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Ms. Carol Mitten. Charr 
Zomng Comrmss1on 
441 Fourth Street, N W. 
Washington, D C 20001 

Madam Charr. 

Re· Z. C. Case 04-33-
Mandatory lnclus10nary Zorung Text Amendment 

On behalf of The Cormruttee of 100 on the Federal Ctty, I am hereWith 
subrmttmg our comments on the proposed text amendment m connecb.on 
Wlth mandatory mclus1onary zonmg. 

As you will see, we mclude the comments that were prepared m connecbon 
Wlth the Office of Planntng's draft Housmg element of the ComprehenSive 
Plan, Stnce we beheve (as we srud last summer) they are mtertwmed. We 
don't beheve IZ can be considered outside the proposed pohcy changes 
enVIsiOned m the Housmg draft 

We also WISh to acknowledge the excellent mdtVIdual subrmss10n from 
Manlyn Stmon. a member of our Zorung Subcormruttee and a skilled 
econormst. Her work has enhanced our work, and we wish to assoaate 
ourselves With the analyses she has subrmtted. 

It IS our very real hope that the proposed text amendment Will be held m 
abeyance unhl such matters as the fundamental deft~bons of need can be 
resolved. 

As always, we are prepared to respond to any questions or concerns the 
Cormrussmn memb have. 
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Attachment A 

Zillt. .~ P,~ 2 I _ P:1 J IJj . . . 
Arud. ls Specific ProVISions 

Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan 

• The goal of increasmg the population by 100,000 seems to be the underlymg basis for many of 
the pohcres m tlus Element. See for example, page 6, secb.on 1.0. See also, the box on page 
4. Tius box presents the recommendabons of the Comprehensive Housing Strategy Task 
Force based on the goal of mcreasmg the populab.on by 100,000. It lughhghts the 
recommendabon for the production of 55,000 new housmg uruts, mcludmg 19,000 
affordable uruts. 

The recommendabon for the producb.on of 55,000 new housmg uruts and the 
associated recommendations on affordable uruts IS based only on the assumption of 
a goal of mcreasmg the populabon of the Distnct by 100,000 residents. The 
recommendabons for housmg uruts and affordable housmg uruts are backed out from 
that assumphon. 

• Policy H-1.1.2: Production Incentives: Provtde suttable regulatory, tax, and finanang 
mcenbves to meet housmg producbon goals These mcenbves should conbnue to mclude 
zorung regulahons wluch permtt greater butldmg area for commercral and rmxed use projects 
that mclude housmg thari for projects that do not. 

There IS no Jusbftcahon presented for mcreasmg these types of subs1dtes. Current 
zorung has already mcorporated an mcenb.ve for mcludmg a residenbal component 
m commercral zones zorung regulabons wluch permtt greater bwldmg areas for 
commercral and rmxed use proJects that mclude housing For example, m a C-2-B 
zone, the maxunum FAR for a development wtth no restdenhal component IS 1.5, but 
If a residenbal component IS mcluded, the maxtmum FAR IS 3.5, with no more than 
1.5 allowed for non-restdenhal uses That ts a substanhal mcentive for producmg 
housmg. 

As stated above, current zoning regulahons already proVIde a substanbal mcrease m 
density when restdenhal uses are mcluded m commercral zones. Any 
reconu,ne:ndabon to mcrease density further would reqwre a complete analysts of 
each of the neighborhoods m whtch that mcreased density would be avrulable to 
de~ whether there would be a negabve Impact on adJmnmg districts and 
whether development wluch mcludes that add1b.onal density would be appropnate 
for the ~~ale and functlon of the adjommg districts. 

Sumlarly: ACTION H-t.l.C: RESIDENTIAL INCENTIVES IN COMMERCIAL 
ZONES Dunng the maJOr reVJ.ston of the zorung regulabons that will follow 
Co:tnp~nstve Plan adopbon, reexarmne the density bonuses that are currently 
provided for residenbal uses on commercrally zoned land Determtne If there are 
opporturubes to further mcenhVIZe restdenbal construcb.on wtthm commercial and 
rmxed use zones. New 

• Page 10, acknowledges that the Distnct has a disproportionate share of the regton's poorest 
residents, but doesn't consider tlus Important fact m detemunmg whether the District 
shR"ld be mcreasmg the amount of subsidized housmg that It recommends provtdmg. 

• The discussion of affordabihty focuses on mdiVIduals, not two-earner households, and uses 
examples wtth salaries that are far below the mcome levels assocrated with the most of the 
recommendahons for provtdmg "affordable" housmg. For example, on page 10, the draft 
states that the average annual wage m the servtce sector IS $36,000, wluch they clatm IS 
barely enough to rent a one-bedroom apartment. However, many of the programs that are 



chscussed in the draft are aimed at providing subsHhzed housmg for households that earn 
up to 80% of the area mechan income, t.e., subsidizmg households with mcomes up to 
$71,400. Target households for those programs would have incomes wluch ~re 
approximately twtce the cited $36,000 mcome and far m excess of the income of the median 
Dtstnct household 

• Policy H-1.2.1: Affordable Housing Production as a Civic Priority: Establish the production 
of housing for low and moderate mcome households as a major ciVIc prionty, to be 
supported through pubhc programs that stimulate affordable housmg production and 
rehablhtabon throughout the oty. 

The text descnbes low mcome households as those With mcomes up to 80% of AMI, 
1 e , mcome up to approxtmately $71,400 for a famtly of four, and somewhat less for 
a smaller famtly A moderate income household IS defined as one With an mcome up 
to 120% of AMI, or up to $107,160 for a famtly of four. [See note, below.] The 
median mcome for the District ts $55,750. There has been nothmg presented here to 
demonstrate that households m the "low mcome" and "moderate mcome" ranges 
cannot find affordable housmg, even affordable extshng market-rate housmg, m the 
Dlstnct. In addibon, there is no evtdence provided to JUsbfy setbng a pnonty for 
the proVtSton of subStd.tzed housmg to households m these mcome ranges. 

Note: See box on page 2, paragraph 3, definmg the mcome levels. 'The terms 
"extremely low", "very low'', "low", and "moderate" income correspond to 30%, 
50%, 80%, and 120% of that amount, respectively." However, m the box on page 
12, the targets for the dtstnbubon of affordable uruts by mcome group lists: 30% of 
uruts for households with mcomes up to 80% of AMI, i e., mcome up to $71,400, 
30% With mcomes up to 60% of AMI, t.e., incomes up to $%53,550, and 40% with 
mcomes up to 30% of AMI. 

• Stmtlarly, Policy H-1.2.2: Production Targets sets a goal that one-tlurd of the new housing 
[based on the chart and the text m the followmg sentence, it seems to be new affordable 
umts, but the text ts contradictory m one part descnbmg a percentage of new housmg 
production and m another part refemng to a percentage of affordable units 1 in the District 
should be affordable to persons earrung 80 percent or less of AMI. 

It 1s dear that persons eanung 80 percent of AMI can afford avrulable market-rate 
housmg m every ward m the Distrtct. At 30% of thetr income, these households can 
afford up to $1,785 a month. As an example, a two-bedroom duplex condomrmum 
With washer and dryer and balcony at Wtsconsm Avenue and Gamson Street, 
withm walk.i.ng distance of the Fnendsrup He1ghts Metro, IS currently listed for 
$1,550 a month. Usmg the 30% of mcome gwdelme, this urut would be affordable to 
a household wtth an annual mcome of $62,000. 

• Page 3: Data IS presented showmg an mcrease in the median sales pnces m condomiruums, 
but It is not clear what condUSlon 1s bemg drawn from this companson: "Condomrmums 
and cooperabves, once considered ustarter" homes for first bme buyers, have mcreased 
equally, from a median sales price of $138,000 m 2000 to $377,950 in 2005." 

The change in median sales pnce m any category does not provtde reasonable 
evtdence on affordabthty, smce 1t doesn't mdtcate whether the mcrease in the median 
sales pnce ts related to an mcrease m sales of uruts above the median or a reducbon 
m the avatlable uruts that are affordable to each group of potenbal purchases. 
Certamly it has been noted that new condonuruums mduded m thts data mdude not 
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only "starter homes," but there has been an increase m the producbon of luxury 
condonumums, wluch make the data on the median sales pnce of condominiums 
parbcularly nusleadmg, If It IS intended to capture changes m the ava.llabJ.hty of 
slader homes. As presented, the data lS sunply mcomplete or misleading. 

• OP then ates a decline m the percentage of housmg which a farmly supported by a school 
teacher could afford. 

Agam, It ts unclear as to what conclusiOn one rmght draw from this mformation 
about the avaliabthty of housmg Does this mean that there IS an mcrease m the 
share of producbon of luxury housmg, or that there IS a decrease m the availability 
of new and eXIsting housmg for families With this income. 

• In general, the analysis seems to place an emphasts on the affordablhty of new housing, does 
not seem to consider the affordabthty of existmg market-rate housmg. In addition, the 
analysis does not seem to consider the production of new market-rate housmg wluch is 
affordable to the target households. 

• Policy H-1.15: Housing Quality: Reqwre high arclutectural and construction standards m the 
design of both assiSted and market-rate housmg. Regardless of 1ts affordability level, new or 
renovated housmg should utilize lugh-grade construction matenals, proVIde open space and 
recreational amerubes, and respect the design mtegnty of adJacent properties and the 
surrounding naghborhood. 

This proVlSlon needs rethmkmg or scraprmg. A reqwrement that high-grade 
construcbon matenals be used regardless o affordabihty level Is counterproductive 
1f there IS a goal of proVIdmg affordable housmg, particularly market-rate housmg 
which would be affordable to the target households. Instead, this section should 
srmply state that at least standard-grade construction matenals should be used, or 
that all construction should meet the bwldmg code reqwrements regardless of its 
affordabihty level. The conditions that open space and recreational ameruties 
should be proVIded as well as the policy that, regardless of affordabutty level, the 
development should respect the design mtegnty of adJacent properties and the 
surrounding naghborhood should be mamtamed. 

• Policy H-1.2.5: Workforce Housing In addition to programs targetmg persons of low, very 
low, and extremely low mcomes, develop and rmplement programs that meet the housmg 
needs of teachers, fire fighters, pohce officers, nurses, city workers, and others m the public 
service professiOns With wages insuffi.oent to afford market-rate housing m the Clty. 

The text does not descnbe the income hrmts that are assooated With workforce 
housmg. However, giVen the language "m addition to programs targeting per:sons of 
low, very low and extremely low mcomes," It appears as though workforce housing 
might be defined as targeting persons with moderate mcomes, i.e., up to 120% of the 
median mcome for the region. or $107,160. This means that the recommendation is 
to proVIde subSidized housmg to households whose mcome 1s nearly double the 
median mcome for the D1stnct, and who could afford to pay $2,677 a month m rent. 
There Is no evtdence presented demonstratmg that there IS a scarClty of affordable 
units for households earmng 80-120% of AMI, who, at 30% of their income can 
afford pay $1,800 to $2,677 a month m rent In fact, a substantial number of 
eXISting apartments are avmlable m this pnce range. 

• Policy H-1.2.7: Density Bonuses for Affordable Housing ProVIde zoning mcentives, as 
appropnate, to developers proposmg to build low- and moderate-mcome housing. These 
mcentives should mdude allowances for additional density Withm nuxed use proJects, 
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parbcularly near appropnate Metrorail stahons. Affordable housmg shall be constdered a 
pubhc benefit for the purposes of granhng density bonuses when new development lS 

proposed. Replaces 302 2(d) 

There IS no recogrutlon m tins policy that there is a basis for current zorung hrmts, 
particularly at Metrorart stabons. In many Instances, the zorung near Metrorrul 
stations allows for a sigruficant amount of development. and a higher denstty than 
the adjommg neghborhoods. 

It Is necessary to recogruze that It IS mappropnate to recommend bonus densities 
wtthout taking mto account the Impact of those bonus densities on adjoining 
ne1ghborhoods. In many Instances, m detenrunmg the current zonmg limits, those 
1mpacts were already factored in Further mcreases are mappropnate. 

We also note that this pohcy replaces a section which dtscusses encouragmg 
residential development in certam areas, but does not provide for bonus densities 

• Action H.1.2-A Incluswnary Zoning Adopt an Inclusionary Zonmg requirement which would 
reqwre the InclUSion of affordable uruts m all new res1dential developments of 10 units or 
greater Apply this reqmrement as fairly and uruformly as possible, proVIding exceptions as 
necessary for sites where density bonuses cannot feasibly be proVIded or would confhct 
wtth the Comprehensive Plan. New 

Tius recommendation IS overly broad and fails to adequately consider the rmpact of 
bonus densities on the adJommg neighborhoods. 

• Action H.1.2-E Media Campaign Undertake a multi-year, rmxed-media pubhc servtce 
announcement campaign focused on housing affordabthty challenges, wtth the objecbve of 
buildmg awareness of the soaal and economic advantages of a progressive and inclusive 
housmg plan for the District New 

Thts proVIsion should be dorpped. Given that OP has failed to present evidence to 
demonstrate that there are affordabthty challenges for the households withm the 
targeted mcome groups, It IS mappropriate to undertake a media campaign. 

The Comprehensive Plan should not be used to JUStify launclung a media campaign 
to disseminate questionable mformation and to promote pohaes for which OP has 
not proVIded a fact-based JUSbficahon. 

• Policy H-1.3.5: Student Housing: Reqwre the proVISion of adequate housmg for students by 
the aty's univerSities and colleges. Replaces 1402.4(J) 

The section that thts replaces also calls for requmng that the umverSibes and colleges 
promote the use of umverstty housmg by thetr student populations. That provtslon 
should be retamed. 

• Policy H-1.3.6: Single Room Occupancy Units. Allow the development of smgle room 
occupancy (SRO) housmg m appropnate zonmg districts. New 

Thts pohcy proVIdes no guidance as to the defirubon of the appropnate zoning 
districts. This Information is necessary so that the abzens can evaluate the 
appropriateness of thts pohcy. Without It, the proVIsion could be applied 
mdiscrurunately. 

• Action H-1.4.E: Tax Abatement Consider geographically targeted tax abatements to 
encourage housmg development m areas where housmg must compete wtth office space for 
land, sirmlar to the Downtown Tax Abatement Program. New 
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This recommendation reqwres further analySts to determme whether reStdential uses 
would be more profitable than office use, and whether the cost of a tax abatement ts 
JUShfied, t.e., whether the Dtstnct would benefit from encouragmg restdential use in a 
particular d1stnct. 

• Policy H-LS.l: Land and Building Regulations: Ensure that the Dtstnct's land regulations, 
including its housmg and bmldmg codes, tts zomng code, tts construction standards, and Its 
permitting fees, enable the production of housmg for all mcome groups. Avoid regulab.ons 
wruch make It prorubttively expensive or dtfucult to construct affordable housing. New 

Thls confhcts directly WIth Po hey H-1.1.5, wluch states that lugh grade construcbon 
matenals should be used for all affordabthty levels. SubJect to safety concerns, 1t lS 

appropnate that construction standards should be set so as not to make it difficult 
to construct affordable housing. Zomng regulations, however, are subject to a large 
number of other constderations, but subject to those considerations, regulations that 
make thmgs unnecessanly costly should be avotded. 

Further, tt is unclear which codes, regulations, and standards are covered by the 
general terms. Zorung and penrutting fees are currently affordabiltty bltnd and 
should be. Other programs can proVIde substdtes more effiaently. 

• Policy H-L5.6: Financial Incentives: Constder tax incentives, reduced pernutbng and 
mfrastructure fees, underwrihng land costs, and other financial measures to reduce the cost 
of affordable housmg construction. New 

No JUshfication has been proVIded for thts open-ended pohcy 

• Page 25, discussion of Housing Preservation 

The diSCUSSton begins by constdermg a fall m the number of umts with rents under 
$500 a month between 2000 and 2004. Wtthout adJushng for mflation, thts 
comparison Is Irrelevant to the discussion. 

Surularly, for the same hme penod, 1t 1s stated that the number of homes valued at 
$150,000 or less decreased. 

Based on thts Information, one can draw no conclusions about whether there has 
been an mcrease or decrease m the number of umts wtth rents of $500 or less, 
measured in year 2000-dollars, or homes valued at $150,000 or less measured in 
constant dollars. Thls type of rmsleadmg Information should not be mcluded m the 
rev1sed Comprehensive Plan. 

Trus type of careless analysts calls into question the vahdtty of all the subsequent 
statements. 

There are other proviSions m the current plan we find worthy of keepmg, either m thetr present form or 
as a combmation of surular proVIstons: 

HOUSing, 1402.4{£) Do not considser hotels or other transient uses as meebng the 
houSing obJectives. 

Housing, 1508.1(£) Control the convemon of residential housmg to nonresidential 
and tranSient use. [Could be combmed With 1104.1(r) and 300.2.] 

Housmg, 1607.3 The ... aty must ensure that commumty based reStdednhal faohties 
are well managed and mtegrated mto the ward's netghborhoods but are not overly 
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concentrated many gtven neighborhood. 

Housing, 301.2(c) Work with owners and commuruty groups to 1dcnbfy vacant 
housmg uruts su1table fore rehab1htabon and make restorabon of vacant uruts to the 
housmg stock a maJor government prionty. 
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Comments on the Draft Housitm Element 
of the Comprehensive Plan 

The Elustve 100.000 Restdents 

/ ' . '~ 

') 

?; 

When the CounCil was considenng authorizing the present process of drafting amendments to 
the Comprehensive Plan, it made clear that It was not adoptmg the goal of 100,000 new D1Stnct 
residents as a pohcy obJective. The Comm1ttee of 100 strongly advocated tins action because 
we had such deep concerns about how the figure had been amved at; such a sweepmg 
comm1tment Without careful analysts of the impact on extsbng commurubes, as well as analysiS 
of the infrastructure needs for supporbng such an mcrease, IS fraught wtth potential harm It IS 

rrresponsible 

Today we are even more certam that Council chose the nght course. Yet much of the redrafung 
of Comprehensive Plan elements IS dnven by a conbnwng comm1tment at the Office of Planrung 
to that 100,000 number- or at least such a commitment from the Comprehensive Housmg 
Strategy Task Force, whose work was largely mcorporated m tins element 

Especrally wtth regard to housmg, the consequences are potentially very damaging to eXIsting 
neighborhoods, which provide so much of the revenue on which the Distnct's budget IS 

dependent; moreover, It does so wtthout a demonstrated factual basis for estabhshmg the 
Thstnct' s current population and the need for mcreased and subsidized housing stock. 

Pnmazy Ouesbon: How many of us are there? 

The Committee challenges the demographic assumpbons and formulas reflected m the draft 
housmg element The D1stnct acknowledges disagreement wtth the Census Bureau, whose 
annual data md1cate 20,000 fewer residents than the Distnct clatms (553,523 vs. 577,500). 

Far more stgruficant ts the apparent change that took place m connection with the 2000 
decenntal Census, mvolvmg persons from other states who were full-bme undergraduate 
students at Distnct colleges and uruvers1bes The total number of such students ts 
approxtmately 70,000. It IS our understandmg that, whereas m the past these persons were 
penrutted to deade for themselves the location they Wished to declare as therr home or 
residence, m the 2000 Census they were apparently clauned categoncally as permanent Dlstnct 
reSidents. 

The Committee has repeatedly asked the Office of Plannmg to correct our understandmgs If we 
were wrong, similar mqumes have been made m connection With the Homeless No More 
analysts of poverty-dnven needs for shelter programs for Thstnct restdents. We further asked 
that, If our understandmgs were correct, OP provide the demographic analyses to show the 
chfference made by this cohort, through dtsaggregated data We have recetved netther a 
challenge to our assumpbons nor a set of dtsaggregated data. 

The consequence of thts cohort alone cannot be overstated Consider that wtthout thts 
clanficabon we cannot know how many Distnct reSidents must be planned for m credible 
numbers. If, rather than 505,000 or 575,000 residents, the D1stnct actually has 430,000 or 
505,000, an entirely different program for housmg has to be crafted. If we have been losmg 
populabon (when consistently measured from 1990 to 2000), housmg stock must be avrulable 
today m greater numbers than presumed m the housmg element, albeit at costs that hmtt access 
for many families. Further 



• Introduchon of70,000 or so persons, nearly all of whom are single and llmng m 
dormztorzes or group homes, has deep zmpacts on analyses of household szze 

• Thzs same cohort contazns almost no home owners, skewing the pattern of 
homeownershzp downward from what appears to be one of the lowest rates zn the 
nahon ( 40% ). 

• These persons nearly always report very low annual mcome, nezghborhoods 
zmmedUltely adJacent to campuses regularly reflect apparent poverty levels They skew 
reports on mcome d15panty They also dzstort the pzcture of need for subszdtZed housmg 
or shelter 

• Thzs cohort zs grouped zn a narrow band of ages, again skewzng analyses of Dzstnct 
resident age 

• These persons are rarely parents, dzstorhng pro1ectzons of the need for day-care or 
school faczlltzes 

• The formulas used by the Federal government for varwus asszstance programs are 
often per capita, the zmpact of thzs added cohort would have to be conszdered. 

• The dormztory unzts m whzch these persons are supposed to reszde are not apparently 
zncluded m ezther the mventory of residences or the analyses of demand 

• These persons are mtended to reszde m college or umverszty facllztzes, mcludzng them 
tn the general papulatton would warp the amount of pnvate or publzc sector housmg 
requzred m the Dzstnct. 

• These apparently poor persons depress mcome data used for local and regw11al 
analyses, e.g Area Medzan Income. 

• If 70,000 persons are zn fact housed zn facdztzes not reflected zn OP analyses, the 
unmet demand would need to be radzcally adJusted 

Who Needs Assistance wtt}l Affordmg Housmg? 

The Conuruttee has offered pnor tesbmony that the mcolfle twgets anbopated m these pohcy 
proposals are far too lugh and that they constitute a rmsuse ot avru.lable funds, wluch should be 
targeted toward households wtth greater needs. 

The Office of Planning proposal 1s to mclude households up to 120% of AMI, or "moderate" 
mcome. Tlus would mclude 79% of all Thstnct households (even usmg the quesboned Census 
numbers) It would mclude even 72% of the households m Ward 3. 

Moderate-mcome households of four persons would have annual mcomes of $71,600; the 
normal computation of 30% spent on rent or mortgage would allow $1790 per month for 
housmg. 
But these are blunt measurements The Distnct lacks any rehable database of housmg stock, 
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lost uruts, unproved stock, or the other mchces normally used as the basis for pubhc pohcy 
decisions The current proposals appear to seek to maxmuze the number of avrulable uruts 
either m response to the 100,000-new-restdents goal or through a rmsbehef that more IS always 
better. Such intensification would be a marked change from §§101.1 and 101.2 of the Zonmg 
Act and Regulabons. 

The Comprehensive Plan Proposals 

We must begm wtth uncomfortable truths these proposals are dependent on successful 
tmplementabon by bureaucrabc enbbes that have htstoncally been unable to dehver on service 
and admrmstrahve process The strong efforts at reform by the new Zomng Admlrustrator and 
DCRA Director, both of whom we fervently hope will be able to bnng efficrency and rehabdtty 
to a perenrually troubled department, cannot offset the wtdely understood tnadequacres they 
mhented 

OP' s proposals enVISion a lugher and more mtense level of development than even our current 
overheated development patterns generate. SpeClfxc dtfficulbes wtth the Inclus10nary Zorung 
1mplementabon follow, but these pohcy recomm.endabons would estabhsh new matter-of-nght 
densities, neither phased m nor plotted. 

Formulate pohcres such as "transit onented development'' (which IS actually Metrorrul-oriented 
development) fad to take mto account the adequacy of the rail system to handle the proJected 
new volumes. Speafic housmg pohcy recommendabons for bus lmes, or for proposed light-rrul 
systems, need to be developed and cannot be one-siZe-fits-all programs. The hurtful Impact on 
nearby estabhshed neighborhoods cannot be tgnored m cons1dermg all TOD trubabves 

PohCles for dealmg wtth rental housmg, of which the D1stnct appears to have an unusually htgh 
percentage, need detailed proposals, especrally m hght of recent discussion of changes in rent­
controL which has been a tool for keepmg rental housmg an affordable option. 

Indeed, Jt can be argued that thts element IS less a senes of pohcy proposals or strategtes than It 
IS a hst of past or potential programs MaJor components are not addressed, as the reference to 
college and uruverstty housmg mchcates. At a mtntmum, restdenbal campuses must be reqwred 
to proVIde an adequate housmg supply wtthtn their boundanes, a supply drrectly related to 
enrollfnent In addtbon, pohcres for roommg houses and CBRFs need attenbon, mcludtng the 
sp~£ifi~ protecbve CBRF proVIsions contruned m the land-use element of the present plan must 
be retrurted. 

Land-use map maccuracres make the element shll less useful unless they are corrected. The 
pubhc needs to see mapped areas where addittonal housing denstbes through bonuses or 
changed zoning may be swtable. Histone dtstrlcts, however, especrally those outside the 
downtown area, must be protected from bemg target recrpients of bonus density. As was sat~ 
m our 2005 tesbmony about Inclus10nary Zonmg 

IZ must be subszdrary to HP standards. No IZ proposals should be put forward for 
landmarks, histone distncts, or areas under study for possible hzstonc dzstnct 
deszgnahon if zt lS destred to extend some affordabdtty element, zt should be 
voluntary and mcentzve-based, not mandated 

We have appended (Attachment A) a detruled analysis of several provisiOns of the draft 
housmg element These are meant to offer specrfxc 1mphcattons of the pohcy and practice 
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recommendab.ons contamed m the new draft of the element Separate ClOO comments on the 
land-use element Will address the mconststency of some of these housmg proposals With 
eXJ.sb.ng pohcy protecb.ons. 

Fundamentally, what the Distnct needs ts not a Housmg Czar, but a Plaruung Commtssion to 
see to the unplementab.on of rational, well-thought-out pohaes and strategies for acluevmg such 
goals. Assunng that the pohcres embodied m the new Comprehenstve Plan, for housmg and for 
the other key areas of Distnct hfe, translate mto a frurer and better quahty of hfe deserves 
smgular attenb.on from the highest levels 

We share the goal of m~~king a range of housing options available to all District residents, 
across tncome levels and geographic locations, with access to quality public education and 
trustworthy child care, accessible recreation space and faciltties. But households also need 
assurance that the quality of their netghborhoods will not be undermtned, either by developers 
or by the government they fund with their tax dollars. The tnvestment that families must make 
to bring about quality schools, vital neighborhoods, and healthy local businesses cannot occur 
wtthout such assurances. 

Mandatory Inclustonary Zorung Proposal 

Affecting all constderab.on of MIZ ts the lack of geographic reference The proposal does not he 
mcluSionary zorung to specrfic areas; tt ts a "floating" zone, the tmpact of which cannot be 
assessed Without maps showmg mtended areas of tmpact It makes pubhc response very 
dtf&cult. 

The proposed threshold for mandatory mclus10nary zorung of 10 uruts IS too low and may have 
a distorting effect on fragile and established netghborhoods alike. As an example, two 
adJacent lots m Burletth currently occupied by Hansel-and-Gretel cottages would produce a lot 
that easily support 10 uruts; such mcenb.ves to demohsh housmg and neighborhoods cannot be 
lauded 

It appears the proposalts to allow double mcentlves, e g. a proJect could quahfy for both IZ and 
other bonus programs and production incentives (see Attachment A). Smce we beheve the 
generous IZ proposals already are harmful, combmmg bonus programs will really warp the 
housmg market and destabilize neighborhoods. 

It would be h,elpful to see a program of prohtbtted elements (such as double mcenb.ves) that 
would dtsqu~~fy a proJect from M1Z benefits 

We believe that the current proposal will provtde benefits to development that would happen 
anyway, especrally With the mcome thresholds presently enVIsiOned. 

We are appendmg the Commtttee's testimony from last summer's hearmgs on the proposals for 
Mandatory lnclUSionary Zonmg, Since most of the questions and concerns remrun unaddressed. 
In hght of what we beheve IS the lack of trustworthy measures of need, such a sweepmg 
mandate runs unacceptable nsks of destroymg the very commurutles people hve m the Dlstnct 
to enJoy. 

A qwck recap of our concerns mcludes the followmg: 
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• The complex and opaque proposal has great potential fur manrpulahon, great 
difficulty for enforcement, no role fur community znvolvement 

• The program should be mcentnnzed, not mandatory 

• Allowzng both PUD and IZ treatment an zndzvulual project must be clearly 
precluded 

• It lS madequately responstve to concerns about htstonc dtstncts. 

• Far from provtdmg a range of ophons, large tracts already represent htgh density 
reszdentzal/commercaal development; IZ wtll only exacerbate thts. 

• Other opttons exiSt fur provtdmg relzef fur nurses, first responders, teachers, and 
others whom the Dtstrzd has partzcular pnonhes for attrarnng 

Debt Burdens 

Any chscuss10n about new, maJOr mvestments m changmg housing markets needs to be put m 
context of avrulable Dtstnct resources over the next several years. The followtng data offer one 
measurement of such resources, they are based on what we beheve are maccurately lugh Dtstnct 
populabon figures. 

For 2005, per captta debt was 
For 2006 
For 2007 

$7,663 
$9,260 
$11,507 (proJected) 

If what we beheve are more accurate numbers were used, the burdens would be considerably 
gre~ter, wtth the 2007 figure approachmg $15,000 per captta. 

It needs to be noted that none of these figures includes the costs for the new stad1um, 
hospital/ cltruc, convenbon hotel, new I old convenbon center, mental health faahbes, or a 
forensics laboratory. They do not mclude assessments of the impact of the property-tax or 
busmess-tax court decrstons. Any changes m Federal per captta Federal assistance would also 
be expected to mcrease the obhgabons. 

The current burden ts the lughest in the nahon, and these raptdly increasmg obhgations will be 
marufested m assessments of the Dtstnct's creditworthiness, potenhally creahng a cascade of 
financial dtfficulbes Such potenbal suggests great care in adopbng sweepmg changes, the 
tmpaet pf wluch cannot be measured. 
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2ffi6 APR 2 I PM f~s~\nony of Barbara Zartman, Chairman 
The Committee of 100 on the Federal City 

Thursday, July 28, 2005, 6:30p.m. 

Attachment B 

Case 04-33 (Text Amendments to Require the Provision of Affordable Housing) 

The goal of mcreasing affordable housmg m the Dlstnct ts one that can be uruversally 
applauded; the Committee of 100 on the Federal City JOins m supporbng that goal. Tins 
parbcular :proposal, however, ratses far more questions than It answers, and we beheve thts IS 
not the nght tlme to enact such sweeping proposals, especrally when formulas are untested. 
The Comrmss10n has chosen to consider JUSt two proposals, and those two wtthout 
consideration of locations or rmplemenbng systems. Even the title of "inclUSlonary zorung" IS 

vague, mearung different tlungs to different people, some erroneously clamnng It will house 
"thousands" of the crty' s "poorest" That IS not the target population for this proposal. 

• This is the wrong time. The forthcormng Comprehensive Plan revisiOns should include 
updated local netghborhood analyses to determme tfie appropnate destgnation of areas for 
redevelopment or conservation. Parallel revtew of the Zorung Code suggests this IS not the time 
to rmpose sweepmg addtbonal categones; rather, careful review of area-specrfic impacts would 
be far more appropnate m our small, uruque crty, wtth the goal of achtevmg desrrable socral 
objecbves while still matntammg a stable and desrrable planned crty 

The IZ proposal Is bemg treated m tsolabon from a plan for pubhc mvestments m mfrastructure, 
parks, schools, and other capttal budget considerations for vanous parts of the city m relation 
to denstty measures and types of development. It is devOid of the extensive recommendations 
m the Comprehensive Plan Ward Plans regardmg land use, conservation, housmg, historic 
preservation, and urban destgn m area-spectfic terms 

• It is inconsistent with. the Comprehensive Plan. The Home Rule Charter mandates 
that "zomng shall not be mcons1stent with the DC Comprehensive Plan." The land use element 
of the Comprehensive Plan has precedence over other elements of the Plan, as follows 
(§112.l(a)): " .. Since the Land Use element mtegrates the pohcres and obJechves of all other 
Distnct elements, It should be gtven greater wetght than the other elements." There IS no 
language m the land use element that would suggest mclus10nary bonuses would be a destrable 
and appropnate drrection for substantial areas of the crty. Our comments about the 
requu-ements for histone preservation are below. 

• It violates zoning standards. Separate testimony is bemg subrmtted from our Zonmg 
Chatr (and C100 VIce Charr Laura Richards). But note: IZ proposals can serve to dtmmish 
adequate hght arr, and open space and contnbute to undue concentrations of population and 
the overcrowdmg of land m contradtcbon of the baste reqwrements m the Zonmg Act and 
Regulations (§1011) 

Further, both the Zonmg Regulabons and the zorung maps are reqwred to be designed With 
constderaqon of the "(a) character of the respechve dtstncts, (b) suttabthty of each dtstnct for 
the uses penm.tl:ed m each dtstnct under tlus title; and (c) encouragement of the stab1hty of 
distncts and of land values m these dtstncts" (§101.2) 

Because the obJective appears to be a floatmg, smgle mandatory bonus zone, It would have to 
be apphed uruformly, and once the combined text and mappmg case were accomphshed, there 
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would thereafter be no opporturuty for heanngs on mdiv1dual areas to which the proposal 
would be applied, except for the specific crrcumstances when the developer cannot comply even 
With the base proposal for provtdmg affordable units. Pnvate negotiations, however, would be 
expected. 

• Historic Preservation standards must be upheld. Any proposal must not be 
mconsistent With the Comprehensive Plan (§805.18), drrecbng that "Each histone diStrict shall 
have a zorung overlay If necessary to protect and enhance 1ts dtstincbve charactenstics of 
housmg type, denstty, hetght. and uses. Such overlays shall be developed between the Office of 
Planning and the DC Histone Preservation Office." 

Proposals to mandate bonus denstty may well be m contradiction of the protection and 
enhancement of the disbncbve charactenstics of the histone dtstncts that §805.18 addresses. 

IZ must be substdiary to HP standards. No IZ proposals should be put forward for landmarks,. 
histone dtstncts, or areas under study for possible histone district destgnabo~ certamly not 
pnor to complebng the land use reVIew and related overlay action reqUired m §80518. If, 
followmg the complebon of the §80518 studies and zorung proposals, 1t IS desrred to extend 
some affordability element, 1t should be voluntary and mcentive-based, not mandated 

• This proposal is incredibly cumbersome and opaque. As the OP report 
acknowledges, negobabons are hkely to be needed for ALL development There IS no provision 
for crtizen access or notice. The report's structured compansons to PUDs are not meanmgful· 
PUDs are exceptional, not mandated; the process 1s pubhc; commuruhes participate m 
defirutions of IDitigabons and ameruties. 

Similarly, parallels With antenna negotiations are unhelpful: antennas are occasiOnal and highly 
VISible structures, IZ bonus dens1ty would be uruversal and destgned to be as much hke the 
balance of new or changed structures as possible. A discussion m last weekend's press of the 
planner I developer dynamtcs m Montgomery County 15 reveahng. 

Because this program would have lruge costs to administer, each dehvered urut will carry an 
unmeasured pubhc mvestment. In addition, the absorbed costs to developers would hkely be 
reflected m some manner m the cost of these uruts or the overall proJects. 

• Other options exist Currently available housmg programs and resources will hkely 
produce far more housmg uruts than would be the case through the deVIce of voluntary or 
mandatory mclus10nary bonuses, With less negative potential for the destabilization of des1rable 
built-up neighborhoods. The or report quantifies what has been built and what IS m the 
ptpehne There IS no dtscuss10n why continuation or expansion of PUDs would not be a 
preferable vehicle, as crted above 

Were further shmuh needed, the Dtstrict has available other resources, the most obVIous of 
which would be forgtveness of sigruficant property taxes on residences of certam descripbons. 
This would do a great deal to bnng homes mto more affordable ranges for the targeted 
populations. A lottery for a gtven number of vouchers or bonuses would be a s1mpler, more 
drrect means of providing affordable housmg than the current complex proposal. 

Slffillarly, coordmated programs With employers of teachers, firefighters, nurses, pohce officers, 
and other targeted professtons could produce incentive programs to make housmg more 
affordable to appropnate numbers of fruruhes: JOmt subsidies by a hospttal and the Thstnct for 
some portion of rent or mortage or property tax for nurses Jommg the hospttal staff could make 
District livmg much more attractive. 
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The Olstnct could also move forward aggresstvely wtth Dtstnct-owned housmg m need of 
rehabilitation or repatr; by reducmg or ehminatmg land-acqwsition costs, more affordable 
housmg could be made avallable with lmuted bureaucratic cost 

• Where is the need quantified? The proposals are not targeted to the neediest District 
populations Indeed, It targets households that are above the median famdy mcome for the 
D1stnct. 

The broad sweep of the proposals Ignores the mcredibly vaned ne1ghborhood mcomes m the 
Thstnct. To recap the ranges accordmg to HUD standards for the metropolitan area, the 
deflmtions are: 

For a family of 4, a "very low mcome" would be an annual mcome less than $26,850. 
For a family of 4, a "low income" would be an annual mcome less than $44,750. 

For a family of 4, a "moderate mcome" would be an annual mcome less than $71,600. 

Spendmg 30% of a family's mcome on housmg, the limits for rent or mortgage are: 

Very low mcome of $26,850 means $671 a month. 
Low mcome of $44,750 means $1119 a month. 

Moderate mcome of $71,600 means $1790 a month 

The median family mcome m the District Is $55,750 (half the families have a higher mcome and 
half have a lower mcome). 

It must be noted that these data are skewed by the way m which university undergraduate 
students were categonzed for the first time in the 2000 census. Rather than betng asked to self­
declare, as was the prachce m preVIous censuses, some 70,000 students were arbitranly 
classified as permanent Thstnct reSidents, thus changing data and proportions for District 
farruly-urut size and mcome (few students record substantial mcome, regardless of farruly 
resources). Are students to be ehgible for subsidies under IZ proposals? 

• Relying on DCRA for enforcement is problematic. The complex program will be 
difficult to morutor for comphance, smce externally the "affordable" uruts will be 
mdishngulShable from neJ.ghbonng properties. Even with further mvestment in expanded 
enforcement personnel, the likelihood of VIolations escapmg notice would be high, encouraging 
noncompliance. 

• How will changing income be handled? How will appreciation of property value be 
integrated into the program over the decades ahead? This would seem to requrre mvas1ve 
mqwry over a long bme mto fam~ly finances. It would seem hkely that the properbes will 
mcrease m value over time to the pomt where target populations Will not be able to afford to 
purchase turnover uruts Montgomery County mdtcates that only 3,000 of the 12,000 
affordable units It has created rematn avatlable for current users. 

• Transit. Much of the discussion about IZ has taken place m the TOD context, though of 
course these proposals do not speCify locations. If 1t 1s the mtent to use transit as the magnet 
for IZ wrung, such a proposal would need great clanty. Does "transit" mean Metro stops? 
Light ratl stops? Bus routes? 

• PUDs. Can a developer propose a PUD wtthm an 1Z overlay? How would pubhc 
benefits be assessed m such an Instance? 
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• Waterfront zones. It seems most unWise to mcrease density m W-1 zones, espeoally at 
a hme when a great deal of waterfront property IS to be developed Increasmg hetght (whtch 
With penthouse allowance ts already 58') will further wall off waterfronts from everyone but 
those With waterside views from Withm the bwldmgs Allowmg sighthnes from between 
bwldmgs Is not a good substitute for waterfront access. 

• Developer buy-outs, off-site construction are other areas for manipulation. OP 
proposes a zorung-rehef program for the most substanbal noncomphance With IZ standards, 
wluch at least gtves the pubhc an opporturuty to learn of these cases and to proVIde tesbmony 
where appropnate But much of the case Will be based on finanoal analyses by the developers 
and thetr self-cerbftcahon, maktng obzen analysis difficult. 

Conclusion: 

We ask that the Comnuss10n retract these planrung and zonmg bonus proposals unhl after 
further studies and analyses are made m conJuncbon With the Comprehensive Plan on a 
neighborhood-by-neighborhood basts (as well as otywtde), includmg a reVIew of the current 
Comprehensive Plan m terms of Its ward plans and sub-area breakouts 

Further, we ask that the oty make determmabons as to mamtrurung stabthty of speofted 
extshng neighborhoods versus areas in need of substantial redevelopment m the reVIsed 
Comprehensive Plan and clearly reflect these deosions m the revised Comprehensive Plan maps 
and text 

I 

We ask that small area plans be created as part of the reVIsed Comprehensive Plan that 
dtsbng"Wsh charactensbcs of one netghborhood from another in terms of appropnate density 
and ~ and that, as a pnority, all areas slated for mcreased density (through IZ or other 
means)'and/ or redevelopment have small area plans or defirubve gmdehnes developed as part 
of the reVIsed Comprehensive Plan. 

Thus we ask that the Zonmg CommtSSion not consider this proposal unhl such bme as the 
Compn:henSive Plan IS modtfied and a determmabon IS made that the particular device of 
bonus. density IS suitable for the Dtstnct of Columbia, as dtsbngwshed from other Cibes With 
dtfferent charactensbcs 

It wo~~ truly be troruc tf, under the rubnc of "mclus10nary" goals, the Dtstnct created systems 
that we8ken the very dtverstty that so many value by usmg one-stze-fits-all standards 
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