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FROM: ~1t"eCarthy, Director 

DATE: August 29, 2005 

SUBJECT: 04-33 Inclusionary Zoning Supplemental Report 

This memo provides the Zoning Commission with supplemental information on specific questions the 
Zoning Commission asked of the Office of Planning and other issues that came up during the public 
testimony The information provided includes· 

• Analysis of recent Planned Unit Developments (PUDs) with affordable housing, 
• Analysis of the changes made to Downtown Development District to support housing, 
• A brief discussion of the interaction between financially subsidized affordable housing and 

Inclusionary Zoning requirements; 
• Analysis of the effects of the control period and household asset accumulation, and 
• Comparison of Advisory Neighborhood Commission Single Member District and Census 

Tracts 

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT ISSUES 

There are several issues that need discussion surrounding Planned Unit Developments First, the 
Commission asked OP to provide infonnation on recent residential or mixed-use PUDs that provided 
affordable housing as a public amenity. Second, there are several PUDs currently in early stages of 
planning prior to making application that need to be provided guidance on how their efforts will be 
treated during this interim period Finally, it is important to consider how PUDs will be treated if an 
Jnclusionary Zorung (IZ) program is initiated 

Analysis of Recent Planned Unit DevelOpments 

During the public hearing the Zoning Commission asked the Office ofPlanning to review recent 
approved PUDs and analyze and compare the number of a.flbrdable units created through PUD to what 
would be created through Inclusionary Zoning Mandatory IZ would have ahnost doubled the number 
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of affordable umts wtth a smaller mcrease m density than the PUD proJects. Based on the analysts, OP 
concludes that a mandatory IZ program would be more efficient m debvenng affordable umts than the 
PUD process In addition, mandatory IZ would apply to a much greater number of proJects than 
possible through PUDs 

Table 2, found at the end of this report, proVIdes the Commission relevant detatls on PUDs that mcluded 
affordable housmg and other pubbc benefits and amemties. The table mcludes the proJect and 1ts 
original zomng capacity, the new PUD capac1ty, the amount of affordable umts and other pubbc 
amenities mcluded in the project. 

The rune proJects found on the table represent land area of almost 740,000 square feet and a total 
development capac1ty of 1 43 mdhon square feet, or an FAR of 1 93 1 The new capacity achieved VIa 
the PUD process totals 1 88 million square feet (2.49 FAR), or an average 29% mcrease m dens1ty 
Units mcreased from a base of 1,392 to 1,802, or a 29% mcrease. In addition height increases m PUDs 
ranged from 15 feet to 45 feet dependmg on the rezoning approved through the PUD. 

OP pomts out that the Dorchester expansion IS an outlier because of Its overall SIZe, current bmldout and 
the manner in which the rezomng 1s treated When the Dorchester IS removed the average density 
mcreases through PUDs rise from 29% to 39%. The Dorchester PUD is currently bemg reevaluated due 
to concerns about height. 

The PUD process resulted m 89 affordable umts proVIded as pubbc amemties by the proJects counted, or 
21% of the bonus density received. The projects provtded other pubbc amenities and benefits including 
a day care center, historic preservation of eXIsting structures, and donations to ciVIc groups. These 
numbers do not mclude another 56 umts provided as a result of rezomng from Manufacturing (M) zones 
to Residential (R) zones because land from M or C-M excludes housmg 

In companson, an Inclustonary Zorung program would have developed approximately 174 affordable 
umts usmg a 20% mcrease m density for a total of 1. 75 million square feet. This IS 130,000 square feet 
smaller than the denSity bonuses through the PUDs and almost double the number of affordable umts. 
IZ would not have mcluded bonus height m most of these cases. Fmally, roughly half of the PUDs were 
at 80% of AMI, whlle the other half were pnced at the HUD Section 8 Low-Income category, which 
approximates 65% of AMI. As proposed, an Inclus10nary Zorung would mclude reaching lower 
incomes down to 50% of AMI. 

Fmally, as the Commisston knows, the PUD process lS a lengthy, labor mtensive process and a 
voluntary one that a developer elects to pursue. While PUDs do provtde other public ameruties and give 
the Dtstnct control over destgn, they are not as effic1ent as a mandatory Inclusionary Zorung process in 
delivering affordable umts. 

1 Some proJects are not counted because they represent a change of zorung from one that does not penrut housmg 
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Interim PUD Applications 

OP recommends to the Zomng Commission that the Commission permit PUD apphcatlon submitted 
pnor to, January 6, 2006 to be considered vested prior to rmplementation of any Inclusionary Zonmg 
requrrements There are upwards of five residentlal development projects that developers have mdicated 
to OP a desire to pursue through a PUD process. Some of these proJects include situations where the 
land has already been negotiated and/or purchased and the developer has been working wtth the local 
residents on a package ofpubhc amemties. Further, OP shall within 30 days ofrecetvmg the apphcatlon 
mdicate to the developer whether the application Will receive OP' s Inttlal support. This gtves developers 
120 days from the date of the September 8th hemng to complete the PUD apphcatlons and submit them 
for consideration. 

PUD Applications Under Inclusionary Zoning 

Another rmportant topic not yet touched on IS how PUDs Will be considered 1f an Inclus10nary Zonmg 
policy is rmplemented The analysis ofOP's proposal mdicates that there is a constant zero sum gam 
relatlonship between the total bonus density and the 50% to 75% of bonus density that IZ requires to be 
affordable. This suggests that 1f the same IZ percentages are apphed to bonus density greater than 20% 
of matter ofnght (as m a PUD) then developers Will be mdifferent toward pursumg aPUD and therefore 
unlikely to invest the time and effort OP considers PUDs to offer many other valuable pubhc amemties 
and does not wish to entirely discourage future PUD applications A number of possibilities exist 
mcludmg basmg the reqwred affordabihty on the first 20% mcrease and any other density increases be 
commensurate upon other pubhc amemties. OP would consider the mandatory IZ reqwrement of the 
base zone to be fully mcluded wtth m the PUD process and not to count as an amemty OP would work 
with the developers as it does now to negotiate additional affordable umts or other amemty. 

DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT (DD) ANALYSIS 

The Zoning Commission asked OP to provtde mfonnation on the residential developments m the DD 
and how the changes to the DD affected residential development downtown. The goal oftlns analysts 
was to review OP's assumption that an 11' average floor-to-floor ceilmg hetght was necessary to 
detennme what, if any, changes to height and lot occupancy were necessary to accommodate the bonus 
density In ourpubbc heartng report OP Identified the C~ C-2-A through C-2-C, W-1 through W-3, 
and the SP-1 and SP-2 zones would need adJustments to lot occupancy and or height to adequately fit 
the 20% additional density. 

A typical reSidential floor-to-floor hetght wtth a standard 9' floor-to-ceilmg would either be 9'8" or 
9'10" depending on the thickness of the concrete slab In order to fit another floor, developers Will use a 
9' floor-to- floor for an 8' 4" floor to cellmg particularly If slope of the Site offers a couple of extra feet. 
OP used an 11' average particularly for the identified zones, based on several factors They mclude· 

• Mixed-use zones may have ground floor uses other than housmg. Optimal floor heights for 
these uses are typically higher than residential floors. An apartment lobby within a residential 
bulldmg IS often 12' m height Uses such as retail often prefer hetghts of 14'. Usmg a 10' 
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average cedmg height may result m discouragmg active ground floor uses in places of the 
District where they are desired. In addition, according to architects, the top residential floors are 
often higher, nearer to 11 ', first because there 1S a premiUm, but second because mechanicals 
may reqwre 1t as well. 

• Flex1bihty m massmg of a building may affect the abihty to use a s1te's entire lot occupancy. 
U smg a 1 0' average floor would force box1er des1gns w1th less articulation m the massmg 
Related to tms, there may be phys1cal1ssues such as extreme slope affecting the use of the entire 
lot occupancy lumt. 

• Ftnally, there 1s currently a market m some locations for higher cedmg hetghts for lofts and 
other residential product types Usmg a 1 0' average would tnhlb1t the District's ab1hty to fully 
access that current market demand 

In 2000 the Office ofPlannmg subrmtted amendments to the Zonmg Regulations to encourage greater 
residential development m the DD. Chief among these amendments was the prov1s1on to elmunate 
dens1ty restrictions on residential development m the C-2-C, C-3-C, and C-4 zones of the Housing 
Priority Areas. Residential development was therefore hrmted only by the He1ght Act, lot occupancy 
and other massing restrictions for light and air The number of floors and therefore the he1ght of cellmgs 
w1thln a building became strictly an economic choice of the developer. 

Table 3, at the end of this report proVIdes the Zonmg Comrmssmn wtth a breakdown of some of the 
major projects in the DD The table shows the land area, gross square feet (gsf), floor area ratio (FAR), 
actual lot occupancy, bwldmg he1ght, number of floors, the average he1ght from floor to floor, and 
proVIdes comments on factors affectmg the bwldmgs' massmg. 

Most of the projects hsted are m the DD/C-2-C zone where development was lumted to 8.0 FAR or 8 5 
FAR with the purchase of Transferable Development Rights (TORs) The proJects are the result of the 
amendments made to the DD Zorung Regulations that relieved housing of FAR restrictions Though 
residential projects were reheved of density restrictions, they were still controlled by height, lot 
occupancy, setbacks and other massmg controls. Due to these changes residential projects m the DD 
were able to increase thetr FAR to an average of 10 0 FAR. Lot occupancy 1s now the dommant control 
after the Height Act. For instance, 400 Massachusetts received a variance perrmtting 1t to go from 80% 
lot occupancy to 97%, which enabled it to achieve a 12.1 FAR 

Most of the buddmgs were permitted to go to 130' in height with setbacks at 11 0' along Massachusetts 
Avenue. Table 1 below summmzes the number of floors m the projects that reached 130 feet and the 
resulting floor-to-floor average 

Table 1. Summary of Average Residential Floor Heights 

Number of Number of Average Floor to 
, Bwldmgs Floors FloorHeumt 

4 14 9.3 
2 13 10 0 
I 12 10.8 -
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The performance of these proJects mdicates that such floor heights are readily marketable at the current 
time. To a certam extent It suggests that a 10' or 10 5' floor-to-floor average could be used to test Iflot 
occupancy and hetght adjustments are needed to accommodate the IZ bonus density in certam zones. If 
a 10' assumption ts used, then tt results m Table 4 at the end ofthts report. Table 4 demonstrates that 
under a 1 0' floor to floor assumption, fewer zorung districts would reqwre adjustments to lot occupancy 
and height to accommodate IZ bonus denstty.2 

However, the problems created by usmg a 10' floor-to-floor assumption stated preVIously continue to 
exist. Frrst, development m the DD goes up to 130' and spreads the Impact of ground floor height 
reqwrements over 13 or 14 floors. The zones Identified by OP were hmlted to 90 feet m height where 
the Impact of a taller ground floor IS relatively larger Second, a 10' average floor assumption reduces 
an architect's design flexibility for articulations m envelope and massmg. Iflot occupancy IS affected 
by physical constramts it may result in an mcrease in vanance requests to accommodate the IZ bonus 
denstty. Fmally, OP pomts out that the developer of301 Massachusetts elected to go with average 
floor-to-floor height of 10 8 that approaches the 11' average used mOP's analysts. Usmg an 11' floor­
to-floor average as an assumption suggests that adjustments are reqwred to a greater number of zones to 
accommodate the bonus, but thts also permtts greater flex1b1hty of des1gn toward achlevmg the 20% 
bonus. 

INTERACTION WITH FINANCIALLY SUBSIDIZED AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

Dunng pubhc testimony, concern was expressed by affordable housmg developers that Inclusionary 
Zonmg would add another layer of regulation for them to fulfill. Affordable housmg developers who 
are recetvmg financial subs1dies from the District of Columbia have affordabthty reqwrements ned to 
their financial subsidies In general these affordabihty reqwrements would exceed those of Inclus10nary 
Zonmg. However, the reqwrements could potentially conflict with those oflnclusionary Zorung 
particularly With regards to the control penod or the period of time that units must be kept affordable 

The control penod of financial substdies IS often tied to the outstandmg tax-exempt debt financmg the 
project recetved m the case ofbonds or a time hmlt such as 15 years With regards to Low-Income 
Housmg Tax Credits. The suggested control penod for Inclustonary Zonmg of 15 or 20 years for 
homeownership units and 50 years for rental would exceed the typtcal control penod for projects 
receiVIng financtal subsidies. 

An easy solution to any concern the affordable developers could have would be to include an exemption 
for affordable projects recetvmg District substdies unless they choose to access the bonus density. Any 
proJect that provides evidence of dedicated affordable umts financed through subSidies from the Dtstrict 
of Columbta that are documented by covenants and exceed the IZ requirements with regards to number 
and target households would be exempt from IZ unless, as stated, they decided to access the bonus 
density provided via IZ In those sttuatlons where the deSign of the project uses the bonus density 

2 Note A revtsed R-5-E analysts has been provtded Prevtously a base 5.0 FAR was used, but housmg m R-5-E JS pemutted 
a base of 6 0 FAR To aclneve a bonus density m R-5-E lot occupancy would have to be adjusted from 75% to 80% or 900/o 
dependmg on floor to floor height assumptions 
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available through IZ then the developer would have to provide documentation that the IZ affordabihty 
reqwrements are bemg met. 

CONTROL PERIOD AND HOUSEHOLD ASSET ACCUMULATION ANALYSIS 

Tlus sectiOn proVIdes relevant data and discusses the pohcy behmd the control penod and asset 
appreCiation of the affordable homeownerslup umts created by Inclusionary Zonmg. It provides 
Information on the average length of ownership, rates of appreciation, and homeownerslup for asset 
development 

Homeownership 

The Office ofPlannmg 1s concerned about the effect on target homeowner of a 20 year control period on 
the asset appreciation of a IZ unit. OP beheves a 15 year control penod 1s more appropriate based on 
the typtcallength of trme a home can effectively serve a household before It may grow out of It This 
section discusses why OP believes a 15 year penod both protects the public's mvestment man IZ umt 
by keepmg 1t affordable and permtts the purchaser the nghts and benefits ofhomeownerslup. 

The essential question over the length of the control penod on an affordable owner occupied umt IS the 
balance between mamtammg the unit as affordable (or the cost of makmg another unit affordable) and 
proVIdmg a homeowner the nghts and benefits of purchasmg home. On one-side Is the public mterest of 
protecting the affordable mvestment from arbitrage or an unreasonable windfall On the other side Is 
proVIding a lower-mcome household With the smgle largest opportunity to save for their future. 

Accordmg to research, homeowners stay m one residence for a median of 8.2 ye~ In other words 
half of all homeowners stay m one home for less the 8 2 years, wlule half stay longer. There are many 
reasons why homeowners may move or otherwtse rely on the asset accumulation from a house including 
changes m employment ( etther loss or new employment), change in family siZe, children attending 
college, retirement and other hfe changes. Equity can be cashed out, such as usmg capital gam from a 
sale to purchase a new home or borrowed for a child's college tmtlon. In these situatJ.ons a home can 
enable a household to naVIgate these transitions successfully 

Equity from a home grows in two ways first from the appreciation of the asset and second from the pay 
down of the debt owed on the property. 

In order to provtde a framework, the Office ofPlannmg researched relevant indexes to demonstrate how 
restricting a umt's value can be measured. Figure 1 below demonstrates the appreCiation of a market 
rate unit and the Campmgn's proposal The graph IS based on data from FreddieMac's Housmg Pnce 
Index that tracks the pnce appreciation ofhousmg for Washmgton DC, the Metro Area, and the Nation 
as a whole Over the past 15 years from 1990 to 2005, housmg m Washmgton DC has appreciated an 

3 Rohe, Wilham, VanZandt, Shannon. McCarthy, George, The Soczal Benefits and Costs ofHomeownershzp A Cntzcal 
Assessment of the Research , Joint Center for Housmg Studles, Harvard Umvem.ty, October 2001 
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average of 6.8% per year Over the same penod, the Consumer Pnce Index (CPI) has averaged 2.5% 
per year and incomes based on the National Average Wage Index (NA WI) have grown at an average of 
approximately 3 8% per year4• Therefore, due to the reg:tonal supply's mabihty to :Qleet demand, 
average housmg pnces have grown at a rate almost twice that ofpurchasmg power. 

Figure 1. Housmg Appreciation Graph 

Comparison of CMIZ Appreciation Rates 

• $3,000,000 , 
/ . 
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In Figure 1, the Market Value hne IS the appreciation of a market umt sold today over the next 30 Years 
CPI Value is the appreciation of an affordable unit at the Consumer Price Index. HPI Value is the 
appreciation of an affordable unit growmg at the Housmg Pnce Index published for DC by FreddieMac. 
Purchasmg Power is the potential housmg appreciation based on the mcome growth of target households 
over the time penod Fmally, CMIZ Proposal Is the value of an affordable umt caphlred by a targeted 
household based on the Campa.tgn's 20 year control period 5 

The CMIZ proposal follows the CPI for 20 years and then permtts the owner to caphlre half of the 
difference between the CPI and the market value of the unit. This is more value than the owner would 
capture If their umt appreciated normally shown by the HPI Value, but much less than the potential true 
market value of the umt 

What IS necessary to consider from Figure I, is the fact that purchasmg power usmg growth m the target 
mcomes tend to grown faster than the CPl. This means that each year a umt restricted in year zero 
becomes relatively less expensive to purchase for the next target household than the first purchaser. 

4 This IS the index the Social Secunty Admnnstrabon uses to detemnne Soctal Secunty benefits Thts also matches the 
average annual mcrease m the Washmgton Metropohtan AMI gomg back to 1990 
5 No assumptions were made regardmg unprovements to the umt 
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This means a unit is $67,000 less expensive to a purchaser m year 15 than when 1t was first sold. 
Agreement was reached m conversations With the Campatgn that resale wtthm the control penod should 
be based on the purchasmg power of target households and not on the CPI, unless the CPI plus 
Improvements exceeds purchasmg power. In those situations the owner should be able to try to 
recapture their mvestment 

There IS still some disagreement over the length of the control penod. It IS Important to remember that 
both proposals are reserved for first time purchasers and not for purchasmg the next home. In other 
words a household that buys a 1-bedroom IZ unit, but then grows out of that urut, could not buy another, 
larger affordable IZ urut They would have to rely on the appreciation of their current IZ umt to afford a 
larger market rate unit Ftgure 2 below helps Illustrate this problem. It charts the growth m equity of an 
IZ urut withm the control penod and compares It the market rate purchase pnce of a larger umt. After 
year 15 the eqmty developed m the IZ umt IS only $182,000 or roughly 11% of the $1,597,000 pnce tag 
of what would be a larger umt. Iftherr growth m mcome kept pace at 3 8% per year then m year fifteen 
they could afford roughly a $310,000 mortgage for a total purchasmg power of$492,000 This IS still 
far short of the $1.6 rmllion market rate price tag for a slightly larger umt m the same location. At that 
point the target household would have to find housmg m a less expensive location. 

Figure 2. Equity Growth in a CMIZ Unit 

Comparison of CMIZ Equity Growth 
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Based on this OP beheves endmg the control penod after 15 years to be more reasonable. First, 15 years 
ts almost twtce the median length oftyptcal ownership. Second, It IS highly bkely that wtthin that time 
period a family would grow beyond their current confines Third, when combmed With a new 15 year 
clock If the umt IS sold wtth the control penod, OP believes this 1s adequate protection of the public goal 
of mamtatmng a stock of affordable umts 
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ANC SINGLE MEMBER DISTRICTS AND CENSUS TRACTS 

In Office ofPlanmng's public heanng report, OP chose US Census Tracts as an appropriate 
geographicallinut to alternative off-sight proVISIOn ofthe affordable IZ umts. In chooSing census tracts, 
OP was balancmg several factors, but mamly choosmg a boundary that was small enough to mamtam 
IZ's central goal of creating diverse neighborhoods, but large enough to reasonably have available land 
to accept off-stte umts. This was parttcularly true for the off-site proVIston that would be 
admimstratively granted OP concluded that census tract were of the appropriate size to achieve both 
goals. 

The Zomng CollUJllSSIOn expressed concern that census tracts were m some cases too large to maintain 
the goal of diverse neighborhoods and asked OP to provide a comparison to Advisory Neighborhood 
Commission Single Member Distncts (SMD). Ftgure 3 at the end of this report maps the boundaries of 
both census tracts and SMDs. 

Both geographic boundanes are related to population and therefore density of a neighborhood. In other 
words, as density increases and more people live in an area, the smaller the tract or SMD becomes. 
census tracts are about 50% larger m SlZe than SMDs. The map in Figure 3 shows that in general SMDs 
are smaller than census tracts wtthm the same general neighborhood Examples of census tracts :tn 
Adam's Morgan and Brookland were used mOP's public hearing report. SMDs m both neighborhoods 
are smaller than therr respective census tracts. 

The only other notable difference m the two boundaries IS SMDs tend to be more oddly shaped, 
sometimes bemg "L" shaped, long and skinny or other Irregular shape. Census tracts on the other hand 
tend to be more compact with only few or very small exterior angles that create odd shapes. 

OP concludes that census tracts contmue to offer a better balance than SMDs, but recogmzes that SMbs 
are a standard used elsewhere m the Zonmg Regulations. 
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Table 2. Breakdown of PUD Affordable Housing and Other Public Amenities 

Baoo 
Case No Project Name Land Area Baoo Zone Baoo FAR Base SF Hgt 
02-17 ChasePolnt 43,840 R·S.B 1.8 78,912 

~ 04-06 5401 W estern Ave, NW 15,000 R-2 
Sub-Totals 58,840 

03-04 Meridian Hill Condos 42,750 R·S.B 1.8 76,950 50 
1451 Belmont St. NW 

03-26 14th & VS~ NW 42,850 Atts/C-3-A 4.0 171,400 ey 2101 -2125 14th St, NW 34 ,488 R-5-B 1.8 62,078 
Sub-Totals 77,338 233,478 

03-27 4600 Brandywine 12,661 C.2·A 2.5 31 ,653 50 
4600-14 Wisconsin, NW 

03-30 Square 643 16,644 R-4 1.8 29,959 40 
7341st, sw 

04·11 Rocky Gorge' 57,596 FT/C·M-1 3.0 172,788 
400 Emerson S t, NE 122,767 FT/M 6.0 736,602 

75,610 R-2 40 
Sub-Totals 2!!!!,973 909,390 

04·13 1200 R Street 23,251 R-4 1.8 41 ,652 40 
1200RSt,NW 

04· 22 Cltildren's Museum 55,409 C-3-A 4.0 221,638 65 
800 3rd St. NE 50,347 C.3-B 5.0 251,735 70 

Sub-Totals 104,756 473.371 

04-24 Rhode Island Ave Metro' M 6.0 

04·36 Dorchester Expansion 33,616 R-5-8 1.8 60,509 50 
Public Hearing Not Yet Held 124,468 R·S.D 3.5 435,638~ 

Sub-Totals 158.084 496,147 

Totals 494,324 1,462,322 

• Not added to totals 

It of 
Baoo PUD 
Units PUO'Zone FAR PUDSF 

78 ; -c 4.0 173,000 
5 

83 

L6 R·5·B 2.7 115,260 

171 Atls/C-3-A 4.7 202,681 
62 R-5-B 3.2 108,637 

233 4.0 311 ,318 

31 C.2·A 3.0 37,983 

18 R-5-C 2.7 45,322 

NA 1.2 
NA 

25 R-4 

26 R·S.B 2.7 62,996 

221 
251 

472 C.3-C 5.7 599,134 

NA C.2-B 

59 R·S.D 3.0 100,848 
394 R·S.O 3.5 435,638 
453 3.8 536,486 

1,392 1,681,499 

%sf #ofPUD N of AUsf %of AUs % of AUs% 
change PUOHgt UnHs AU sf A Us Bonus Bonus oiTotal Project Comments: IZsf 1Z Units 

119% 79 125 4 ,704 5 5% 12% 4% Other public amenities Include 94,694 12 
3,000sf day-care cantor, 24,700 sf 
of ooen qroon soaoo 

50% 55 103 3456 4 9% 15% 4% Urban design, First Source, 92,340 11 
Donations and open 
soaee/streetscaoo Jandscaolno 

90 202 Urban design, Historic adaptive 17 

60 108 reuse of a warehouse. flex-car, 9 
33% 310 8.438 10 11'!4. 13'!4. 3% donations and green buildino 280,174 26 

20% 65 42 843 1 18% 9% 2% 37,983 3 

51 % 70 21 700 1 5% 40% 5% Historic preservation of church 35,951 3 
rented to non-profit 

142 2 1% 

4 

51% 50.5 63 5,293 5 25% 13% 8% Green RooiTechnoiOgy, Public 50,222 4 
use of Community Room 

Other public amenHies include 22 
historic preservation of Children's 25 

27% 110 599 19852 19 16'!4. 15% 3% Museum 568,045 47 

271 54 20% 20% Affordable unHs ere resun of RFP 
process with WMATA and bond 
financing 

67% 90 145 47632.5 44 30% 8% No orther signifiCant public 72,611 9 
0% 394 amenHies or benefits profored. 
8% 539 Project on hold due to Height Act 595,376 68 

review 
29% 1,802 90,919 89 22% 22% 5% 1,754,786 174 



'lot Building Number Average Floor 
:I ProJect Address Land Area, GSF FAR Occuoancv Height of Floors to Floor He1ght Comments 

'nO 5th St :NW 
Building connected to property on H St permitting 11 0' 1n 

23843 224 340 9~4 75% 110 12 92 height 

~ 1150KSt NW 130 14 9.3 'I 
I 

' Massing restncted by historic preservation issues and 
300 Massachusetts Ave NW ' 39532 350.690 89 77% 130 14 9.3 1 1 setback at ~ 1 0' 

' ' 
301 Massachusetts Ave NW : 8667 81 621 9.4 80% 130 12 10:8 Mass1na restncted by 1 1 setback at 11 0' 
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:: MaSSing restricted by h1storic:preservat1no and 1 1' 
400 Massachusetts Ave NW , , 27150 329 244 12.1 97o/ct 130 13 10:0 setback at 11 0' 

~ 0 
ftl f' -Q w , w 

a 
450 Massachusetts Ave NW 44647 462 550 104 74o/o 130 14 9.3 MaSSing restricted by 1·1 setback at 11 01 a a 

l:.ot Occupancy split With adjacent hotel, Massing 
555 Massachusetts Ave NW 34362 307 948 9.0 51% 130 14 9.3 restricted by 1'1 setback~ at 11 0' 

GSF & FAR calculated by Lof Occupancy,and Floors due 
to error In permit. Massing restncted by 1 1 setback at 

1210 Massachusetts Ave, NW 14,447 152&90' 106 81% 130 13 10.0 110' 
--



Zoning Constraints Base Envelope 
Base Zoning Lot Zoning SF Foot 
Zone FAR Occupancy Height Print GSF 

R-5-A(2) 0.90 40% 40 17,424 39,204 3.0 
R-5-B 1.80 60% 50 26,136 78,408 3.0 
R-5-C 3.00 75% 60 32,670 130,680 4.0 
R-5-D 3.50 75% 90 32,670 152,460 5.0 
R-5-E 6.00 75"/o 90 32,670 261,360 8.0 

·.- ... ::.:~ ·' "· .- • :~:',f..; 

CR 6.00 75% 90 32,670 261,360 8.0 
·. ,• .... ·: ... 

.• .. ;;-.·-~ ... ,~~·;:)_ ,:;:~;;.- ;~C:" ~ 

C-1 1.00 60% 40 26,136 43,560 2.0 
C-2-A 2.50 60% 50 26,136 108,900 5.0 
C-2-B 3.50 80% 65 34,848 152,460 5.0 
C-2-C 6.00 80% 90 34,848 261,360 8.0 
C-3-A 4.00 100% 65 43,560 174,240 4.0 
C-3-B 5.00 100% 70 43,560 217,800 5.0 
C-3-C 6.50 100% 90 43 560 283140 7.0 

W-1 2.50 80% 40 34,848 108,900 4 .0 
W-2 4.00 75% 60 32,670 174,240 6.0 
W-3 6.00 75% 90 32,670 261,360 8.0 

. -_ . • .. ~. :~ <: . ...... - ~ 

SP-1 4.00 80% 65 34,848 174,240 5.0 
SP-2 6.00 80% 90 34,848 261 ,360 8.0 

;· - '-"'. ·_ ··C~ c.::: -'-· . -;._ ._,, ,· C';;; 

Sample Property 43,560 1 Acre 
Floor to Floor Height 10 
(1) Limited by Lot Occupancy & Height (Assumes 10' I Floor) 
(2) Limited to 3 Stories 

I MAX Possible Oensity(1) IZ Adjustments & Bonus 
Max #of Lot FAR with 

Floors Max GSF FAR %Change Occupancy Height BonusiZ %Change 
3.0 52,272 1.20 33% NA NA 1.08 20% 
5.0 130,680 3.00 67% NA NA 2.16 20% 
6.0 196,020 4.50 50% NA NA 3.60 20% 
9.0 294,030 6.75 93% NA NA 4.20 20% 
9.0 294,030 6.75 13"/o 80% 90 7.20 20% 

.:-;-:.:- . ;: -:x··~ ,:tf.;J : "''~"\".'~.:~. ~· c::-·s~· : 'ft.':, ...... ~~~il:-}'b!: • !,jt,!~-~.0).':':':' 
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1-C oN(") 
N ......, ~\0 0 
t::l >-'N§ ~ -""o = "' 0 -· ~ oen 

Vl g?, 
9.0 294,030 6.75 13% 80% 90 7.20 20"/o 

:';'~t,j·.o· :..• ·~· ....... i .·;.'(:•;_1·~·- :· ::;:.;,,,_,., .• '":.;.; ~- ,-:;; .- .• ,._:,..\ ,,~;;,:.,;,•·~-_,.,_,._....,,.,.~._. ""'""'"''A~ . .,.·"'-'·'; 
4.0 104,544 2.40 140% NA NA 1.20 20% 
5.0 130,680 3.00 20% NA NA 3.00 20% 
6.0 209,088 4.80 37% NA NA 4.20 20% 
9.0 313,632 7.20 20% NA NA 7.20 20% 
6.0 261 ,360 6.00 50% NA NA 4.80 20% 
7.0 304,920 7.00 40% NA NA 6.00 20% 
9.0 392,040 9.00 38% NA NA 7.80 20% 
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4.0 139,392 3.20 28% NA NA 3.00 20% 

..... 
'< 

6.0 196,020 4.50 13"/o 80% 60 4.80 20% 
9.0 294,030 6.75 13% 80% 90 7.20 20% 

.-. .... 
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.....;; 
r;.,_; " :~ . . ... -£~'-'1!. ,, ·d·,·.-~· . ; ... . . · ._ .... • .. · .' .. ;: .... ... 

6.0 209,088 4.80 20% NA NA 4.80 20% 
> 
"' "' 9.0 313,632 7.20 20% NA NA 7.20 20% 
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Zoning Constraints Base Envelope 
Min#of 

Zoning Lot Zoning SF Foot Floors to 
Base Zone FAR Occupancy Height Print GSF Achieve FAR 

R-5-A(2) 0.90 40% 40 17,424 39,204 3.0 
R-5-B 1.80 60% 50 26,136 78,408 3.0 
R-5-C 3.00 75% 60 32,670 130,680 4.0 
R-5-D 3.50 75% 90 32,670 152,460 5.0 
R-5-E 6.00 75% 90 32 670 261,360 8.0 

; ~-.~,;:,.:;,.- ~'\--.~~-:·-·. '-" 
CR 6.00 75% 90 32 670 261,360 8.0 

~: ; >' .• : .• ., ... :-... ·,· ~;"J',iV!f..·: .,_,.._..,<'!•-· ·'.'';'''" ..... ·~-; ~r..>Q! 
C-1 1.00 60% 40 26,136 43,560 2.0 
C-2-A 2.SO 60% so 26,136 108,900 s.o 
C-2-B 3.SO 80% 6S 34,848 1S2,460 s.o 
C-2-C 6.00 80% 90 34,848 261,360 8.0 
C-3-A 4.00 100% 65 43,560 174,240 4.0 

C-3-B 5.00 100% 70 43,560 217,800 5.0 
C-3-C 6.50 100% 90 43,560 283,140 7.0 

.-· ,.,._-;.;, :- .. :.-:· .r-···t.-~·,, .. )·>;:-

W-1 2.50 80% 40 34,848 108,900 4.0 
W-2 4.00 7S% 60 32,670 174,240 6.0 
W-3 6.00 75% 90 32,670 261 360 8.0 

SP-1 4.00 80% 6S 34,848 174,240 s.o 
SP-2 6.00 80% 90 34,848 261,360 8.0 

·.," .·: .• ":· . .,. .. ;_ 

Sample Property 43,560 I Acre 
Floor to Floor Height II 
(I) Limited by Lot Occupancy & Height (Assumes II' I Floor) 
(2) Limited to 3 Stories 

MAX Possible Density(!) IZ Adjustments & Bonus 

Max # of Lot FAR with 
Floors Max GSF FAR %Change Occupancy Height Bonus IZ %Change 

3.0 52,272 1.20 33% NA NA 1.08 20% 
4.0 104,544 2.40 33% NA NA 2.16 20% 
5.0 163,350 3.75 25% NA NA 3.60 20% 
8.0 261,360 6.00 71% NA NA 4.20 20% 
8.0 261,360 6.00 0% 90°/o 90 7.20 20% 

. -'.'.1>7<' 

8.0 261,360 6.00 0% 80o/o 100 7.20 20% 
~ -~~W:.t•r r:.o· .. ~-~-: .- ~ --~~~..,:;;: .~;-;, ··-~·-,-~-- ·.<,•<; ,.,·~- . '. ·-~ •• 

3.0 78,408 1.80 80% NA NA 1.20 20% 
4.0 104,544 2.40 -4% 80% 60 3.20 28% 
s.o 174,240 4.00 14% 80% 70 4.80 37% 
8.0 278,784 6.40 7% 90% 90 7.20 20% 
5.0 217,800 5.00 25% NA NA 4.80 20% 
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6.0 261,360 6.00 20% NA NA 6.00 20% 
8.0 348 480 8.00 23% NA NA 7.80 20% 

. ...... •:·'~:1\>:4~::,>-7 ::~ .... ,.,-~.:·• .;:·:• • .::.., ... ··<?_.,.. ·~- ;;:;--.,::."*-'•"-::::• ..... _-;:\'" ' ·•.~:~·: 

3.0 104,S44 2.40 -4% 80% so 3.20 28% 
s.o 163,3SO 3.7S -6% 7S% 80 S.2S 31% 
8.0 261,360 6.00 0% 80% 100 7.20 20% 
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~ -'< -s.o 174,240 4.00 0% 80% 70 4.80 20% .... .... 
8.0 278 784 6.40 7% 90% 90 7.20 20% -. . .. , ; ,, ·:.;; . . '· > 
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Size Comparison of Single Member Districts and Census Tracts 
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