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I am Janet Brown, speakmg this everung on behalf of the Affordable Housing Alliance The Alliance 
is made up of more than thirty-five organizations ofbutlders, tenants, homeless, disabled and elderly 
residents, smart growth advocates, etc - all of whose constituents have a need for affordable 
housmg We've been working together for five years {though not always called the Alliance) on a 
vanety of dtfferent strategtes to preserve affordable housing and to mcrease the caty' s stock of 
affordable housmg, especially for low- and moderate-income residents The Alliance has been a major 
contnbutorto the work of the Campatgn for Mandatory Inclustonary Zorung from the begmning We 
consider the CMIZ proposal "our" proposal. 

I am going to discuss six differences between our proposal and the DCOP's counter-proposal, 
keeping in mind our main goals for mclusionary zoning (IZ) 

buildmg as many affordable uruts as posSible, 
getting the income-eligibility as low as feastble, and 
applying this policy widely across the city 

First, the DCOP's IZ alternative runs counter to our efforts to lower the mcome ofeltgtble renters 
and buyers, especially m high-rise buildings by pushing eligt"bility to 80% AMI- and posSibly 
exempting waterfront lugh-rise buildings altogether The problem here, as you know, is that there 
is so great a difference between the Dtstnct' s actual median mcorne and that of the regton, the official 
AMI referred to in all the documents before you Almost half of all the District's residents have 
incomes below 50% of the regional AMI When the the DCOP counterproposal sets ebgtbihty at 
80%, with most of the affordable units available to households at 70-80% AMI, the DCOP rules out 
almost three-quarten of our citizens, who will never be eligible to live in any of those 
"affordable" units! 

That, m our opinion, ts not IN-clusionary Mixing together the people m the top 25-30% mcome 
braeket wtll not give us "mixed-income" housing By using the 80% threshhold, the DCOP would 
end hope that we might still get some new low- and moderate-income units in the more expensive 
built-out parts of the etty And it will mean that no working class family ever dare hope to live where 
they might have a view of the water, regardless of the lllllfions of dollars the taxpayers will provide 
in infrastructure for the Anacostia Waterfront Initiative The DCOP designation of80% AMI does 
not even satisfy the rhetoric of their own recent pubhcation, "ViSion for Growmg an ~g~~~(f &JMii•K* 
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Second, the DCOP alternative would not give to ehgible non-profits or the Housmg Authonty the 
nght to purchase and manage affordable units for low-mcome tenants Thus, the DCOP would 
further restrict the possibility that IZ could serve lower-income households, i.e , those with the 
heaVIest burden of housing costs This DCOP omission precludes the use by non-profits of other 
sources of funding to support lower income families Most important ts the fact that thts provision, 
present in the CMIZ proposal, would assure that such units remain affordable as long as there is need, 
thus contributing to the permanent stock of affordable housmg The lack of such a provision in the 
DCOP proposal would also reduce the long-term affordable housing stock. 

Th.inL the DCOP alternative exempts from IZ properties undergoing total rehabUitation 
In practice, rehabilitation, as CMIZ defines tt, means conversion of older rental buildings, usually low­
mcome affordable because they've been under rent controL to "luxury'' buildings I have not been 
able to get good numbers on the per cent of all new htgh-end uruts bwlt smce 2000 are rehabs, but 
I have heard estimates that it is as much as 50% of the total Rehabilitation of older bwldmgs 1s 

happening all over the city, but it is a prominent way of going up-scale in parts of the city that are 
already built out or protected by expansive htstonc preservation regulations Handsome older 
bwldmgs are emptied out (sometimes using dubious methods), stripped, and renewed- for a totally 
different clientele It is difficult to add densities to most such buildings, but developers can be given 
other benefits, and it seems to be just about the only way to assure that these once-affordable 
buildings will have any affordable uruts in them at all 

Fourth, the DCOP would reduce the length of afTordability, which could endanger the building 
' up of DC's stock of affordable homes. The expenence of other communities demonstrates that 
shorter terms can do little to meet the need for affordable housing if the terms of affordability are so 
short that the affordable units return to the market faster than the community can budd more, assuring 
an on-gomg cycle of need Our proposal, on the other hand, calls for a modest 20 years for sale uruts 
(too short, in my opinion, given the huge deficit of affordable housing in the city) and 50 years for 
rental properties. (Montgomery County, whtch reached a pomt where they were losmg more expinng 
units than they could replace each year, has JUst ratsed tts length of affordabihty to 3 5 and 99 years, 
respectively ) 

Fifth, the CMIZ proposal proVIdes rehef for developers who would suffer real economic hardship 
If the affordable units had to be developed on Stte Under the guise of"tlexibility," the DCOP 
alternative proposal would allow several complicated and tricky exemptions for developers who 
claim hardship, permitting 50% (or more) units to be built ofT-site. Mixed-income 
neighborhoods cannot be reahzed by buildmg ten affordable apartments somewhere else! The DCOP 
counterproposal would give developers bonus denstties irrextremely lucrative parts of town so they 
can build 200/o more market-rate uruts, without mcurring additional land costs, on condition that a 
modest number of units be made affordable 

What's more, the DCOP counterproposal encourages on-going negotiations over each development 
- over the suitability of the off-site locatton, whether or not the units are really comparable to the 
units in the pnmary butldmg, the relattve cost ofbutldmg on the two different Sttes, etc Thts prospect 
would deny the "level playmg field" required by the six or seven developers with whom we vetted 
our proposal They told us that, for IZ to succeed, they had to have clear rules that applied to all 
players so that they would not have to spend valuable time negotiating every project with the city 



The DCOP counterproposal also goes agamst the advtce of other jurisdlcuons who tell us, as 
Montgomery Council Chair Tom Perrez warned at a forum herem DC last month, "Don't do as we 
dld, Don't make exceptiOns! 

The DCOP counterproposal leaves way too much discretion m the hands of the etty admnustratlon 
Many in thts room do not have a lot of trust in the current administration where IZ is concerned The 
attached chronology of the development of an IZ pohcy for DC reveals that until the last six months, 
IZ was not a priority for DCOP, and even today their counter-proposal has too many "TBDs' mit 

Sixth, the DCOP would use square feet instead of numbers and percentages ofumts We understand 
that developers make calculations on the basis of square feet, but think this change would be a 
mtstake Every housmg agency and offietal in this city uses units, not square feet The Housmg 
Production Trust Fund uses units The Housing Authority and the HF A use units The 
Comprehensive Housing Strategy Task Force and the Comprehensive Plan wtll be recommending 
umts, not square feet. The Mayor uses numbers ofumts when he cttes the amount of affordable units 
that has been built. The DCOP talks in units Everyone at these hearings is talking of units H the 
city uses square feet to monitor affordable units, transparency, trackability, and enforcement 
will slip away- and so will the number of affordable units. 

In short, in each instance that the DCOP alternative differs from the Campaign's proposal, the 
DCOP counterproposal decreases the number of affordable units, especially to lower-income 
families, and falls short of creating truly mixed-income housing. While the generous 
compensation for developers remains the same in both ours and the DCOP proposal, under 
the latter the city will get fewer atTordable units added to the housing stock for shorter lengths 
of time. We call the DCOP proposal "IZ Lite" - half the calories, half the effect, half the really 
affordable units 

The affordable housing needs of this city are enonnous 42,000 households shoulder unbearable 
housmg burdens The city badly needs to have the private developers' experience, their 
resources, and their help applied to producing affordable housing. The Campaign's IZ 
proposal is one way to help them do this, and to give developers just compensation, at almost 
no cost to the DC budget Please make the Campaign's proposal the etty' s standard With it, the city 
can realize at least 3500 and possibly as much as 5600 units of low- and moderate-income housing 
over the next ten years That's a significant contribution, and we in the AHA do not want these 
benefits to the city to be whittled away by adopting the DCOP' s compromises 

Thank you for your attention 

The Affordable Housing Alliance ts a broad coalition of more than thirty-five organizations ofhousing 
advocates and developers, tenants, finanetal mstituttons, advocates for chtldren and fanuhes and for 
the homeless, and other commumty orgamzations, working together for affordable housing, especially 
for low-income households 
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A Brief Chonology of Efforts to Get 
Mandatory Inclusionary Zoning 

for the District of Columbia 

Apri12001. Mayor Williams, at a press conference mtroducing his Housmg Btll, declares 
his mtentton also to estabhsh an mclus10nary zonmg (IZ) pohcy for DC. 

Fall 2001. Councilmember Jim Graham mtroduced an amendment to the Mayor's housmg 
bill requiring mandatory IZ in housing bmlt on publicly-owned land. 

November 10, 2001. When the Graham IZ amendment, backed by housmg actiVIsts, was 
being debated m the Economic Development Comnuttee, Steve Green, speaking for the 
Admimstration, opposed the amendment. He smd 1t needed to be refined, and that besides, 
the Office ofPlanmng (DCOP) was already at work on an IZ proposal. Under questtonmg 
from Council Members, Green said the Mayor's proposal "would be ready in 30 days," 1. e., 
nght after the new year. On the basts of that promise, Graham withdrew his amendment 

January 8, 2002. The Council passed the Housing Act of 2002 There was no sign of an 
IZ proposal. 

FaD, 2002. ACORN, the Washington Metropolitan Council, AFL-CIO, the Affordable 
Housing Alliance (AHA), and DC Agenda, with consultants from PohcyLmk, put together 
an IZ working group to develop the pnnctples on which an IZ reqwrement would work m 
DC 

December 21. 2002. AHA members met wtth the Mayor, Deputy Mayor Enc Pnce, and 
Steve Green about affordable housmg 1ssues, includmg IZ. They were told that DCOP is 
working on it, getting a consultant .... 

Fall, 2003. With PolicyLink, twenty organizations and umons pubhshed the working 
group's conclusiOns, Expandmg Housing Qnportumty in Washington, DC· The Case for 
Inclus10nary Zoning, and distributed 1t wtdely Organizations started talkmg about IZ With 
Council Members. 

November 13, 2003. Housmg advocates met at DCOP with Stephen Corcoran, who was 
then m charge of coordinating the Admmistration's IZ efforts. He told us he wasjust about 
to hire consultants to draw up recommendations It was apparent that the housmg advocates 
had done a lot more work on IZ than DCOP staff 

(Continued .... ) 



Spr.iftl, '20.1.4. AHA decided~ to draft a l~(:)Ql.l}g amendment "~alFred subtmt It to~l'?tlire ~Zom»g 
Comli'~~ron, -without waitmg any longer for the Adtmmstrati0n. 

SummeF~-:2004. We learned that DCOP had engaged Bost0n ~consultants to~draw~p~a 
volunta~~~propQsal. Otl AuguSt 27, Ellen McCarthy (DCOP)~sal\t the cousyltan~sr~w;e[#' 
three montlts behind schedule anct~wouldn't finish therr work ooru·tlh.e ,end of"th.e yeal\ 

July 13, 2004. The Washmgton M~tropohtan Council, AFL-CIO, ACORN, and- AAA 
planned the ~'DC Campatgn for IZ." 

Septem~er 8, 2004. Draftmg of an Amendment asklng for ~~tory IZ to be subotted 
to DC Z0nmg Colmmssion, and the "DC Campaign for Mandatory Il" aie laun~lfe~; 

Novem:ber 17,2004. The,Campatgn's proposed amendment·was sub:tmtfed,to~tlle'21omng 
Commission and announced to the public. 

Decemb.er, 2'004. Zoning Commisston referred the amendment (Case no. 04-33) to) the 
DCOP for review. 

Februa~ry, 2605. Chamnan Cropp and Councllmember Graham introduce m the Caunctl 
a resolution of support. 

May, 2005. DCOP sends back to the Zoning Connmss10n tbree IZ proposals ( our,tuigmal 
amendment, a DCOP am~ndment calling for a weaker version of mandatory IZ, and a 
DCOP proposal for a voluntciry program) With a recommendation for a ZC heartf}g qn all 
three. T:he Zomng Cofi:lllUSsiOn decides to hear only the two mandatory proposals; fan lldy 
25, 2005, wtth a mapping bearing later m the fall 

March-June, 2005. Campatgn' s '1echmcar' committee met numerous t:nnes with ,Cf,blioad 
spectrum of developers, Un.der the auspices of the DCOP, and Witb, Ghr. Cropp. 

July 6, 2005. The DC Col!tlcil unanimously votes for the Cropp•=(inaham treso:l:wom. 

July 25, 28, 2005. Zoning Commission hearing 

Pr-epared for the DC C~p~gn. for IZ by Washington Reg~oRal Network for Livable Communities 
Contact· Janet Brown 202~332-0789, <.Janetwbrown@lgc org> ' 


