80s to low-$0.90s under normal economic conditions (Keightley 2019). 

Other factors may also affect the pricing, such as project characteristics, cost (as well inflation 
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and interest rate), location, regulatory uncertainty, and changes in market participants (Kincer 

and O’Meara 2020; Keightley 2019; Desai, Dharmapala, and Singhal 2010). Eriksen (2009) 

found that neighborhood attributes are correlated with the price of credit in California. Most 

investors are motivated by the Community Reinvestment Act, which considers LIHTC 

investments more favorably in some areas (CohnReznick 2023; Government Accountability 

Office 2012; Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, Department of the Treasury 2014). A 

lower federal corporate tax rate can reduce the market value of LIHTC as investors do not need 

as many credits to offset lower taxes. Since the passage of the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 2017 

which reduced the corporate tax rate from 35% to 21%, the price of a credit has been between 

$0.90 and $0.95 (Novogradac & Company LLP 2022). 

Twenty-nine states and the District of Columbia have set up state-level housing tax 

credits as of 2023 (Novogradac & Company LLP 2023). A development that receives federal tax 

credit is typically eligible for state credit as well. Many states apply similar selection criteria as 

their federal program.  

 

Critics of Efficiency and Operation 

Early criticisms of LIHTC centered on the complexity of the program and anticipated 

inefficiencies (for example, Clancy 2017; Stearns 1988; Stegman 1991; Wallace 1995; White 

1997). These articles often appeared in tax or law journals. Stegman (1991) argued that the 

LIHTC approach to affordable housing production suffers from “high transaction costs, 

inappropriate targeting of benefits, and insufficient monitoring.” Later studies empirically 

assessed the inefficiency around development costs and the crowd-out effect of market units. 

Cummings and DiPasquale (1999) found that LIHTC developments can be quite expensive and a 
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dollar of credit only produces about 68 cents of housing through 1996 by comparing total 

development cost. However, Eriksen (2009) and Cummings and DiPasquale (1999) both showed 

that the program encourages the construction of higher-quality housing. However, some suggest 

the type of assisted housing program does not appear to have an appreciable effect on housing 

quality in recent years (Newman and Holupka 2018). The program has been at the center of the 

debate between project-based housing subsidies and tenant-based assistance (Khadduri and 

Wilkins 2008; Olsen 2003a; 2003b). In terms of efficiency, research generally shows that more 

money is spent on the program to produce the “same amount” of housing for recipients than 

provided by the Housing Choice Voucher (voucher) program (Deng 2005; Olsen 2000).  

Scholars also suggest that there is a substitution effect between LIHTC investment and 

other private-sector investment (Malpezzi and Vandell 2002; Baum-Snow and Marion 2009; 

Eriksen and Rosenthal 2010). Baum-Snow and Marion (2009) estimated that each LIHTC unit 

creates 0.8 units of housing – the other 20% is private market-rent housing that would have been 

built but was not. However, conclusions from the literature are that LIHTC affects the location of 

low-moderate income housing more than it affects the supply. Relatively little is known about 

the spillovers on neighborhood rental affordability (Eriksen and Rosenthal 2010).  

In addition, some scholars argue that high profits have gone to the developers. Ballard 

(2003) claimed the high amount of competition suggests that the program is overly generous. 

More recent analysis indicates that more funds are going into construction activities as 

developers receive about 70 cents on the dollar for credits in California (Eriksen 2009). Burge 

(2011) concluded that rent savings by tenants constitute a small percentage of the program costs 

in Tallahassee, Florida, suggesting developers and investors are able to capture more benefits 

such as developer fees, higher rental income, and sale of their developments. The Government 
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Accountability Office (GAO) (2015; 2016; 2018) estimates that developer fees represented about 

11% of development costs at the median. 

Advocates and analysts have raised concerns on a few other aspects. Although the 

political environment continues to favor LIHTC-subsidized housing compared to housing 

directly provided by the government (Cummings and DiPasquale 1999; Eriksen and Lang 2018; 

Stegman 2017), some argue that there is a substantial difference between the behaviors of 

mission-driven, non-profit developers and profit-chasing private developers. Ballard (2003) 

alleged that for-profit developers use their political power to improve their situation relative to 

that of non-profit developers. On the other hand, Cummings and DiPasquale (1999) found that 

non-profit-developed housing is on average 20% more expensive than for-profit-developed 

housing. Investigative journalists have raised issues that some developers have inflated costs and 

misused funds (Sullivan and Anderson 2017) and banks have colluded with developers to drive 

down the price of credit (Gandel 2018). The GAO (2015; 2016; 2018) presented its findings that 

the oversight by the IRS has been minimal and HFAs do not have requirements to “help guard 

against misrepresentation of contractor costs.” Furthermore, advocates argue that the program 

lacks tenant protection and affirmative marketing requirements (Jolin 2000; Haberle, Gayles, and 

Tegeler 2012). Federal law prohibits evictions, other than for good cause, of existing LIHTC 

tenants.11 However, it does not define what constitutes good cause and IRS leaves the 

interpretation to local laws (National Housing Law Project 2021). There is very limited empirical 

research, and these issues deserve more attention, especially from policy analysts and makers. 

 

 
11 See IRS Rev. Rul. Ruling 2004-82. 
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LIHTC Data 

The IRS has not published much data on the LIHTC program. Since 1996, HUD has 

voluntarily collected project data (Government Accountability Office 2015). However, this 

dataset suffers from considerable quality issues, especially for older developments (Department 

of Housing and Urban Development 2022b). The federal government did not actively monitor 

the tenants living in LIHTC developments until recently (Hollar and Usowski 2007; Shamsuddin 

and Cross 2020). Since 2010, the Housing and Economic Recovery Act (HERA) of 2009 

requires each HFA to furnish HUD information concerning rent, income, and demographics of 

households residing in each LIHTC unit.12 HUD has since only provided state-level aggregates 

with incomplete coverages and inconsistencies.13 Data quality issues present a major challenge to 

researchers and analysts. 

A few other data sources have become available to complement HUD’s LIHTC project 

database. This paper uses the National Housing Preservation Database (NHPD) to derive better 

coverages on credit type and year of allocation for LIHTC developments in HUD’s database. A 

few other studies have used state-supplied tenant records (for example, Ellen et al., 2016, 2018; 

O’Regan & Horn, 2013) or publicly-available state applications and allocation lists (for example, 

Deng, 2005; Ellen et al., 2015; Kuai, 2023).  

The 4% program is relatively unexamined. Research on LIHTC does not often 

differentiate between the 4% and the 9% investments. While the 4% allocation must meet basic 

requirements outlined in the federal statue, it does not count toward the state’s yearly cap and 

 
12 See Federal Register Volume 75, Issue 59 (Office of the Federal Register 2010). 
13 Data collection suffers from quality issues, such as incomplete coverage and data inconsistencies. There are 

variations across states. Income and rent information are collected across HFAs using fairly uniform standards. 

Demographic information is not standardized and, for some HFAs, not collected at all (Department of Housing and 

Urban Development 2021c).  
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often does not require competitive review. Recent studies have uncovered significant differences 

between the two credits. For example, Kuai (2023) documented that different allocation 

mechanisms have resulted in divergent spatial distributions of units. Oluku and Cheng (2022) 

found that deeper income targets have resulted in deeper reductions in rents in 9% properties in 

Chicago and Sioux Falls. Thus, findings of the 9% developments – presented in many of the 

studies below – may not apply to the 4% developments. 

 

Tenant Compositions and Rent Burdens 

Limited research on tenant compositions generally finds a significant portion of LIHTC 

units serve low-income and extremely low-income households. Despite the “40/60” and “20/50” 

rules, the program serves a much larger share of units for low-income households than required 

by the “40/60” and “20/50” rules. Early GAO (1997) and HUD-commissioned (Buron et al. 

2000) studies provided snapshots of samples of LIHTC tenants. About three-quarters of tenants 

had incomes at or below 50% of AMI, with 40% of tenants being extremely low-income 

households14 during the 1990s. Based on recent tabulations from HUD, close to 85% of LIHTC 

units serve low-income households and 53% of units serve extremely low-income households as 

of December 2019 (Department of Housing and Urban Development 2021a).15 O’Regan and 

Horn (2013) compared tenant income levels across subsidies with 2019 and 2020 data from 18 

states. While 76.3% of voucher holders and 76.8% of public housing residents are extremely 

low-income households, only 44.7% of LIHTC households are this poor. Studies generally show 

 
14 Extremely low-income means annual household income is less than 30% of AMI. Low-income means annual 

household income is less than 50% of AMI. Tabulations includes households with income certified in 2019, 2020 or 

2021. 
15 HUD released its first public report under the HERA mandate in December 2014 (Hollar 2014). As of April 2023, 

HUD has released tabulations on tenant demographics from 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2017, 2018, and 2019.  
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that the LIHTC program produces more income mixing than public housing (Ellen, Horn, and 

O’Regan 2016; Khadduri 2013; O’Regan and Horn 2013; Buron et al. 2000). O’Regan and Horn 

(2013) reported that 19% percent of LIHTC developments are mixed income16, compared with 

5% of public housing projects.  

Drawing from HUD’s tabulations again, about 38% of households are rent burdened, and 

9.4% are severely rent-burdened in 2019 (Department of Housing and Urban Development 

2021a).17 Early surveys also uncovered that a large share of tenants have no rent burden while a 

small group of tenants faced severe rent burdens (Buron et al. 2000; Government Accountability 

Office 1997). The incidence of severe rent burdens is considerably lower among LIHTC tenants 

relative to other renters, even for those with extremely low incomes (O’Regan and Horn 2013).18 

However, extremely low-income LIHTC households, including those with rental assistance, 

experience rent burden levels that are markedly higher than tenants in other deep subsidy 

programs. There is very limited data on rent burden by race and ethnicity. Williamson (2011) 

found that white residents do not typically fare better than minorities in terms of rent burden. 

HUD’s tabulations also indicated that more than 40% of households receive rental 

assistance with Section 8 project-based rental assistance and vouchers being the top two sources 

(Department of Housing and Urban Development 2021a). The share of tenants receiving rental 

assistance has increased slightly since the 1990s (Buron et al. 2000; Government Accountability 

Office 1997). Williamson, Smith, and Strambi-Kramer (2009) estimated that about 16% of the 

 
16 The authors define “a development as mixed-income if at least 20% of the units are occupied by households 

earning at or below 30% of AMI and at least 20% of the units occupied by households earning above 50% of AMI.” 
17 “Rent burden” and “severely rent burden” are defined as spending more than 30% and 50% of income on rent, 

respectively. As discussed above, the rent is capped at 30% of the income of the AMI tied to the unit, rather than 

occupant’s income, unlike many other federal housing subsidies. 
18 Tenant records from 18 states. 
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vouchers in Florida are used in LIHTC units. Vouchers are disproportionately used in high-

poverty areas that meet the criteria as QCTs. 

There are a few recent studies on tenants’ rent savings. Using actual rents paid across 12 

metropolitan areas, Oluku and Cheng (2022) found that rent savings are greatest in large cities 

with strong housing markets and considerably less in small cities with weak housing markets. 

Two city-specific studies showed that rent savings also vary by building age and unit size (Burge 

2011; Oluku 2019). 

Buron et al. (2000) and Horn and O’Regan (2011) both reported that LIHTC 

developments disproportionately house minorities. Recent tabulations from HUD showed that 

more than 30% of householders are African Americans and 15.5% are Latinos (Department of 

Housing and Urban Development 2021a).19 An early study revealed that non-profit-developed 

housing is more likely to house minority tenants (Buron et al. 2000).  

 

(Re)Distribution of Poverty and Residential Segregation 

The recent heightened interest in LIHTC is motivated by the theory that relocating low-

income households to healthier, resource-rich, and lower-poverty communities yields improved 

outcomes for them (see summaries in Freddie Mac Multifamily and National Housing Trust 

2018; Winkler, Varn, and Lee 2019; Ellen and Turner 1997). Chetty, Hendren, and Katz (2016) 

provided strong causal evidence that neighborhoods affect the earning trajectory of young 

children from low-income households in the long run. Other research from the Moving to 

Opportunity experiment, a tenant-based subsidy, finds that moving to lower-poverty 

 
19 Race and/or ethnicity is not reported for 22.3% of householders. Tenant demographics are as of December 2019. 
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neighborhoods improves the well-being of low-income individuals (Baum-Snow and Marion 

2009; Clampet-Lundquist et al. 2011; Katz et al. 2003).  

Many scholars have examined the spatial distributions of properties as the project data 

are readily available. Research generally finds that LIHTC tenants live in neighborhoods with 

poverty rates that are higher than average (Ellen, O’Regan, and Voicu 2009; Freeman 2004; 

McClure and Johnson 2015), similar to those where poor renters and voucher holders live (Lens, 

Ellen, and O’Regan 2011; McClure 2006), but lower than those where residents of public 

housing units and other forms of project-based housing reside (Cummings and DiPasquale 1999; 

Freeman 2004; Rohe and Freeman 2001). Ellen, O’Regan, and Voicu (2009) reported little 

change in these trends between the 1980s and the early 2000s.  

There is a considerable concern that place-based policies can contribute to the 

concentration of poverty, specifically through the experience with public housing (Schill and 

Wachter 1995; Vale 2007). Overall, LIHTC tenants appear to be more likely to reach lower-

poverty neighborhoods as compared to recipients of other federal housing assistance. This is 

arguably a low bar. LIHTC units are still three times more likely to be sited in high-poverty 

neighborhoods compared to all rental units in 2003 (Ellen, O’Regan, and Voicu 2009). A recent 

study found that newly constructed 4% units are increasingly allocated in higher-poverty 

neighborhoods while a larger share of 9% units are sited in lower-poverty neighborhoods (Kuai 

2023). 

LIHTC units are also located in minority-concentrated areas on average. Freeman (2004) 

found that units are located in neighborhoods with a high concentration of minority residents 

during the 1990s. However, LIHTC units are built in neighborhoods with a higher share of white 

residents than other federally subsidized units. An early report showed that developments built 
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by non-profit developers are overwhelmingly sited in neighborhoods of high minority 

concentration, whereas developments built by for-profit developers are more evenly distributed 

across neighborhood categories of racial concentration (Buron et al. 2000). More recent work by 

Horn and O’Regan (2011) found that LIHTC units are almost twice as likely to be located in 

tracts with relatively high concentrations of minorities, as are housing units overall between 1987 

and 2007. Units built in QCTs, in central-city locations, and those by non-profit developers are 

more likely to be situated in high minority concentration areas. McClure et al. (2020) illustrated 

that the LIHTC program is over-represented in HUD-designated Racially or Ethnically 

Concentrated Areas of Poverty. The share of units in these areas grew from 13% between 1987 

and 1999 to 16% between 2008 to 2015. 

Developers receive a credit boost if the development is located in a high-cost area called 

DDA.20 With a regression discontinuity design, Eriksen (2017) concluded that the designation of 

a DDA at the metropolitan level reduces LIHTC new construction units per capita by 33% to 

43% between 1993 and 2013. However, the designation does increase the share of subsidized 

units in higher-income neighborhoods (Eriksen 2017). HUD started designating metropolitan 

DDAs based on ZIP Code Tabulation Areas in 2016. There were only 35 DDAs at the county 

level in a handful of states before this change (Shelburne 2016). The revised approach is 

intended to incentivize siting in lower-poverty “opportunity areas.”  

 

Siting Patterns Beyond Poverty and Racial Composition 

Other studies have included additional measures to analyze the siting patterns, such as 

proximity to other subsidized housing, employment activity, crime, amenities, and school quality 

 
20 See 26 U.S.C. § 42(d)(5)(B)(iii). 
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(for example, Dawkins 2013; Ellen, Horn, and Kuai 2018; Horn, Ellen, and Schwartz 2014; Lens 

2014; Lens, Ellen, and O’Regan 2011; McClure and Johnson 2015). These studies generally 

show that LIHTC units are sited in less desirable neighborhoods than rental units as a whole, but 

in more desirable locations than public housing. LIHTC properties tend to be far more clustered 

than other subsidized housing and market-rate units (Dawkins 2013; Oakley 2008; Van Zandt 

and Mhatre 2009; Voith et al. 2022). LIHTC units are more likely to be clustered in central-city 

locations with elevated levels of poverty, minority concentration, and renter shares (Dawkins 

2013; Basolo, Huarita, and Won 2022).  

However, the spatial distribution of newly constructed units is changing. Ellen et al. 

(2015) and Kuai (2023) both demonstrated that new 9% units are increasingly sited in low-

poverty areas in the 2010s. McClure (2006) also found that more units are located in low-poverty 

suburbs, providing more access to these neighborhoods than the voucher program. However, 

many suburbs still exclude LIHTC housing. Among municipalities that grow in population and 

multifamily housing between 2010 and 2019, those that are smaller, wealthier, whiter, and have 

less rental housing are more likely to have no LIHTC housing (A. Schwartz and McClure 2023).  

Ellen, Horn, and Kuai (2018) added a comprehensive set of measures and examined 

neighborhood access by tenant demographics. Their results showed that LIHTC units are more 

likely to be located in neighborhoods with higher poverty rates, weaker labor markets, more 

pollution, and lower-performing schools, but better transit access when compared to other rental 

units. Poor and minority LIHTC tenants live in neighborhoods that are significantly more 

disadvantaged. 

Scholars have also studied a particular type of neighborhood opportunity with the LIHTC 

development. McClure and Johnson (2015) found that LIHTC units are located in neighborhoods 
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with unemployment rates that are lower than where public housing units are located, but higher 

than the average unemployment rate of rental units as a whole. Lens (2014) concluded that 

LIHTC residents live in neighborhoods with more job opportunities than other renters with 

similar incomes and voucher households, but significantly fewer opportunities than public 

housing residents; however, the difference largely disappears after accounting for competition 

for these jobs. Park and Choi (2021) confirmed this finding in Harris County, Illinois, and found 

that LIHTC tenants have a lower level of low-paying job accessibility than voucher holders. 

Studies generally find a mismatch between job and home for LIHTC tenants as the program has 

not placed low-income workers close to their jobs and out of distressed neighborhoods (Joassart‐

Marcelli 2007; H. J. Park and Choi 2021).  

Although LIHTC developments are better integrated with the surrounding community, 

they are often located near poorly connected transit stops (Welch 2013). Adkins, Sanderford, and 

Pivo (2017) found that LIHTC units tend to concentrate in neighborhoods with better access to 

transit and jobs than other types of housing across the nation. However, less than half of the units 

built between 2007 and 2011 are in “location-efficient” places, which are neighborhoods with 

compact and mix-used designs to facilitate easy walking and biking access. Freemark (2018) 

noted that mixed-use developments are rare within the LIHTC program. These mix-used 

developments are more often located in wealthier, whiter, and already retail-rich communities in 

Chicago. Other studies find LIHTC units are in high-traffic areas but less likely than where 

voucher holders live in Orange County, California (Houston, Basolo, and Yang 2013) and more 

likely to be in neighborhoods with low sidewalk coverage in Austin, Texas (Woo, Yu, and Lee 

2019).  
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As for crime, Lens, Ellen, and O’Regan (2011) identified that LIHTC units are in 

neighborhoods with higher crime rates than both the neighborhoods where an average poor 

renter household lives and a voucher holder lives nationally. Other studies generally find that 

LIHTC developments are located in areas with high crime rates in their cities (Fallon and Price 

2020b; Tillyer and Walter 2019; Woo and Joh 2015; Zandt and Mhatre 2013). 

For school quality, Ellen and Horn (2012) and Horn, Ellen, and Schwartz (2014) found 

that LIHTC residents live in neighborhoods with slightly lower school quality than an average 

renter household and an average poor household across the country.21 School quality is higher 

for public housing residents and voucher holders on average. In California, Pfeiffer (2009) 

observed that most LIHTC units are located in low-performing school districts.  

 

Neighborhood Spillovers  

Many researchers have studied the price spillovers of LIHTC developments on 

surrounding properties. Dillman, Horn, and Verrilli (2017) summarized these findings that 

developments in distressed neighborhoods produce modest property value gains, while 

production in higher opportunity neighborhoods22 results in small property value reductions. In 

more detail, Baum-Snow and Marion (2009) estimated that each 100 additional units are 

associated with an increase in home prices of 1.1% in block groups with LITHC developments. 

Diamond and McQuade (2019) found significant increases in property values after LIHTC 

investments are made in the lowest-income quartile tracts in 129 counties across 15 states.  

 
21 State variations do exist. These authors use units with two or more bedrooms as a proxy for households with 

children. 
22 There is no consistent definition for a high-opportunity neighborhood. The authors listed definitions applied in 

each paper they reviewed. These definitions often enlist resident income and wealth and the share of white residents 

as proxies for opportunities. 
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Multiple local studies have also documented small- or non-adverse effects of LIHTC 

properties on surrounding property values. Schwartz et al. (2006) and Ellen et al. (2007) 

uncovered that there is little impact on home values before the completion of a development, but 

a significant positive impact after the completion in New York City. Similarly, Woo, Joh, and 

Van Zandt (2016b) found positive price spillovers in Cleveland – a stagnant housing market, but 

insignificant negative impacts in Charlotte – a more active residential market.  

One quasi-experiment study finds construction of developments for seniors is associated 

with a faster rate of growth in surrounding home values in Polk County, Iowa (Funderburg and 

MacDonald 2010). There is no clear relationship between either project design or neighborhood 

compatibility on any price spillovers using visual inspections. More recently, Voith et al. (2022) 

identified positive spillovers with the strongest benefit within one-quarter mile of a development 

in Cook County, Illinois. The impacts remain strong for at least 10 years after the initial 

development. The cumulative effect is positive in both lower- and higher-income areas, but more 

significant in lower-income areas (Voith et al. 2022). Additional research can be found in Ellen 

and Voicu (2007), Ezzet-Lofstrom and Murdoch (2007), and Green, Malpezzi, and Seah (2002).  

For other spillovers, Woo, Joh, and Van Zandt (2016a) observed that LIHTC 

developments can generate significant homeowner turnovers by examining time to sale in 

Charlotte and Cleveland. Drawing from Diamond and McQuade (2019) again, LIHTC 

developments do not appear to increase crime in high-income areas. However, Lens (2013) 

found no effect on crime in New York across neighborhood types. For a case study of one 

development in New Jersey, Albright, Derickson, and Massey (2013) also found no impacts on 

crime in a suburban, majority-white, middle-class community using a mix-method research 

design. They emphasized the role of management, such as maintaining landscaping, similar to 
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that of nearby properties, thorough applicant screening, and maintaining close contact with the 

local police.  

 

One Feature in Focus: Qualified Census Tracts 

Some advocates fear that a few specific features of the LIHTC program may work to 

heighten poverty concentration and racial segregation. The primary feature that attracts criticism 

is that developers are eligible for a “basis boost” when undertaking developments in QCTs that 

contribute to a community revitalization plan.23 This preferential treatment was likely designed to 

provide incentives to rehabilitate or replace rental housing stock in very low-income areas 

(Hollar and Usowski 2007). Some states give additional incentives to encourage investments in 

revitalizing blighted communities (Ellen et al. 2015; Ellen and Horn 2018; Kuai 2023; Lang 

2012). However, the federal government provides very little guidance on what constitutes a 

community revitalization plan (Ellen et al. 2015). States may prioritize areas with concentrated 

poverty and/or pay no attention to revitalization (Kazis and O'Regan 2023, Orfield 2005; 

Roisman 1998).  

Since not all households in LIHTC funded buildings are low-income, there can be income 

mixing and positive spillovers from siting units in QCTs. Studies show that the program does 

produce some degree of income mixing (Ellen, Horn, and O’Regan 2016; Khadduri 2013; 

O’Regan and Horn 2013; Buron et al. 2000). Other research suggests that this boost leads to an 

increased clustering of low-income housing in these designated communities (Baum-Snow and 

Marion 2009; Dawkins 2013) and small increases in poverty rate (Freedman and McGavock 

2015). Lang (2012) argued that the opportunity costs of building subsidized housing, rather than 

 
23 See 26 U.S.C. § 42(d)(5)(C)(ii)(I) and 26 U.S.C. § 42(m)(1)(B). 
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the boost, could be driving these patterns. Developers are more likely to build LIHTC housing 

where market rent is low. They prefer cheaper land in low-value neighborhoods as land costs are 

not covered by LIHTC. So LIHTC housing is most likely to be built in low-rent and low-income 

neighborhoods without additional locational incentives like QCTs. In addition, states may not be 

willing to site the majority of units in high-poverty neighborhoods (Freeman 2004; McClure 

2006) and understand the tradeoff between siting in opportunity neighborhoods and investing in 

blighted communities (Ellen et al. 2015; Kuai 2023). HERA relieved states from the obligation 

of awarding basis boosts to developments in QCTs and DDAs. States can offer boosts to other 

developments to make them “financially feasible.”24 It is unclear whether there are any impacts 

because of this change. 

 

Neighborhood Revitalization 

While fair housing advocates argue that affordable housing should generally be placed in 

high-opportunity areas to improve the socioeconomic mobility of low-income households 

(Dawkins 2013; Orfield 2005; Sanbonmatsu et al. 2011; Shamsuddin and Cross 2020), 

community-oriented development supporters believe that investment should be made in 

struggling neighborhoods to revitalize disadvantaged communities (Baum-Snow and Marion 

2009; Diamond and McQuade 2019; Ellen, O’Regan, and Voicu 2009; Shamsuddin and Cross 

2020). Although making LIHTC investments in distressed neighborhoods may spark 

neighborhood revitalization (Nguyen 2005; A. Schwartz 2016), research points to a mixed track 

record for the program on this issue.  

 
24 I.R.C. §42(d)(5)(B)(v). 
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First, the program has not meaningfully contributed to poverty deconcentration and 

residential desegregation (Freedman and McGavock 2015; Ellen, Horn, and O’Regan 2016; 

Dawkins 2013; Williamson, Smith, and Strambi-Kramer 2009; Shamsuddin and Cross 2020; 

Freeman 2003; Ellen, O’Regan, and Voicu 2009). Ellen, Horn, and O’Regan (2016) found very 

small negative coefficients on poverty concentration from LIHTC investments across 319 

metropolitan areas between 1990 and 2010. Ellen, O’Regan, and Voicu (2009) also concluded 

that LIHTC is associated with modestly lower levels of poverty isolation, likely due to a 

combination of siting decisions, tenant mix, and spillovers in high-poverty neighborhoods. 

Freedman and McGavock (2015) compared similar neighborhoods in different metropolitan 

areas by using local caps on QCT eligibility. There is some evidence that new investment 

increases poverty rates in disadvantaged neighborhoods, although these small impacts appear to 

be driven by the relocation of poor residents, rather than by changes in the composition of other 

residents in the neighborhood. 

Studies also find small effects on desegregation. Deng (2011) showed that investments in 

majority African American and high-poverty neighborhoods produce mostly positive changes, 

including decreasing minority and poverty concentration in Miami-Dade County. Horn and 

O’Regan (2011) concluded that LIHTC contributes to lower levels of segregation at the 

metropolitan level with units placed in service between 1987 and 2007. 

In addition, Freedman and Owens (2011) offered empirical evidence utilizing the 

variations in designating QCTs that LIHTC investments significantly reduce violent crime, but 

not property crime, in the poorest neighborhoods. Again, Lens (2013) finds no effect on crime 

across subsidies and neighborhood types in New York. Lastly, Di and Murdoch (2013) found no 
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evidence that LIHTC developments substantially impact school performance in distressed 

neighborhoods. 

 

Allocation Mechanisms and Outcomes 

Although the program was established before the federal government specifically 

promoted poverty deconcentration and racial desegregation and long before HUD tried to 

overcome fair housing issues, housing advocates have nonetheless charged suggested that those 

should be a goal of the LIHTC program (Hollar and Usowski 2007; Shamsuddin and Cross 2020; 

Steil and Kelly 2019; Tisdale 1999; McClure 2008). States have increasingly used QAPs to 

achieve a wider set of policy goals related to economic mobility, education, health, environment, 

and revitalization (Ellen et al. 2015; Ellen and Horn 2018; Kuai 2023; Reid 2019). For example, 

requiring developers to obtain community approval may drive developments to higher-poverty 

neighborhoods as residents and community leaders may be less likely to successfully oppose 

these proposals in these neighborhoods (Khadduri 2013). Conversely, priorities like avoiding the 

concentration of affordable housing may directly limit poverty concentration. 

A branch of research focuses on how state QAPs influence developers’ location choices. 

Some states encourage siting developments in “areas of opportunity,” defined either broadly or 

using specific metrics like low poverty rate, high quality of schools, and great economic 

opportunities – based on the neighborhood effects literature (Ellen et al. 2015; Kuai 2023). Many 

state housing finance agencies have increasingly paid more attention to this aspect in order to 

balance revitalization goals after the Supreme Court ruled that the Texas Department of Housing 

and Community Affairs allocated too many tax credits in predominantly black inner-city 
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neighborhoods.25 Ellen et al. (2015) analyzed QAPs across the nation and illustrated that states 

have significantly increased overall prioritization of opportunity and improved siting outcomes 

for the 9% credit in recent years. Kuai (2023) suggested that increased competition and stronger 

policy levers in QAPs have enabled states to influence the siting of 4% units. The relative effects 

of different features on the locational outcomes remain unclear. Walter, Wang, and Jones (2018) 

reached a similar conclusion that more units are sited in lower-poverty and higher-racial-

diversity neighborhoods after Texas incorporated an opportunity provision in 2009.26  

Broader research, however, shows that mobility to opportunity neighborhoods provided 

by subsidized housing does not always translate into increased subjective well-being, earning, 

and satisfaction (Blumenberg and Pierce 2014; Lens and Gabbe 2017). Reid (2019) uncovered a 

disconnect between California’s opportunity requirements and LIHTC tenant outcomes by 

conducting qualitative interviews. Furthermore, some siting outcomes may be purely driven by 

partisan loyalty and political affiliation with little relationship to QAP criteria (Gay 2017).  

Multiple studies have examined other components in QAPs. For example, all HFAs have 

green building criteria – most recognize the benefits of energy-efficient buildings and smart 

growth (Yeganeh et al. 2021; Zhao et al. 2018). Zhao et al. (2018) found that green LIHTC 

building reduces energy expenditure by about 35% for low-income households in Virginia. On 

contrary, results from Reina and Kontokosta (2017) indicated the overall LIHTC program has yet 

 
25 Under this ruling, the disparate impact claim that is a policy had a greater negative impact on people of color, can 

be upheld under the Fair Housing Act of 1968 even if the adverse impact of such a policy or practice is 

unintentional. 
26 In 2009, Texas established new criteria to award points to developers locating projects in high-opportunity areas.  

research the US Supreme Court ruled that the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (TDHCA) 

allocated too many tax credits in predominantly black urban neighborhoods. Under this ruling, disparate impact 

claims (when minorities are adversely impacted by certain practices) can be upheld under the Fair Housing Act of 

1968 even if the adverse impact of the policies and practices are unintentional (Texas Department of Housing and 

Community Affairs v. Inclusive Communities Project, Inc., 576 U.S. 2015). This finding has caused state housing 

finance agencies to reconsider the scoring criteria that determine the allocation of tax credits. 
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to outperform other subsidized and private-sector properties in energy consumption and being 

sub-metered in New York City. They pointed to the utility allowance structure and limited 

funding for maintenance and upgrades in explaining these patterns. Nedwick and Burnett (2015) 

identified conflicting priorities and high costs as two obstacles in implementing transit incentives 

through interviews. Ahrentzen et al. (2022) acknowledged the most frequently required health 

provision is to address housing quality, whereas the most incentivized one is to address 

proximity to services and amenities. However, there is a lack of clear standards for best practices 

for health-related incentives (Shi, Baum, and Pollack 2020). Lastly, Mehta, Brennan, and Steil 

(2020) found only 24 states and territories include disaster-related provisions. 

 

Tenant Experience and Outcomes 

Prior literature is quite limited on tenant experience and the linkage between the LIHTC 

program and tenant outcomes. Reid (2019) interviewed 251 tenants in California and reveals a 

strong attachment of tenants to the neighborhoods where they move from. This work highlighted 

the importance of social connections for navigating the application process to get into the 

building. Tenants also face significant obstacles in improving labor and housing positions rather 

than a lack of access to labor markets.  

Researchers in Ohio used a series of surveys to gauge housing satisfaction among tenants. 

Senior citizens are mostly satisfied and want to age in place (Fallon and Price 2020a). Residents 

with disabilities have lower housing satisfaction overall (Fallon and Price 2020a). On a different 

topic, LIHTC tenants’ perceived neighborhood safety is slightly impacted by the building design 

(Price and Fallon 2022).  
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Due to a lack of quality data, assessing tenants’ educational, economic, and mobility 

outcomes is not currently feasible. Using a commercial address database, a preliminary study 

implied that LIHTC developments attract low-income households while deterring higher-income 

families in Franklin County, OH (S. Park et al. 2021).  

 

Future of LIHTC and A Looming Reform 

One pressing issue is that many LIHTC developments are near or at the end of their 

affordability period. The affordability restriction for over 115,000 units expired between 2019 

and 2023 (Scally et al. 2018). Lens and Reina (2016) found that a large share of LIHTC 

properties that ended their compliance period between 2000 and 2010 either recapitalized 

through new tax credits or continued to receive support from another federal subsidy. However, 

the neighborhood and spillover effects from the expiration of affordability requirements are still 

unclear. HFAs also face a new tradeoff, deciding whether to use scarce resources to recapitalize 

existing LIHTC properties, preserve affordable housing stock, or develop new housing. One 

QAP study summarized state QAPs and found that states have increased their focuses on 

preservation in recent years (Kuai 2023). In addition, HUD’s Rental Assistance Demonstration 

(RAD) program, which converts public housing and certain types of project-based rental 

assistance to project-based housing choice vouchers or Section 8 project-based rental assistance, 

makes significant use of LIHTC. Schwartz and McClure (2021) suggest that RAD could 

significantly constrain future LIHTC preservation and production efforts outside of the RAD 

program.  
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Studies have identified the significance of year 15 in preserving LIHTC properties when 

property owners can opt out of the program27 (Khadduri et al. 2012; Meléndez, Schwartz, and 

Montrichard 2008; A. Schwartz and Meléndez 2008). There are early signs that most owners 

plan to maintain low-income occupancy after the compliance period, but they also express 

concerns about cash flows and financial performance (Abravanel and Johnson 2000; A. Schwartz 

and Meléndez 2008). Case studies in Detroit and New York City highlighted the obstacles in 

preserving LIHTC properties, such as significant capital needs, capacity constraints, data issues, 

and administrative challenges (Deng 2020; Dewar, Deng, and Bloem 2020; Kim 2023). 

Advocates and industry leaders are calling for more engagement from property owners, 

especially from for-profit owners, to participate in preservation efforts and better identify all 

stakeholders and resources (Deng 2020). A study on the implementation of the Year-15 Program 

in New York City, which helps property owners with capital restructuring and improvements in 

return for an additional regulatory period of at least 30 years, underscored the critical role of 

public financing in controlling exit and depreciation risks for LIHTC properties (Kim 2023). 

Studies generally point to the importance of non-profit organizations in syndicating and 

restructuring preservation deals (Deng 2020; Kim 2023; A. Schwartz and Meléndez 2008).  

Furthermore, many studies call for state officials to use the plan as a critical planning tool 

and pay careful attention to balancing neighborhood opportunities, revitalization, and 

preservation goals (Ellen and Horn 2018; Kuai 2023). Some scholars also suggest that the 

LIHTC program should be reconfigured to promote mixed-income housing while also increase 

more supply in tight markets (McClure 2019a; 2019b).  

 
27 See footnote 6. 
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While there is a consensus that LIHTC plays a critical role in producing affordable 

housing across the U.S., many scholars highlight the urgencies to improve efficiency and 

equality. There is an ongoing discussion about LIHTC reforms. The most discussed is to increase 

the annual allocation cap (Eriksen and Lang 2018; Fischer 2018). The allocation of tax credits is 

also tied to population growth. As population growth stalls, there will be fewer credits to create 

new units to replace dilapidated affordable housing stock and sustain preservation and renovation 

efforts. Other scholars call for changes in siting criteria, tenant mix, set-asides, rural support, 

tenant protections, building standards, data collection, and compliance (Galster 2019; Eriksen 

and Lang 2018; Bipartisan Policy Center 2013; Fischer 2018; Aurand et al. 2018; McClure 

2008). Many LIHTC proposals have also been discussed in Congress – most notably in the 

Affordable Housing Credit Improvement Act and the Build Back Better Act.28 The federal 

government also tries to increasing operation efficiency by improving the alignment of federal 

funds to reduce transaction costs and duplications, finalizing average income tests, and 

strengthening Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac financing (The White House 2022).  

There is mounting uncertainty surrounding the future of LIHTC and some of its 

programmatic features. Researchers across disciplines need to generalize their results for a more 

coherent approach towards policy recommendations. Additional research is needed on the 

efficiency and compliance issues, especially in a highly competitive tax credit market and a 

period of high construction cost. A few new program components deserve more attention, such 

as locational levers in QAPs and the new income averaging rule. LITHC studies should also 

connect housing with other disciplines, such as health and social work, to better understand and 

address the affordability crisis. These insights are extremely valuable to state and federal 

 
28 For a list of adopted and proposed legislation, see https://www.novoco.com/resource-centers/affordable-housing-

tax-credits/2023-2024-federal-lihtc-legislation.  

https://www.novoco.com/resource-centers/affordable-housing-tax-credits/2023-2024-federal-lihtc-legislation
https://www.novoco.com/resource-centers/affordable-housing-tax-credits/2023-2024-federal-lihtc-legislation
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policymakers in drafting LIHTC and housing financing guidelines and legislations. We also need 

more insights into the 4% program, state tax credits, and other sources that are typically coupled 

with the federal tax credits. Scholars need to push for better data from federal and state agencies 

and conduct more comprehensive analyses into tenants and their educational, economic, and 

mobility outcomes. As more developments are nearing the end of their affordability periods, 

scholars have an urgent task to address constraints, issues, and challenges associated with 

preserving existing LIHTC properties. Finally, expanded and longer-term analyses of 

neighborhoods with LIHTC developments will be helpful to determine the influence of 

developments on the revitalization or decline of neighborhoods.   
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Figure 1. Number of Tax Credit Units by Year of Allocation and Credit Type 

 

Note: TCEP = Tax Credit Exchange Program under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The 

author’s tabulations include subsidized low-income LIHTC units allocated through 2018 and placed in service 

before 2022. 

Sources: HUD’s LIHTC project database with improvements from the NHPD. 
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Figure 2. Estimated Tax Expenditure by Fiscal Year 

 
 

Note: Tabulations are based on the Joint Committee on Taxation’s annual Estimates of Federal Tax Expenditures. 

Figure for a given year is taken from the report immediately preceding that year, except for 2013. All figures are in 

2021 dollars. The amount of housing tax credit from corporation is less than 50 million in 1988. Chart also includes 

expenditure on interest on state and local government bonds and qualified private activity for rental projects. The 

interest on which is exempt from federal income taxation.  

Sources: Joint Committee on Taxation, 1985-2022.   

0.0

2.0

4.0

6.0

8.0

10.0

12.0

14.0

1
9

8
6

1
9

8
7

1
9

8
8

1
9

8
9

1
9

9
0

1
9

9
1

1
9

9
2

1
9

9
3

1
9

9
4

1
9

9
5

1
9

9
6

1
9

9
7

1
9

9
8

1
9

9
9

2
0

0
0

2
0

0
1

2
0

0
2

2
0

0
3

2
0

0
4

2
0

0
5

2
0

0
6

2
0

0
7

2
0

0
8

2
0

0
9

2
0

1
0

2
0

1
1

2
0

1
2

2
0

1
3

2
0

1
4

2
0

1
5

2
0

1
6

2
0

1
7

2
0

1
8

2
0

1
9

2
0

2
0

2
0

2
1

2
0

2
2

B
il

li
o

n
s 

(2
0

2
1

 $
)

Fiscal Year

Interest on State & Local Government Bonds for Rental Projects -  Individuals
Interest on State & Local Government Bonds for Rental Projects -  Corporations
Low-Income Housing Tax Credit - Individuals
Low-Income Housing Tax Credit - Corporations



  

 33 

 

References 

Abravanel, Martin D., and Jennifer E. H. Johnson. 2000. “The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit 

Program: National Survey of Property Owners.” Department of Housing and Urban 

Development. https://www.huduser.gov/portal/publications/affhsg/lihtcsurv.html. 

Adkins, Arlie, Andrew Sanderford, and Gary Pivo. 2017. “How Location Efficient Is LIHTC? 

Measuring and Explaining State-Level Achievement.” Housing Policy Debate 27 (3): 

335–55. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2016.1245208. 

Ahrentzen, Sherry, Lynne Dearborn, Ali Momen-Heravi, and Arezou Sadoughi. 2022. “Shaping 

a Healthier LIHTC Housing Stock: Examining the Role of States’ Qualified Allocation 

Plans.” Housing Policy Debate 0 (0): 1–22. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2022.2086896. 

Albright, Len, Elizabeth S. Derickson, and Douglas S. Massey. 2013. “Do Affordable Housing 

Projects Harm Suburban Communities? Crime, Property Values, and Taxes in Mount 

Laurel, NJ.” City & Community 12 (2): 89–112. https://doi.org/10.1111/cico.12015. 

Aurand, Andrew, Dan Emmanuel, Keely Stater, and Kelly McElwain. 2018. “BALANCING 

PRIORITIES: Preservation and Neighborhood Opportunity in the Low-Income Housing 

Tax Credit Program Beyond Year 30.” Washington, D.C. & Cheshire, C.T.: National 

Low Income Housing Coalition & Public and Affordable Housing Research Corporation. 

https://nlihc.org/sites/default/files/Balancing-Priorities.pdf. 

Ballard, Megan J. 2003. “Profiting from Poverty: The Competition between For-Profit and 

Nonprofit Developers for Low-Income Housing Tax Credits.” Hastings Law Journal 55 

(1): 211–44. 

Basolo, Victoria, Edith Huarita, and Jongho Won. 2022. “A Neighborhood-Level Analysis of 

Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Developments in the State of California and Los 

Angeles County.” Urban Science 6 (2): 39. https://doi.org/10.3390/urbansci6020039. 

Baum-Snow, Nathaniel, and Justin Marion. 2009. “The Effects of Low Income Housing Tax 

Credit Developments on Neighborhoods.” Journal of Public Economics 93 (5–6). 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2009.01.001. 

Bipartisan Policy Center. 2013. “Preserve and Expand the LIHTC.” October 2, 2013. 

https://bipartisanpolicy.org/preserve-and-expand-lihtc/. 

Blumenberg, Evelyn, and Gregory Pierce. 2014. “A Driving Factor in Mobility? Transportation’s 

Role in Connecting Subsidized Housing and Employment Outcomes in the Moving to 

Opportunity (MTO) Program.” Journal of the American Planning Association 80 (1): 52–

66. https://doi.org/10.1080/01944363.2014.935267. 

Burge, Gregory S. 2011. “Do Tenants Capture the Benefits from the Low-Income Housing Tax 

Credit Program?” Real Estate Economics 39 (1): 71–96. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-

6229.2010.00287.x. 

Buron, Larry, Sandra Nolden, Kathleen Heintzi, and Julie Stewart. 2000. “Assessment of the 

Economic and Social Characteristics of LIHTC Residents and Neighborhoods: Final 

Report.” https://www.huduser.gov/portal/publications/affhsg/lihtc.html. 

Chetty, Raj, Nathaniel Hendren, and Lawrence F. Katz. 2016. “The Effects of Exposure to Better 

Neighborhoods on Children: New Evidence from the Moving to Opportunity 

Experiment.” American Economic Review 106 (4): 855–902. 

https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20150572. 



  

 34 

Clampet-Lundquist, Susan, Kathryn Edin, Jeffrey R. Kling, and Greg J. Duncan. 2011. “Moving 

Teenagers Out of High-Risk Neighborhoods: How Girls Fare Better than Boys.” 

American Journal of Sociology 116 (4): 1154–89. https://doi.org/10.1086/657352. 

Clancy, Patrick E. 2017. “Tax Incentives and Federal Housing Programs: Proposed Principles for 

the 1990s:” In 11. Tax Incentives and Federal Housing Programs: Proposed Principles 

for the 1990s, 293–312. University of Pennsylvania Press. 

https://doi.org/10.9783/9781512801545-013. 

CohnReznick. 2022. "Housing Tax Credit Monitor (February 2023). 

https://www.cohnreznick.com/-/media/resources/2023_housing-tax-

monitor_february.pdf. 

Collinson, Robert, Ingrid Gould Ellen, and Jens Ludwig. 2016. “Low-Income Housing Policy.” 

In Economics of Means-Tested Transfer Programs in the United States. Vol. II. The 

University of Chicago Press. 

http://www.press.uchicago.edu/ucp/books/book/chicago/E/bo24347989.html. 

Cooper, Justin. 2010. “Multifamily Rental Housing, Financing with Tax-Exempt Bonds.” Orrick, 

Herrington & Sutcliffe LLP. https://www.orrick.com/Insights/2010/06/Multifamily-

Rental-Housing-Financing-With-Tax-Exempt-Bonds. 

Cordato, Roy E. 1991. “Destroying Real Estate through the Tax Code. (Tax Reform Act of 

1986).” The CPA Journal, June. 

https://crab.rutgers.edu/users/mchugh/taxes/Destroying%20real%20estate%20through%2

0the%20tax%20code_%20(Tax%20Reform%20Act%20of%201986).htm. 

Cummings, Jean L., and Denise DiPasquale. 1999. “The Low‐Income Housing Tax Credit An 

Analysis of the First Ten Years.” Housing Policy Debate 10 (2): 251–307. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.1999.9521332. 

Dawkins, Casey. 2013. “The Spatial Pattern of Low Income Housing Tax Credit Properties: 

Implications for Fair Housing and Poverty Deconcentration Policies.” Journal of the 

American Planning Association 79 (3): 222–34. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01944363.2014.895635. 

Deng, Lan. 2005. “The Cost‐effectiveness of the Low‐income Housing Tax Credit Relative to 

Vouchers: Evidence from Six Metropolitan Areas.” Housing Policy Debate 16 (3–4): 

469–511. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2005.9521553. 

———. 2011. “Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Developments and Neighborhood Change: A 

Case Study of Miami-Dade County.” Housing Studies 26 (6): 867–95. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2011.593130. 

———. 2020. “Year 15 and the Preservation of Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Projects: 

Lessons from Detroit, Michigan.” Journal of Planning Education and Research, October, 

0739456X20962212. https://doi.org/10.1177/0739456X20962212. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development. 2014. “Trending: Demystifying the LIHTC: 

An Interview with Mike Hollar.” PD&R Edge, 2014. 

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/pdredge/pdr_edge_trending_102014.html. 

———. 2021a. “2019 LIHTC Tenant Data Tables.” Washington, D.C.: Department of Housing 

and Urban Development. https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/lihtc/tenant.html. 

———. 2021b. “2022 BUDGET IN BRIEF.” 

https://www.hud.gov/sites/dfiles/CFO/documents/2022_Budget_in_Brief_FINAL.pdf. 



  

 35 

———. 2021c. “Documentation Guide for HUD’s Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) 

Tenant Data.” https://www.huduser.gov/portal/Datasets/lihtc/LIHTC-

TenantDataDocumentation.pdf. 

———. 2022a. “Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Database.” Washington, D.C. 

http://lihtc.huduser.gov/. 

———. 2022b. “Percent of Projects with Missing Data by Variable and Year Placed in Service, 

Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Database.” 

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/lihtc/property.html. 

Desai, Mihir, Dhammika Dharmapala, and Monica Singhal. 2010. “Tax Incentives for 

Affordable Housing: The Low Income Housing Tax Credit.” Tax Policy and the 

Economy 24 (1): 181–205. https://doi.org/10.1086/649832. 

Dewar, Margaret, Lan Deng, and Melissa Bloem. 2020. “Challenges for Low-Income Housing 

Tax Credit Projects at Year 15 and Beyond in a Weak Housing Market: The Case of 

Detroit, Michigan.” Housing Policy Debate 30 (3): 311–34. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2019.1688375. 

Di, Wenhua, and James C. Murdoch. 2013. “The Impact of the Low Income Housing Tax Credit 

Program on Local Schools.” Journal of Housing Economics 22 (4): 308–20. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2013.10.002. 

Diamond, Rebecca, and Tim McQuade. 2019. “Who Wants Affordable Housing in Their 

Backyard? An Equilibrium Analysis of Low-Income Property Development.” Journal of 

Political Economy 127 (3): 1063–1117. https://doi.org/10.1086/701354. 

Dillman, Keri-Nicole, Keren Mertens Horn, and Ann Verrilli. 2017. “The What, Where, and 

When of Place-Based Housing Policy’s Neighborhood Effects.” Housing Policy Debate 

27 (2): 282–305. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2016.1172103. 

Ellen, Ingrid Gould, and Keren Horn. 2012. “Do Federally Assisted Households Have Access to 

High Performing Public Schools?” Poverty & Race Research Action Council. 

http://prrac.org/pdf/PRRACHousingLocation&Schools.pdf. 

Ellen, Ingrid Gould, Keren M. Horn, Yiwen Kuai, Roman Pazuniak, and Michael David 

Williams. 2015. “Effect of QAP Incentives on the Location of LIHTC Properties.” 

Department of Housing and Urban Development. 

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/publications/mdrt/QAP_Incentives.html. 

Ellen, Ingrid Gould, Keren M. Horn, and Katherine O’Regan. 2016. “Poverty Concentration and 

the Low Income Housing Tax Credit: Effects of Siting and Tenant Composition.” 

Journal of Housing Economics 34 (December): 49–59. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2016.08.001. 

Ellen, Ingrid Gould, and Keren Mertens Horn. 2018. “Points for Place: Can State Governments 

Shape Siting Patterns of Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Developments?” Housing 

Policy Debate 28 (5): 727–45. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2018.1443487. 

Ellen, Ingrid Gould, Keren Mertens Horn, and Yiwen Kuai. 2018. “Gateway to Opportunity? 

Disparities in Neighborhood Conditions Among Low-Income Housing Tax Credit 

Residents.” Housing Policy Debate 28 (4): 572–91. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2017.1413584. 

Ellen, Ingrid Gould, Katherine O’Regan, and Ioan Voicu. 2009. “Siting, Spillovers, and 

Segregation: A Reexamination of the Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program.” 

Housing Markets and the Economy: Risk, Regulation, and Policy, 233–67. 



  

 36 

Ellen, Ingrid Gould, Amy Ellen Schwartz, Ioan Voicu, and Michael H. Schill. 2007. “Does 

Federally Subsidized Rental Housing Depress Neighborhood Property Values?” Journal 

of Policy Analysis and Management 26 (2): 257–80. https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.20247. 

Ellen, Ingrid Gould, and Margery Austin Turner. 1997. “Does Neighborhood Matter? Assessing 

Recent Evidence.” Housing Policy Debate 8 (4): 833–66. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.1997.9521280. 

Ellen, Ingrid Gould, and Ioan Voicu. 2007. “The Impact of Low Income Housing Tax Credit 

Housing on Surrounding Neighborhoods: Evidence from New York City.” WORKING 

PAPER 07–02. Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban Policy, New York University. 

Eriksen, Michael D. 2009. “The Market Price of Low-Income Housing Tax Credits.” Journal of 

Urban Economics 66 (2): 141–49. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2009.06.001. 

———. 2017. “Difficult Development Areas and the Supply of Subsidized Housing.” Regional 

Science and Urban Economics 64 (May): 68–80. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.regsciurbeco.2017.02.004. 

Eriksen, Michael D., and Bree J. Lang. 2018. “Overview and Proposed Reforms of the Low-

Income Housing Tax Credit Program.” SSRN Scholarly Paper. 

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3132493. 

Eriksen, Michael D., and Stuart S. Rosenthal. 2010. “Crowd out Effects of Place-Based 

Subsidized Rental Housing: New Evidence from the LIHTC Program.” Journal of Public 

Economics 94 (11): 953–66. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2010.07.002. 

Ernst & Young. 2005. “Understanding the Dynamics III: Housing Tax Credit Investment 

Performance.” 

———. 2009. “Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Investment Survey: Prepared for: Enterprise 

Community Partners, Inc. Local Initiatives Support Corporation.” 

https://www.novoco.com/sites/default/files/atoms/files/ey_study_carryback_100809.pdf. 

Ezzet-Lofstrom, Roxanne, and James Murdoch. 2007. “The Effect of Low Income Housing Tax 

Credit Units on Residential Property Values in Dallas County.” SSRN Scholarly Paper. 

Rochester, NY. https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=976038. 

Fallon, Katherine F., and Cody R. Price. 2020a. “Meeting the Needs of Low-Income Housing for 

Senior and Disabled Populations: An Analysis of Low-Income Housing Tax Credit 

Residents in Ohio.” Housing and Society 47 (3): 244–68. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/08882746.2020.1783940. 

———. 2020b. “Evaluating Exposure to Crime Among LIHTC Building Types and 

Characteristics in Ohio.” Housing Policy Debate 0 (0): 1–17. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2020.1839938. 

Fischer, Will. 2018. “Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Could Do More to Expand Opportunity 

for Poor Families.” Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. 

https://www.cbpp.org/research/housing/low-income-housing-tax-credit-could-do-more-

to-expand-opportunity-for-poor. 

Freddie Mac Multifamily and National Housing Trust. 2018. “Opportunity Incentives in LIHTC 

Qualified Allocation Plans.” Spotlight on Underserved Markets. Freddie Mac 

Multifamily. 

https://mf.freddiemac.com/docs/Opportunity_Incentives_in_LIHTC_Qualified_Allocatio

n_Plans.pdf. 



  

 37 

Freedman, Matthew, and Tamara McGavock. 2015. “Low-Income Housing Development, 

Poverty Concentration, and Neighborhood Inequality.” Journal of Policy Analysis and 

Management 34 (4): 805–34. https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.21856. 

Freedman, Matthew, and Emily G. Owens. 2011. “Low-Income Housing Development and 

Crime.” Journal of Urban Economics 70 (2): 115–31. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2011.04.001. 

Freeman, Lance. 2003. “The Impact of Assisted Housing Developments on Concentrated 

Poverty.” Housing Policy Debate 14 (1–2): 103–41. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2003.9521470. 

———. 2004. “Siting Affordable Housing: Location and Neighborhood Trends of Low Income 

Housing Tax Credit Developments in the 1990s.” Washington, D.C.: Brookings 

Institution. https://www.brookings.edu/research/siting-affordable-housing-location-and-

neighborhood-trends-of-low-income-housing-tax-credit-developments-in-the-1990s/. 

Freemark, Yonah. 2018. “Challenges in the Creation of Mixed-Use Affordable Housing: 

Measuring and Explaining Its Limited Prevalence.” Housing Policy Debate 28 (6): 1004–

21. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2018.1506813. 

Funderburg, Richard, and Heather MacDonald. 2010. “Neighbourhood Valuation Effects from 

New Construction of Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Projects in Iowa: A Natural 

Experiment.” Urban Studies 47 (8): 1745–71. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098009356122. 

Galster, George C. 2019. “Neighborhoods and National Housing Policy: Toward Circumscribed, 

Neighborhood-Sensitive Reforms.” Housing Policy Debate 29 (1): 217–31. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2018.1452044. 

Gandel, Stephen. 2018. “Wells Fargo Tax-Credit Inquiry Trips Up Bank on Road to Recovery - 

Bloomberg.” Bloomberg, August 10, 2018. 

https://www.bloomberg.com/opinion/articles/2018-08-10/wells-fargo-tax-credit-inquiry-

trips-up-bank-on-road-to-recovery#xj4y7vzkg?leadSource=uverify%20wall. 

Gay, Claudine. 2017. “A Room for One’s Own? The Partisan Allocation of Affordable 

Housing.” Urban Affairs Review 53 (1): 40–70. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087415620053. 

Government Accountability Office. 1997. “Tax Credits: Opportunities to Improve Oversight of 

the Lowincome Housing Program.” GGD/RCED-97-55. 

———. 2012. “Community Reinvestment Act: Challenges in Quantifying Its Effect on Low-

Income Housing Tax Credit Investment.” GAO-12-869R. 

———. 2015. “Low-Income Housing Tax Credit: Joint IRS-HUD Administration Could Help 

Address Weaknesses in Oversight.” Report to the Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 

U.S. Senate GAO-15-330. https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-15-330. 

———. 2016. “Low-Income Housing Tax Credit: Some Agency Practices Raise Concerns and 

IRS Could Improve Noncompliance Reporting and Data Collection.” Report to the 

Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, U.S. Senate GAO-16-360. 

https://www.gao.gov/assets/gao-16-360.pdf. 

———. 2018. “Low-Income Housing Tax Credit: Improved Data and Oversight Would 

Strengthen Cost Assessment and Fraud Risk Management.” Report to the Chairman, 

Committee on the Judiciary, U.S. Senate GAO-18-637. https://www.gao.gov/assets/gao-

18-637.pdf. 



  

 38 

Green, Richard K., Stephen Malpezzi, and Kiat-Ying Seah. 2002. “Low-Income Housing Tax 

Credit Housing Developments and Property Values.” University of Wisconsin Center for 

Urban Land Economics Research. https://medinamn. us/wp-

content/uploads/2014/04/Low-Income-Housing-Tax-Credit-Housing-Develo pments-and-

Property-Values-UW-Study.pdf. 

Haberle, Megan, Ebony Gayles, and Philip Tegeler. 2012. “Affirmative Marketing: Current 

Framework and Recommendations.” Accessing Opportunity: Poverty & Race Research 

Action Council. https://www.jstor.org/stable/resrep27188.5. 

Hollar, Michael. 2014. “Understanding Whom the LIHTC Program Serves: Tenants in LIHTC 

Units as of December 31, 2012.” Washington, D.C.: Department of Housing and Urban 

Development. 

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/publications/hsgfin/understanding_LIHTC.html. 

Hollar, Michael, and Kurt Usowski. 2007. “Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Qualified Census 

Tracts.” Cityscape 9 (3): 153–59. 

Horn, Keren M., Ingrid Gould Ellen, and Amy Ellen Schwartz. 2014. “Do Housing Choice 

Voucher Holders Live near Good Schools?” Journal of Housing Economics 23 (March): 

28–40. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2013.11.005. 

Horn, Keren M., and Katherine O’Regan. 2011. “The Low Income Housing Tax Credit and 

Racial Segregation.” Housing Policy Debate 21 (3): 443–73. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2011.591536. 

Houston, Douglas, Victoria Basolo, and Dongwoo Yang. 2013. “Walkability, Transit Access, 

and Traffic Exposure for Low-Income Residents With Subsidized Housing.” American 

Journal of Public Health 103 (4): 673–78. https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2012.300734. 

Joassart‐Marcelli, Pascale. 2007. “Closing the Gap between Places of Work and Residence: The 

Role of Rental Housing Assistance in Southern California.” Housing Policy Debate 18 

(1): 107–44. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2007.9521596. 

Joint Committee on Taxation. 2022. “Estimates Of Federal Tax Expenditures For Fiscal Years 

2022-2026.” JCX-22-22. Washington, D.C.: Joint Committee on Taxation. 

https://www.jct.gov/publications/. 

Jolin, Marc. 2000. “Good Cause Eviction and the Low Income Housing Tax Credit.” University 

of Chicago Law Review 67: 521. 

Katz, Bruce, Margery Austin Turner, Karen Destorel Brown, Mary Cunningham, and Noah 

Sawyer. 2003. “Rethinking Local Affordable Housing Strategies: Lessons from 70 Years 

of Policy and Practice.” Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution Center on Urban 

and Metropolitan Policy, The Urban Institute. 

Kazis, Noah M., and Katherine M. O'Regan. 2023. “The Weakness of Neighborhood 

Revitalization Planning in the Low-Income Housing Tax.” Journal of Land Use and 

Environmental Law, Forthcoming.  

Credit Program: Warnings from Connecticut 

Keightley, Mark P. 2019. “An Introduction to the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit.” 

Washington, D.C.: Congressional Research Service. 

Khadduri, Jill. 2013. “Creating Balance in the Locations of LIHTC Developments: The Role of 

Qualified Allocation Plans.” Poverty and Race Research Action Council. 

http://www.prrac.org/pdf/Balance_in_the_Locations_of_LIHTC_Developments.pdf. 

Khadduri, Jill, Carissa Climaco, Kimberly Burnett, Laurie Gould, and Louise Elving. 2012. 

“What Happens to Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Properties at Year 15 and Beyond?” 



  

 39 

Washington, D.C.: Department of Housing and Urban Development. 

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/publications/what_happens_lihtc_v2.pdf. 

Khadduri, Jill, and Charles Wilkins. 2008. “Designing Subsidized Rental Housing Programs: 

What Have We Learned?” Cambridge, MA: Joint Center for Housing Studies, Harvard 

University. 

Kim, Euna. 2023. “Responding to the Challenges of Preserving Low-Income Housing Tax Credit 

Projects: Lessons From New York City.” Housing Policy Debate, January. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2022.2157220. 

Kincer, H. Blair, and Mark O’Meara. 2020. “A Look at the LIHTC: Past Pricing Trends, the 

Current Market and Future Concerns.” Novogradac Journal of Tax Credits 11 (3). 

Kuai, Yiwen. 2023. “A Missed Opportunity? The 4% Low-Income Housing Tax Credit 

Program.” Housing Policy Debate 0 (0): 1–24. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2023.2180651. 

Lang, Bree J. 2012. “Location Incentives in the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit: Are Qualified 

Census Tracts Necessary?” Journal of Housing Economics 21 (2): 142–50. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2012.04.002. 

Lens, Michael C. 2013. “The Limits of Housing Investment as a Neighborhood Revitalization 

Tool: Crime in New York City.” Journal of the American Planning Association 79 (3): 

211–21. https://doi.org/10.1080/01944363.2014.893803. 

———. 2014. “Employment Accessibility Among Housing Subsidy Recipients.” Housing 

Policy Debate 24 (4): 671–91. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2014.905966. 

Lens, Michael C., Ingrid Gould Ellen, and Katherine O’Regan. 2011. “Do Vouchers Help Low-

Income Households Live in Safer Neighborhoods? Evidence on the Housing Choice 

Voucher Program.” Cityscape 13 (3): 135–59. 

Lens, Michael C., and C. J. Gabbe. 2017. “Employment Proximity and Outcomes for Moving to 

Opportunity Families.” Journal of Urban Affairs 39 (4): 547–62. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/07352166.2016.1255528. 

Lens, Michael C., and Vincent Reina. 2016. “Preserving Neighborhood Opportunity: Where 

Federal Housing Subsidies Expire.” Housing Policy Debate 26 (4–5): 714–32. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2016.1195422. 

Malpezzi, Stephen, and Kerry Vandell. 2002. “Does the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit 

Increase the Supply of Housing?” Journal of Housing Economics 11 (4): 360–80. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S1051-1377(02)00123-7. 

McClure, Kirk. 2006. “The Low‐income Housing Tax Credit Program Goes Mainstream and 

Moves to the Suburbs.” Housing Policy Debate 17 (3): 419–46. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2006.9521576. 

———. 2008. “Deconcentrating Poverty With Housing Programs.” Journal of the American 

Planning Association 74 (1): 90–99. https://doi.org/10.1080/01944360701730165. 

———. 2019a. “Subsidized Rental Housing Programs in the U.S.: A Case of Rising 

Expectations.” In The Routledge Handbook of Housing Policy and Planning, edited by 

Katrin B. Anacker, Mai Thi Nguyen, and David P. Varady. New York, NY: Routledge. 

———. 2019b. “What Should Be the Future of the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Program?” 

Housing Policy Debate 29 (1): 65–81. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2018.1469526. 

McClure, Kirk, and Bonnie Johnson. 2015. “Housing Programs Fail to Deliver on Neighborhood 

Quality, Reexamined.” Housing Policy Debate 25 (3): 463–96. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2014.944201. 



  

 40 

McClure, Kirk, Anne R. Williamson, Hye-Sung Han, and Brandon Weiss. 2020. “The LIHTC 

Program, Racially/Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty, and High-Opportunity 

Neighborhoods.” Texas A&M Journal of Property Law 6 (2): 89–112. 

https://doi.org/10.37419/JPL.V6.I2.1. 

Mehta, Aditi, Mark Brennan, and Justin Steil. 2020. “Affordable Housing, Disasters, and Social 

Equity.” Journal of the American Planning Association 86 (1): 75–88. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01944363.2019.1667261. 

Meléndez, Edwin, Alex Schwartz, and Alexandra de Montrichard. 2008. “Year 15 and 

Preservation of Tax-Credit Housing for Low-Income Households: An Assessment of 

Risk.” Housing Studies 23 (1): 67–87. https://doi.org/10.1080/02673030701730714. 

National Council of State Housing Agencies. 2021. “Closing the Qualified Contract Loophole.” 

National Council of State Housing Agencies. https://www.ncsha.org/wp-

content/uploads/Qualified-Contract-Background.pdf. 

National Housing Conference. 2017. “How the 4 Percent Tax Credit Program Works.” Nexus - 

The NHC Housing Policy Guide (blog). April 12, 2017. https://nhc.org/policy-guide/low-

income-housing-tax-credit-the-basics/how-the-4-percent-tax-credit-program-works/. 

National Housing Law Project. 2021. “An Advocate’s Guide to Tenants’ Rights in the Low-

Income Housing Tax Credit Program.” https://www.nhlp.org/wp-

content/uploads/LIHTC-2021.pdf. 

Nedwick, Todd, and Kimberly Burnett. 2015. “How Can the LIHTC Program Most Effectively 

Be Used To Provide Affordable Rental Housing Near Transit?” Cityscape 17 (2): 113–

38. 

Newman, Sandra, and Scott Holupka. 2018. “The Quality of Assisted Housing in the United 

States.” Cityscape 20 (1): 89–112. 

Nguyen, Mai Thi. 2005. “Does Affordable Housing Detrimentally Affect Property Values? A 

Review of the Literature.” Journal of Planning Literature 20 (1): 15–26. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0885412205277069. 

Novogradac & Company LLP. 2022. “LIHTC Equity Pricing Trends.” 2022. 

https://www.novoco.com/resource-centers/affordable-housing-tax-credits/lihtc-equity-

pricing-trends. 

———. 2023. “State LIHTC Program Descriptions.” 2023. https://www.novoco.com/resource-

centers/affordable-housing-tax-credits/application-allocation/state-lihtc-program-

descriptions. 

Novogradac, Michael. 2019. “More States Facing Shortage in Private Activity Bonds for Rental 

Housing.” December 2, 2019. https://www.novoco.com/periodicals/articles/more-states-

facing-shortage-private-activity-bonds-rental-housing. 

Oakley, Deirdre. 2008. “Locational Patterns of Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Developments: 

A Sociospatial Analysis of Four Metropolitan Areas.” Urban Affairs Review 43 (5): 599–

628. https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087407309432. 

Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, Department of the Treasury. 2014. “Low-Income 

Housing Tax Credits: Affordable Housing Investment Opportunities for Banks.” 

Washington, D.C. https://www.occ.gov/publications-and-

resources/publications/community-affairs/community-developments-insights/pub-

insights-mar-2014.pdf. 

Office of the Federal Register. 2010. “Federal Register Volume 75, Issue 59.” 

https://www.govinfo.gov/app/details/FR-2010-03-29/summary. 



  

 41 

Olsen, Edgar O. 2000. “The Cost-Effectiveness of Alternative Methods of Delivering Housing 

Subsidies.” U of Virginia, Working Paper No. 351. 

https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=296785. 

———. 2003a. “Housing Programs for Low-Income Households.” In Means-Tested Transfer 

Programs in the United States, edited by Robert A. Moffitt, 365–442. University of 

Chicago Press. https://www.nber.org/books-and-chapters/means-tested-transfer-

programs-united-states/housing-programs-low-income-households. 

———. 2003b. “Fundamental Housing Policy Reform.” Testimony before the House Committee 

on Financial Services Subcommittee on Housing and Community Opportunity. 

University of Virginia. 

https://economics.virginia.edu/sites/economics.virginia.edu/files/House030617Written.pd

f. 

Oluku, Uche A. 2019. “The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Program: An Evaluation of 

Household Rent Savings.” Journal of Housing Research 28 (2): 215–35. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10527001.2020.1776515. 

Oluku, Uche A., and Shaoming Cheng. 2022. “The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Program: A 

Multicity Rent Savings Analysis.” Housing Policy Debate 0 (0): 1–27. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2022.2070651. 

O’Regan, Katherine. 2015. “Increasing Opportunity in LIHTC.” PD&R Edge, 2015. 

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/pdredge/pdr_edge_frm_asst_sec_050415.html. 

O’Regan, Katherine, and Keren M. Horn. 2013. “What Can We Learn About the Low-Income 

Housing Tax Credit Program by Looking at the Tenants?” Housing Policy Debate 23 (3): 

597–613. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2013.772909. 

Orfield, Myron. 2005. “Racial Integration and Community Revitalization: Applying the Fair 

Housing Act to the Low Income Housing Tax Credit.” Vanderbilt Law Review 58 (6): 

1747. 

Park, Han John, and Kwangyul Choi. 2021. “Affordable Housing Program Tenants and Their 

Access to Public Transportation and Employment.” Journal of Housing and the Built 

Environment 36 (3): 1119–39. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10901-020-09796-8. 

Park, Sohyun, Aram Yang, Hui Jeong Ha, and Jinhyung Lee. 2021. “Measuring the 

Differentiated Impact of New Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) Projects on 

Households’ Movements by Income Level within Urban Areas.” Urban Science 5 (4): 79. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/urbansci5040079. 

Pfeiffer, Deirdre. 2009. “The Opportunity Illusion: Subsidized Housing and Failing Schools in 

California.” https://www.civilrightsproject.ucla.edu/research/metro-and-regional-

inequalities/housing/the-opportunity-illusion-subsidized-housing-and-failing-schools-in-

california. 

Price, Cody R., and Katherine F. Fallon. 2022. “Perceived Safety of LIHTC Residents in Ohio: 

Impacts of Building Design.” Housing Policy Debate 0 (0): 1–18. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2021.1993300. 

Public and Affordable Housing Research Corporation and National Low Income Housing 

Coalition. 2022. “National Housing Preservation Database.” 

https://preservationdatabase.org. 

Reid, Carolina K. 2019. “Rethinking ‘Opportunity’ in the Siting of Affordable Housing in 

California: Resident Perspectives on the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit.” Housing 

Policy Debate 29 (4): 645–69. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2019.1582549. 



  

 42 

Reid, Carolina K., and Elizabeth Kneebone. 2021. “The Complexity of Financing Low-Income 

Housing Tax Credit Housing in the United States.” The Cost of Building Housing 

Research Series. Terner Center for Housing Innovation at University of California at 

Berkeley. https://ternercenter.berkeley.edu/research-and-policy/lihtc-complexity/. 

Reina, Vincent J., and Constantine Kontokosta. 2017. “Low Hanging Fruit? Regulations and 

Energy Efficiency in Subsidized Multifamily Housing.” Energy Policy 106 (July): 505–

13. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2017.04.002. 

Rohe, William M., and Lance Freeman. 2001. “Assisted Housing and Residential Segregation: 

The Role of Race and Ethnicity in the Siting of Assisted Housing Developments.” 

Journal of the American Planning Association 67 (3): 279–92. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01944360108976236. 

Roisman, Florence Wagman. 1998. “Mandates Unsatisfied: The Low Income Housing Tax 

Credit Program and the Civil Rights Laws.” University of Miami Law Review 52 (4): 

1011. 

Sanbonmatsu, Lisa, Jens Ludwig, Lawrence F. Katz, Lisa A. Gennetian, Greg J. Duncan, Ronald 

C. Kessler, Emma Adam, Thomas W. McDade, and Stacy Tessler Lindau. 2011. 

“Moving to Opportunity for Fair Housing Demonstration Program - Final Impacts 

Evaluation.” US Department of Housing & Urban Development, PD&R. 

http://www.huduser.org/portal/publications/pubasst/MTOFHD.html. 

Scally, Corianne Payton, Amanda Gold, Carl Hedman, Matthew Gerken, and Nicole DuBois. 

2018. “The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit: Past Achievements, Future Challenges.” 

Urban Institute. https://www.urban.org/research/publication/low-income-housing-tax-

credit-past-achievements-future-challenges. 

Schill, Michael H., and Susan M. Wachter. 1995. “The Spatial Bias of Federal Housing Law and 

Policy: Concentrated Poverty in Urban America.” University of Pennsylvania Law 

Review 143 (5): 1285–1342. https://doi.org/10.2307/3312477. 

Schwartz, Alex. 2015. Housing Policy in the United States. 3rd Edition. New York, NY: 

Routledge. 

———. 2016. “The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit, Community Development, and Fair 

Housing: A Response to Orfield et Al.” Housing Policy Debate 26 (2): 276–83. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2016.1126469. 

Schwartz, Alex, and Kirk McClure. 2021. “The Rental Assistance Demonstration Program and 

Its Current and Projected Consumption of Low-Income Housing Tax Credits.” Cityscape 

23 (2): 9–26. 

———. 2023. “The Geography of Absence: Cities, Towns, and Suburbs with No LIHTC 

Housing.” Housing Policy Debate 0 (0): 1–20. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2023.2171740. 

Schwartz, Alex, and Edwin Meléndez. 2008. “After Year 15: Challenges to the Preservation of 

Housing Financed with Low‐income Housing Tax Credits.” Housing Policy Debate 19 

(2): 261–94. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2008.9521636. 

Schwartz, Amy Ellen, Ingrid Gould Ellen, Ioan Voicu, and Michael H. Schill. 2006. “The 

External Effects of Place-Based Subsidized Housing.” Regional Science and Urban 

Economics 36 (6): 679–707. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.regsciurbeco.2006.04.002. 

Shamsuddin, Shomon, and Hannah Cross. 2020. “Balancing Act: The Effects of Race and 

Poverty on LIHTC Development in Boston.” Housing Studies 35 (7): 1269–84. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2019.1657072. 



  

 43 

Shelburne, Mark. 2016. “Important Aspects of the 2016 Difficult Development Areas and 

Qualified Census Tracts.” Novagradac & Co. LLP. January 1, 2016. 

https://www.novoco.com/periodicals/articles/important-aspects-2016-difficult-

development-areas-and-qualified-census-tracts. 

Shi, Marc, Abigail Baum, and Craig E. Pollack. 2020. “Perspectives On Integrating Health Into 

The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit: A Qualitative Study.” Health Affairs 39 (4): 622–

30. https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2019.00853. 

Stearns, Janet. 1988. “The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit: A Poor Solution to the Housing 

Crisis.” Yale Law & Policy Review 6 (1): 203–28. 

Stegman, Michael A. 1991. “The Excessive Costs of Creative Finance: Growing Inefficiencies in 

the Production of Low‐income Housing.” Housing Policy Debate 2 (2): 357–73. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.1991.9521056. 

———. 2017. “The Housing Market Cannot Fully Recover without a Robust Rental Policy.” 

Boston College Journal of Law and Social Justice 37: 395. 

Steil, Justin, and Nicholas Kelly. 2019. “The Fairest of Them All: Analyzing Affirmatively 

Furthering Fair Housing Compliance.” Housing Policy Debate 29 (1): 85–105. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2018.1469527. 

Sullivan, Laura, and Meg Anderson. 2017. “Affordable Housing Program Costs More, Shelters 

Fewer.” National Public Radio (NPR). May 9, 2017. 

http://www.npr.org/2017/05/09/527046451/affordable-housing-program-costs-more-

shelters-less. 

The White House. 2022. “Housing Supply Action Plan.” https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-

room/statements-releases/2022/05/16/president-biden-announces-new-actions-to-ease-

the-burden-of-housing-costs/. 

Tillyer, Marie Skubak, and Rebecca J. Walter. 2019. “Low-Income Housing and Crime: The 

Influence of Housing Development and Neighborhood Characteristics.” Crime & 

Delinquency 65 (7): 969–93. https://doi.org/10.1177/0011128718794185. 

Tisdale, William R. 1999. “Fair Housing Strategies for the Future: A Balanced Approach.” 

Cityscape 4 (3): 147–60. 

Vale, Lawrence J. 2007. From the Puritans to the Projects: Public Housing and Public 

Neighbors. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Van Zandt, Shannon, and Pratik C. Mhatre. 2009. “Growing Pains: Perpetuating Inequality 

Through the Production of Low-Income Housing in the Dallas/Fort Worth Metroplex.” 

Urban Geography 30 (5): 490–513. https://doi.org/10.2747/0272-3638.30.5.490. 

Voith, Richard, Jing Liu, Sean Zielenbach, Andrew Jakabovics, Brian An, Seva Rodnyansky, 

Anthony W. Orlando, and Raphael W. Bostic. 2022. “Effects of Concentrated LIHTC 

Development on Surrounding House Prices.” Journal of Housing Economics 56 (June): 

101838. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2022.101838. 

Wallace, James E. 1995. “Financing Affordable Housing in the United States.” Housing Policy 

Debate 6 (4): 785–814. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.1995.9521205. 

Walter, Rebecca J., Ruoniu Wang, and Sarah Jones. 2018. “Comparing Opportunity Metrics and 

Locational Outcomes in the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Program.” Journal of 

Planning Education and Research 38 (4): 449–62. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0739456X17711224. 



  

 44 

Welch, Timothy F. 2013. “Equity in Transport: The Distribution of Transit Access and 

Connectivity among Affordable Housing Units.” Transport Policy 30 (November): 283–

93. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2013.09.020. 

White, James R. 1997. “Opportunities to Improve Oversight of the Low-Income Housing 

Program.” Testimony Before the Subcommittee on Oversight, Committee on Ways and 

Means, House of Representatives. United States General Accounting Office. 

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GAOREPORTS-T-GGD-RCED-97-

149/pdf/GAOREPORTS-T-GGD-RCED-97-149.pdf. 

Williamson, Anne R. 2011. “Can They Afford the Rent? Resident Cost Burden in Low Income 

Housing Tax Credit Developments.” Urban Affairs Review 47 (6): 775–99. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087411417078. 

Williamson, Anne R., Marc T. Smith, and Marta Strambi-Kramer. 2009. “Housing Choice 

Vouchers, the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit, and the Federal Poverty 

Deconcentration Goal.” Urban Affairs Review 45 (1): 119–32. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087409336529. 

Winkler, Andy, Jake Varn, and Sabrina Lee. 2019. “Using LIHTC to Expand Access to 

Opportunity.” Bipartisan Policy Center. https://bipartisanpolicy.org/blog/using-lihtc-to-

expand-access-to-opportunity/. 

Woo, Ayoung, and Kenneth Joh. 2015. “Beyond Anecdotal Evidence: Do Subsidized Housing 

Developments Increase Neighborhood Crime?” Applied Geography 64 (October): 87–96. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apgeog.2015.09.004. 

Woo, Ayoung, Kenneth Joh, and Shannon Van Zandt. 2016a. “Impacts of the Low-Income 

Housing Tax Credit Program on Neighborhood Housing Turnover.” Urban Affairs 

Review 52 (2): 247–79. https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087414561824. 

———. 2016b. “Unpacking the Impacts of the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Program on 

Nearby Property Values.” Urban Studies 53 (12): 2488–2510. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098015593448. 

Woo, Ayoung, Chia-Yuan Yu, and Sugie Lee. 2019. “Neighborhood Walkability for Subsidized 

Households: Revisiting Neighborhood Environments of Housing Choice Voucher and 

Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Households.” Cities 89 (June): 243–51. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2019.03.002. 

Yeganeh, Armin, Andrew P. McCoy, Georg Reichard, Todd Schenk, and Steve Hankey. 2021. 

“Green Building and Policy Innovation in the US Low-Income Housing Tax Credit 

Programme.” Building Research & Information 49 (5): 543–60. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09613218.2020.1842165. 

Zandt, Shannon S. Van, and Pratik C. Mhatre. 2013. “The Effect of Housing Choice Voucher 

Households on Neighborhood Crime: Longitudinal Evidence From Dallas.” Poverty & 

Public Policy 5 (3): 229–49. https://doi.org/10.1002/pop4.36. 

Zhao, Dong, Andrew P. McCoy, Philip Agee, Yunjeong Mo, Georg Reichard, and Freddy Paige. 

2018. “Time Effects of Green Buildings on Energy Use for Low-Income Households: A 

Longitudinal Study in the United States.” Sustainable Cities and Society 40 (July): 559–

68. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scs.2018.05.011. 

 

 


