
PolicyLink 

Expanding Housing Opportunity in 
Washington, DC 

The Case for lnclusionary Zoning 

A Policylink Report 

Fall 2003 

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

Case No. 04-33

Deleted

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

CASE NO.04-33
EXHIBIT NO.27B



About the Report. 

Policylink d~ve~ope~ this report at the requ~ of a broa~ s~ of neighborhood, civiC, community, social service, and 
labor orga~~~ns 1n Washington: DC. lnclus1o~ary zomng IS currently being considered as one strategy to help 
~eet ~he D1stn~s affordable.houslng.needs Th1s report offers an independent evaluation of the best practices in 
mclus1onary zomng and cons1ders the1r relevance to DC. Organizations requesting this report are committed to 
meeting the affordable housing needs of the District they include. 

Requesting Organizations 

Pocahantas Outlaw, Chair 
Will Ward, Head Organizer 
Association of Community Organizations 
for Reform Now (ACORN) 

Judith M Conti, Executive Director 
DC Employment Justice Center 

Roger Newell, Co-Chair 
DC Jobs with Justice 

Lusi Murphy & Joan W. Drake, Co-convenors 
Gray Panthers of Metropolitan Washington 

Roxie Herbekian, President 
HERE Local 27, Parking and Service Workers Union, 
AFL-CIO 

Shelley Moslcowitz. President 
Jews United for Justice 

Josyln Williams, President 
Metropolitan washington Council, AFL-CIO 

Jaime Contreras, Secretary Treasurer 
Service Employees International Union (SEIU), 
Local82 

" . 
Linda Leeks, Director 
Washington lnnercity Self Help (WISH) 

Cheryl Cort, Executive Director 
Washington Regional Network for 
Livable Communities 

DC Agenda Equitable Development Initiative 
Steenng Committee Members: 

Scott Pomeroy, Executive Director 
14th and U Main Street Initiative 

James 0 Gibson, Senior Fellow 
Center for the Study of Social Policy 

Robert Pohlman, Executive Director 
Tania Jackson, Senior Program Officer 
Coalition for Nonprofit Housing and 
Economic Development 

Craig Pascal, Vice President 
BB&T 

John H. McKoy, President and CEO 
DC Agenda 

Ed L.azere, Executive Director 
DC Fiscal Pohcy Institute 

Oramenta Newsome, Executive Director 
Local Initiatives Support Corporation 

David Haiman, Executive Director 
MANNA CDC 

Patricia Elwood, Vice Chair 
National Capttal Planning Commission 

NaOmi Mitchell, Resident 
Southwest neighborhood 

Sue Marshall, Executive Director 
the Community Partnership for the Prevention of 
Homelessness 



Acknowledgments 

This report is a product of a PohcyLink team led by 
Semor Associates Radhika Fox and Kahma Rose. 

We want to express appreciation to the funders who 
contributed to the production of this report. BB& T 
and Fannie Mae CorporatiOn's National Community 
Lending Center. 

We would like to thank our reviewers for their 
thoughtful guidance and feedback in the development 
of the report: Will Ward and David Swanson, 
DC ACORN; John McKoy, Robert Sweeney, and 
Anh Nguyen, DC Agenda; Margery Turner, 
Urban Institute; Ed Lazere, DC Fiscal Policy Institute; 
Bob Pohlman, Coalition for Nonprofit Housing and 
Economic Development; James Gibson, 
Center for the Study of Sodal Policy; and David Rusk, 
independent consultant on indusionary zoning. 

We greatly appreciate the collegial support from 
Margery Turner and Chris Snow at the Urban Institute 
for their generosity in sharing data on DC's housing 
development dynamics 

We extend thanks for the time and expertise that 
31 program administrators and national experts 
shared with us in phone interviews for the 
development of this report (interviewees listed in 
Appendix D). 

And finally, much appreciation to our team at 
PolicyLink for their contributions. thanks to 
Kevin Rafter for our maps and data analysis; to 
Arnold Chandler for contextual research and 
documentation; to Robert Hickey for literature reviews 
and phone interviews;,to Victor Rt•bin for research 
guidance; to Judith Bell for policy expertise; and 
special thanks to Milly Hawk Daniel for her sharp 
(and untiring) editorial guidance. 

Layout and design· Rachel Poulain 



Contents 

7 
Preface by James 0 Gibson 

9 
Executive Summary 

1 1 
Introduction 

13 
Part One: 
Relevance of lnclusionary Zoning to the District 

14 
lnclusionary Zoning: Part of the Solut1on 

16 
How lnclusionary Zoning Could Benefit Washington, DC 

21 
How Much Affordable Housing Could the District 
Anticipate with lnclusionary Zoning? 

23 
Part Two: 
Recommendations for Crafting an Effective 
lnclusionary Zoning Policy 

36 
Conclusion 

39 
Appendices 

A. Examples of Mandatory Programs 
B. Key Components of Policy 
C. Excerpts from IZ Economic Feasibility Studies 
D. Research Interviewees 



Figures & Tables 

Page 15. Table 1. Production Numbers for DC Metro 
Area lnclusionary Zoning Program 

17. Figure 1. Housing Production in Washington, 
DC, 2000-2003 

18. Figure 2. The Cost of DC Housing Compared 
to 30 Percent of Monthy Earnings in 2001 

20 Figure 3. High Poverty Neighborhoods in 
Washington, DC 

21. Table 2. Potential Production of Affordable 
Housing Through lnclusionary Zoning 

22. Figure 4. Potential Affordable Housing 
Production Through lnclusionary Zoning 

26. Table 3. Select Examples of Costs Off-sets 
Utilized by Jurisdictions with lnclusionary 
Zoning Policies 

39. Appendix A. Table 1. Examples of Mandatory 
lnclusionary Zoning Programs 

40. Appendix B Table 1. Key Components of an 
lnclusionary Zoning Policy 

42. Appendix C. Table 1. Projected Impacts of IZ 
Casto Offsets (Los Angeles) 

43. Appendix C. Table 2. Projected Impacts of IZ 
Cost Offsets (San Diego) 



Expanding Housing Opportunity In 
WBshlngton, DC 

Preface 
by James 0. G1b~on 

Washington, DC is in the forefront of older cities 
experiencing a resurgence of economic investment. 
The city is, in many ways, leading a new era of urban 
growth that is producing robust central city 
revitalization across the country after decades of 
decline. The District's downtown is newly vibrant with 
nightlife and starting to be repopulated with affluent 
young professionals and empty nesters. A new state 
of the art convention center distinguishes 
Washington, DC among the nation's major 
meetings venues, and the office vacancy rate is the 
envy of other cities. In fact, new residential and 
commercial development and culturc~l and 
entertainment offerings are increasing in 
neighborhoods throughout the city. 

I have worked on economic and community 
development issues in this city for nearly four decades. 
Experience allows me to attest that we have come-#­
not full circle-at least to a point many degrees from 
the low point of the early sixties when we struggled in 
the wake of population and job losses that 
contributed to making our suburbs some of the fastest 
growing and richest in the nation. This overall regional 
growth was marked in part by a long period of 
economic disinvestment in the central city. 

The callm thiscreport for adoption of an inclusionary 
zoning policy in the District of Columbia underscores 
how far the city has come since that period. A creative 
private sector has willingly partnered with government 
in reversing the pattern of disinvestment of that earlier 
era; dramatic success in recent yearS now forces a full 
examination of the question, Who benefits?" 

The dramatic change in Washington's investment 
situation over the past decades did not occur by 
accident. The city and the federal government have 
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generated numerous policies and plans, and 
invested billions of Qollars in major public 
improvements to preserve the District of Columbia's 
role as the vital center of this region The subway 
system was built The Pennsylvania Avenue 
Development Corporation catalyzed the 
revitaliZation of our Central Business District. Urban 
renewal funds made possible the vibrant mix of 
retail, hotel, and off1ce uses at Metro Center; the 
MCI Center and other new developments along the 
Jlh Street corridor; the Frank Reeves Municipal 
Center at 141h and U Streets; and the emerging 
Town Center at 14th Street and Park Road in 
Columbia Heights, to highlight only a few publicly 
SL!pported initiatives. 

In the 1960s, President Lyndon Johnson appointed me 
to the National Capital Planning Commission, when 
NCPC still had responsibility for local planning in the 
nation's capital. As chair of the Commission's two 
committees focused on the District of Columbia­
Public Improvements and Housing and Urban 
Renewal+played a role in forging policies that have 
figured substantially in shaping current investments, 
includ1ng planning track alignments for the Metro 
system and developing the urban renewal programs 
designed to re-ignite investment in areas severely 
damaged in the riots th~t followed the assassination 
of Martin Luther King, Jr. Soon after home rule came 
to the District, I served as Washington's principal 
municipal official responsible for planning and 
development policies, during the period when the 
city's first locally developed comprehensive land use 
plan was initiated. We gave priority both to 
developing a 'Living Downtown"and to mitigating 
the conditions of poverty and growing economic and 
social isolation plaguing so many neighborhoods in 
the inner city. 
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Today's resurgence in the city is neither an.accident 
nor a random outcome of private investor 
enlightenment. It is the product of deliberate public 
policies and investments made over many years-and 
a testament to their efficacy And while I feel 
privileged to have played a role in relation to several of 
them, like others involved over the years in 
Washington's planning and development, I now 
realize that we did not plan fully for how best to guide 
the city's current level of success 

Currently, I chair the board of The Distnct of Columbia 
Community Partnership for the Prevention of 
Homelessness. In this role I see some of the direst 
consequences of Washington's escalating housing 
costs: the elderly and working families being forced 
from their homes and neighborhoods, more and more 
children forced to live in shelters; adults working full 
time yet unable to afford housing; essential 
community support services for our most vulnerable 
populations scrambling to find adequate facilities. 

Yes, investment is returning, but the benefits of 
investment are not as widely shared by District 
residents as the city's income realities, quality of life, 
and vital social needs demand. A broader cross section 
of our population must have access to the community 
improvements and asset creation accruing from our 
past substantial pu_blic investments. Through service 
on the Steering Committee of DC Agenda's Equitable 
Development Initiative, I am collaborating with leaders 
from government and the private and nonprofit 
sectors to try to ensure that the benefits of 
development are shared more broadly across the 
mcome spectrum. As the chair of the board of 
Policylink, which is conducting analyses of equitable 
development policies, practices, and outcomes across 
the country, I see an increasing number of 
communities fostering greater opportunity to ensure 
that more of their residents reap benefits from the 
new investments that tax monies have helped to make 
possible. 
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Th1s report and the inclusionary zoning strategy it 
recommends present a key opportunity for the 
District. By drawing on related experience from 
around the Washington metropolitan area and 
elsewhere in the nation, we can more fully realiZe 
the goal we have striven for over the years­
building a racially diverse, vibrant, mixed income 
community where quality housing is accessible to 
the broadest possible cross-section of our 
community 

I want to thank the insightful leaders in our 
community who contributed to this report. ACORN 
members in the city were among the first to recogmze 
that the developments going up in their 
neighborhoods would ultimately force them out if 
affordability provisions were not tied to development. 
The District should act to address their concerns 
through proactive, equitable development policies, 
and one such policy-im:lusionary zoning-is-the 
focus of this report. 

James 0. Gibson 
Chair, Policylink 
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---------------
Executive Summa(y 

Washington, DC is emerging from a long period of 
decline, thanks to private and public investments that 
are reinvigorating the city. This new prosperity, 
however, is not without a downside. Dramatic 
investments in once neglected neighborhoods have 
brought new benefits to some District residents, while 
others are being priced out of their homes. The 
challenge facing the nation's capital is how to strike a 
balance between growth and opportunity. 

Connecting the two in a city as racially and 
economically diverse as the District will require 
innovation. In the next ten years, Mayor Anthony 
Williams seeks to attract 100,000 new residents to the 
District, hoping that the taxes they pay will contribute 
to the quality of city life. But high housing costs make it 
difficult for people to move to the District, as well as 
for current residents to stay. ways must be found to 
make housing affordable across the wide range of 
income levels in washington, DC. 

lnclusionary zoning (IZ) is a tool that can put a good 
place to live within the reach of a broad cross-section 
of District residents. IZ requires developers to make a 
percentage of housing units in new residential 
developments available to low- and moderate-income 
households. In return, developers receive non-monetary 
compensation-itt the form of density bonuses, zoning 
variances, and/or expeditPd permi~at reduce 
construction costs 

DC's Affordable Housing Challenge 

Many District families pay too much for housing. 
Incomes have not kept pace with housing prices; from 
January 1999-March 2003, the sale price of homes 
rose four times faster than income, and the price of 
rentals rose three times faster A household in DC 
would need to earn $85,052 to afford to pun:hase the 

average home, and $72,160 to afford the average 
rental. Yet, the median household income is $52,300. 
More than 35 percent of renters and 24 percent of 
homeowners are paying more than they can afford for 
housing. 

Where families hve can be just as important as how 
much they pay. Residents in poor neighborhoods 
typically are isolated from livable wage jobs, quality 
education, adequate health services, and protection 
from crime. The 2000 Census revealed an Increase in 
high poverty neighborhoods in the District, partly 

"attributed to lower income residents being displaced 
from once affordable neighborhoods into poorer ones. 
lnclusionary zoning has the potential to change this 
dynamic by producing more affordable housing units in 
developments throughout the District With thoughtful 
planning and administration, inclusionary zoning can 
result in mixed-income communities that provide access 
to economic and social opportunity. 

Benefits of lnclusionary Zoning to DC 

For almost 30 years, cities and jurisdictions throughout 
the United States have been using inclusionary zoning 
principles to make affordable housing possible. In the 
Washington, DC, metropolitan area alone, by July 2003, 
IZ programs had produced over 15,000 units of 
affordable housing IZ can contribute to a housing 
climate that is attractive to new residents and support­
ive to existing residents by: 

• Creating mixed-income communities; 
• Producing affordable housing that attracts a diverse 

labor force; 
• Connecting residents in high poverty neighborhoods 

to opportunity; and 
D Designing consistent regulatory guidelines for 

developing affordable housing. 
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Recommendations 

This report analyzes the experiences of jurisdictions in 
the US to offer recommendations for Washington, 
DC 1n designing a proactive IZ program that can 
support growth and ensure affordability 
The recommendations are· 

• Adopt a mandatory indusionary zoning policy. 
Evidence from jurisdictions coast to coast makes it 
clear that mandatory inclusionary zoning programs 
produce more affordable housing than voluntary 
ones. washington, DC, which has been considering 
a voluntary program, should adopt a mandatory 
policy given the clear benefits of this approach. 

• Design an IZ program that allows developers 
to contribute to affordable housing and make 
a profit. Developers benefit from inclusionary 
zoning through non-monetary cost..offsets.st:lch as 
density bonuses and fast track permitting. The 
District of Columbia should plan an IZ program that 
delivers a 'tiouble bottom-bne"by creating cost­
offsets that allow developers to profit, while 
developing affordable housing for low- and moder­
ate-income wage earners. 

• Establish Income targets for the policy that 
rafted the affordable housing needs of the 
community. lnclusionary zoning can be structured 
to meet affordable housing needs at various income 
levels. Since the District has affordable housing 
needs across a range of income levels, tiered income 
targets [e.g., half of all units at 50 percent Area 
Median Income (AMI), half at 80 percent AMI) 
would help meet these various needs 

• Reach extremely low-Income families by 
packaging lnduslonary units with other 
affordable housing resources. The affordable 
housing created through inclusionary zoning 
programs can meet the needs of residents with the 
lowest incomes (30 percent of AMI or less) by 
linking it with HUD Housing Choice Vouchers 
Program (formerly known as Section 8). Coupling 
IZ with homebuyer assistance can put ownership 
units within reach of low and moderate income 
households. 
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• Deliver the most housing units by applying 
lndusionary zoning to the majority of residen­
tial development. Approximately 85 percent of 
the District's residential development IS occurring in 
developments of ten or more units, so regulation 
should apply to all developments this size or larger. 

• Require long-tQrm affordabillty.IZ programs that 
mandate long-term affordability agreements-30 
years is common-ensure that housing 
opportunities are sustained into the future. With 
housing prices rapidly escalating and limited land 
available for new development, a District IZ program 
must include long-term affordability protectron 

• Achieve more equitable distribution of 
affordable housing by limiting the use of 
alternatives. While jurisdictions may offer develop­
ers alternatives such as fees in lieu of development 
or off-site construction, on-site development best 
develops mixed-income communities and minimizes 
race and income segregation. Given the increase in 
high poverty neighborhoods in DC, the District 
should minimize the use of these alternatives. 

• Maximize IZ impad through dear legislation 
and consistent administration. The District's 
enabling legislation should be clear about the 
obligations of developers and the administrative 
agency, appoint the public agency (e.g., Housing 
and Community Development) best suited to 
administer IZ, and empower it with the necessary 
resources. 

Many factors make it a critical time to implement a 
mandatory inclusionary zoning policy in the District. 
Those factors include. renewed residential investment, 
an escalating housing market, increasing housing cost 
burdens c:m residents and newcomers,. increased 
displacement, and<an ambitious mayoral plan to 
attract 100,000 new residents. The District can make a 
major stride toward meeting its goals for growth and 
affordability by committing to one of the most 
effective tools in the affordable housing toolkrt­
inclusionary zoning. 

Full report available on-line· www.policylink.org 
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Introduction 

Washington, DC stands at a crossroads. After a long 
period of decline, our nation~ capital is undergoing an 
economic renaissance. Significant public and private 
investment is flowing into communities and 
dramatically improving once neglected 
neighborhoods. While the District is enjoying growing 
prosperity, it also faces the indisputable challenge that 
whole segments of its population are being left 
behind. Many DC residents are not benefiting from 
the revitalization that is underway, and increasingly 
find themselves priced out of their homes. The District 
can build on its recent growth by putting polides in 
place that tie growth to opportunity for the broadest 
possible spectrum of residents. 

'Development is generating tension and uncertainty 
about the future among people who fear 
gentrification of the city will force them out, will be 
bad for them." 
-Alice Rivlin, Brookings Institution' 

The current administration must implement polides 
that strike this balance betwetm growth and 
opportunity Mayor Anthony Williams has set a goal to 
attract 100,000 new residents to the District over the 
next ten years as a way to increase the tax base and 
strengthen the fiscal health of the District. However, 
there is broad community recognition that reaching 
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the 100,000 new residents goal must occur 
simultaneously with efforts to strengthen opportunity 
for residents currently living in the District who are in 
danger of being forced out 

'Nothing opens the dc)or to opportunity like the door 
to a home." 
-Mayor Anthony Williams, Inaugural address 
January 2003 

The key to reaching both objectives lies in the creation 
of a residential growth strategy that includes 
affordable housing as its centerpiece. A commitment 
to affordable housing will help the District increase its 
base of taxpayers without displadng existing 
residents-a-key element of sustained growth. 

The District's development dynamics and its 
residential-growth focus make indusionary zoning an 
important affordable housing policy for the nation's 
capital. lnclusionary zoning (IZ) reqUires private 
developers to set aside a percentage of housing units 
in new residential developments-Both ownership and 
rental units-te be affordable to low and moderate 
income families. Hundreds of communities across the 
country have utilized IZ to promote housing 
affordability and foster mixed-income communities. 
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This report explores the promise of inclusionary zoning. 

12 

Part one considers the relevance of inclusionary zoning for the 
District This section· 

• Reviews the District's affordable housing need; 
• Provides a brief overview of IZ policy and its use nationally; 
• Offers some of the potential benefits that could accrue to the 

District if IZ is adopted; and 
• Projects the potential affordable housing production levels 

that the District may be able to realize through inclusionary 
zoning. 

Part two of the report analyzes the experiences of other 
jurisdictions and presents recommendations for the District of 
Columbia to consider as it develops its own inclusionary zoning 
policy. These recommendations include: 

• Adopt a mandatory inclusionary zoning policy; 
• Design an IZ program that allows developers to contribute 

to affordable housing and make a profit; 
• Establish income targets for the policy that reflect the 

affordable housing needs of the community; -
• Reach extremely low-income families by packaging 

inclusionary units with other affordable housing resources; 
• Deliver the most housing units by applying inclusionary 

zoning to the majority of residential development; 
• Require long-term affordability; 
• Achieve more equitable distribution of affordable housing 

by limiting the use of alternatives; and 
• Maximize IZ impact through clear legislation and consistent 

administration. 

PollcyLink 
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Relevance of lnclusionary Zon1ng to the District 

Incomes of DC residents have not kept pace with 
housmg pnces from January 1999-March 2003, the 
pnce of homes for sale rose four ttmes faster than 
mcomes and the pnce of rentals rose three trmes 
faster 2 A household m DC needs to earn $85,052 to 
afford to purchase the average home, and $72, 160 to 
afford the average rental 3 Yet, the med1an household 
mcome IS $52,300 4 

As a result, many D1stnct res1dents-fAcludmg workmg 
fam•hes, recent college graduates, avd servants, and 
low-meome wage earnefSiH~y too much for housmg 
The federal government def1nes 30 percent of 
household 1ncome as the max~mum that a renter or 
homeowner should spend on housmg By th1s 
standard, more than 35 percent of renters and 24 
percent of homeowners m Washington, DC, are 
pa}'lng more than they should Lower-mcome wage 
earners are the hardest h1t of DC households earn1ng 
$20,000 or less year, 67 percent of renters and 65 
percent of homeowners pay too much for housmg s 

There are other 1nd1cators of a ser10us, unmet demand 
for affordable housmg m the D1stnct As of October 1 , 
2002 there were 26,000 people on the Housmg 
Cho1ce Vouchers Program (HCVP) wa1tmg hst (formerly 
know as Sect1on 8}, and roughly half of the 8,000 
rec1p1ents holdtng vouchers are unable to fmd hous1ng 
before their vouchers exp1re The DC Housmg 
Authonty attnbutes the low success rates to the 
appreaat1ng real estate market and the strong 
demand for affordable housmg 6 As of January 2003, 
there were almost 8,000 homeless 1n the D•stnct­
md•catmg that people mcreasmgly have nowhere to 

turn for housmg 7 Overcrowdmg 1s also an 1ssue 
almost 17 percent of poor residents (those w1th 
1ncome below the poverty hmrt of $17,000 for a 
fam1ly of four} hve m housmg With more than one 
person per room, and 10 2 percent have more than 
1 5 persons per room 8 

In addrt:1on to the need for more affordable housmg, 
the DIStnct faces the challenge of ensunng that 
affordable housmg 1s more equitably dtstnbuted across 
the aty There has been an Increase 1n h1gh poverty 
neighborhoods; many clustered In the southeast 
section of the aty As of 2000, more than e1ght out of 
every ten res1dents of these h1gh poverty 
neighborhoods (84 percent) were Afncan Amencan, 
compared to 60 percent of the c1ty's total population 
The Latino share of population hvmg rn hrgh poverty 
ne•ghborhoods IS 5 3 percent, Asran 1s 2 1 percent, 
and white 1s 8 7 percent 9 Thrs rncome segregation 1s 
hkely to become more acute as the gentnficatJon of 
once affordable nerghborhoods hke Columbia He1ghts 
and Shaw proceeds, reqUJnng displaced residents­
often people of color-te seek housmg 1n lower-
mcome neighborhoods 

Meeting the housrng needs of rts resrdents IS an 
Imperative for the Drstnct Hous1ng IS more than 
shelter It IS a"tnt1cal determrnant of opportunrty 
L1v1ng m a decent house m a good neighborhood 
fac•htates access to better schools, JObs, socral 
networks, and pubhc serv1ces Payrng an affordable 
rent or mortgage frees up resources for other 
1mportant needs such as health 1nsurance, 
transportation, ii!nd rnvestrng rn the educatron of one's 
chrldren 
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Public Sector Housing Alone Cannot 
Solve the Affordable Housing Crisis 

Recogn~zmg the Importance of affordable housmg to 
res1dent stab1hty and the long-term health of the 
DIStrict, the c1ty has stepped up rts efforts through the 
Hous1ng Authority, Department of Housmg and 
Community Development, and the Hous1ng F1nance 
Agency In fiSCal year 2002, the D1str1ct government 
closed fmanc1ng on 2,510 new and rehab1htated 
housmg umts, wrth development budgets totaimg 
$241 m1lhon Of these, only 413 un1ts (16 5 percent) 
were new additions to the affordable housmg stock 
The rema1mng 2,097 were rehab1lrtat1ons of ex1stmg 
un1ts 10 While th1s Improves the quahty of the pubhcly 
subs1d1zed affordable hous1ng stock, contnbution to 
the overall supply of affordable housmg has not kept 
up w1th demand 

Though the pubhc sector 1s makmg a srgmficant 
mvestment rn affordable housmg, rt cannot resolve all 
of the related rssues alone To be successful, the effort 
needs to be a broad-based one that mvolves the 
prtvate and nonprofit sectors as well 

Expiring Affordablllty 

There has been a net loss of federally subSJdTZed 
publ1c housmg m Washmgton, DC Between 1998 
and 2000 the Dtstnct lost 1,558 subSidized units due 
to exp1nng long-term contracts and HOPE VI 
converstons 
-Hous1ng m the Nation's CBpttal, 2003 " 
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lnclus1onary Zon1ng. 
Part of the Solut1on 

National Context and Impact 

lnclustonary zon1ng can help the D1str1ct bu1ld on Its 
pubhc sector commrtment to affordable housmg by 
leveragmg the dynam1sm of pr1vate housmg 
Investment to produce affordable homeownersh1p and 
rental housmg IZ requ1res that a percentage of 
housmg unrts 1n new res1denttal developments be 
made affordable to low- and moderate- 1ncome 
households In exchange for proVJdmg affordable 
hous1ng, developers are granted vanous forms of 
compensation (e g , dens1ty bonuses, zomng 
var1ances, and/or exped1ted perm1tt1ng) that reduce 
constructiOn costs, and ensure that developers 
continue to prof1t S1nce mclustonary un1ts are 
mtegrated With market rate Units, IZ 1s an effecttve 
tool to produce affordable unrts and promote a more 
equ1table diStribution of unrts across a JUriSdiction 

lnclus1onary zomng rs a flex1ble strategy that can be 
tailored to meet the hous1ng needs of a range of 
mcome levels Some JUnsdlctlons focus on producmg 
workforce hous1ng for moderate-mcome fam1hes who 
cannot afford housmg 1n the pnvate market Others 
target very low wage earners and the extremely poor 
by packagmg mclustonary units w1th other hous1ng 
resources (A more 1n-depth dJSCUSSton about setting 
affordab1hty requirements can be found 1n part two of 
the report) 

Impact of lndusionary Zoning In Csllfomla 
' 

The state of CB/tfomta IS home to the most IZ 
programs- 107 JUrisd'tCtions uti/tze thiS poltcy to 
produce affordable housmg About one-tturd of 
known mcluSJonary programs m the state reported 
production numbers accounting for 34,000 umts of 
affordable housmg 
-Nonprofit Housmg AssoCiation of Northern 
Cal1fomta and Caltfomta Coalition for Rural Hous1ng12 
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lndusionaty ZOning In Montgomery County 

Montgomery County reqwres all housmg 
developments of 35 unrts or more to make at least 
12 5 percent of the umts affordable to low-mcome 
households If the developer sets aside more than 
12 5 percent as affordable, the county proVIdes a 
'tfensity bonus" of up to 22 percent ThiS density 
bonus allows developers to bwld more unrts than 
allowed under standard zomng rules 

For example, tn a 1 oo-umt proJect, a 15 percent set­
iJSide would allow the developer to butld 122 umts 
Etghteen of these 122 would have to be affordable to 
famtltes below 65 percent of the Area Medtan Income 
(AMI), or $56,550 for a family of four The developer 
sells the other 104 unrts at market rate, whtch IS four 
more market umts than would have been permitted 
Without the bonus. 

The county also grants the local HoUSing 
Opportunities CommtsSton (HOO first nght of refusal 
for purchiJSing up to a thtrd of the proJeCt's affordable 
Untts (in thts case 6 Untts), SO that they may be rented 
or sold to even lower-mcome famtltes, and made 
affordable tndefinttely OtherWise, affordabtlity 
requirements on the indusionary units stay m place for 
10 years for ownershtp untts and 20 years for rentals 

To date, IZ pollc1es have been most effective m areas 
expenencmg growth and mvestment m the houstng 
market, s1nce the creation of affordable umts 1s a 
funct1on of res1dent1al development Therefore, there 
1s a concentration of 1ndus1onary zomng pollc1es m 
growmg metropolitan reg1ons, the Northeast (e g , 
Massachusetts, New Jersey, the greater Washtngton 
reg1on), the state of Callforma, and c1t1es m other 
parts of the country that have growmg or expenswe 
hous1ng markets (e g , Denver, Colorado and Santa Fe, 
New MeXICO) 

In 1974, the D1str1ct's neighbor, Montgomery County, 
Maryland, was the f1rst JUrisdiction m the country to 
establish an 1ndus10nary zomng ordmance To date the 
county has produced 11 ,210 units of affordable 
housmg 13 S1nce then, hundreds of commumt1es have 
ut1llzed IZ to help foster m1xed-mcome neighborhoods 
that are raaally and economically diVerse Several 
countres 1n the DC metropolitan area have established 
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IZ programs wrt:h 1mpress1ve results 1n the product1on 
of affordable umts As of July 2003, surround1ng 
JUrisdictions produced over 15,000 umts of affordable 
housmg as a result of an mdus1onary requirement 

Table 1. Production Numbers for DC Metro Area 
lnduslonary Zoning Programs 

Jurisdiction Year Created 
Units Produced 

(as of 7103) 
Montgomery 1974 11,210 County 
Fa1rfax County 1990 1735 

-
Loudoun County 1993 707 
Prmce George's 1991 14 1,600 County 

Total Production for DC Region 15,252 
-

Complied by PoltcyL.mk based on multiple sources 1s 

lnclusionary Zoning Has Not Dampened 
Private Development 

A common quest1on about mclus1onary zomng 1s 
What 1mpact WI lilt have on developers' willingness to 
bUild? "While research on th1s quest1on shows that 
housmg production has not declined 1n JunsdlctJons 
with mclus1onary zomng, no studieS have undertaken a 
comprehensive analys1s of changes 1n developer profit 
once IZ IS adopted Some JUnsdlctJons conduct 
econom1c feas1billty stud1es that look at the real costs of 
development to determine the parameters of the1r IZ 
policy and appropriate cost-offsets for developers 
These stud1es Illustrate that developers contmue to 
profit on residential construction, espeaally when cost­
offsets such as dens1ty bonuses are offered 

The expenence of communities across the country wrt:h 
IZ pohc1es IS that pnvate, market-rate development 
contmues along wrth the produCtion of new affordable 
umts In fact, after an m1t1al penod of adjustment, 
mclus1onary zomng pollc1es create certainty for 

developers by estabhshmg a consiStent set of gUidelines 
for development m place of proJect-by-proJect 
parameters establiShed by a c1ty council, zomng board, 
planmng comm1ss1on, or other publrc entity 
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A tea!nt long-(etm scur,t of the ltrpctofc:alforna lnclusionaty housing Pf0!P171S on market rate housing 
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How lnclusionary 
Zoning Could Benefit 
Wash ington, DC 

lndusionary zoning can help create the affordable 
housing climate that can both attract new residents 
and retain existing residents by: 

• Fostering Mixed-Income Communities by Promoting 
Balanced and Equitable Housing Development 

• Ensuring Housing for a Diverse Labor Force 
• Providing a Consistent Regulatory Framework to 

Guide Affordability in the Marlcet 
• Increasing Access to Opportunity for Residents 

Uving in High Poverty Neighborhoods 

Fostering Mixed Income Communities 
by Promoting Balanced and Equitable 
Housing Development 

Figure 1 illustrates the distribution of current and 
planned residential construction in the District based 
on a Development Activity Database maintained by 
the DC Office of Planning. The map shows that 
development is occurring in most parts of the city. 
However. almost all of the market rate housing 
development is occurring west of the Anacostia River, 

Mt!IMlM'I!IW JDI!dJ11(798h200t)J for 

fia.nl~ ~AriQINIIIS. and 
~ 

the 

while most of the affordable units are located east of 
the river in Wards 7 and 8. lnclusionary zoning could 
promote a more equitable distribution of affordable 
housing and its accompanying opportunities for 
residents. 

• In gentrifying neighborhoodS?I:Ich as Columbia 
Heights and Capitol Hill, which have seen renewed 
investment. an influx of higher income individuals, 
and rising housing prices-uffordable units generated 
by indusionary zoning can help mitigate the 
displacement of longtime residents. 

• In new and growing neighborhoods where a lot of 
new housing investment is planned for the future 
(e.g., Navy Yard), inclusionary zoning can broadly 
disperse affordable housing as the area is revitalized, 
thereby creating mixed-income communities. 

• In expensive neighborhoods lilce the Burleith/ 
Hillandale/Georgetown neighborhood cluster, where 
the average family income is $208,35515

, IZ can 
promote housing opportunities for more moderate 
income, working families. 

• In high poverty areas such as Congress Heights, with 
limited market-rate construction, the inclusionary 
requirement would have little direct effect. However, 
inclusionary units produced across the District can 
provide lower-income residents of Congress Heights 
and neighborhoods like it. with mobility and greater 
housing choice. 
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Figure 1. Housing Production in Washington, DC, 2000-2003 
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Ensuring Housing for a Diverse. 
Labor Force 

Housing affordability is an issue across diverse income 
levels and occupation types. Workers in essential city 
services such as paramedics, firefighters. police patrol 
officers, and public school teachers face affordable 
housing challenges, finding themselves priced out of 
the very neighborhoods that they serve. Residents 
working in service industry positionsianitors. 
childcare workers, retail salespersons. and school bus 
drivers-are the worst off, often unable to afford 
District housing. even with two salaries. Figure 2 
compares the cost of housing in the District to 30 
percent of monthly earnings for select occupations. 
lnclusionary zoning could help meet the housing 
needs of DC workers, providing them with the chance 
to live in the communities that they serve. This will 
help achieve the goal of 1 00,000 new residents while 
ensuring a diverse mix of workers who are essential to 
the District's economy. 
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Providing a Consistent Regulatory 
Framework to Guide Affordability in 
the Market 

The DC Office of Planning estimates that over 15,000 
units of private market rate housing (with no 
affordability provisions) have been completed. are 
under construction. or planned for future 
development between January 2000 and May 
2003.18 Why, with all this development, are so many 
District residents paying too much for housing or 
finding themselves priced out of the market? 

The District does not have a mandatory and consistent 
regulatory framework that leverages private market 
investment to produce housing for lower-income and 
working class families. The current Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) process. whereby developers 
requesting zoning variances may be asked by the city 
to provide some kind of public amenity in exchange 
for development rights, is the only existing 
opportunity to tie affordability to market production. 
While the PUD process has contributed amenities from 
developers in terms of streetscapes or lighting. it has 
not contributed substantively to the District's 

Figure 2. The Cost of DC Housing Compared to 30 Percent of Monthly Earnings in 2001 
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Wilshington. DC 

affordable housing goals The process if1cludes no 
systematic guidelines for developer contributions to 
the affordable housing stock in exchange for 
development rights, vanances, and other forms of 
flexibility. lnclusionary zoning could provide an 
ongoing and consistent mechanism for connecting 
affordability to market rate construction Without this, 
the District's ability to engage private developers in 
affordable housing creat1on is limited. 

Why the Private Market Should Contribute 

Communities across the nation that face severe 
affordable housing challenges are turning to the 
private sector for expertise in developing housing that 
meets the needs of workers and residents. The private 
market increasingly contributes to a community's 
affordable housing stock by paying impact fees, 
building affordable units, or taking advantage of tax 
incentives. There are two rationales for private sector 
contnbution. 

One, the development of market rate housing 
generates the need for affordable housing for janitors, 
public school teachers, civil servants, childcare 
INOrkers, and others whose services are needed to 
support occupants of market rate unit$. However; 
these service workers eam too little to afford average 
priced homes in the community. Two, the public sector 
invests in the infrastructure that makes private 
residential development possible. Reciprocal~ the 
private sector should invest in the community through 
provision of affordable housing. 
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Increasing Access to Opportunity for 
Residents Uving in High Poverty 
NeighborhOods 

Another critical challenge facing the District is the 
presence of high-poverty neighborhoods: as of 2000, 
almost one in four census tracts were more than 30 
percent poor, and 12 percent of census tracts were 
more than 40 percent poor. And over 40 percent of 
poor residents live in high-poverty neighborhoods.19 

This growth in high-poverty neighborhoods occurred 
during a decade of general economic well being in 
which many central cities saw a decline in high­
poverty neighborhoods. Figure 3 illustrates the 
location of high poverty neighborhoods and indicates 
a cluster in the southeast portion of the District, as 
well as the neighborhoods of Logan Circle, Shaw, and 
Columbia Heights. 

Research has shown the negative effects of living in 
high poverty neighborhoods that generally lack. the 
economic and civic institutions essential to a healthy 
community. People in poor neighborhoods are 
typically isolated from access to livable wage jobs, 
quality education, adequate health services, and 
protection from criminal activities. Persistently high 
unemployment can result in conditions in poor 
communities that are self-reproducing. When 
neighbors have no jobs or bad jobs, soda I networks 
are less helpful in connecting to available 
employment. 20 

lnclusionary zoning can help create greater access to 
opportunity for lower-income people since it can, over 
the course of many years, promote greater distribution 
of affordable housing, hence access to opportunity, 
across the District. With the plan to increase residents 
by 1 00,000, the long-term distribution of income 
levels across neighborhoods can create a very different 
pattern of city demographics than what currently 
exists. 
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Figure 3. High Poverty Neighborhoods in Washington, DC 
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How Much Affordable 
Hous1ng Could the 
District Anticipate with 
lnclusionary Zoning? 

Current patterns of hoUSJng development suggest that 
the D1strrct could generate a Stgmf1cant amount of 
affordable housmg through 1ncluStonary zonmg If the 
D1stnct already had an mclus1onary zonmg pohcy 1n 
place, anywhere from 1 ,50~.000 umts of affordable 
housmg would have been completed, under 
construction, or m the planmng stage for the January 
2000-May 2003 per1od 

Table 2 shows th1s s1mple 'back of the envelope" 
calculation of what m1ght be produced by appiYJng 
an mclus10nary zomng requ1rement to the ~ 
developments currently bemg tracked by the Office 
of Planmng The calculation apphes a 10, 15, and 
20 percent set as1de to all prOJects of 1 0 or more 
unrts, 1llustratmg the notable 1mpact that an IZ 
requ1rement could have 

21 PollcyLink 

The map on page 22 shows how these affordable 
housmg umts would be d1stnbuted across the 
DIStrrct It IS clear that an mclus1onary requirement 
could be an Important veh1cle for ensurrng that 
affordable housmg IS located throughout the D1str1ct. 

In add1t1on, the potent1al1mpact of an IZ pohcy can be 
considered 1n hght of the Distnct's goal of 'treat1ng 
new neighborhoods "The mayor and the Office of 
Planmng have 1dent1f1ed several large Sites that offer 
opportunities to budd new communities wrthout 
d1splac1ng or dtsruptmg the stab1hty of ex1stmg 
neighborhoods These srtes tnclude federal lands that 
hold opportumty for reuse (e g , closed m1htary bases), 
c1ty controlled land (e g , Reservation 13, former Stte 
of the DC Jail and General Hospital), and ex1stmg 
areas w1th vacant and underut1hzed land (e g , Mount 
Vernon Tnangle) The city estimates that these Sites 
could potentially create 7,500 unrts of new housmg 21 

Agam, appiYJng a s1mple IZ calculation Illustrates that 
a 10 percent set-aStde would y1eld 750 affordable 
houstng umts, a 15 percent set-as1de 1, t 25 unrts, and 
a 20 percent set-as1de would Yield 1500 unrts 
Implementing an 1ndus1onary zomng pohcy that t1es 
affordab1hty to these large developments will ensure 
that these neighborhoods are rndus1ve and support1ve 
of a dtverse DIStrict 

~ble 2. Potential Production of Affordable Housing Through lnclusionary ZOning 
-

Number of 10% set aside 15% set aside 20% set aside Units 
-

COmpleted, under construction 7,123 712 1,068 1,424 

Planned, proposed 8,457 845 1,268 1,690 

Total 15,580 1,557 2,336 3,114 
0 

Source Compiled by PoiK:YLmk Based on data from Office of Planmng Development ActiVIty Database, May 2003 FY 2003, 
Th1rd Quarter Report 
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Figure 4. Potential Affordable Housing Production Through lnclusionary Zoning 
Poficylink applied a 1 5 percent set aside to all residential developments of 10 units or more that have 
been completed, are under construction, or planned from January 200~ay 2003, to display the potential 
of an indusionary zoning policy for the District. This set aside would have produced 2,336 affordable units. 
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Ward 8: 6,660 units 
237 eligible for IZ 
15% set aside: 36 units 

Total: 29,696 units 
15,580 eligible for IZ 
15% set aside: 2,336 units 

1 2 Miles - ---
Source: Development Activity Database, DC Office of Planning, January 2000- May 2003 
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Recornmendations for Craft1ng an Effective 
lnclusionary Zon1ng Policy 

The expenence of other cmes With 1nclus1onary zonmg 
programs can be helpful to the D1str1ct as rt: develops 
1ts IZ pohcy The recommendations that follow are the 
result of a Pohcylmk analysts that mcluded an 
extenstve literature revtew and mtervtews wrt:h 31 
program admtmstrators and national experts While 
there 1s tremendous var1at1on m how IZ programs are 
structured, almost all mclustonary zomng pollees 
1nclude 

• Set aside requirements. The percentage of untts 
wrt:hm a proposed proJect that a developer IS 

requtred to pr1ce as affordable to low and moderate 
mcome people 

• Income targets. The mcome level at wh1ch 
mclus1onary un1ts are targeted Most JUnsdlctlons 
base 1ncome targets on a percentage of the area's 
med1an tncome (AMI) 

• Project triggers. The number of umts at wh1ch 
the 1nclus1onary requ1rement Will apply (e g , 5, 
10, 20 un1t bUIIdmgs, or all proJects) 

• Developer compensations/cost-offsets. The 
compensatton provtded to developers that reduces 
the constructiOn costs of a proJect that prov1des 
'affordable un1ts 

• Off-site construction and In-lieu fees. 
AlternatiVes to bUIIdmg affordable umts w1thm the 
market-rate development, off-s1te construction 
allows developers to build the affordable unrt:s m 
another location, wh1le m-heu fees allow developers 
to pay a fee 1n-heu of constructmg unrt:s 

• Terms of affordablllty. The length of ttme an 
mdustonary umt IS reqUired to stay affordable 

The mrx of these program elements used 1n any 
JUriSdiction 1s determtned by development patterns m 
the commumty, the affordable housmg needs of 
residents, and pohttcal feas1b1f1ty There are trade-offs 
among different components of an IZ pohcy, and 
tailoring 1t to meet local needs 1s the hallmark of 1ts 
effectiVeness 

It IS tmpQrtant for a JUnsdtctlon to be clear about 1ts 
affordable houstng goals, understand whtch goals can 
be realtzed vta IZ, and structure the IZ pohcy 
accordingly For example, some locales seekmg to 
reach greater affordabllrt:y may choose to set lower 
percentage set-as1des (e g , 10 percent) to reach lower 
mcome targets (all unrt:s at 50 percent of AMO The 
trade-off IS that fewer-&ut more affordable-Ynrt:s 
Will be generated Other locales mrght choose to 
1nst1tute h1gher set-astde reqUirements (e.g , 20 
percent) but wrt:h hrgher tncome targets (all umts at 80 
to 100 percent AMI) ThiS policy would generate more 
unrt:s but at tugher mcome levels (See AppendiX A for 
examples of JUrisdictions wrt:h mclus10nary zonrng and 
some of the key components of the pohcy) 
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The eight recommendations that follow review ~ trends in indusionary zoning based on the experience of 
other jurisdictions, and offer implic.atiQns fOf' consideration by the District. The recommendations are: 

'1 . Adopt a rnanda~ lnclusionary zoning policy; 
2. Design an jz program that allows developers to contflbute to affordable housing and make a profit. 1. 

a. Establish income targets that reflect "the affordable housing needs of the community. 
4. Reach extremely low-inoome famUies by packaging lndusionary units with other affordable housing 

resources. 
5. Delver the most housing units by applying R:lusionaly zoning to the majority of residential development 
6. Require long-term lffordabl~ 
7. Achieve more equitable ditribution of afro~ housing by limiting the use of alternatives. 
a. Maxtmrze IZ impact through dear legislation and consistent administration. 

Recommendat ion #1: 
Adopt a mandatory inclusionary 

zoning policy. 

lndusionary zoning policies can be mandatory­
requiring developers to build affordable units in 
exchange for development rights.er voluntary­
relying on incentives to encourage developers to 
'bpt-in. HAn analysis of existing IZ programs 
nationally reveals the superior delivery power of 
mandatory indusionary zoning. 

Of the 107 jurisdictions in California with indusionary 
zoning programs, 101 are mandatory. The six 
voluntary programs have produced little affordable 
housing. Two locales, Los Alamitos and Long Beach, 
'blame the voluntary nature of their programs for 
stagnant production despite a market rate boom. H u 
Three other voluntary programs reported that no units 
had been built. In sharp contra.st, the 15 top 
producing jurisdictions including Santa Barbara 
County, Monterey County, and Roseville, have 
produced over 16,000 units of affordable housing~ll 
through mandatory requirements.23 

Programs in Massachusetts have also produced 
significantly less affordable housing, due primarily to 
the voluntary nature of their programs. A 1999 review 
of inclusionary zoning programs in 1 OS Massachusetts 
municipalities by the Massachusetts Housing 
Partnership (MHP), estimated that these programs 
generated approximately 1,000 affordable units 
between 1990 and 1997 .z• 

When you've got limited room for growth, voluntary 
just doesn't work. The market forces are just too 
strong-flevelopers will choose the higher profits that 
come from building strictly market-rate units. 
Incentives can't compete.· 
~ndy Pieropan, Housing Planner, City of Boulder 25 

The differing outcomes of voluntary Jnd mandatory IZ 
have steered many jurisdictions away from voluntary 
programs. Those that have recently adopted 
indusionary zoning (e.g., Boston, Massachusetts; 
Denver, Colorado; and Sacramento, California) have 
made their requirements mandatory. Jurisdictions with 
once voluntary programs (e.g., Cambridge, 
Massachusetts; Boulder, Colorado; and Irvine, 
California) have found it necessary to amend their 
ordinances to mandatory requirements in response to 
low production. 
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Moving from Voluntary to Mandatory" 

Cambridge, Massachusetts. Between 19B8 and 
1998, cambndge operated a voluntary program and 
offered a density bonus for developers choosmg to 
add affordable hoUSing to the1r proJects m select 
zonmg d1stncts No affordable housmg was created In 
1999 the aty shifted to a mandatory poliCY Stnce 
then, 131 affordable umts have been produced, With 
another 130 tn the p1pe/me 26 

Boulder, Colorado Smce IZ was first implemented m 
1980, Boulder has expenmented With both mandatory 
and voluntary requ«ements In the five year penod 
that the program was voluntal}; only one private 
developer contributed affordable units Since 2000, 
when the aty changed to a mandatory polq, pnvate 
developers have bUilt 150 orHite affordable umts, and 
another 150 affordable umts through m-lteu fees 27 

Considerations for DC 

• The expenence of numerous JUnsdlcttons 1n the 
country With voluntary and mandatory 
mclus1onary zomng programs explams the 
national trend toward mandatory programs The 
data descnbmg these expenences leads to the 
recommendatiOn that the DJStnct should adopt a 
mandatory pohcy Urban commumt1es hke 
Washmgton, DC, that have a limited amount of 
land su1table for development fmd mandatory IZ 
an Important veh1cle for ensunng long-term 
affordab1hty m the housmg market 
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Recornmendat1on #2 

Des1gn an !Z program that 
allows developers to contnbute 

to affordable hous1ng and 

make a prof1t 

lnclus1onary zomng can engage the part1c1pat1on of 
the pnvate market 1n the development of affordable 
housmg through non-monetary cost-offsets that 
reduce construction costs and allow developers to 
reahze prof1ts 

Jur1sd1ct1ons typically conduct an economic feas1b1hty 
analys1s to determ1ne how to best structure an IZ 
pobcy that Will reach both goals the production of 
affordable housmg and developer prof1t The analys1s 
looks at vanous aspects of development-e-g , cost of 
land, prof1t margm, construction costs, and fees-and 
the JUnsdlcbOn's housmg needs and goals The analys1s 
can be apphed to drfferent scenanos assessmg the 
balance between offsets and IZ requirements With the 
goal of ensunng a normal overall profit margm for the 
developer Junsd1ct1ons that structure the1r programs 
m this way Include Sacramento, San Francisco, South 
San Franc1sco, Boulder, Fa1rfax County, Santa Fe, and 
New Jersey za Some JUnsdlcttons prov1de no cost offset, 
assummg the developer, the development 1tself, or an 
adjustment of the market w1fl absorb the costs (See 
AppendiX C for excerpts from econom1c feas1bdrty 
stud1es) 

The types of cost-offsets Junsd1ct1ons used to 
s1gmf1cantly reduce costs to developers on mclustonary 
proJects mclude adjustments to zomng and bUJidmg 
reqUirements, streamhmng of adm1mstrat1ve 
procedures, and deferral and waJVer of development 
fees Htstoncally, 1nclus1onary zomng pohc1es rehed 
heavily on derlSity bonuses to compensate developers 
As urban JUriSdictions 1ncreasmgly adopt th1s strategy, 
a broader set of tools have been utJhzed to deliVer 
further cost reductions to developers or to offer offsets 
for smaller proJects where dens1ty bonuses are less 
feas1ble L1ke dens1ty bonuses, many of these cost­
offset tools encourage more effiCient use of land or an 
Improvement of development processes 
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The chart below descnbes some of these offsets and 
provrdes examples of how they have been apphed by 
JUrtsdrctiOns 

Considerations for DC 

• By utrhzrng the range of cost-offsets descrrbed rn 
Table 3, the Drstnct can craft a pohcy that allows 
developers to dehver unrts at deeper levels of 
affordabrhty 

Table 3: Selett Examples of Cost-offsets Utilized by Junsdlctlons with lndusionary Zoning Polldes 

Type of What It Does and Example Cost-offsets Why It Helps Developers 

Most junsdrcbons offer densrty bonuses Typrcally they 
Allows developers to burld at a greater density are equrvalent to the requrred set-asrde percentage 

Density bonus than resrdenttal zones typically perm1t ThiS allows For example, Santa Fe, New Mexico. vanes rts set-
developers to build additional market rate unrts as1de from 11 to 16 percent dependrng on the type of 
wrthout havmg to acqu1re more land development and matches 1ts densrty bonus 

accordmgly 19 
_ 

Many programs allow unrt Size reduction while 

Unit size Allows developers to burld smaller or differently estabiiShmg m1nrrnum Sizes Burlington. Vermont. 

reduction configured 1ndUS1onary unrts, relatrve to market requ1res that mdus1onary umts be no smaller than 750 
rate umts, reduang constructiOn and land costs sq ft (1-bedroom), 1,000 sq ft (2-bedroom), 1,100 

(3-bedroom), or 1,250 sq ft (4-bedroom) 30 

Relaxed Allows parkrng space effrc1ency rn hrgher denSity Denver, Colol'@do, warves 1 0 reqwred parkrng 

parking developments wrth underground or structured spaces for each add1tlonl!ll affordable unrt, up to a 
park1ng reduong the number or srze of spaces, total of 20 percent of the ongrnal parlcrng requirements or allOWing tandem parkrng requirement 31 

Grants flexrbrhty 1n des1gn gu1dehnes-s~:~ch as Boston, Massachusetts. grants 1nclus1onary hous1ng 
projects greater floor-to-area ratio allowances 32 

Deslgn reduced setbacks from the street or property hne, Sacramento, california, permrts modifications of flexibility or warved m1rurnum lot srze requirement- road width, lot coverage, and m1mrnum lot srze rn utJhzmg land more effiaently relation to des1gn and infrastructure needs 33 

-

Reduces costs by waMng the 1m pact and/or Longmont. california, warves up to 14 fees rf more 

Fee waivers or permrt fees that support rnfrastructure affordable unrts (or unrts at deeper levels of 

reductions development and muntapal serv1ces A affordabihty) are provrded Average fees warved are 
junsdlcbon must budget for th1s srnce 1t Will mean $3,250 per Single family home, $2,283 per apartment 
a loss of revenue unre• 

Allows delayed payment of 1mpact and/or permit 
fees One approach allows developers to pay fees San Diego, caUfomla, allows deferral of 

Fee deferrals upon recerpt of certificate of occupancy, rather Development Impact Fees and Faohty Benefit 
than upon apphcatron for a buridrng permit,~, Assessments,35 

reduang carry1ng costs 

Streamlines the permitting process for sacramento, California, expedites the perm1tttng of 
Fast track development projects, reduang developers' lndUSionary zonrng projects to 90 days from the usual 
permitting carryrng costs (e g , 1nterest payments on time frame of 9-t 2 months The city estimates an predevelopment loans and other land and average savrngs of $250,000 per project.36 

property taxes) 

Compiled by Pol1cyLmk based on mteMews and l1terature reVIew 
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Recommendation #3 
Establ1sh 1ncome targets that 
reflect the affordable housmg 
needs of the commun1ty 

There are two ways rn wh1ch an IZ pohcy ultimately 
ach1eves affordable housrng First, the pohcy defrnes 
the 1ncome target(s) at wh1ch the developer must 
produce housmg Second, 1t 1dent1fies the programs 
that wrll allow the munrapahty to subs1drze those unitS 
to reach even deeper affordab1hty needs Montgomery 
County, for example, asks developers to produce unitS 
at 65 percent of AMI and then authorrzes ItS housmg 
authorrty to purchase up to a th1rd of those unrts to 
serve even lower-mcome fam1hes (Packagrng other 
affordable hous1ng resources wrth IZ wrll be d1scussed 
m the next recommendation ) 

Where the 1ncome target 1s set determrnes who 
benefits from the 1nclus10nary zonrng pohcy For 
example, a JUTISdlctlon that wants to provide housmg 
for moderate-mcome households, such as pubhc 
sector employees, m1ght set an 1ncome target at 80 
percent of the AMI Junsd1ctrons seek1ng to create 
affordable unitS for lower-1ncome wage earners m1ght 
choose an 1ncome target of 50 percent of AMI 
Junsd1ctrons wrth affordab1hty challenges across 
1ncome categorres often t1er the1r 1ncome target to 
serve d1verse needs (e g , half the unitS at 50 percent 
of AMI, half the unitS at 80 percent of AMI) 

Target 1ncome levels should be gu1ded by hous1ng 
needs and goals 1n the JUnsdlctron, but must be 
balanced w1th ma1nta1nrng developer prof1t 
Nationally, 1nclus1onary zonrng has demonstrated 
success wl'ien requ1nng developers to dehver 
affordable hous1ng unrts at 5(H 20 percent of the 
AMI, and when 1n combmatron wrth pubhc resources, 
those umts can be made ava1lable to households 
between 0-50 percent of AMI 
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Setting Income »>l'flets 

The ma}onty of IZ JUriSdictions set their mcome target 
m accordance With the US Department of Housmg 
and Urban Development On a yearly basis, HUD 
releases standard area med1an 1ncome (AMQ levels for 
different reg1ons throughout the country 

The AMI for the DC Metro reg1on IS $84,800 37 If the 
D1str1ct established an IZ program With an mcome 
target of 50 percent of the AM' the pokey would 
serve families eammg $42,400 A pol1cy targeting 80 
percent of AMI would serve famrlres eammg $67,840 

Income Targets Function as Ceilings 

In reality, the 1ncome target funct1ons as the ee~llng at 
wh1ch affordable umts are produced Developers w1ll 
rarely-ff-ever-JMOduce unrts at a lower 1ncome level 
than what IS outlined by a JUriSdiction Therefore, 
JUrisdictions should set the1r 1ncome level as low as 
poss1ble ' 

Many commun1t1es have asked developers to meet an 
mcome target at 50 percent of the AMI In New Jersey, 
most programs have a 20 percent set as1de and 
requ1re that half of all mdus10nary umts be for 
households below 50 percent AMI 38 In Cahforn1a, 48 
percent of the state's 1nclus1onary programs (46 
JUrisdictions) requ1re that some portion of rnclusronary 
umts be affordable to households at or below the 50 
percent AMI threshold 39 

Locales are 1ncreas1ngly push1ng the envelope to get 
lower than 50 percent of the AMI through strateg1c 
use of cost-offsets As thiS IS wntten, the aty of 
Los Angeles 1s proROSing an inclus1onary program that 
would target renters earnrng 45 percent of AMI 40 The 
Clty<ommlssloned economiC feas1brllty study found 
that a 1 0 percent set-asrde for renters at 45 percent 
AMI would be f1nanc1ally feas1ble for nearly all forms 
of development that occur 1n Los Angeles 41 (Forty-five 
percent AMI rn los Angeles translates rnto a family of 
four earn1ng $25,300 42) 
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The current income targets that inclusiof!ary zoning 
policies achieve must be analyzed within the political 
context of their jurisdictions. The income targets of IZ 
programs reflect the makeup and preferences of local 
organized constituencies.41 Since IZ policies began in a 
suburban context where very low-income residents are 
a small and poorly organized segment of the 
population, it is not surprising that programs there 
were targeted more to moderate-income levels. 

Considerations for DC 

• Because housing need is acute for households 
across income levels that are extremely low to 
moderate, the District should structure a tiered 
policy, with half the units developed for 50 
percent of AMI and half the units developed for 
80 percent of AMI. 
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r Jl"rtllic·s hv pac_kaglllg 
1nclusionary units with other 
affordable housing resources. 

Few jurisdictions with IZ policies ask developers to 
target incomes below 50 percent of the AMI, but 
many achieve deeper levels of affordability by 
packaging IZ units with other public sector resources. 
This effectively bridges the gap between the most 
acute affordable housing need and the affordability 
levels at which a developer is asked to build. This 
section explores innovative practices used by 
jurisdictions to link inclusionary requirements for 
private developers with public assistance for 
homeowners and renters. Jurisdictions can: 

• Mandate that some proportion of inclusionary units 
go to housing choice voucher holders; 

11ou11ng Choice voum.s awe o-. Alfotdllblllty tnp1ct 

Cam6rtdJJe. ~ h$s some of their lowest income tenrets find affordable housing by requiring 
that hlllf Of alltfJtlta/ units geperated ..ta IZ go ro housing choke voucher holdett The dty does this by 
tnanllf1/ng the tenant sektion process. 7he Community Development Department and Cambridge Housing 
Authority ptrwfde managers of fncilslonatY fit/Is with the/F.-plospec;1We tenltnts. The onslte tniJfJIIgf!r 

petfonns a credt dtect and landlord listoty IIMew befote selection is finalized. As,un;ng these are in 
~ the tnan11tJf!1 must select and a(O!pt one of the qualfied renants. As half of ai units go to housing 
choice voucher holdets. Cambrldge'S IZ program regulatly reaches families earning between r o and 30 
pemNJt of AMt their Intended goa4 due tp great need among faml1les at these lower.-incorne tiers. 4olol 

The Cambrldge Community Development DepMfment fills the other half from a waiting list of it:1:ome­
verified households. The c/eplrtment rives priority to fctmllies that already live in Cambridge. hllve children. 
and face an emergency housing need (e.g., nt;fau/t eWctioo. IMng in ovetrrowded housing, or paying 
more thlJn 50 percent of /nCDme on housing). For exaRJie, Cambrldge requires developers to set the 
average price of induslonaty units at a level affo(dable to 65 percent of the AMI. (This would 5M'e a family 
earning up ro $52,520 and allow them ro pay $1,313 a month for rent.45) f!y referring a family that eams 
$26,000 a year ancf is holding a housing choice KJUCher, Cambridge pays the difference be~ the $650 
a month the family can afford (30 percent of Its income) and the $1,313 per month the landlorr:l is charging 
for the IZ unit or $663. If the same family wete ocx:u{:1iing a market rate unit Cambridge would instead 
pay SB27 to COYer the gap between the family Income and 770 percent of fair market value. Because the 
city's IZ policy requires landlords to ampt housing authority referrals. assuming adequate crecft and tenant 
histcxy, it assures nondiscrimination of voucher holders a persistent problem in the private market 41 
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• Offer home buyer assistance to purchas~rs of IZ 
homeownership units; and 

• Enable public agencies or nonprofit organizations to 
purchase and further subsidize inclusionary units. 

Mandate That Some Portion of 
lnclusionary Units Go to Housing 
Choice Voucher Holders 

The Housing Choice Voucher Program (HCVP. formerly 
known as Section 8) is a rental assistance program 
that increases affordable housing choices for very low­
and extremely low-income households by allowing 
families to choose privately owned rental housing. 
Local public housing authorities, under contract with 
the federal government, administer HCVP. Participants 
generally contribute 30 percent of their monthly 
income toward housing costs with the housing choice 
voucher program making up the difference-tip to a 
locally defined 'payment standard."HCVP is the 
major federal support to low-income renters+.4 
million households nationwide. This program, much 
like inclusionary zoning. reduces the probability that 
families will live in the most economically and socially 
distressed areas. 

Requiring that a portion of indusionary units go to 
housing choice voucher holders is one effective 
mechanism for achieving deep affordability. 
Cambridge, Massachusetts, a leading example of how 
this can be accomplished, requires that 50 percent of 
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aiiiZ-produced rental units go to voucher holders.47 

Packaging inclusionary zoning with housing choice 
vouchers is a strategic way to make scarce resources 
for affordable housing go farther. Typically. the local 
housing authority pays the gap between what the 
housing choice voucher-holder can afford (30 percent 
of household income) and the cost of the private 
market rent (up to 110 percent of fair market rate). By 
placing HCVP holders in inclusionary units priced 
lower than market rents, HCVP saves money that in 
turn allows it to serve more families. It also addresses 
key challenges for the HCVP program: sufficient units 
available for the number of voucher holders and 
discriminatory screening out of voucher holders by 
landlords. 

Montgomery County also makes many of its 
inclusionary units available to households with 
housing choice vouchers. The Housing Opportunities 
Commission implements this by acquiring up to 40 
percent of a developer's IZ units and reserving a 
portion for voucher-eligible renters (a practice known 
as 'project-basing'). 

Offer Homebuyer Assistance for 
Purchasers of lnclusionary Units 

Many cities and counties offer assistance to 
homebuyers who are income-qualified for the 
inclusionary units. The additional assistance of the 
programs allows households earning less than the 
AMI target to be eligible for IZ units. 

CoUple lncluslotwy Zoning with llotrtebuyw Asslstanat 

Faldu ~ ~aggressively encourages households on its homebuyer waiting list to utilize Fim Time 
Homebuyer tnOttgitge assistance from the state Housing Development Authority. For households that meet 
mlnirrun aedit criteria and make less than 70 petpN~t of AMI. the authority offers 3.5 percent Interest rate 
mottgages ciNeting roo percent of housing costs (I.e., no down payment is requlreO.. Combined with the 
coun~ constMtlon cost-based price tatyet ,.,_County makes homeownetship indusionary units aa:essible 
for~ low and Mn extlerne/y low-income households. Thirty percent of Faitfax County indusionary 
homebuyf!rs eamed less than 40 percent AM1, and 5 percent earned less than 30 petrent AMI.• 

SOUth San Francisco, c.lifornY has created a shared-appreciation, revolving-loan fund to extend below­
market-rate loans to all itS indusionary homebuyers. HocJseholds can qualify for loans up to S 150,000. If the 
homebuyer sells in the future, she shares the profit rMde on the sale of the house with the city. For instance, if 
the dty lends 20 percent of the purchase pdce. the city gets 20 peteellt of the r;apital gains. This generates 
revenue for. the dty to continue loans to new homebuyers. This revolving loan fund allows households with 
lower than AMI-linked incomes to qualify for IZ units. • 
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Enable Public Agencies or Nonprofits 
to Purchase and Further Subsidize 
lnclusionary Units 

Allowing public agencies or nonprofits to purchase 
and manage inclusionary units is another way to 
achieve deeper affordability. The designated entities 
can further subsidize the unit below the affordability 
level at which it was produced and can target it to 
special needs populations. Montgomery County and 
Fairfax County help local housing authorities obtain 
inclusionary housing units so that they may be in turn 
rented or sold to households that otherwise could not 
afford them. This direct purchase method is an 
important way for local housing authorities to build 
their affordable housing stock over the long term. In 
Montgomery County nonprofit purchasers of the units 
provide clients with disabilities and clients escaping 
domestic violence with safe, affordable housing 
options. 

AfDntgcNiwy and Fa/du Cocmrles ~Units 
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Considerations for DC 

• Coupling indusionary zoning with the HCVP could 
help wait-listed households. DC Housing Authority 
currently has a serious problem finding placements 
for voucher holders with only roughly half finding 
housing before their voucher expires.54 Making 
inclusionary units accessible to voucher households. 
allows the housing authority to extend vouchers to 
more families on its 26,000-person waiting list. 

• The District should consider managing the 
homeowner selection process so that inclusionary 
homebuyers come off the city's homebuyer 
waitlist-ensuring fair access for a broad spectrum 
of households. The District could also offer first time 
homebuyer assistance. 

• The District should assess the capacity of District 
public agencies, community development 
corporations, and other nonprofit service agencies 
to purchase or manage IZ units and structure 
opportunities that reflect that capacity into the 
policy. 

llloftfgomefy ~ IIMyfand frr'Ois t/leir local pub/"IC housing authorlty-f#le Housing Opportunities 
COIMJlssion (HOO-Iirst right of reflal for putdJasing up to a thftd of a P'fiect's indusionaty units, with 
the understanding tfJat they will be rented or sold to ~ Income households. HOC-approved 
ncxpofits have second right of refusal oo an addltJonal 5eW!IJ pen:ent of lndusionaly Clnhs. 1hls has 
enabled the Coon~ Moderatety Priced Dwellng Unit (MPDU) ptOfptn to benefit households earning 
much less than 65 peteent of AMI (the income ceiling set by the pt'OgfMJ). 

Using State Housing PiJrtnetshlp Program financing. bond-inked low-lnaJme taK credits. funds from the 
COWJty Housing Initiative Fund, and housing choice~ HOC Is able to offer most of their MPDUs to 
families earning below 50 percent AMI and a substantial number below 40 percent AMI. • 

/njota( HOC has made apfJ(OXimately 1,500 inc:/usionary units available toWNY low-income rentets since the 
PfO!Ptn~ Inception in 1 974.n HOC alstJ hetls ~low-Income households buy lndusionary unhs that woUld 
be unaffolr»bbe without additional assistance. HOC offers roughly a thtd of hs purchased units to households 
on HOes homeownetship waiting list. 52 

,_lrfu Cou~ Virgin~ also grants hs public housing authority and nonprofits first rights of refusal to 
~n the affordabil~ of inc/~1)' units. The Fairfax County Redevelopment and Housi® Authority 
(FCRHA) is given exclUSive right to purchase up to one thfrd of if)dusionary units during the first 90 days 
they are marketed. But after 60 days. any unhs not claimed may be purchased by nonprofits. CMr the first 
10 yeatS of the program, FCRHA had ~purchased 40 units whHe nonprofits had not purchased an)' 
However, as of 2001, the County Department of Housing and Community Development had requested S1 
miHlon to acquire indusionary units independently of FCRHA. 9 
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Recommendation #5 
Del1ver the most hous1ng units 
by apply1ng inclus1onary zoning 
to the maJonty of residential 
development. 

lnclusionary zoning policies that cover the majority of 
residential construction and reflect development 
patterns and trends in the community are most 
effective in generating affordable housing units. 
Policies that are inconsistently applied and/or have 
exemptions and loopholes are seriously compromised 

Establish a Threshold That Capt1,1res 
the Majority of Development 

lnclusionary zoning policies define a threshold of units 
(or 'project trigger' at which the affordability 
requirement applies. Many municipalities exempt very 
s~ll developments to increase the feasibility of such 
proJ~. Some jurisdictions apply inclusionary zoning 
policies to all development with larger developments 
required to build units and smaller developments 
allowed to pay an in-lieu fee. 

Understanding development patterns is critical in 
determining the size of developments that will fall 
under the inclusionary requirement. For example, if 90 
pe~nt of residential construction is occurring in 
projects of 15 or more units, it would be reasonable to 
set a trigger of 15 units. However, if half of all 
residential developments were less than 15 units, it 
would be prudent for a jurisdiction to set its 
inclusionary zoning policy at a lower trigger level. 

There is a trend towards lower project triggers. Older 
and more suburban IZ policies tend to have higher 
project triggers (e.g., Montgomery County, Maryland), 
while newer and more urban policies (e g., Boston, 
Massachusetts) have lower triggers. During the life of 
a policy, jurisdictions can adjust the project trigger to 
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reflect shifts in development patterns For example, 
Montgomery County responded to changes in 
development patterns in 2002 by lowering its trigger 
from 50 to 35 units 

Apply to All Residential Development 

Jurisdictions that apply an inclusionary zoning 
~~i~ment to all residential developments produce 
stgmftcantly more affordable units San Francisco is an 
i!'structive ~mple: from 1992~000, its IZ policy 
exempted ltve-work lofts..fAe major type of 
development happening at the time. As a result, the 
policy only applied to 16 percent of new residential 
construction (that which was not live-work lofts) and 
produced little affordable housing.ss 

The vast majority of inclusionary zoning programs 
apply the affordability requirement to both rental and 
owner occupied units, effectively linking growth to 
affordability in both markets and not privileging one 
type of development over another. 

San Frandsco: Closing Loopholes In Their /Z 
Policy CO Maximize Effectiveness 

San Francisco's indusionary housing ordinance was 
adopted in 1992; as of 2000 only 128 affordable 
housing units and $75q 000 in fees had been 
generated. A major reason for such limited outcomes 
in a locale that experienced rapid growth in its 
residential market is that San Frandsco's 10 percent 
set aside poftcy did not apply to live-work 
deve/opments-#fe majority of new units constructed 
during the 1992-2000 period. In San Francisco 
between 1992 and 2000, total new housing 
production reached 8,487 units. Of those, only 76 
percent (1,356) of new market rate units were subject 
to the indusionary requirement. As a result only 728 
affordable housing units were generated through the 
inclusionary zoning policy. The ordinance was recently 
revised (effective May 5, 2002) and has eliminated the 
exemption an live-work developments. The weak 
parameters of the first policy forfeited an opportunity 
mgenerate an additional 713 affordable housing 
un~ 
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Urban communities expenenctng a reinv~ment in 
their housing stock often see substantial rehabilitation 
and conversion of rental units to owner-occupied 
condos In response, some locales-i!.g., Denver, . 
Colorado, and Somerville, Massachusetts-apply thetr 
inclusionary requirement to major rehab projects while 
others, such as Fairfax County, Virginia, apply to 
condo conversions as well. 

Considerations for DC 

• The District should assess residential construction 
patterns and establish an inclusionary zoning 
policy that captures the majority of residential 
development. Analyzing the Office of Planning's 
Database of Development Activity indicates that 
approximately 85 percent of residential construc­
tion in DC involves projects with 10 or more units 
Therefore, it would be efficacious to set a project 
trigger of 1 0 units. 

• Significant luxury rehabs and condo conversions 
are occurring in the District. Given this pattern, 
the District should consider applying inclusionary 
zoning to these types of developments. 

Presewlng Affordabllity: A Cautionary Tale from 
Montgomery Coun~ Maryland 

Montgomery County created its Moderately~ 
Dwelling Unit program (MPDU) in 1974. Unti/1981, 
the affordability term was set at five years. In 1981, it 
was increased to 10 years, and in 1989, extended to 
20 years. 55 Although over 11,000 indusionary units 
have been built, about 7,000 have been 1ost*due to 
expiring affordability control periods. S7 Many of the 
roughly 4,000 remaining affordable units would h~v; 
expired as well, had the _county Housing OpportLmtties 
Commission and local nonprofits not purchased them 
and made them permanentlyaffordable.58 The 
county~ experience during the 1990s illustrates how it 
lost ground. Between 1992 and 1999, 2, 135 owner­
occupied units fell out of affordability. During that 
same period, only 1,598 were created. In then.~ ten 
years, it is projected that more than 2, 000 additional 
units w111 be lost. 59 
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Recornmendat1on #6: 

Requ1re long-term affordabll1ty 

While the length of ttme an inclusionary unit stays 
affordable ranges from five years to perpetuity, the 
trend is towards longer affordability periods to 
preserve the community benefits .gene~ated by . 
inclusionary zoning. For ownershtp unitS, 30 years ts 
becoming the standard reflecting the length of n:'?st 
conventional mortgages; for rentals the affordabthty 
term can be even longer 

Long-term affordability provisions are important for 
several reasons. The development of inclusionary units 
requires substantial commitment from the private and 
public sectors: private developers offer units at below­
market rates, and the public sector contributes various 
cost-offsets. Provisions for long-term affordability 
guarantee that these investments provide .maximum 
community benefit, and do not bestow Windfall 
profits on individual buyers. 

Long-term affordability req~irements also all~ 
jurisdictions to build up thetr affordable houstng stock 
over time. A review of jurisdictions with shorter 
affordability requirements shows that units can fall out 
of affordability as quickly as new ones are added. In 
escalating housing markets, short affordability 
provisions can fuel displacement since tower-income 
families could be priced out of lndusionary units as 
affordability requirements expire. 

Long-term affordability measures are particylarty 
important in places with limited land available for 
development. These communities need to be strategic 
about land use to ensure stability in the housing 
market. 

Balancing the Goals of Affordability 
and Equity 

The homeownership opportunities created by 
inclusionary zoning pol ides balance the goal of 
preserving affordability for the commun~ with 
wealth-building opportunities for tower-tncome 
families. IZ jurisdictions typically allow households to 
gain equity even while they set long control periods. 
Nearly all inclusionary programs allow households to 
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sell their properties at a price that is upwar;dly adjusted 
from the price at which they bought it. Additionally, 
households acquire wealth because owning a home 
results in federal mortgage~ deductions. 

Most jurisdictions have shared appreciation formulas 
that allow the locale and the inclusionary homeowner 
to share resale profits. For example. though 
Montgomery County has lost many units due to short 
affordability terms. its profit sharing formula has 
captured half of the profit made from sales of MPDUs 
into the county's Housing Initiative Fund.60 

Mechanisms for Preserving 
Affordability 

Jurisdictions that preserve the affordability of 
inclusionary units do so through resale restrictions. 
Resale restrictions can take many forms such as deed 
restrictions, contractual agreements, covenants that 
run with the land, and land trust agreements. Price 
control guidelines are written into the resale 
restrictions. For example. a jurisdiction can write into 
the deed of affordable units the 1ncome limits, how 
they are calculated, price formulas, and how 
affordability terms will be enforced. Some jurisdictions 
also include a 1ight of first refusal" on resale units 
allowing a public entity or an organization that it 
designates to purchase an affordable unit before the 
owner places the unit on the market 61 

Long-term affordability provisions require 
administrative oversight. Jurisdictions designate staff 
from the housing authority, housing finance agency, 
housing and communrty development department, or 
contract with a local nonprofit agency to monitor and 
enforce affordability provisions over time 

Considerations for DC 

• Because the District is seeing a rapid escalation in 
housing costs that is causing displacement of 
lower-income families, and because land is limited 
in the District for developmElnt, an IZ policy with 
long affordability periods will help promote 
affordability in the housing market and create 
greater stability. The affordability terms set by the 
District's Housing Production Trust Fund can 
provide consistent guidance to IZ terms as well. 
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Recommendation # 7 · 

Ach1eve more equitable 

dtstnbution of affordable 

hous1ng by limiting the use of 

alternatives. 

Most jurisdictions allow developers some alternatives 
to constructing the inclusionary units within the larger 
market rate project. Alternatives generally include: 
paying a fee in-lieu of building the affordable unit; 
constructing units in an off-site location. or ded1catmg 
land on which affordable units could be built The 
most effective way to ensure that housing affordability 
follows the geographic distribution of market rate 
development is to avoid. or minimiZe the use of, these 
alternatives. An indusionary zoning policy that 
requires on-site construction within the larger 
development, promotes greater distribution of 
affordable housing and more consistently fosters 
mixed income community development. 

Align Use of Alternatives with Broader 
Affordable Housing Goals 

The use of off-site construction options and in-lieu 
fees should be aligned with the broader affordable 
housing goals that a community is trying to achieve. 
When a jurisdiction establishes a policy, it should 
assess the trade-offs between affordable housing 
production and distribution. For example, allowing 
off-site construction could result in a greater number 
of affordable units in a different neighborhood; or in­
lieu fees could be used to produce housing for deeper 
income levels than would be possible through an 
inclusionary zoning policy. On the other hand, off-site 
construction can further concentrate affordable 
housing into high-poverty neighborhoods. 

The bottom-line principle for allowing alternatives 
should be that off-site options generate more 
affordable housing than on-site construction. In 
Boston. in-lieu fees and off-site construction are 
allowed in the downtown area. but set at levels that 
produce more affordable housing than if the units 
were built on-site.62 
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Utilize Alternatives to On-site 
Construction in an Established Context 

Alternatives to on-site construction should be utilized in 
an established context with guidelines that are clearly 
articulated. Allowing alternatives to be used in an ad 
hoc manner by program administrators and developers 
compromises the effectiveness of inclusionary zoning. 

Some locales only aiiO'N in-lieu fees for developments 
that fall beiO'N an established project trigger. For 
example, Boulder, Colorado, requires on-site 
construction for projects of five or more units, and 
aiiO'NS an in-lieu fee on projects that are four units or 
smaller. 

Considerations for DC 

• The District has seen both an increase in high 
poverty neighborhoods, and the escalation of 
housing prices in once affordable neighborhoods 
that are displacing IO'Ner-income residents. Given 
these trends, the District should minimize use of 
in-lieu fees and off-site construction. This will help 
promote a more equitable distribution of 
affordable housing. 

• If the District chooses to aiiO'N alternatives, it 
should be done in a limited and established 
context. For example, requiring on-site 
construction for projects of 10 or more units and 
the payment of in-lieu fees for smaller projects; or, 
allowing alternatives in a limited geographic area 
(e.g., in the dD'NntO'Nn area such as Boston does). 
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admin1st r at1on. 

In order for jurisdictions to realize the benefits of IZ, 
serve the intended beneficiaries, and generate long­
term results, a commitment to implementation and 
administration is needed. 

Utilize Specific Language 

lnclusionary zoning policies are implemented by the 
public entity that has land use and zoning authority­
in most cities this is usually the city council or zoning 
commission. The enabling legislation should be clear 
and concrete about the various aspects of the policy, 
the obligations of developers, and the responsibilities 
of the public agency that will administer the program. 
Well articulated regulatory guidelines diminish the 
possibility of loopholes that can undermine the 
effectiveness of the policy. Clear procedural policies 
help developers plan for their projects with knowledge 
of what is expected and provides guidance to the 
administrative agency on how they should manage an 
IZ policy. Once codified in zoning law, however, IZ 
requirements should allow the administrative agency 
some discretion for determining when circumstances 
warrant an adjustment of inclusionary requirements . 
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In addttton to the enabling legtslatton, Junsdtcttons 
may adopt supportmg regulattons or admimstrattve 
pohoes for certatn aspects of the policy For example, 
tf a Junsdtctton wants to package mclustonary umts 
With the Housmg Chotce Vouchers Program, an added 
resolutton by the crty council or mayor may be 
necessary to mandate that developers and the housmg 
authonty parttctpate 

Administration Matters 

When an IZ policy IS established, a public agency ts 
destgnated to admtmster the program, usually the 
ctty's departments of hous1ng and/or commumty 
development Hav1ng a good policy on the books 1s 
meanmgless unless a JUrtsdtctton has a deep 
commitment to admtmstenng the policy tn a clear and 
consistent manner 

The adm1mstrattve agency manages the day-to-day 
operatiOns of the pohcy, worktng wtth developers 
through the process of bUtldtng and selling 
tnclustonary untts, mterfactng with landlords who rent 
tnciUSIOnary Units, COllaborating With public agenCieS 
such as the housmg authonty or hous1ng ftnance 
agenctes, and monttonng resales and tenant 
ehgtbthty Admtmstrattve agenctes are asstgned key 
roles to 

• Verify income eligibility. When IZ untts are ftrst 
rented or sold etther the admtmstrattve agency or 
the developer venfies the tncome eltgtbthty of 
applicants When the Junsdtctton manages thts 
process, It usually venf1es 1ncome eligibility and 
then creates a waitmg hst of approved renters or 
homebuyers from whtch developers can find 
prospecttve tenants or buyers Boulder and Denver 
are JUrtsdtctlons that operate tn th1s way 

• Manage tenant selection process. In addttton to 
venfyJng mcome eligtb1lrty, some JUrisdictions 
manage the tenant select1on process ThiS can 
enable a program to package other forms of 
housmg assistance w1th IZ umts to reach extremely 
low-tncome fam1hes (e g , Cambndge) 

• Oversee/monitor the resale process. A 
JUrtSdtctlon must momtor the 1ntt1al sale and every 
resale of IZ umts to ensure umts are sold or rented 

35 Policyltnk 

at the requtred pnces and occupted by lncome­
eligtble households Thts overstght and monttonng 
ts cnttcal to reach the tntended beneftctanes of 
an IZ policy 

• Provide on-going support and technical 
assistance and guidance to developers. 
Another tmportant functton of the admtntstrattve 
agency IS to proVIde gutdance and support to 
developers who are constructtng tnclustonary umts 
As dtscussecl earher tn the report, IZ ts a policy that 
generates affordable housmg whtle matntamtng 
developer profit Through techmcal asststance 
JUnsd1ct1ons can help developers meet thetr 
requtrements 

• Determine alternatives when developers face 
economic hardship. Junsdtcttons should provtde 
clear standards by whtch a developer can request a 
full or partial watver from the tnclus1onary requtre­
ment Watvers should only be gtven 1f the developer 
can prove economtc hardshtp Rehef can take the 
form of a reduct1on 1n the requtrement, alternatiVes 
to the requirement, or a wa1ver of the reqUirement 
The admtmstrattve agency-oot the developer­
should determme what the alternattve Will be 

Commit Resources to Administration 

The agency admtmstenng an IZ policy should be 
adequately resourced to manage the operations of the 
policy Some locales utilize tn-heu fees to admtmster 
the program whtle others allocate adm1mstrattve 
resources The resources requtred to effecttvely 
adminiSter an IZ program vary w1th the s1ze and age of 
the program A 2002 case study of IZ programs 1n 
small-to-mld-s1zed Bay Area cltles found annual 
adm1mstrattve costs vaned from $40,000 to 
$110,000 66 Momtonng and venfyJng tncomes for 
Cambndge's IZ program requ1res the atteltttOn of one 
full-t1me staff person 67 Montgomery County's 
program, With roughly 4,000 umts subject to IZ 
reqUirements, ts adm1mstered by three staff people 68 

Some ottes have found they can save admlmstrattve 
costs by sub-contracting out momtonng and enforce­
ment responstbtht1es to a nonprofit orgamzatton Palo 
Alto subcontracts wtth the nonproftt Palo Alto 
Hous1ng Corporation to monttor umts and qualrfy 
household mcome The otres of Livermore, 
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Pleasanton, San Ramon, Dublin, and Danv1lle are 
JOintly developmg a non-prof1t that would serve as a 
one-stop deannghouse for mforrnat1on on IZ rental 
and for-sale opportumt1es, as well as homeowner 
assiStance programs, for each City's mclus1onary zonmg 
program 69 

Considerations for DC 

• The D1stnct should establish 1nclus1onary zomng 
by adopting enabling legiSlation that IS clear 
about the parameters of the policy and the 
obllgat1ons of developers and the admm1strat1ve 
agency However, Without proper adm1mstrat1ve 
overs1ght the best policy on the books can be 
undone Therefore the D1stnct should assess 
wh1ch public agency (e g , Hous1ng and Commu­
nity Development) IS best su1ted to adm1mster IZ. 
and then empower 1t wrt:h the necessary 
resources 

36 PollcyUnk 

Conclus1on 

Many factors 10 Washington, DC make th1s a cntJcal 
t1me to Implement a mandatory 1ndus1onary zomng 
pohcy 1n the D1stnct Those factors Include renewed 
res1dent1al mvestment, an escalating housmg market, 
mcreasmg housmg cost burdens on D1stnct res1dents 
and newcomers, Increased displacement of res1dents, 
and an ambitiOUS mayoral plan to develop new 
neighborhoods and attract 100,000 new residents to 
the City A comprehensive housmg strategy that can 
prov1de a bluepnnt for both market rate and 
affordable hous1ng 1s warranted Expenence has 
shown that mclus1onary zomng IS an effective policy 
for ty1ng affordable housmg development to market 
rate production, and ensunng that affordable hous1ng 
IS d1stnbuted across a junsdlctlon Wh1le the Dlstnct 
has shown mcreased commitment to affordable 
housmg mvestment, 1t can strengthen that 
commitment by employmg one of the most effect1ve 
tools 1n the affordable housmg toolkit The success of 
mclus1onary zomng has been demonstrated 1n 
hundreds of JUOSdlcbons across the country The 
nation's capitol and rt:s res1dents deserve the benefits 
of a strong mclus10nary pohcy 
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Potomac Conference Forum titled 'The Future of the Core 
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AppendiX A Examples of Mandatory Programs 

~ble 1. Examples of Mandatory lnclusionary Zoning Programs 

Jurisdiction Set Aside Trigger Income Targets 

<80%AMI (Y:!) Boston, MA 10% , 10unrts 80-120% AMI (Y2) 

Boulder, CO 20% 1 umt <80%AMI 

Cambndge, Avg of 65% AMI 

MA 15% 10 unrts 1 0-30% AMI' (reached by packag1ng 
wrth other affordable hous1ng resources) 

DaVIS, CA 25-35% 5 uruts <50% AMI (217) 
50-BO% AMI (Sfl) 

10% 30for-sale <SO% AMI (<3 stones) 
Denver, ccr 

1 uruts <95%AMI (4+ stones) 
<65%AMI (rental) 

Fa1rfax County, '625- ' 
<70%AMI 

VA 12 5% , so unrts 25-40% AMI' (reached by packag1ng 
wrth other affordable hous1_ng ~urces) 

<65%AMI Montgomery 12 5-15% : 35 unrts < 30% AMt (reached by packaging With County, MD other affordable housmg resources) 

Sacramento, 10 unrts <50% AMI (213) 
CA 15% (greenf~eld 50-80% AMI (113) , areas) 

65% AMI (fe!ltal} San Otego, CA 10% 2 unrts 100% AMI (for-sale) 

San Franasco, 12% 
1 

10 unrts 60% AMI (reptal uruts) 
CA 100% AMI (for-sale) 

Santa Fe, NM 11-16% 1 unrt Avg of 65% AMI 

South San 20% 5 unrts 80-120% AMI (315) 
Franosco, CA 50-80% AMI (215) 

PollcyUnk 

Compensabon 

• Tax break 
• Increased he1ght/FAR 

allowance 

• NONE 

• 30% dens1ty bonus (15% 
for market uruts, 15% for 
affordable unrts) 

• 25% DenSity Bonus 

• 1 0% dens1ty bonus 
• $5,000/unrt cash subs1dy 
• Reduced parking 

reqUirements 
• Expedited review 

D 1 0-20% dens1ty bonus 

D Up to 22% density bonus 
D Fee waivers 
• Lower min lot area 

requirements 
• Reduced property taxes m 

h~g~~- -
• 25% density bonus 
D Fee waiVers or deferrals 
• Expedited review 

• Reduced land use hmrts 
• Less expens~ve ftmshes 

allowed 
• Gap flnancmg 
0 Expedtted rev~ew 
• Reduced water and sewer 

fees 

• Feew;uvers 

0 11-16% denstty bonus 

0 NONE 

' lnteMew With M1ke Johnston, Dtrector of Leasmg and Occupancy, Cambndge Housmg Authonty, August 2003 
2 Denver's program ts mandatory for ownershtp uruts but voluntary for rentals 
3 lntervtew w1th Bonme Conrad, Homeownershtp Program Manager, Fatrfax County, July 2003 
4 lntervtew w1th Bobbte Costa, Scattered S1tes Manager, Rental Asststance DtviSlon, Housmg Opportumttes Commtss1on, 
September 2003 
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Appendix B Key Components of Pol1cy 

Table 1. Key Components of an lnduslonary ZOning Policy 

Component Description/Best Practices 

-

• lndusronary zonmg can be mandatory, reqUJnng developers to bu1ld affordable un1ts 1n 
Voluntary vs. exchange for burldmg permrts, or mcent1ve-based, allowmg developers to voluntanly 
Mandatory 'bpt-ln n 

• Mandatory poho~ have produced far more affordable umts than voluntary programs 
- -

• The percentage of umts wrthm a proposed development that must be earmarked as 
affordable Cit1es have set-asrde reqUirements that range from as low as 5 percent to as 

Set Aside h1gh as 35 percent The hrgher the set-asrde, the more affordable umts wrll be 
generated 

• Set asrdes are rarely less than 1 0 percent 

• The rncome level to whrch rnclusronary unrts are targeted Most jurrsdrctrons set the 
mcome target of therr programs based upon a percentage of the area's medran mcome 
(AMI) 

Income Target • Some junsdrctrons chose to tier the1r rncome target, for example, bulidrng half of the 
unrts at 50 percent of AMI. and the other half of unrts at 80 percent of AMI Th1s allows 
junsd1ct1ons to meet affordable housmg needs at several1ncome levels 

• IZ pol10es are most effeCtive when Income targets are set at levels where hoUSJng need 
rs most acute 

0 The project threshold to whrch the lndUSJonary zonrng pohcy wrll apply (e g • projects of 
5, 1 0, 20 unrts) 

Size of • Some jUnsd1ct1ons apply 1ndustonary zoning pohoes to all development that ts 
Development happemng in the commumty, wrth larger proJects requrred to construct unrts and 
(1Jroject trlgge,., smaller projects paytng an m-heu fee 

0 The rule of thumb rs to ensure that the tndusronary zon1ng pohcy IS applicable to the 
ma.Jonty of the resrdentral market and reflective of housrng development patterns 

For Sale/Rental • The 1nduSJonary requ1rement can apply to owner-occup1ed and/or rental unrts The vast 
ma.Jonty of porroes apply to both 

• Junsdtctlons typtcally offer developers compensatlo!HH' cost-offsets-te decrease the 
developer's cost of construction 1n exchange for production of affordable umts 

Developer • One of the most popular forms of cost-offsets or developer compensation 1s the density 

Compensation bonus. where the developer ts alloWed to construct additional market rate umts beyond 
what ts allowed under zomng law Other cost-offsets utlhzed by jUrtsdtctlons mdude 

c expedited permrtttng, reduced parktng requtremen~1 and warvers or deferrals of certarn 
mumcrpal fees 

• Some programs allow alternatives to constructing affordable umts on-s1te, wrthm the 
larger market rate development The two most common alternatives are allowrng 

Off-site 
affordable unrts to be constructed 1n an off-s1te location, or the payment of a fee tn-heu 

Construction and 
of bUJid1ng the umts 

In-lieu Fees • If 1n-heu fees are part of an IZ pohcy, they should be set at a level comparable to the 
costs assooated with produong affordable houSJng umts Otherwise, the IZ pohcy IS 
senously weakened 

• On-stte construction leacJ5 to greater econom1c and raoal1ntegratron 
-
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Table 1. Key Components of an lnduslonary Zoning Policy (con't.) 

-

Component Description/Best Practices 

Apply to Rehab 
Units, Condo • Some programs apply an mclusronary requrrement to rehab, condo conversrons, and 
Conversions, and adaptrve re-use However, the practrce rs not wrdespread 
Adaptive Re-use 

• Many IZ pohcres requrre developers to construct affordable un1ts that are srmrlar or 
Similarity/ compatible rn outward appearance to market rate Units ThiS requrrement contnbutes 
Compatibility of to cohesrveness m the physrcal appearance of a ne1ghborhood help1ng to overcome 
lncluslonary and negat1ve perceptions of what constitutes ,ow rncome"housmg 
Market Rate Units • Developers have a vested rnterest rn adhenng to thrs requrrement srnce unrts that are 

d1sparate m outward appearance can lower the market value of the development 
-

Production of 
0 Junsdrctrons can requ1re that 1nclus1onary unrts should be constructed prror to, 

lnduslonary and srmultaneous with, or after market rate units 

Market Rate Units • Nearly all Jurrsdrc.tJons With IZ pohcres now requrre prtor or srmultaneous construction of 
affordable unrts to e!'5Ure they are produced 

-

• Nearly aiiiZ pohcres today requrre tnclus1onary units to be drspersed throughout a 
Dispersal of qevelopment Th1s helps affordable Units blend 1n so that they can be truly rntegrated 
Affordable Units wrth market-rate un1ts, and escape the usual stigma attached to affordable housmg 

• Dispersal ts partrcularly rmportant for proJects with multrple, detached units 

• The length of trme an mdUSJonary umt stays affordable ranges from frve years to 
perpeturty, these requrrements are rnduded as deed restnctrons 

Terms of • Longer affordabrhty terms (30 years or longer) ensure that tnclus1onary unrts stay 

Affordablllty affordable for future generatrons 
• Programs often have a hmrted equity component that allow homebuyers to sell therr 

propertres at a pnce that rs upwardly adjusted from the pnce at whrch they bought rt, 
but the resale pnce tS capped to preserve affordab1lrty 

• Departments of communrty development and/or hoUSJng typrcally adminiSter IZ 

Administration 
programs The adm1nrstrat1ve agency manages the day-to-day operatiOns of the 

and Enforcement 
program, monitorS compliances, and tracks effectrveness 

• The des1gnated public agency should be appropnately resourced to carry out these 
tasks 

-

Getting to Deeper • Once rndUStonary un1ts are constructed, JUIIsdlctrons can utthze other affordable 

Affordablllty c hous1ng resources (e g , housmg cho1ce voucher dollars) or purchase IZ u.n1ts tq reach 
very low-rncome fam1hes 

-
-
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Appendix C Excerpts from IZ 
Economic Feas1bil1ty Stud1es 

Some JUnsd1ct1ons conduct econom1c feas1bd1ty stud1es 
to deterrnme the parameters of the1r mdus1onary 
zonmg pohcy (e g , set-as1de requ1rement, 1ncome 
target), and what cost offsets (1f any) Will be provided 
to ensure a normal overall prof1t margm for 
developers These studies are based on extensive 
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conversations w1th developers about vanous costs 
(land, construction, financmg) and market conditiOns 
to proJect the 1mpact of mclus1onary requ1rements on 
a range of development scenanos FeaSlblhty stud1es 
model how vanous cost offsets could reduce the 
overall construction costs of mclus1onary zomng 
projects Two such analyses-fer Los Angeles and San 
D1ego-are shown below 

Table 1. Projected Impacts of IZ Cost-Offsets (Los Angeles) 

Savings per Affordable Unit (assuming 15 percent set aside) 

Htgh-
Low- MecfiUITI- High- Density Owner 

Density Den::f DenSI~ Rental Smgl~ Owner Owner Con~"; 
Rentaf Renta Renta (TYDelllt Fariuly' Attachecl Condos' (Type 

Cost-offset 

Reduce sae• $18,644 $19,533 $21,026 $24,565 $56,707 $35,151 $32,520 $62,472 

Reduce bathroomsb 3,805 4,357 4,690 5,634 2,729 9,696 9,034 15,025 

Modest mtenor finiSh' 9,278 8,333 8,333 8,517 16,000 13,611 9,650 10,033 

Reduce parkmgd 5,833 5,444 54,444 76,667 NA NA NA NA 

Defer fees" 3,842 3,876 5,318 5,318 8,446 6,960 6,887 11,238 

Allow tandem parkmg' 520 909 9,094 12,718 NA NA NA NA 
t;:.tZ.· ~ ~ ... , i - ,J. ...... ;{'1:~;,;' ~;-'4si,1f'cf,"'n' \~s·~~:,.·:,r- 882~:.~ ·&s419- 'ssi091;,· s'98~&7~ "<10!'~-;r,~ -} '·'''\-~ '~,, -~J 

J.<..,.:,.,._ 1H w-~/ .:.~ .... -eJ ~~ t.. ""~',I;::;>,,- $~:th ,-, ,_J,,_~,, ~"~~~Y! '·'p!"'-'""'"-~J_cz!t~·-~J- $, '>".r, <Ci<~r,; -, lj 
-

Source DaVId Paul Rosen and Assoaates. City of Los Angeles lndUStonary HOUSing Stu~ September 2002 

•tnclusronary unrts allowed to be reduced as follows 540 sf 
(from 625 sf) for one-bedrooms, 725 sf (from 850 sf) for two­
bedrooms. 1000 sf (from 1,100) for three-bedrooms 
b Number of bathrooms reduced from two to one bath for ¥ 
bedroom and three bedroom rnclusionary unrts 
• Assumes $1 D DO per square foot reductron rn rntenor frnrsh 
costs 
d Parking requtrement reduced by 0 25 spaces per umt 
• Butldrng permrt, water, sewer, school, and park fees deferred 
from payrng at start of construction to certtflcate of occupancy 
ThiS then assumes a 12-month deferral for 'tenter low" and 
'tenter rnedrum, • a 15-rnonth deferral for renter hrgh and 
renter hrgh Type Ill, and an 18-month deferral for owner condos 
and Type I condos 
1 1\No spaces share one means of egress for unrts wrth two or 
more parking spaces 

1 Two story apts, 25 unrts per acre, covered (at grade) parkrng 
2 Three story apts , 35 unrts per acre, 1-level pochum parktng 
3 Four story apts , 85 unrts per acre, 2 levels of underground 
parkrng 
4 hve story apts , 1 DO umts per acre, 2 levels of underground 
parking, Type Ill constructron 
5 Detached srngle-famtly homes, 15 unrts per acre, garage 
parkrng 
6 Attached townhomes, 20 unrts per acre. covered at grade 
parktng, pool or spa 
7 Four story stacked condos, 80 unrts per acre. 2 levels of 
underground parktng, pool or spa 
8 Srx-story stacked condos, 150 untts per acre. 3 levels of 
underground parkmg, pool or spa and community room 
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Table 2. ProJected Impacts of IZ Cost-Offsets (San Diego) 
-

Savings per Affordable Unit (assuming 10 percent set aside) 

Gatden In-Fill Townhomes Stacked 
Apartments Apartments Rat/Rental 

Cost·Offset 
2s Percent $30,000 $30,000 $60,000 $35,000 Dens1tv Bonus 
Perm1tt1ng 
Expedited by 33,000 33,200 66,000 38.500 
12 Months1 

12 Month Fee 8,500 8,200 10,000 8,500 Deferral 2 

,.. "'-f - .... -

'TOT 4j:s-,. ,,_. ~ ,, 
~ f'..., ~- ._ ~·~$7~~~0C}.c\ f,..,,.~ t 

> --~~7,;';400-;;, 
f 1 r t,.-""'t-f_....: 

-:0{r36:®9',,,' 
• .:¥!1L..-, ;..!::" ~ \1 

·~, :s~·P"Qb' " 
/ 1 '"1 11 

.. ; f} L 

Source San Dtega HOUSing CommiSSion, Report CCR 02002 and Attachments, 2003 
1 Cost of funds @ 1 0 0 percent and property tax rate @ 1 0% 
2 Cost of funds @ 1 0 0 percent 

Stacked Type Ill/Condo Rat/Condo 

$45,000 $40,000 

50,000 44,000 

9,000 9,500 
"-

'$104,000 1$9~.~:®,,, ', ~ ~ ~ ' --

PollcyLink 

' 
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Appendix D 
Research Interviewees 

L1sa Aozasa, Planner 
Planmng and BU1Id1ng DIVISIOn, San Mateo County, CA 

Steven Brady, Housmg, Planmng, and Econom1c Analyst 
Housmg Department, Pohcy & Plann1ng Unit, 
City of Los Angeles, CA 

N1co Calav1ta, Professor 
School of Publrc Adm1mstrat1on and Urban Stud1es, 
San D1ego State Un1ver51ty, CA 

Bonn1e Conrad, Homeownersh1p Program Manager 
Department of Hous1ng and Commumty Development, 
Fa1rfax County, VA 

Chns Cotter. Hou~mg PrDJect Planner 
Community Development Department, 
City of Cambndge, MA 

Sue Exline, Planner 
Planmng Department, City of San Franc1sco, CA 

Kathy Fedler, CDBG and Affordable Housmg Programs 
Coordmator 
City of Longmont, CA 

Karin Foley, Project Manager 
Manna Inc , Washmgton, DC 

Beverly Fretz-Brown, Director of Pohcy and Plannmg 
Sacramento Housrng and Redevelopment Agency, 
City of Sacramento, CA 

Lenny Goldberg, Hous1ng Counselor, Loudoun County, MD 

Gordon Goodlett, Development OffiCer 
ADU Program, Department of Housmg and Community 
Development, Fa1rfax County, VA 

Fred Goodnch, Ass1stant Director of Planmng 
Bu1ld1ng and Plannmg Department, San Ben1to County, CA 

Tnsha Gud1tz, Hous1ng Development Planner 
Housmg Office, City of Newton, MA 

Lmda Hall, Housmg Opportunity Program Coord1nator 
Commun1ty Development DIVISion, City of Santa Fe, NM 

Kathenne Hess, Planmng and Redevelopment 
Admtmstrator 
Planmng and BUilding Department, City of DaviS, CA 
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Lmda H1ll-Biakley, Hous1ng Planner 
Department of Hous1ng and Human Serv1ces, City of Boulder, CO 

Em1ly Hottle, Housmg F1nance Analyst 
Sacramento Housmg and Redevelopment Agency, 
City of Sacramento, CA 

M1ke Johnston, Director of Leasmg and Occupancy 
Cambndge Hous1ng Authonty, Cambridge, MA 

Enc Larsen, MPDU Program Coordinator 
Department of Hous1ng and Commumty Affa1rs, 
Montgomery County, MD 

Sharon Marbley, Homeownersh1p Coordinator 
Mortgage Fmance DIVISion, Hous1ng Opportumt1es Comm1sston, 
Montgomery County, MD 

Bill Murphy, D1rector of Rental Assistance 
Rental AssiStance DIVISion, Housmg Opportunities Comm1ss1on, 
Montgomery County, MD 

Karen N1lson, Semor Adm1mstrat1ve Analyst 
Monterey County Housmg and Redevelopment Agency, 
Monterey County, CA 

Cindy P1eropan. Housmg Planner 
Department of Hous1ng and Human SeMces, C1ty of Boulder, CO 

John Pollak, Director 
Department of Hous1ng and Human Serv1ces, City of Boulder, CO 

M1ke Rawson, D1rector 
Cahforma Affordable Housmg Law Project, Sacramento, CA 

Armando Sanchez, Consultant 
Econom1c and Community Development Department, 
City of South San FranCISCO, CA 

Doug Shoemaker, Director of Polley and Programs 
Non-Prof1t Housmg Assoaatlon of Northern Cahforma, 
San Franc1sco, CA 

M1lly S1ebel, Adm1n1Strat1ve Techmc1an 
HOUSing DIVISIOn, City of Livermore, CA 

Cathenne S1egel, Housmg Coorcllnator 
Planmng Department, C1ty of Palo Alto, CA 

Susan T1nsky, Sen1or Program Analyst 
Housmg Comm1ss1on, City of San D1ego, CA 

Amy Urc1s, Associate Planner 
City of lrv1ne, CA 
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