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Performance Audits
Performance audits conducted by the Legislative Audit Division 
are designed to assess state government operations. From the 
audit work, a determination is made as to whether agencies and 
programs are accomplishing their purposes, and whether they 
can do so with greater efficiency and economy.

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. Those 
standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain 
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for 
our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We 
believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis 
for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. 
Members of the performance audit staff hold degrees in 
disciplines appropriate to the audit process. 

Performance audits are conducted at the request of the Legislative 
Audit Committee, which is a bicameral and bipartisan standing 
committee of the Montana Legislature. The committee consists 
of six members of the Senate and six members of the House of 
Representatives.
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(continued on back)

KEY FINDINGS:
The board’s knowledge of statewide affordable housing need could be 
augmented by data. The board’s current approach to identifying the 
most urgent need for affordable housing in Montana is not adequately 
data-informed. As a result, the board cannot align its award policies with 
statewide needs or properly incentivize low-income housing projects in 
areas of greatest necessity within the state. 

The board directs limited consideration, policy incentives, and outreach 
to address specific low-income populations’ needs. Projects targeting the 
lowest income and areas of greatest need were not consistently prioritized 
by the board. Montana serves lowest income and specific populations less 
than other states. 

The board’s award of the competitive Low-Income Housing Tax Credit 
(LIHTC) is not transparent. Rather than a structured evaluation of 
projects against set criteria as the primary basis for award, the board 
makes award decisions based on board discretion. This departure from 
industry standard leads to inadequate prioritization of projects serving 
lowest income and areas of greatest need. 

Board members have varying understandings of conflict of interest 
and ex parte communication. The board lacks a clear conflict of interest 

A shortage of affordable housing is a long-standing 
challenge nationwide. Montana has an estimated 
shortage of about 17,000 affordable rental homes for 
low-income renters. The Montana Board of Housing’s 
award of federal tax credits to address this shortage is 
not in line with standard practice. The board also does 
not adequately incentivize affordable housing projects 
for the populations it should. To improve how awards are 
made in Montana, the board needs a more data-informed 
understanding of the statewide need for affordable 
housing, stronger policy incentives for developers, and 
outreach to specific populations. Additionally, instituting 
a transparent, structured evaluation of projects when 
making awards is crucial. Improvements to board policy 
and more regular training would help ensure the board 
meets program requirements, adheres to best practices, 
and serves low-income Montanans most effectively.

 Background
Description: The Montana Board 
of Housing is a seven-member, 
governor-appointed board 
allocated to the Department of 
Commerce. The self-supporting 
board finances most of its 
operations and programs by 
selling tax-exempt bonds in 
the private sector. The board 
provides policy direction to 
staff, authorizes bond issuances, 
and approves some affordable 
housing development financing. 
The programs overseen by 
the board aim to increase 
access to affordable housing 
through homeownership or the 
development and preservation 
of affordable rental housing. It 
oversees the federal Low-Income 
Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC), 
the biggest federal affordable 
rental housing development 
program. The board awards 
Montana’s annual apportionment 
of federal tax credits to developers. 
These federal tax credits are used 
to subsidize the cost of the rental 
housing development projects to 
allow them to remain affordable 
for low-income households. 

Agency: Board of Housing

Program FTE: 36

Program Revenue FY 2023: 
$24.2 million

Program Expenses FY 2023: 
$20.7 million
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For the full report or more 
information, contact the 
Legislative Audit Division. 

leg.mt.gov/lad

Room 160, State Capitol
PO Box 201705
Helena, MT  59620-1705
(406) 444-3122

The mission of the 
Legislative Audit Division 
is to increase public trust 
in state government by 
reporting timely and accurate 
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finances to the Legislature 
and the citizens of Montana.

To report fraud, waste, or 
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Online
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Call 
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(800) 222-4446 or
(Helena)
(406) 444-4446

Text 
(704) 430-3930

policy, and its ex parte communication is unclear. Without clear 
policies like these, there could be actual or perceived favoritism by the 
board. 

Board members have insufficient training. Training is not a 
requirement for board members, and training is irregular and often 
poorly attended. Consequently, some board members lack sufficient 
understanding of board policies and programs. 

RECOMMENDATIONS:
In this report, we issued the following recommendations:
To the board: 5
To the legislature: 0

recommendation #1 (page 11):
Governance, Risk Assessment, and Planning
We recommend the Montana Board of Housing use a more 
data-informed method to identify where and what types of affordable 
housing are most needed across the state and to inform policy in the 
LIHTC program. 
Department response: Partially Concur

recommendation #2 (page 15):
Federal Compliance
We recommend the Montana Board of Housing prioritize LIHTC 
projects serving the lowest-income Montanans and increase its 
consideration of the needs of specific populations through increased 
training to staff and board members, better outreach, and the 
implementation of policy incentives. 
Department response: Partially Concur

recommendation #3 (page 18):
Procurement, Contracting, and Grants Management
We recommend the Montana Board of Housing implement a 
structured system for evaluating projects against set, board-approved 
criteria as a primary basis for awarding LIHTC. 
Department response: Partially Concur

recommendation #4 (page 20):
Internal Control
We recommend the Montana Board of Housing develop a conflict of 
interest policy and clarify its ex parte communication policy.
Department response: Partially Concur

recommendation #5 (page 22):
Governance, Risk Assessment, and Planning
We recommend the Montana Board of Housing either seek legislation 
to make training required for board members or develop a policy to 
implement a training requirement and schedule.
Department response: Partially Concur

S-2



Chapter I – Introduction and Background

Introduction
The shortage of affordable housing is a widespread and widely acknowledged issue nationwide and in 
Montana. The National Low Income Housing Coalition estimates there is a shortage of about 17,000 
affordable and available rental units for low-income renters in Montana. One effort to alleviate the 
affordable housing problem is developing and preserving rent-restricted rental housing. Part of the 
mission of the Montana Board of Housing (board or MBOH) is to maximize the supply of new and 
rehabilitated affordable rental homes through efficient use of federal and state resources. The Legislative 
Audit Committee prioritized a performance audit of the MBOH in fiscal year 2023 to assess the 
effectiveness of the board. This audit identified needed improvements to board policy and training and 
how the board awards federal resources for affordable rental housing.

Background
The board is a seven-member, quasi-judicial 
board appointed by the governor that is 
allocated to the Department of Commerce. The 
board is considered Montana’s state housing 
finance agency (HFA) and is self-supporting. It 
finances most of its operations and programs by 
selling tax-exempt bonds in the private sector. 
The board provides policy direction to staff, 
authorizes bond issuances, and approves some 
affordable housing development financing. 
Some of the board’s programs (Figure 1) 
provide direct aid to lower housing costs for 
individual households through homeownership. 
Other board programs facilitate the 
construction and preservation of affordable 
rental housing. 

The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Program
This audit focused on the largest rental housing development program overseen by the board, the 
Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program. Unlike most other federal housing programs, 
which are overseen by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the 
Internal Revenue Service (IRS) oversees the LIHTC program at the federal level. The Government 
Accountability Office describes IRS oversight of the LIHTC program as minimal because it is viewed 
as peripheral to the IRS’s main mission. 

The LIHTC program is the largest source of funding for developers of new affordable rental housing. 
The program gives states the authority to award federal tax credits annually to subsidize the cost of 
rental housing projects targeted to low-income households. Some states (though not Montana) also have 
a state tax credit that is often used with the federal tax credit to further help fund low-income housing 
projects. Low-income housing generally means housing for households earning up to 80 percent of the 

Figure 1
MBOH Programs

Source: Created by the Legislative Audit Division.
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area median income (AMI). This is distinct from what’s commonly referred to as workforce housing, 
which is intended for households in the 80-120 percent AMI range. Federal law requires the governor 
or state statute to designate an entity to award tax credits in the state. In Montana, a governor’s 
executive order in 1987 gave the MBOH this designation. Since the program started, more than 
10,000 affordable rental units have been created or preserved in Montana.

How the LIHTC Works in Montana
The LIHTC offers developers nonrefundable and transferable tax credits to subsidize the construction 
and rehabilitation of low-income housing. Developers sell their LIHTCs to outside investors to help 
fund the project. This allows units in the housing project to be rented at below-market rates. In return, 
investors use the tax credits to decrease their annual tax liability, generally over 10 years. Figure 2 
depicts how the LIHTC is allocated to Montana, resulting in affordable rental units. 

Figure 2
How the LIHTC Works in Montana

Source: Created by the Legislative Audit Division.

The LIHTC program offers two types of tax credits: a 4 percent credit and a 9 percent credit. The 
4 percent credit is typically used in conjunction with federally tax-exempt bonds and subsidizes a 
smaller percentage of the low-income units in a project. Currently, applying for 4 percent tax credits 
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in Montana is not competitive because there is not enough demand from developers to use all available 
credits. In Montana, applications for 4 percent credits are processed by board staff and approved by 
the board as they come in. The 9 percent credit subsidizes a higher percentage of low-income units in a 
project, and developers competitively apply for it in an annual award cycle. 

Each year, developers of affordable rental housing projects apply for a portion of the 9 percent tax 
credits allocated to Montana. The board selects the projects that are awarded 9 percent tax credits, and 
there are usually more 9 percent tax credits requested than are available to award (Figure 3). 

Figure 3
9% Tax Credits Requested and Tax Credits Available 2020-2024

$0

 $15M

 $30M

 $45M

 $60M

 $75M

 $90M

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

The total value of 9 percent tax credits requested from 
developers has exceeded the amount of tax credits 
available in recent award years.

Tax credits requested Tax credits available

Source: Compiled by the Legislative Audit Division from board records.

The number of proposed projects requesting tax credits declined from 17 in 2019 to 9 in 2024. Each 
spring, the board hears all initial 9 percent project proposals and typically invites eight of them to 
submit a full, more resource-intensive application in the fall. In the fall, the board considers all full 
applications and makes final 9 percent credit award decisions. The board can typically fund five of 
the eight projects that submit a full application. The board’s 9 percent tax credit awards for 2024 are 
expected to provide 158 rent-restricted units for low-income households. Given the significant shortage 
of affordable rental homes compared to the number of units created by LIHTC, it is crucial the board 
focus on addressing the most urgent needs in Montana. 

States are federally required to create a Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP) outlining how they decide 
which projects get tax credits. The MBOH approves Montana’s QAP, which is then approved by 
the governor and updated yearly. States have considerable flexibility in developing their QAPs to set 
their own priorities or to place additional requirements on awardees. However, states are required to 
give preference to projects that serve the lowest-income tenants and remain affordable for the longest 
period of time. States are also required to consider specific factors, such as project location and project 
characteristics. To meet program requirements and to best serve low-income Montanans, it is vital the 
board’s governance and approach to awarding tax credits align with best practices.

3
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Scope & Objectives
Our audit focused on the board’s rental housing development programs rather than its homeownership 
programs, as renting is often the only affordable option for low-income families in high-cost markets. 
The audit centered on the LIHTC program, which is typically the biggest funding source in 
low-income housing projects and has limited federal oversight. The time frame we reviewed for most of 
our work was calendar years 2018 through 2022. However, we also observed board activity throughout 
the audit in calendar year 2023, which included the 2024 tax credit award cycle.

We developed two objectives to assess board governance and the effectiveness of LIHTC 
decision-making:

1. Does the governance framework of the Board of Housing align with best practices and 
provide for effective administration and oversight of multifamily housing programs?

2. Does the Board of Housing allocate and approve Low-Income Housing Tax Credits to 
maximize the number of new or rehabilitated affordable multifamily housing units in areas 
where it is most needed?

Methodology
To answer our objectives, we completed the following steps:

 � Reviewed federal law, rules, and guidance.
 � Reviewed state law, rules, policies, and procedures.
 � Reviewed board governance best practice and interviewed an expert on board governance.
 � Reviewed LIHTC allocation best practice in the industry and interviewed the board’s 

LIHTC consultant.
 � Analyzed 2021 state HFA data on board governance and LIHTC allocation from all 

50 states from the National Council of State Housing Agencies (NCSHA). 
 � Interviewed five other states (Wyoming, North Dakota, South Dakota, Michigan, and 

Vermont) to get an understanding of their board governance practices and LIHTC allocation 
strategy.

 � Interviewed all seven board members individually.
 � Interviewed staff.
 � Reviewed board meetings from calendar years 2018 through 2022 and observed board 

meetings and QAP revision meetings in 2023.
 � Surveyed LIHTC applicants from calendar years 2018 through 2022. Of the 29 applicants, 

14 responded.
 � Interviewed seven additional stakeholders, including successful and unsuccessful applicants 

and a former board member. Applicants we interviewed represented both nonprofit and 
for-profit and in-state and out-of-state developers.

 � Visited two existing LIHTC properties. 
 � Conducted a file review of LIHTC applications from 2021 and 2022. 
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 � Conducted a spatial analysis to determine the extent to which the board’s LIHTC funding 
decisions in calendar years 2018 through 2022 led to affordable housing where it was most 
needed. More information about this methodology is included in Appendix A.

Issue for Further Study
Beyond the scope of this audit, we observed that similar boards in other states operate with more 
autonomy and broader statutory authority than Montana’s board. For example, some HFAs 
are nonprofit organizations external to state government or are a unit of state government with 
broader statutory authority. In Montana, the board is allocated to the department and staffed by 
the department, potentially limiting legislative advocacy and reducing agility in HFA programs. 
Advantages of the board’s allocation to a state agency, on the other hand, may include administrative 
efficiencies, such as leveraging the state’s enterprise resources like IT services and payroll. 

We also learned other HFAs often manage multiple federal housing grant programs that in Montana 
are administered by the department. The executive director for the board also serves as the Housing 
Division administrator within the department, which may limit the autonomy of HFA operations 
compared to other states. Consolidation of federal housing programs under one entity could allow for a 
more streamlined funding application process and could maximize the effective use of funding. Further 
work in this area could provide better insight into the ideal organizational structure and administration 
of federal and state housing programs. 

5

23P-04



6



Chapter II – Targeting Greatest Need 
and Specific Housing Needs

Introduction
The LIHTC program is one of the primary tools used to address the need for affordable housing in the 
United States. States should use the LIHTC program to address their state’s unique needs and target 
the most acute needs. States are federally required to give preference to projects that serve the lowest-
income tenants and remain affordable for the longest period of time. Within this requirement, states 
are given considerable freedom in the type and location of housing they prioritize and how they award 
tax credits. We found that the board does not take a sufficiently data-informed approach to understand 
where affordable housing is most needed across Montana to inform policy in the LIHTC program. 
We also found that the board does not always give preference to projects serving the lowest-income 
Montanans and does not adequately consider specific housing needs, such as underserved populations. 

States Use Statewide Data to Inform Policy in the LIHTC Program
In the LIHTC program, states are federally required to have a QAP that explains how the state will 
consider affordable rental housing project proposals and award tax credits. States usually update their 
QAPs every year or two. States are federally required to give preference in their QAPs to projects that 
serve the lowest-income tenants and remain affordable for the longest period of time. Within this 
requirement, states can decide what they want to focus on and what additional rules they want to set. 

The National Council of State Housing Agencies (NCSHA) recommends that states encourage the 
type, location, and tenancy of affordable housing that is most needed in the state. Some states use 
statewide data to determine where and what types of affordable housing are most needed. The data 
used by HFAs in other states is wide-ranging and reflects important statewide indicators of need, such 
as population characteristics, housing trends, income, and housing affordability. Some states, such 
as Wyoming and North Dakota, conduct formal statewide housing needs assessments. These are 
either funded by the HFA or by the HFA and other stakeholders. These states estimated an external 
statewide housing needs assessment costs between $100,000 and $175,000. In other states, the board 
plays a significant role in setting the affordable housing priorities for the state, primarily through 
involvement in QAP revision. Other states understand the importance of considering statewide need 
when setting requirements and incentives in their QAPs. This approach ensures the types of projects 
most needed in areas where they are most critical are encouraged.

The Board Does Not Distinguish Where Affordable 
Housing Is Most Needed in Montana
The board lacks a full understanding of where affordable housing is most needed in Montana. Many 
members think any project meeting minimum requirements is worth supporting because there’s such 
a great need for housing across the state. Some members focus mainly on spreading tax credits evenly 
across the state when voting for projects. Board members are also not heavily involved in updating 
the tax credit award rules in the QAP. While the board gives final approval of the QAP, changes to 
the QAP are largely made by staff with input from developers. The QAP provides an opportunity 
for the board to express its preferences more explicitly regarding the location and type of housing 
most needed in Montana. However, the board does not take advantage of this opportunity to more 
directly guide low-income housing.

7
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The board’s understanding of where affordable housing is most needed is limited and based on 
minimal statewide data. The statewide data the board gets when making LIHTC awards includes 
population change and geographic distribution of LIHTC. This is not enough to understand where 
low-income housing is most needed. The board should consider more data, like income, poverty, 
and housing costs, to more fully understand the need for affordable housing. Even though LIHTC 
applicants provide market studies with their applications, they only reflect the local markets. The 
board mainly relies on data about the projects it is considering, but it does not consider enough 
information about the big picture of housing needs across Montana. A more data-informed 
understanding of statewide housing needs would help the board set criteria in the QAP encouraging 
projects that may not otherwise be considered by developers. 

Projects in Areas of Greatest Need Were 
Not Always Proposed or Funded
To determine where affordable housing was most needed in Montana, we created a suitability model 
using spatial analysis and mapping software. We developed the model based on similar studies and 
with input from the board’s executive director and the Department of Commerce Research and 
Information Services Bureau. It is important to note there are other methods and data sources that 
can be used to understand the greatest need for affordable housing in a state. Our suitability model 
is just one approach. The result of our model was a map of Montana highlighting the areas where 
affordable housing was most needed from 2018 to 2022. Our suitability model methodology and a 
more in-depth discussion of the results can be found in Appendix A. We compared the results of our 
suitability model to where the board funded LIHTC projects from 2018 to 2022 to determine if it 
funded projects where they were most needed (Figure 4). 

Figure 4
Need for Affordable Housing and LIHTC Projects Proposed in Montana in CY2018-2022

Source: Created by the Legislative Audit Division.
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It is important to note that the statewide view of the model may not show the need within a specific 
city. For example, if one zooms into Billings, Bozeman, Butte, Great Falls, or Missoula, there is 
a concentration of high need in those cities (Figure 5). However, this is not the case for all major 
Montana cities. For example, Helena and Kalispell do not show the same level of need as some of the 
other major cities. This does not imply that Helena and Kalispell do not require affordable housing. 
Instead, our model indicates that the need in those cities is lower compared to other major cities in 
Montana.

Figure 5
Some Cities Have Higher Need for Affordable Housing Than Others

Source: Created by the Legislative Audit Division.

We found the board did not fund projects in high-need areas consistently. As shown in Figure 4, the 
board funded many projects in the more needy areas of Montana (e.g., the Butte, Bozeman, Great 
Falls, and Billings areas). However, several projects were proposed in more needy areas that the board 
did not fund. For example, the board did not fund one proposal in the West Yellowstone area and 
two in the Blackfoot reservation area. The board also funded projects in areas that were not as needy 
relative to other areas of Montana (e.g., Helena and Kalispell). Our model estimated a numerical 
score reflecting the relative need in each area of Montana. About two-thirds of proposed projects 
were in areas above the statewide average. However, the board funded more than half of the projects 
developers proposed in areas with below-average need (Figure 6–see page 10). 
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Figure 6
Percentage of Funded LIHTC Projects with Below-Average Need

LIHTC projects proposed in 2018-2022, 94 out of 94, 100%

Proposed projects in areas with 
below-average need, 30 out of 94, 
32%

Projects in below-average-
need areas that were 
funded, 18 out of 30, 60%

Source: Created by the Legislative Audit Division.

In our model, urban areas tended to have higher estimated need than rural areas. However, the 
board funded an equal percentage of urban and rural LIHTC projects, focusing more on spreading 
tax credits across the state. It is important to note that while rural areas may not be as needy as 
urban areas, according to our model, the affordable housing needs of rural areas should still be 
addressed. 

We also found the board did not receive proposals in some of the more needy areas of Montana. 
Some more needy areas, like Miles City and the Fort Belknap reservation, had no proposed projects. 
Staff explained that there are many challenges outside the board’s control in where developers choose 
to site projects, such as a lack of available land and high construction costs. However, the board 
could set priorities in the QAP to better incentivize developers to propose projects in areas of greatest 
statewide need.

The Board Cannot Properly Incentivize Affordable 
Housing Where It Is Most Needed
Absent a clear, data-informed understanding of statewide need, the board makes LIHTC award 
decisions based on other factors. The board focuses on spreading tax credits across the state and 
relies on developers to propose projects. Many developers do not perceive statewide needs to be a 

10 Montana Legislative Audit Division



primary factor in board decision-making. Instead, they believe the board focuses on the geographic 
distribution of tax credits and what individual board members want. Additionally, developers’ use of 
statewide housing needs data to site projects is limited. Developers often heavily consider where the 
board has not recently awarded tax credits for siting projects.

Because the board lacks data-driven insight into where affordable housing is most needed statewide, 
it ends up funding projects in areas with less need and overlooking areas with greater need. With 
a better grasp of statewide needs, the board could shape LIHTC policy accordingly and prioritize 
projects more effectively. This could then incentivize developers toward the board’s priorities to meet 
the greatest needs in Montana. 

The Board Needs a More Data-Driven Approach 
to Understand Statewide Need
States should use data to understand the statewide need for affordable housing and to guide priorities 
and policy in the LIHTC program. The board does not use enough data to understand statewide 
need. Rather, the board considers limited statewide data when making LIHTC award decisions, 
heavily emphasizes geographic distribution of tax credits, and hopes developers propose projects 
where needed. As a result, the board cannot properly encourage affordable housing projects where 
they are most needed in Montana. 

Recommendation #1

We recommend the Montana Board of Housing use a more data-informed method 
to identify where and what types of affordable housing are most needed across the 
state and to inform policy in the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit program. 

States Give Preference to Lowest Income and Address 
Their State’s Specific Housing Needs
States should focus on the unique housing needs in their 
state when deciding what projects to prioritize. Federal 
law says states must give preference to projects that serve 
the lowest-income tenants and remain affordable for the 
longest period of time. Within this requirement, states have 
broad flexibility to address specific housing needs. States 
are federally required to set aside at least 10 percent of 
their 9 percent credits for projects developed by nonprofits 
(referred to as the nonprofit set-aside). However, they 
can also create more set-asides and policies for certain 
groups or project types. The NCSHA recommends states 
consider QAP incentives or other initiatives to ensure they 
meet specific housing needs, such as those for rural areas, 

Set-aside:
A set-aside dedicates 
a portion of tax credits 
for a specific purpose. 
A set-aside creates 
a separate pool of 
competition for a state’s 
LIHTC.
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Native Americans, and supportive housing. Many states make a concerted effort to serve specific 
populations such as these. States employ various methods, such as adjusting the scoring of projects, 
creating set-asides, and doing proactive outreach to specific populations for this purpose.

The Board Does Not Give Preference to 
Projects Serving Lowest Income
The board cannot show that it gives preference to projects serving the lowest-income Montanans 
as federal law requires. LIHTC awards are made at the discretion of the board in Montana. The 
board used point scoring to determine whether projects met the minimum requirements to be 
considered by the board. However, beyond assuring minimum qualifications were met, these points 
did not affect the likelihood of award. Montana’s QAP assigned more points for projects serving 
lower income and required all LIHTC properties in Montana to be rent-restricted longer than 
what is federally required. However, these points were only used to determine whether projects 
met the required threshold to be considered by the board. They did not guarantee or result in a 
higher likelihood of award, as “giving preference” in the federal law would imply. It was also unclear 
from board meetings and interviews how much income targeting matters to board members when 
picking projects for awarding tax credits. We also observed board members interchanging the term 
workforce housing (intended for 80-120 percent AMI) with low-income housing (up to 80 percent 
AMI) in reference to the population intended to be served by LIHTC. This is misaligned from the 
population intended to be served by the LIHTC program.

The Board Directs Limited Consideration and 
Outreach to Address Specific Housing Needs
In Montana, developers have little incentive to propose LIHTC projects that address specific housing 
needs outside of projects for families and seniors. The board decided to have rural and tribal projects 
presented to it in a separate group from other projects. Staff believe this to be an effective practice 
in incentivizing and highlighting the need for rural and tribal housing. However, board members 
had mixed opinions about its effectiveness. We do not believe it is a compelling incentive for rural or 
tribal housing, as it does not result in a higher likelihood of award. 

There is also no rural or tribal set-aside in Montana. The board used to have a rural set-aside, but the 
board removed it in 2020. One reason we heard for the board opting not to have a set-aside was that 
Montana is a small-population state that receives a relatively small amount of tax credits compared 
to other states. We noted that other states with a similar amount of tax credits to award sometimes 
have additional set-asides. Some examples are new construction in a rural area (Alaska), or for 
Native American housing (North Dakota and South Dakota). Board members had mixed levels 
of interest in and opinions on the need for policy incentives, such as a set-aside, to address specific 
housing needs. Board members told us they would like to get a higher volume of and more variety 
in LIHTC applications. However, the board does not conduct proactive outreach to a broad range of 
stakeholders to increase awareness of and interest in leveraging LIHTC. 
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Other States Use Formal Policy Incentives 
to Target Specific Populations
Other states use formal policy incentives to target specific populations with their tax credits. Most 
states have additional set-asides for specific populations (e.g., Native American or special needs) or 
project types (e.g., new construction, acquisition/rehabilitation, or rehabilitation). Montana does 
not have any set-asides apart from the required nonprofit set-aside. Only six states had no additional 
set-asides in 2021: Hawaii, Alabama, Arkansas, Connecticut, Maryland, and Montana. Examples of 
additional set-asides in the other states we interviewed included: 

 � Delayed projects (Vermont)
 � Native American or tribal (Michigan, North Dakota, and South Dakota)
 � Rural (Michigan)
 � Elderly (Michigan)
 � Distressed (Michigan)

Wyoming did not have a set-aside when we spoke with them, but Wyoming had a set-aside for 
acquisition/rehabilitation projects in 2021. States with a tribal set-aside noted that tribal projects, 
while greatly needed, often cannot score as high as other types of projects due to unchangeable 
characteristics, such as distance to a grocery store, public transportation, a hospital, or other 
amenities and services. They emphasized that a tribal set-aside helps create equity. In most other 
states, projects are awarded tax credits based primarily on a structured point-scoring system. 
Assigning a higher number of points to certain types of projects or for certain populations allows 
these states to incentivize housing for specific housing needs. Regularly adjusting the scoring allows 
them to change what the board wants to focus on in their state over time.

Other States Conduct More Proactive Outreach to Specific Populations
Policy incentives in the QAP are one way to address specific housing needs. In addition to policy 
incentives, some states conduct more outreach to increase the pool of applicants and the opportunity 
to serve specific populations. Some states are more proactive in building relationships with specific 
populations, such as Native Americans. The Michigan HFA, for example, included tribal members 
in its recent QAP revision process through focus groups and tribal liaisons. States that do proactive 
outreach to specific populations can increase awareness of and opportunity to leverage LIHTC to 
serve vulnerable or underserved populations.

Developers Are Not Adequately Incentivized to Target Lowest 
Income or Specific Populations Outside of Families and Seniors
Because of the lack of policy incentives that lead to a higher likelihood of award, developers are not 
adequately incentivized to put forward projects in Montana serving the lowest income or specific 
populations. This means the populations intended to be served by LIHTC may not be served most 
effectively. Data from the NCSHA on state HFAs between 2018 and 2021 showed that Montana 
served the lowest incomes less than other states and that other states target specific populations to a 
greater extent. 
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Montana Served Lowest Income Less Than Other States
Montana differs significantly from other states in income targeting. The average percentage of 
LIHTC units dedicated to the lowest end of the income spectrum between 2018 and 2021 was lower 
in Montana compared to other states. The 2022 data were not available in a way that allowed for 
comparison with the four previous years. 

Figure 7
Average Percentage of LIHTC Units Targeting Lowest Income 2018-2021
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The 2018-2021 average percentage of Montana's LIHTC units serving very low-income or 
extremely low-income households was lower than most other states.

Montana's neighboring states 
targeted more of their LIHTC units to 
lower income, on average.

IA

Source: Compiled by the Legislative Audit Division from the 2021 NCSHA State HFA Factbook.

Figure 7 shows that most states had deeper income targeting. Between 2018 and 2021, an average 
of 24 percent of the units allocated credits in Montana were targeted to very low-income (below 
50 percent AMI) or extremely low-income households (below 30 percent AMI). In most states, the 
average percentage of LIHTC units serving the lowest end of the income spectrum was much higher. 
Montana’s neighboring states (Idaho, North Dakota, South Dakota, and Wyoming) all had higher 
average percentages of LIHTC units targeted to lower income. Montana ranked in the bottom third 
of states on the average percentage of LIHTC units between 2018 and 2021 targeted to households 
making below 50 percent AMI. It is important to note there may be factors in addition to policy 
incentives that could impact a state’s ability to target lower income. For example, some states have 
more funding available to help finance projects, such as a state tax credit.
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Other States Dedicate LIHTC Units to a 
Variety of Specific Populations
Montana also differs significantly from other states in using LIHTC to develop rental units for 
specific populations. In 2021, Montana did not dedicate LIHTC units to populations other than the 
elderly or families. Other states dedicate some units for a wide variety of other specific populations, 
such as people experiencing homelessness, persons with disabilities, persons with AIDS, migrant 
workers, rural citizens, veterans, and Native Americans. Only five states (Georgia, Hawaii, Rhode 
Island, Wyoming, and Montana) did not dedicate LIHTC units to populations outside of the elderly 
and families in 2021. Developers perceive the demand for housing as highest in Montana for families 
and seniors. They perceive less demand for other populations, such as Native Americans, persons 
with disabilities, homeless, and veterans, relative to families and seniors. However, many developers 
expressed interest in developing housing for populations outside of families and seniors. 

Additional Training, Outreach, and Policy Incentives Are Needed to 
Best Serve Lowest Income and Montana’s Specific Housing Needs
States must prioritize projects serving the lowest income and ensure they sufficiently address state-
specific housing needs. In Montana, there is no formal preference in the QAP for projects targeting 
the lowest income, and there are effectively no policy incentives to address specific housing needs. 
Because of this, LIHTC applicants are not adequately incentivized to target the lowest income or 
specific populations, and the board serves the lowest income and specific populations to a lesser 
extent than other states. Rather, the board emphasizes the geographic distribution of tax credits, 
regardless of where in Montana or which populations have the most acute need. The main reasons 
for this are a lack of understanding of the LIHTC program and Montana’s affordable housing needs 
along with a lack of formal policy incentives and outreach efforts. Sufficient training, outreach, and 
formal policy incentives, are necessary to better serve the lowest income and address specific housing 
needs in Montana.

Recommendation #2

We recommend the Montana Board of Housing prioritize projects serving the lowest 
income citizens and increase its consideration of the needs of specific populations 
that may be underserved or vulnerable through increased training to staff and board 
members, better outreach, and implementing policy incentives that increase the 
likelihood of award. 
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Chapter III – Board Discretion in Awarding Tax Credits 

Introduction
Within certain federal requirements, states have considerable flexibility in what they prioritize and how 
they award tax credits. In Montana, LIHTC projects must meet minimum criteria to be considered 
by the board. However, final award decisions are made based only on board discretion, contrary to 
standard practice across the country. The board needs a more structured evaluation of projects as 
a primary basis for tax credit awards to increase transparency, meet program requirements, and set 
affordable housing priorities for Montana.

Standard Practice Is a Structured Evaluation 
of Projects Against Set Criteria
Federal law requires states to give certain preferences, such as to lowest income, and consider certain 
selection criteria. However, it does not mandate how states must weigh or consider them. States can 
decide this, but their QAPs should clearly describe how selection criteria and preferences are considered 
when awarding credits. In Montana, tax credit awards are not based on a structured evaluation of 
projects but solely on board discretion. However, the standard practice is to evaluate projects against 
set criteria in the QAP, often using point scoring. Other states highlighted that a structured evaluation 
approach: 

 � Helps ensure they meet program requirements, 
 � Allows staff to guide developers in improving future proposals, and 
 � Encourages proposal alignment with the state’s affordable housing goals. 

For example, the QAP might assign more points for projects targeted to lower income and more points 
for projects of a certain type (duplexes, townhouses, etc.). In other states, the board plays a significant 
role in setting the state’s housing priorities, which are then incorporated into the scoring in the QAP. 
After projects are evaluated and ranked, some states permit discretion by staff and/or the board in final 
award decisions to prevent issues such as too many projects in one city receiving credits in the same 
LIHTC award cycle. In contrast, in Montana the board does not set housing need priorities that are 
incorporated into how projects are chosen, but rather relies on an ad hoc approach based on board 
discretion at the time of the award. 

LIHTC Award Decisions Lack Transparency
The lack of structure in the board’s tax credit award decisions reduces transparency and increases the 
risk of favoritism by board members. During meetings, some board members asked relatively few 
questions about projects and provided little or no reasoning for voting for the projects they did. It was 
unclear whether and how targeted income and other criteria affected the likelihood of a tax credit 
award. Many board members prioritized the geographic distribution of tax credits over other factors like 
project type or whom a project serves. Some board members specifically favored projects proposed in 
their own communities. 
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While some developers spoke positively about the board, others expressed concerns about transparency 
and board engagement in our survey and interviews. For example, developers described the board’s 
decisions as based “entirely on their own personal criteria” and that they were “subjective.” Some 
developers did not see a clear application of criteria in the QAP in award decisions. Instead, many 
developers perceived a desire by the board to spread tax credits throughout the state and board 
members’ personal preferences to be most meaningful to the board’s decision-making process. 
Additionally, when award decisions are made solely at board discretion, it is difficult for staff to advise 
unsuccessful applicants on how to improve in the future. 

The Benefits in Structured Evaluation of Projects Outweigh the Risks
Board members and staff perceive significant risks in using scoring in the award process, including: 
difficulty in developing objective and comprehensive criteria for awarding points; unintended 
consequences like developers prioritizing scoring points over project quality; and risk of lawsuits. 
Previous litigation over how projects were scored by staff to meet minimum requirements has made 
some board members and staff reluctant to use point scoring in tax credit awards. However, the other 
states we talked to that use point scoring (with or without allowing discretion by staff and/or the 
board) told us they had not faced legal challenges. Other states indicated they mitigated some of these 
risks by regularly adapting the scoring to the state’s current needs and, while difficult, structuring the 
scoring to be as objective as possible. Despite the challenges, other states decided the benefits of using a 
structured evaluation outweigh the risks. Other states see structured evaluation of projects as beneficial 
for transparency, encouraging developers to target the greatest need as identified by the board and 
helping developers know how to improve their proposals.

Recommendation #3

We recommend the Montana Board of Housing implement a structured system 
for evaluating projects against set, board-approved criteria as a primary basis for 
awarding tax credits. 
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Chapter IV – Effective Board Governance

Introduction
Given the importance of the LIHTC program, the board’s governance must align with best practices. 
We found the board aligns with best practices and industry standards in some governance areas, 
such as board member qualification requirements, board size, and term length. However, the board 
does not follow best practices in important areas for effectively administering the board’s affordable 
rental housing programs, such as the LIHTC program. We found the board does not have a formal 
policy or process in place for identifying and disclosing members’ potential conflicts of interest. Its 
ex parte communication policy is also unclear. The board needs more and regular training to ensure 
it is knowledgeable on its policies and programs to administer its affordable housing programs most 
effectively.

Best Practices Require Proactive Identification of 
and Board Policy for Conflicts of Interest
State law requires public officials, including members of quasi-judicial boards like the MBOH, to 
adhere to standards of conduct and a code of ethics. This requires board members to disclose potential 
conflicts of interest. Simply put, a conflict of interest exists when a board member has a personal or 
private interest that might interfere or appear to interfere with their duty to make the best decisions 
for a program it oversees. While the law outlines what constitutes conflicts of interest and mandates 
disclosure, it does not specify how this should be done. Where state law does not cover the disclosure 
process, board governance best practices indicate that having a formal conflict of interest policy or 
procedure is the minimum standard. Additionally, the federal Sarbanes-Oxley Act, which applies to 
public and privately held companies, establishes standards for conflict of interest policies that the board 
can consider. It is also best practice for boards to proactively identify potential conflicts. Some states, 
like Michigan and South Dakota, require candidates to disclose potential conflicts annually or before 
their appointment. This proactive approach helps maintain transparency and integrity in the board’s 
operations. 

Board Members Have Limited Understanding 
of Key Governance Aspects
Board members have varying degrees of understanding about what constitutes a conflict of interest 
and how to alert the board. Department employees, including board staff, are required upon hire 
and annually to complete a form to identify potential conflicts of interest. However, this was not a 
requirement for board members until recently as a result of our office’s most recent financial audit. 
The board implemented an annual disclosure form for board members and was provided training 
on conflicts of interest. There was no formal policy or procedure capturing the conflict of interest 
disclosure process for most of our audit. However, the board was making efforts to address this area 
toward the end of our audit.

Additionally, board members had limited understanding about ex parte communication and how to 
avoid it. Ex parte communication refers to communication between parties appearing before the board 
and a member of the MBOH regarding the merits of a project outside of a public board meeting or 
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other meeting where a quorum is present. As with all quasi-judicial boards, a quorum is required for 
the board to do business, and the board is subject to Montana’s open meeting requirements. While 
the board has an ex parte communication policy, the policy’s references to open meeting laws cause 
conflation between two separate issues: 1) board members discussing business outside a public meeting 
with a quorum present, and 2) communication between board members and parties appearing before 
the board outside the public meeting (i.e., ex parte communication). Neither is permitted, but they are 
different from each other. The first scenario does not constitute ex parte communication. The second 
scenario, however, does. 

Insufficient Understanding and Implementation of Governance 
Best Practices Could Result in Actual or Perceived Favoritism
The affordable housing industry in Montana is fairly small, and most actors in it know each other 
well. The LIHTC applicant pool has been relatively small and consistent in recent years, and multiple 
current board members have professional or personal ties to present and past LIHTC applicants. 
Board members with connections to LIHTC applicants have recused themselves from voting on those 
projects in the past. However, they did not recuse themselves from discussions about the projects. Some 
developers consider this inappropriate and a conflict of interest. They believe these board members’ 
influence on the discussion remains strong, even if they don’t vote.

Developers also called attention to the number of recent LIHTC awards in Billings and Great Falls, 
where two board members each reside. Board members should be aware of perceived favoritism in 
voting on projects in their home communities, especially when award decisions are based solely on 
the discretion of the board. Since some board members do not fully understand conflicts of interest, 
including the impact of a mere appearance of one, potential conflicts of interest may go undisclosed 
and unaddressed. This could lead to actual or perceived favoritism when the board makes funding 
decisions. In small-population states like Montana, connections between applicants and board 
members may be unavoidable. Because of this, it is even more important for board members to 
adequately understand and address conflicts of interest and ex parte communication.

Recommendation #4

We recommend the Montana Board of Housing:

A. Develop a Conflict of Interest policy outlining the process for identifying and 
addressing board members’ potential conflicts of interest, and

B. Clarify its ex parte communication policy.

Other State HFA Boards and Other Montana 
Boards Get More and Regular Training
Clear policies and sufficient training are key to good board governance. In the five other states we 
interviewed, the HFA board receives more training more frequently than in Montana. There are also 
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other boards in Montana that receive more and regular training than the MBOH. For example, the 
Board of Investments (BOI), also administratively attached to the Department of Commerce, has a 
formal training policy and a more structured training approach. The BOI’s training policy requires 
training to be provided, encourages board members to attend, and sets a regular training schedule. 
Additionally, some other boards in Montana are statutorily required to get training. The 2023 
Legislature statutorily imposed annual training requirements and conflict of interest standards on 
licensing boards, most of which are attached to the Department of Labor and Industry. 

Some Board Members Lack Governance Knowledge, 
Program Knowledge, and Engagement
Some board members have limited knowledge about MBOH policies and programs and show little 
engagement during board meetings. We observed that only a couple of board members ask questions or 
generate discussion during meetings. Half of the board members told us they feel uncomfortable asking 
questions during meetings. Despite this, all board members mentioned they would like more training. 
Additionally, board member turnover is a recent challenge to the board’s institutional knowledge. 
Four new board members were appointed in early 2021, and another three new board members were 
appointed in the summer of 2023. 

Some developers believe the board lacks knowledge in important areas. They consider board members 
ill-informed about key topics, such as MBOH funding sources for affordable housing development and 
Montana’s regions and populations in greatest need of affordable housing (Figure 8). 

Figure 8
Developers Think the Board Is Not as Knowledgeable in Key Subject Areas
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The lack of knowledge in some of these important areas was a concern stakeholders also shared in 
open-ended responses in our survey and in interviews. Developers emphasized the need for more 
training of board members. 
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The MBOH Does Not Have a Board Training 
Requirement or a Regular Training Schedule
Training for MBOH members is not a requirement in statute or formalized in policy but is encouraged 
by staff. New board members have initial onboarding sessions with the board’s executive director and 
staff. After that, board members depend on training opportunities to gain and deepen their knowledge 
of affordable housing programs. MBOH members do receive some training after onboarding. 
However, it is not mandatory, takes place irregularly, and is sometimes poorly attended. It is not 
uncommon for training requirements to be a challenge to implement and adhere to for volunteer, 
citizen boards. As a result, some board members have limited knowledge of board governance and the 
board’s affordable housing programs. This audit underscores the need for the MBOH to establish a 
formal training process for its board members, either through policy or legislation. Without consistent, 
structured training for board members to understand how to make complex funding decisions for 
affordable housing projects, the MBOH cannot effectively manage its programs.

Recommendation #5

We recommend the Montana Board of Housing

A. Adopt a policy implementing a training requirement and schedule, or

B. Seek legislation to implement a training requirement for MBOH board members.
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Appendix A – Affordable Housing Suitability Model
One of the methodologies performed for this performance audit was a spatial analysis using suitability 
modeling. The goal of the analysis was to identify the areas in Montana with the greatest need for 
affordable rental housing, such as LIHTC properties, in calendar years 2018-2022. It is important to 
note that suitability modeling (and the specific model we developed) is just one of many approaches 
that can be used to understand the greatest need for affordable housing in a state. Our model allowed 
us to include various indicators of need (i.e., suitability) that could be weighted differently. We used 
ArcGIS Pro, a mapping and spatial analysis software, to conduct our analysis. This appendix explains 
our methodology and discusses the results in further detail.

Model Development
Variables Included in the Suitability Model
To inform model development, we reviewed many studies, reports, and sources on identifying 
affordable housing needs in states and in local areas. We also obtained input on our model from the 
board’s executive director and from the Research and Information Services staff at the Department of 
Commerce. Appendix Table 1 shows the final variables in our suitability model and the source of data 
for each. We transformed all model variables into a common suitability scale.

Appendix Table 1
Variables in Our Affordable Housing Suitability Model and Sources of Data

Variable Description Source

Severe housing cost 
burden

Percentage by county of renter-occupied housing 
units in Montana that paid 50% of more of household 
income on gross rent.

US Census ACS 5-year: 
2017-2021

Income The average median household income by county 
between 2017 and 2021.

US Census SAIPE:
2017-2021

QCT Designation Whether the census tract was designated a Qualified 
Census Tract (QCT) by HUD between 2018 and 2022. US HUD

Poverty The average percentage of households in poverty by 
county between 2017 and 2021.

US Census SAIPE:
2017-2021

Rental vacancy rate The proportion of rental inventory that is vacant for 
rent by county.

US Census ACS 5-year:
2017-2021

Population change Percentage change in population by county between 
2010 and 2022. US Census PEP

Existing LIHTC properties The number of active LIHTC properties in the county 
prior to 2018.

National Housing 
Preservation Database 

DDA Designation
Whether the county was designated a Difficult 
Development Area (DDA) by HUD between 2018 and 
2022.

US HUD

Walkability
The walkability index by census block group estimated 
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. This 
was used as an indicator of proximity to amenities.

National Walkability Index:
EPA

Age of housing stock Percentage of housing units built before 1970 by 
county.

US Census ACS 5-year:
2017-2021

Source: Compiled by the Legislative Audit Division.

23

23P-04



Weighting Model Variables
Next, we weighted the variables in the model. We 
weighted the variables in our model differently, as 
some variables are more important indicators of the 
need for affordable housing than others. For example, 
while the age of housing stock is a factor that could 
indicate the need for affordable housing, it is not as 
important (especially in the LIHTC program) as 
housing cost burden, income, and poverty. Appendix 
Table 2 shows how we weighted each variable in the 
model. 

Model Sensitivity
We were unable to do a robust sensitivity analysis 
due to technical issues with the mapping software. 
However, we conducted a limited sensitivity analysis 
by assessing how the results differed when we 
changed various parameters of the model. We found 
the results differed very little when changing the way individual variables were transformed into the 
common suitability scale. However, the model was somewhat sensitive to variable weighting. The 
concentration of suitability on major cities and/or reservations was somewhat sensitive to variable 
weighting. For example, increasing the weighting on some variables (e.g., housing cost burden) focused 
more suitability in major cities, while increasing weighting on other variables (e.g., number of existing 
LIHTC properties) focused suitability more in rural areas and reservations. While our model was 
somewhat sensitive to variable weighting, we ultimately chose weighting based on similar studies and 
the relative importance of each variable in the LIHTC program. We also considered the input of staff. 

Results
Suitability Map of Montana
The result of the model was a suitability surface for Montana: a map of Montana showing where 
affordable housing would have been more or less suitable based on our model. Appendix Figure 1 (see 
page 25) shows the suitability for affordable housing in Montana between 2018 and 2022, according to 
our model. The darker areas represent more suitability than lighter areas.

Appendix Table 2
Variable Weighting in the Suitability Model

Variable Weight
Severe housing cost burden 20%
Income 15%
QCT Designation 15%
Poverty 10%
Rental vacancy rate 10%
Population change 10%
Existing LIHTC properties 5%
DDA Designation 5%
Walkability 5%
Age of housing stock 5%
Total 100%

Source: Compiled by the Legislative Audit 
Division.
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Appendix Figure 1
Suitability for Affordable Housing in Montana 2018-2022

Source: Created by the Legislative Audit Division.

LIHTC Funding by the Board
We used the suitability model to assess the extent to which the board prioritized areas of greatest need. 
Our suitability model assigned a “suitability score” to each unit of area in Montana. This allowed us 
to analyze suitability scores and compare the scores of the locations of funded and unfunded projects. 
First, we looked at all LIHTC projects, both 4 percent and 9 percent (Appendix Figure 2–see page 26). 
It is important to note that all 4 percent projects that applied were funded, while only some 9 percent 
projects that applied were funded. 
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Appendix Figure 2
9 Percent and 4 Percent LIHTC Projects Proposed in Calendar Years 2018-2022

9% LIHTC Projects Proposed in CY2018-2022

4% LIHTC Projects Proposed in CY2018-2022

Source: Created by the Legislative Audit Division.
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Many funded projects were located in some of Montana’s more suitable areas. However, there were 
projects proposed in some of the most suitable areas that were not funded. There were also more 
suitable areas in Montana in which developers did not submit project proposals. Additionally, the board 
funded some projects in the less suitable areas (relative to other areas in Montana). 

Our analysis found developers did not always propose projects in more suitable areas of Montana. 
The average suitability score across Montana was about 5. Of the 65 competitive 9 percent LIHTC 
applications the board considered, 43 (66 percent) had suitability scores above 5. However, we found 
the distribution of suitability scores was similar across the funded and unfunded projects (Appendix 
Figure 3), indicating a lack of prioritization toward areas of greatest need. 

Appendix Figure 3
Distribution of Suitability Scores Across LIHTC Projects 2018-2022
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The distribution of suitability scores is similar across 
funded and unfunded projects. 

9% funded 9% not funded 4% funded

Source: Created by the Legislative Audit Division.

If the board had prioritized the most suitable areas, the funded ones would have concentrated on higher 
scores, and the unfunded ones would have concentrated on lower scores, which was not the case. We 
observed this in a year-by-year breakdown as well. Further, about the same proportion of projects in 
areas of higher-than-average suitability (45 percent) were funded as projects with lower-than-average 
suitability. This suggested the board did not prioritize projects in areas of greatest need consistently. 

We also considered rural versus urban areas, their suitability scores, and how the board funded projects. 
Of the 94 total applications (4 percent and 9 percent LIHTC), 66 (about 70 percent) were proposed 
in urban locations, which we defined as locations with populations of 5,000 or higher from the U.S. 
Census ACS 2022. Most of the 4 percent projects were in urban areas (24 of the 29). Of the 9 percent 
projects, 42 (65 percent) of the 65 projects proposed were in urban areas. Urban areas tended to have 
higher suitability scores than rural areas in our model. However, the board funded about an equal 
percentage of the rural and urban 9 percent LIHTC projects it considered (Appendix Figure 4–see 
page 28).
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Appendix Figure 4
Funding of Urban and Rural Projects by the Board in 2018-2022

43%

45%
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Projects

The board funded about an equal percentage of urban 
9% LIHTC projects proposed as it did rural 9% projects.

not funded funded

Source: Created by the Legislative Audit Division.

This was in line with what we learned in other audit work: the board primarily emphasizes geographic 
distribution of tax credits. 
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