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On May 9, 2005 the Zoning Commission voted to seek comment on two concepts for 
mandatory Inclusionary Zoning (IZ) one from the Campaign for Mandatory 
Inclusionary Zoning (CMIZ) and one from the Office ofPlanning (OP) Under both 
proposals, market rate housing developments of 10 or more units, in unspecified areas of 
the District, would be required to construct a certain amount of affordable housing, and in 
return, the development would be entitled to a density bonus Both proposals target the 
affordable units to households earning between 50% and 80% of the Area Median 
Income (AMI) Both proposals offer a 20% density bonus to acconnnodate the inclusion 
of the affordable units and additional market rate units 

The principal difference between the proposals is the amount of fleXIbility and the 
requirements in higher density zones. Under CMIZ's approach, the maximum number of 
required affordable units in a development must always be buih on-site, unless a 
developer is able to demonstrate economic hardship to the BZA In OP' s proposal, the 
goal is to provide both predictability and greater flexibility This 1S accomplished by 
permitting a broader range of alternative methods for delivering the affordable units....aad 
establishing a graduated set of relief procedures 

I. OP SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS 

After extensive zoning and economic analysis, and discussions with housing providers 
and advocates, the Office ofPlanning reconnnends the Zonmg Commission include the 
following major components in a mandatory Inclusionary Zoning program They are 
listed on the following page and descnbed in more detatllater sections of the report 
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1 Targeted Incomes for the Affordable Umts 

• 50% of AMI for Yz of the required affordable square footage m residennal 
zones, and in commercial zones with building heights restricted to less than 
60 feet; 

• 80% of AMI for Yz of the required affordable square footage m residential 
zones and m commerctal zones wtth building heights restricted to less than 
60 feet; 

• 80% of AMI for all of reqwred affordable square foot~e m commercial 
zones permitting heights of 60 feet or greater. 

2 Percent of Bonus Density to Be Devoted to Affordable Houszng ("Set-Aszdes 'J 

• Lower Density Residential and Commercial Zones: The greater of 10% of 
the matter of nght FAR or 75 % of the bonus density achieved. 

• Higher DenSity Residentlal and Commercial ZOnes The gteater _pf 8% the 
tpatter ofnght.,FAR or 50% of the bonus density achieved. units/SF in 
Restdential and Commercial Zones P.ermittmg Heights of 60 Ftet or Greater. 

3. Amount of Bonus Denszty Prowded: 

• Up to 200/o of matter of right. This will reqwre text amendments to pemnt 
minor adJustments in certain zones to the lot size,-occupancy and height hm.tt 
reqwrements govenung IZ proJects 

4. Flexibility of IZ Requirement 

All required affordable units are expected to be built on-site, and bonus density Is, , 
provided to accommodate these uruts and additional market rate units. However, 
OP's proposal includes, the following flexibility" 

• SubJect to administrative revtew, up to5% of the square footage of the 
affordabthty requirement may be reduced tf the developer demonstrates an 
mabihty to access the permttted bonus denstty. 

• Subject to administrative review, less than half of the required affordable 
square footage may be built off-stte, but within the same census tracL A 
premium IS attached to the square footage butlt off-site' fu order to encourage 
meeting requrrements on-stte. The reqmred amount of affordable square 
footage must be mcreased by 50% if the affordable units are moved off-site. 

• Subject BZA consent, up to 20% of the sqW!lre footage of the affordable 
reqmrement may be reduced tf the developer demonstrates an mabthty to 



OP Heanng Report on Zl> .. dlg Comnnsston Case # 04-33 
July 15, 20005 
Page 3 of27 

access bonus density, provtded the mmimum amount of affordable square 
footage is not less than 8% of the matter of right FAR for lngher density 
zones and/or steel or concrete frame construction, and not less than 10% of 
the matter of nght FAR for lower-density zones. 

• Subject to demonstration of economic hardslnp and BZA approval: 

o More than 50% of the affordability reqwrement may be constructed 
off-site, and/or the affordability requirement may be reduced below 
the minimums defined above 

o The affordability reqtnrement may be satisfied by a buyout payment 
equal to the difference between the affordable pnce and the market 
rate price. 

The recommendations are summanzed by three tables in the report: 

• Table 1 (Section m.D.) expresses the recommended relationships among targeted 
incomes, zone districts and affordabllity set aside requirements; 

• Table 2 (Section m.D) shows the adjustments needed to some zoning district to 
accommodate the denstty bonus, 

• Table 5 (Section V. B) outlmes the recommended types of relief and alternative 
methods of compliance. 
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ll. BACKGROUND 

A. Report Outline 

The remamder of tlns report· 

• Reviews Issues the ComnusSion asked to be addressed at this stage of the 
hearipg process and notes which 1t asked to be deferred. (Sections II. B & II. C), 

• Addresses how OP's recommendations compnse the necessary components of a 
successful IZ program (Section III). 

• Exammes hrmted aspects of program administration, including an update on 
empowenng legtslahon and an outlme of the OP's proposed review and rehef 
process (Section N). 

• Summanzes OP's economic feasibility analysis of the mandatory IZ proposals 
(Section VI). 

An appendix gtving more detail on the econormc feastbthty analysts is attached. 
OP has been working closely wtth residential developers, affordable housmg 
providers and advocates to· 

• Secure broad and deep mformatlon on the development econormcs of IZ 
through a series of confidential interviews wtth development profesSionals; 

• Develop an econormc model that 1s seen as valld and sensitive by both 
developers and affordable housmg advocates. 

B. Current Issues 

The CommisSion has emphasiZed that 1t wtshes to address only the pnnc1ples underlying 
the mclus1onary zorung proposals. The Issues to be addressed mclude: 

• What percentage of the total units should be set aside as affordable umts, m order 
to have an effective and achievable program? 

• Does the program negatively affect housmg m mixed use zones such as C-3-C? ' 
• What should be the targeted household mcomes? 
• How much bonus denstty 1s appropnate. 

o To avo1d any negahve effect on the current robust housmg market? 
o To mamtam the mtent of extstmg land use and zonmg dtstnct categones? 

• What types of rehefproVIsions are needed? 
• How can a unit be controlled as etther for-sale or rental? 
• Should there be a distinction between rental and for-sale, given the Comnussion's 

assumption that land value IS not dtctated by whether the product ts rental or for­
sale? 
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• How can the proposed regulations account for a developer's lugher opportunity 
cost of providing a umt m a lugher value neighborhood than m a lower value 
neighborhood? 

Tlus report attempts to address all of these Items. 

C. Issues The Commission Has Deferred 

The Commission has decided to defer consideration of some issues until after it has 
received pubhc comment on the matters noted in Section B, above. The deferred matters 
mclude· 

• What Are the Appropnate Locations for Inclusionary Zonmg m the Distnct? 
Including: 

• Infrastructure Capacity 
• Potential Impact of Increased Density on Infrastructure and 

Services 
• Possible Impact oflnclusionary Zonmg or Increased Density on 

Neighborhood Character 
• Whether an Inclusionary Zonmg Overlay Should Be Mapped. 

• Program Be Administered and Enforced 

III. THE GOALS OF OP'S RECOMMENDED INCLUSIONARY 
ZONING APPROSAL 

A mandatory inclus1onary zonmg program reqwres developers to set aside a certain 
percentage of new units, in proJects above a mirumum SIZe, to be provided to mdiVIduals 
or families whose income IS below a certam level There are four main elements in 
designing an Inclusionary Zomng (IZ) program: 

• The percent of umts required to be proVIded to famihes below a certain income 
level; 

• The income of the households targeted, 
• The amount of compensation provided to the developer (typ1cally as bonus 

density), and ; 
• The effiCient administration and monitoring of the units 

To evaluate the components, five 1ssues must be answered· 
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A. Demonstration of Need 

In Chapter N of Its Apnl29, 2005 setdown report to the Zonmg Conumssion, OP 
demonstrated the growing need to create more affordable housmg in the District. 

B. Advancement of a Public Goal 

As OP descnbed in Chapter ill of Its setdown report, IZ IS a useful tool for achieving 
more diverse communities through dispersmg affordable housmg, generatmg affordable 
units in places with strong market demand, and retammg workforce households 

The two benchmarks chosen -1) the use of municipal tax-exempt bonds, and 2) the 
percentage of affordabihty required by other IZ programs - suggest than an appropriate 
IZ objective is for at least 10% to 15% of units m affected developments to be set aside as 
affordable housmg. These levels have been upheld in several Junsdtctions when 
challenged in court. This suggests that these levels are effective m advancmg pubhc 
goals and do not overly burden developers The nmge IS the same affordabihty set-astde 
range as m both mandatory IZ proposals being considered by the 

C. Impact on Development? 

The Office ofPlannmg tested the tmpact ofiZ on development without any bonus, usmg 
the economic model developed m cooperation with the development community1

• The 
model mdtcates a developer's return on cost would drop from 21 2% to 13.9%. The 
model suggests that land prices would have to drop by roughly 20% before developers 
could achieve therr original return. This suggests that, wtthout a balancmg mechantsm, 
the combmed tmpact would delay current development activity and damage residential 
development's ability to compete for land in commercially zoned areas. OP has also 
used this model to test the impact of IZ with bonus density and, as noted below found that 
the bonuses seem to effectively balance the proposed requirements negative Impacts on 
return. 

This findmgs are summanzed m Section VI and discussed m much greater detail m the 
Attachment, the Economic Feasibility Analysts 

D. Effective and Available Bonus Density 

Effectiveness 

1 For the base econolDlc model used by the Office Plannmg and a summary of mputs to the data see 
Attachment X Page Y 
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The projected unpact on development exammed m Section VI strongly suggests that 
compensation is needed to balance the affordabl11ty requirement and keep restdentlal 
development active in the District of Columbia. However, OP's model indicates that IZ's 
impact and, therefore, the needed compensation must respond to two major factors. 

• A buildmg's constructlon-type: the 1mpact ofreqwnng affordable units is 
considerably less for low-nse construction (less than 60') than for mtd-nse or 
lngh-rise construction (60' or greater). "Stlck-bwlt" structures wtth wooden or 
alwninum frames are less costly to build on a per-square-foot basis than are steel 
and concrete-frame bulldmgs. 

• Competing land uses in mixed-use zones. 

Accordingly, OP recommends adjustmg the targeted mcomes and the percent of 
affordable reqwrem~nts m relation to bonus density, to reflect the findings of our 
model. The levels listed m our Summary Recommendations and in the following 
Table 1 respond to these two factors. 
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Table 1. Summary of IZ Requirements by Zone Districts 

OPMinimum 

75% of Bonus 500/o@50%AMI : 50o/o@80%AMI 
500/o of Bonus 800/o of AMI 
50% of Bonus 800/o of AMI 
50%ofBonus 80%ofAMI 
50% of Bonus 800/o of AMI 
500/o of Bonus 800/o of AMI 

NA 
NA 
NA 

8% 
8% 
8% 
8% 
8% 

• 
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50%ofBonus 
50%ofBonus 

80%ofAMI 

• OP Minimum IZ a.tfordable square footage as a percent of Matter of Right Floor Area Ratio 

Availability 

As noted in OP's setdown report, a 20% density increase does not seem to be inconsistent 
with the Comprehensive Plan, especially in areas of the District that have certain land use 
designations and/or are near transit. In addition, a 20% bonus density increase does not 
seem to be inconsistent with the Zoning Regulations. 

To accommodate the bonus, there would need to be minor adjustments made to lot 
occupancy or height requirements in some zoning districts, just as there are for PUDs. 
As noted in Section V, the differences between the proposed IZ adjustments and matter­
of-right are less than those between existing PUD adjustments and matter-of-right 
allowances. 

Table 2 on the following page summarizes the adjustments to lot occupancy and height to 
accommodate the 20% bonus density in zones governed by FAR. 
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To achieve capacity: 

• AdJustments to lot occupancy and height may be needed to C-2-A, C-2-B, C-2-C, C. 
Rand the W-1, W-2, and W-3 zones. 

• In the R-3 and R-4 zones, mmunum lots stzes would be reduced for subdivision 
apphcations OP's preliminary report suggested that R-1 and R-2 zones may be 
inappropnate for mclusion m the IZ program. 

• SP-1 and SP-2 Districts would similarly be excluded from IZ requirements due to 
hmlted quantity and special crrcumstances. 

This IS discussed in more detail m Section N. 
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E. Efficient & Flexible Relief Provisions 

OP has outlined a three-tiered apphcation process mcludtng: 

• Matter of right IZ development, 
• IZ development requinng administrative relief; 
• IZ development requiring a public hearing for rehef. 

The Office of Planning would provide revtew and recommendations to the Zomng 
Administrator for all applicatlons mvolvmg IZ, stmtlar to the process for antennas, 
Downtown Development Distnct certification and roof structures. Full, on-site delivery 
of the required square footage of affordable housing would be expected of any 
development covered by the lnclusionary Zoning requirements. However, there would 
be a senes ofrehefprovis1ons .. These provisions are hsted m Table 5, (see sectlon V) 
and discussed in detail in that Section IV 

IV. ZONINGANALYSIS 

A. Zone District Envelope Constraints and Bonus Density 

Both IZ proposals rely on the ability to achieve a 20% density bonus on a given site. As 
OP stated m 1ts setdown report, language tn the Comprehensive Plan supports offering 
density increases for affordable housmg m several types of locations throughout the 
District. Density bonuses are offered in the Zomng Regulations to encourage the arts, 
retail, affordable housing, housing in general and economic reVitalization in many parts 
of the District. 

OP investigated how the bonus density could be accommodated across zoning categones. 
As stated earlier, to accommodate the bonus, there would need to be minor adjustments 
permitted to lot occupancy or height reqwrements in some zoning districts, just as there 
are for PUDs. These adjustments are noted in Tables 2 and 4. The differences between 
the proposed IZ adjustments and matter-of-right is less than the difference between 
ex1st1ng PUD adjustments and matter-of-right. 

The District's zoning restrictions on area are dtvtded into lot Slze controls and FAR 
controls. Residennal zones R-1 through R-4 have lot s1ze reqwrements for smgle-fanuly 
detached and attached row houses Residential zones R-5-A through R-5-E, and all 
mixed-use and commerCial zones use FAR restrictions in tandem with lot occupancy and 
height regulations, and sometimes restrictiOns on the number of floors. 

Neither the CMIZ nor OP proposal recommends that R-1 or R-2 zones be included Wlthm 
IZ requirements Adjustments to R-1 and R-2 are proVIded only as examples. 
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1. Lot-Size Based Zones: R-3 , R-4 and R-5-A Constraints 

Table 3 below shows how bonus density would be accommodated m the lower denstty 
residential zones. This IS accomplished by allowing smaller lot sizes in each of the 
zones 

Table3. Low Density Constraints and IZ Adjustments 

Zoning Constraints lncluStonarv Zomna 
Min Site 

Base Min Lot Mm Lot Lot Size for 1Z Mm Lot Size M1nLot 
Zone Builcfmg Type Zon1ng FAR* Size W1dth Occupancy Heght Tngger With IZ Width 

R·1·A SFD NP 7,500 75 40% 40 75,000 6,250 63 
R-1-B SFD NP 5,000 50 40% 40 50,000 4,167 42 
R-2 SFD NP 3,000 30 40% 40 30,000 2,500 25 
R-3 SFD NP 2,000 20 60% 40 20,000 1,667 16 
R-4 SFD/Apt Conversion NP 1,800 18 60% 40 18,000 1,500 15 
R-5-A Garden a 09 NP 40% 40 0 15 

• None Prescnbed 

In the R-3 and R-4 zones It would be necessary to reduce lot width to 15 feet, I e. below 
the 18 foot mnnmmn of the R-4 zone 

There are many examples of 15 foot, 14 foot and even 12 foot wtde row-houses 
throughout the District, including Georgetown and Capitol Hill. The Paper Mill complex 
m Georgetown IS but one example of a successful townhouse-type development bwlt m 
the last 30 years With unit Widths narrower than 18 feet. In addition, such widths have 
been approved by the Zonmg CommiSSion m PUDs and other large neighborhood 
development such as the Arthur Capper/Carrolsburg HOPE VI project 

Finally, development standards constdered by both proposals require the 1Z units to be 
md.Istmguishable from the outside, helpmg to mimmize any aesthetic impact on the 
neighborhood. All of this suggests houses on lots narrower than 18 feet are viable market 
products and can serve as starter homes m the IZ program. 

OP notes that although the setdown report had suggested that proposed additional density 
would be accommodated m the R-4 zone pnmanly through garden-style apartment 
construction, on further exammatton, OP concluded that adjusting lot wtdth wtthm the 
row house format is more appropnate than a change 'm building type, and much more 
consistent wtth the character ofR-4 neighborhoods 

2. FAR-Based Zones: R-5-A through R-5-E; C-1 through C-3-C; 
W-1 through W3, and; CR 

Table 4, on the followmg page, Illustrates how bonus density can be accommodated m 
the zones limited by FAR, lot occupancy, and height. The extent to which density can be 
accommodated 1s determmed by the lot occupancy permitted and the number of floors 
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that can fit withm the exlSting height hrmts. The table assumes a floor height of 11 feet 
and shows the number of floors that can fit wtthm a giVen height lmnt 

As an example, the R-5-C zone has an FAR of 3 0, lot occupancy of 75%, and a height 
restriction of 60 feet. An FAR of 3 0 for a one acre lot would permit up to 130,680 
square feet of development. The maximum footprint of the building on a one acre lot 
would be 32,670 square feet. Five floors could be fit Within the 60' height limit, enabhng 
163,350 square feet of development (five floors times the footprint) on the stte. This 
would be a 25% mcrease in FAR. 

In some zonmg distncts, as noted earlter, a 20% bonus cannot fit into the extstmg lot 
occupancy and hetght constramts of the zone. These 'Zones are balded in Table 4 To fit 
the 20% bonus OP has suggested the smallest practical increments of mcrease m etther 
height or lot occupancy. 

In the CR, and C-2-A through C-2-C zones, increasmg lot occupancy is done where 
possible, mstead of addmg hetght. Conversely, m the W -1 through W -3 zones - where 
waterfront access is favored -- height IS added mstead of mcreasmg lot occupancy, so as 
to preserve pedestrian-ways to the waterfront. (A map of these five zones is mcluded in 
the Attachment, page 31 ). Changes are made m ways that are intended to minimize the 
Impact on netghborhood character from the mcrease m density. OP notes that most of 
these zones are mapped m relatively limited areas of the Dtstnct. However, the scale of 
the C-2-A zones, which serve as commumty business centers, IS particularly Important 
OP Will giVe this zone further constderatlon in our report to the Zoning Commission 
covermg mappmg and neighborhood Impact. 

3. Miscellaneous Zones 

Gtven the extent to which zoning envelopes would reqmre adjustment m the SP-1 and 
SP-2 zones, and given their limited quantity and special circumstances, OP has excluded 
these zones from the IZ requirements 



Zoning Constraints I Base Envelope 
Base I Zoning Lot Zoning SF Foot 

Sample Property 43,560 1 Acre 
Floor to Floor Height 11 
( 1) Limited by Lot Occupancy & Height (Assumes 11' I FlOor) 
(2) Limited to 3 Stories 
Bolded Zones require adjustments to Lot Occupancy and Height Regulations 

MAX Possible Denslty(1) IZ Adjustments & Bonus 
Lot FAR with Max#of 
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B. Test of Bonus Appropriateness 

The proposed 20% bonus has several advantages. 

1. It is acluevable in most zone distncts Within existing constraints 

Based on the Zomng Analysts in Table 4, the 20% bonus 1s achievable m most of the 
Dtstnct without changutg hetght or lot occupai!cy Changes to hetght and lot occupancy 
would be m limited areas (See Map 1 page 31 in Attachment). 

2. It IS lower than most PUD bonuses, winch reqwre public review. 

In all zones, a 20% bonus ts less than the mcrease pem_ntted by a Planned Umt 
Development, even when the PUD does not mvolve a zoning change. In the last three 
years, the pattern ofPUD approvals and affordable housing proffers has been this: much 
greater increases m density than the proposed 20% bonus under mandatory IZ have 
generated much smaller perceptages of affordable umts than would be requrred by either 
mandatory IZ proposal. The first PUD case (Chase Pom.t) that mcluded affordable 
housmg generated 5% of the bonus density for affordable housmg, and other stgmficant 
pubhc benefits. One of the more recent PUDs with affordable housing (the Dorchester 
Apartments expansion) has proposed 30% of the bonus density for affordable housing, 
but Will include virtually no other amemtles. 

Typtcally, PUDs have dedicated approximately 15%- 20% of their bonus density to 
affordable umts. When coD.Sidenng total density mcreases granted by the Commission­
including any zoning changes-- the bonus has been much greater than the 20% 
recommended by these proposals. A mandatory IZ program would accqmphsh 3 to 5 
times as many affordable umts. Therefore, from an efficiency standpoint, a 20% bonus 
under mandatory IZ provides a greater pubhc benefit with less bonus density. 

3. It has suffiCient value as mcenttve 

Finally, on a mandatory basis where every developer IS under the same constraint, the 
economic modeling has indicated that the 20% bonus provides adequate compensation to 
developers. 

Based on these three factors, or concludes that the 20% bonus IS an appropriate balance 
for the recommended Inclusionary Zomng requirements 
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V. ASPECTS OF PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION 

A. Empowering Legislation 

Several important legislative steps need to be taken m order to effectively run an 
Inclus10nary Zoning program. OP is working concurrently with the Ctty Council, the 
Mayor, and District Agencies to create empowering legislation for the adnnmstratlon and 
the ongomg management of the program. 

Addttionallegislatton will be needed to enable the followmg-

• The Council Will need to complete action on legtslatlon to enable tax 
assessments to be based on the restncted value of affordable umts; 

• Certification of incomes; 
• Buyout contributions to the Housing Production Trust Fund; 
• Momtormg of comphance; 
• Enforcement Actions, mcludmg the enforcement of covenants and liens 

B. Matter-of-Right Process 

If the Commtssion amends the Zomng Regulations to provtde for an lnclusionary Zomng 
program, lt will have spectfied the critena for determmmg the areas of the District to 
which the program will apply. OP wtll supply the Zonmg Admmtstrator wtth a hst of 
Squares affected by the IZ regulations. These will also be available on the web, etther as 
part of the Zoning Regulations, or as a supplemental document on the Distnct's web stte. 

Because the regulations would specify OP's advisory role to the Zomng Admmtstrator 
(ZA), it is hkely that most developers affected by the regulations will contact OP for a 
pre-apphcatlon consultatJ.on. OP's pre-apphcation revtew would focus on compliance 
w1th requrred square footage, mcome targeting, dtstnbutlon of units and unit-types, and 
abthty to access the full bonus densitypenmtted. If the apphcant mdtcates that relief will 
be sought, OP will revtew, wtth the apphcant, the provtstons for rehefthat can be granted 
admmistratlvely, and rehefthat will reqwre a pubhc hearing 

For any bwldmg penmt apphcat10n for restdential construction mvolvmg ten or more 
units the ZA will need to detenmne if the project is covered by the IZ regulations If 1t ts, 
the ZA will refer the pemnt to OP for revtew, as IS now done wtth apphcations in htstonc 
dtstncts OP would have a spectfied time bm1t by which to advtse the ZA whether the 
apphcatlon meets the matter-of-right IZ requirements 
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C. Relief and Alternative Compliance Process 

Both the OP and the CMIZ proposals are intended to require the provision of on-site 
affordable units. Both proVIde for partial and full relief from the requirements, but they 
differ in mtermediate degrees of relief and the methods of achieving it. OP'~'rehef 
proposes are more flexible than CZIM's m the ways rehef can be granted, and in the 
alternative means of delivery. The OP requirements are generally proportional to the 
bonus density achieved. However, there 1s a minlmum requirement, below whlch 
additional relief must be sought through the normal BZA process. 

1. Partial Relief, Administratively Granted 

OP recogmzes that there may be sttuatlons where projects may not be able to achieve all 
the requrrements of the Zoning Regulations, mcludmg the IZ requirements or the abtlity 
to fully utlbze the bonus density. Relief is avmlable through §31 03 (llDCMR) whlch 
allows for variances. OP recommends additional relief avenues be established to allow 
for up to up to 50% off-stte locatlon of required affordable units. 

• The zoning administrator would be empowered to grant up to 5% relief on the 
required amount of affordable square footage or number of units that may be 
constructed off-site if special physical crrcum~ces preclude the developer's 
meeting the full IZ requirements. ( 

• With a change m buildmg type from stick-built to steel I concrete frame 
construction, the affordability requirements would decrease from 75% of the 
bonus to 50% of the bonus. The triggermg conditions would requrre certrfication 
by the ZA in consultation with OP. 

• At the developer's discretion, up to 50% of the required affordable square footage 
may be located o~-site wtthin the same census tract, subject to certification by the 
ZA m consultatton wtth OP. (See Map of census tracts in Attachment). 

• Wtth any off-site option, the following requtrements would apply: 

o The developer must demonstrate stte control of the off-site location; 
o The number of affordable units being moved off-s1te must increase by 50%; 
o The off-stte units must be developed by the same legal entity as is developing 

the on-stte market rate and affordable units; 
o The Dtstrict would place a lien upon the on-slte market rate units replacmg 

the affordable UIUts moved off-site, equal to the dtfference between the 
affordable price and the market rate pnce; 
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o The applicant must have begun sigruficant construction of the off-site 
affordable umts (i.e .. construction must be above-ground) before the Dtstnct 
will issue bulldmg permits for the ongmal on-site market-rate units, 

o Offslte affordable umts must recetve Certificates of Occupancy before the last 
on-Site market rate unit may recetve Its Certificate of Occupancy; 

o Affordable units constructed off-Site shall not be counted by the developer 
toward any affordable unit reqwrement directly applicable to the off-stte 
location; 

o Offstte development ts inehgtble for additional Dtstnct-admmistered 
subsidies 

Alternatively, the developer may donate to the District government, land that IS sufficient 
in size and extsting zomng to fulfill the off-site requirement plus any premiUm for off-stte 
development In this case, the developer is relieved of the timmg requirements noted 
above. 

• In cases where achievable bonus density has been reduced by HPRB action, up to 
20% ofthe square footage of the affordabihtyrequirements maybe 
proportionately reduced. 

Table 5. IZ Relief Provisions 

AdmiDstrative Review: Zoning A~wfOP :Q.niew a:q,d Reeomnumdmon 
Degree of Twe ofDimculty emma lZ CompliaJa Op1iaDs 

Full20% Bonus lDevelopeis: Dtscretron Less than 50% of the OPIZ mmunum ma.y be 
Achteved I located otfSlte WJtbm. the &81118 census tract. SF 

I off-Site mcreased .50% 
~ 

IJZ Mmmwm to Full Less than 20% Bonus HPRB 1..muts Aeb!evea.ble IZ MmimumRequuement or 50% ofBonus 
IZRe Achteveable BonusDmatv Acbaeved. wiw:h ever ss IO'eater 

---
Pnbfu: Hearmg: Boatd of Zoning Adustm.ent 
IZMmmwmtoFun Lessthan20%Bonus I Umque Size, Shape, or Slope Lot FulliZ Recpmeiuem OnStte 
IZ Reqwrem.ent Aeh!evea.ble 1..muts Ach!.eva.ble Bonus 

I Denmy 
I 

I Set at Use-V anance Standatds --
~ssthaniZ 

I I jEconomtc Hardship Standards I 'ToBeDetemmedbyBZA 
Mmlmum On-Site 

I I ! jOptton 1 -Greater than 50% of On-Site IZ 

I I -----t-4--- reqwement located offslte __ 1----------- I I 
Optron 1 -Buyout of greater than 50% ofOn-Site 

I ' I .LZ.Requuement equal to difference m Affordable I 

l l I 

I & MaxketRate Pnce 
FullRehefofiZ I 1 IDep:svataon of all reasonable To Be Detemuned by BZA l 
Reqwement l i 'economtcuse 

I 
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2) Partial Relief, Requiring BZA Consent 

When rehef exceedmg the lmuts above is requested, additional review will be needed 
OP recommends that the followmg mtennediate stages of rehef request be handled 
admmistratively, subject to the consent of the BZA This is smrilar to the process the 
BZA now uses when reviewing rehef applications for foreign IruSSions. 

In each case, the reqwred number of affordable umts would be the greater of 1) the 
affordable square footage reqwred, proport10nal to the bonus density that could be 
achieved on-site, or 2) A percentage of the on-site project's matter-of-nght density, 
which IS 8% for higher density zones and 1 00/o for lower density zones. 

The following types of situations would apply: 

• Inabihty to access more than 15% Bonus Density: If a developer is able to 
achieve at least 16% bonus density, but not the full20% bonus denSity. 

• Proposals to bwld more than 500/o of the affordable umts off-site, but within the 
same census tract. 

3) Partial Relief, BZA Review as Variance, and Demonstration 
of Economic Hardship 

When penniSSIOn 1S sought· 

• to build more than 50% of the affordable umts off-Site, 
• to build any of the affordable units off-site outside of the census tract 
• to "buy out" of the IZ requirement by payments in lieu of the reqmrements, 

This would require demonstration of a hardship, and the granting of permission by the 
BZA as a use variance. 

Relevant situations would include the proVIsion of special services (such as mdependent 
living houstng) or exceptionally high condom1mum fees that would make the on-s1te 
umts unaffordable 

If this option IS granted, a developer would be required to provide a sigmficant increase 
in the number of affordable umts. The requirement would vary depending on whether the 
off-site umts were located within adjacent census tracts, a Housmg Opportumty Area, or 
elsewhere m the District The reqwred number of units would need to be "Sigmficantly 
Greater'', to be defined later. -
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If the buyout option is chosen, the payment m heu of affordable umts would be equal to 
the difference between the purchase prices of the affordable units and the purchase price 
of the market rate umts. 

VI. ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS 

A. Introduction 

1) Purpose and Fmdmgs 

There are two goals of conducting an econonuc feastbthty analysts. The first is to ensure 
that the program can be effective at fulfilling the public goal of provtdmg affordable 
housing. The second IS to fully understand how implementmg that pubhc goal wtll 
tmpact restdenttal development in, general. Both IZ proposals seek to accomodate 
developers who are requrred to mclude affordable umts by providing additional denstty 
that can be used for market rate development as well. A swtable econonuc model will 
help determine if the proposed IZ programs adequately balance the requrrements. 

The complete discussion of the methodology, model assumptions, data inputs, and pro­
fonnas are found in the Attachment at the end of thts report. What follows is a discusston 
of the base case scenartos and the unpact of various Inclustonary Zonmg reqwrements 

OP notes that the results of model are very comparable to the study completed by the 
Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban Pohcy at New York Umversitr. That study ts 
the most comprehensive economic analysis on IncluSlonary Zomng the Office of 
Planning has seen 

OP bebeves that the model has significant economic flexibtlity In some cases, mmor 
variations ofless than 5% change in land or hard costs, revenues, or other factors can 
actually make the IZ projects more profitable than the original. 

2) Condo vs Rental 

At the setdown hearmg the Zonmg Commtsston asked the Office ofPlannmg to explam 
why there should be potentially two dtfferent ratios - one for rental and one for 
condommtums. There are three reasons why the Zoning Commisston may wish to adjust 
the pro~ reqwrements based on the types of tenure 

• Frrst, because of current market dynamtcs, condonumunts have a supenor abthty 
to compete for land with office uses Revenues and mvestment returns for 

2 -
Reducmg the Cost of New Housmg m Constructwn m New York Czty, Chapter 11 Incluszonary Zomng, 

Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban Pohcy, New York UmvefSlty www law nyu edulrealestatecenter/ 
,2005 
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condommiums are higher and can, therefore, pay considerably more for land. As 
an example, places where new condominiums are being sold for $525 per 
marketable square foot, land prices may be around $90 to $100 dollars a gross 
square foot. This ts comparable to office values m some areas However, 
monthly list rents are topping-out at approximately $2.80 to $3 00 per marketable 
square foot in the same areas. These rents suggest that land for rental projects has 
a value of between $40 and $60 a square foot For this reason any ratio should be 
geared to mamtainmg condominium development in commerctal areas. 

• Second, the economic tmpact on condomtmums and rentals ts different because of 
two factors. The first is the difference in umt type distribution between condo and 
rental. Rental projects m the Dtstrict tend to have more one-bedrooms than two­
bedrooms. CondomJDlums tend to have more two-bedrooms than one bedrooms. 
Pricmg IZ units by expected occupancy means that studios priced for 1.0 person 
and one-bedrooms priced for 1.5 - 2.0 people have greater value per square foot 
then two-bedrooms pnced for 3.0 people or three-bedrooms priced for 4.0- 4.5. 
The difference between affordable and market 1s, therefore, smaller for studios 
and one-bedrooms. Secondly, expenses are distnbuted across all umts wtth rental 
projects, whereas with condomtmums expenses are assigned to the indiVIdual 
units and affect the mdividual value of the affordable units. The net result of 
these two economic factors m the model ts that affordable rental rates are 63% of 
market rents, whereas affordable condommtum prices are 45% of the market 
condominium prices 

• Third, the Commission may wish to constder different ratios to encourage 
homeownershtp umts because of public policy reasons including. 1) there are 
fewer affordable housing units available for purchase to lower mcome 
households, 2) owner-occupted untts proVIde greater stabthty to famihes; 3) 
home-ownership can be a source of wealth creatlon for moderate and lower 
mcome households, and; 4) homeownership tends to have beneficial impacts on 
neighborhood character and stabthty. 

These three reasons for adjusting program requirements based on the types of tenure are 
supported by changes made by other junsdlcnons to therr IZ programs. 

B. Development Scenario Analysis 

There were five baste scenarios tested to detennme how construction type, project size 
and tenure might be affected by lnclustonary Zomng requrrements. Wtthm each scenario 
inputs were vaned to measure the impact of different target incomes and the percentage 
of affordable umts. Across all variatlons the assumption of a 20% density increase was 
kept constant. The scenarios were· 

• 20 Unit Row House 
• 25 Unit Low-Rise Condomm1um Bmldmg 
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• 25 Unit Low-Rlse Rental Butldmg 
• 150 Unit High-Rise Condommium Bwlding 
• 200 Unit High-Rl.se Condomimum Bwldmg 

1) 20 Umt Row-House Scenano 

A twenty umt row-house development has been added since the setdown report to test the 
impact of the IZ requirements on thts development type.3 Table11 on page 14 of the 
Attachment IS the base case for the 20 umt row house development. There are two 
factors that make low density development such as row houses more swtable for 
Inclus10nary Zomng. Ftrst, the hard costs are much lower for stick frame construction 
and no expensive underground parkmg IS necessary. Second, land makes up a relatively 
large percentage of total development cost- around 40% of Total Development Cost 
(TDC). The bonus density is therefore more valuable in low-rise development and can 
create a greater number of affordable umts for lower mcomes. Costs were tested at $110 
per square foot, around the mid-range of prices quoted by developers and architects. 
Both parking costs and revenues are zeroed-out because parking spaces are included wtth 
the umt and cannot be separated out. Finally revenues were tested at $320 per square 
foot for 2-3 bedroom row houses varymg in pnce between $691,000 and $864,000. 
Retllm on cost was 20.2% and the internal rate ofretllm (IRR) was 37%. 

Developers agreed that Inclus10nary Zonmg had a smaller impact on development at 
lower densities. For this reason only two scenmos were tested, the CMIZ proposal (15% 
of the original umt count with a 20 %bonus density) with half at 50% of AMI and half at 
80% of AMI, and OP's prevtous setdown proposal of75% ofbonus density at the HUD 
Section 8 Low-Income L1m1ts {approximately 65% of AMI). The two result in a very 
stmllar average tmpact on the development. 

The results of the tests indicate that there ts mml impact on developers' return, and, 
therefore, on land values at either of these ratios and levels of affordabihty. The OP 
proposal kept return on cost the same at 20 2% with a slight decrease to the proJect's IRR 
at 35.5% The CMIZ proposal actually created a slight increase to the project's return on 
cost, to 20.4% and an IRR of35.6%. However, the model does not test the CMIZ split 
between 50% of AMI and 80% of AMI. It only tests the average of the two. The CMIZ 
proposal states that in the event of an odd number of affordable umts, the maJonty ts 
allocated to mcomes at 50% of AMI When thts ts added mIt reduces value of the 
affordable units by $40,000 and reduces the return on cost shghtly, to 20.1 %. 4 

This mdtcates that If this relationship between land cost, hard costs and revenue ts stable 
across different locations in the Distnct, then either IZ proposal would have negligible 
economtc tmpact on row-house development 

3 Twenty umts 1s the smallest proJect where 75% of a 20% dens1ty bonus would result m three affordable 
umts and one bonus market rate umt 
4 For actual IZ AnalysiS see Attachment X page X 
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2) 25 Unit Low-Density Condominium 

The next scenano tested was a low-nse garden style multJ.-fanuly condoilllDJ.um. Table 
13 on page 16 of the Attachment details the base case pro-forma. Tins type of project 
differs from a row house development because there are now common areas built mto the 
butldmg's effic1ency factor, and surface parkmg costs are now included. Another 
difference is the market sales prices of $400 per square fool Tins approximates current 
sales values for the lower density areas of the city around metro stations such as Takoma 
or Brookland. Hard cost are a little higher, at $115 per square foot. As m the row house 
scenmo, parktng IS mcluded m the price of the unit. The results of this base scenmo 
provide a return on cost of21.4% and an IRR of38.5%. 

This development type was tested with three different IZ Scenmos including: 

• CMIZ's 15% of the anginal unrt count with a 20% bonus and 50% ofiZ units at 
50% of AMI and 50% of units at 80% of AMI, 

• OP's 75% of bonus density at 80% of AMI; 
• OP's 75% of bonus density at HUD Section 8 Low Income (65% of AMI) 

The model md.Icates that under these scenmos the IZ requirements and bonus density 
modestly improves developers' return on cost and IRR. Return on cost went to 22.2% 
and IRR dropped slightly to 38.0% under the CMIZ proposal At 75% of the bonus 
density and 80% of AMI, return on cost increased to 23.5% and IRR increased to 39.5%. 
Fmally, even under the last and most restnctlve scenmo of75% of bonus at 65% of 
AMI, return on cost Improved to 21.7%, while IRR saw a small drop to 37.3%. 

Sirmlar to the row house scenario, IZ requirements With a density bonus should cause no 
harm to the current development actiVIty m the Distnct. 

2) 25 Umt Low-Density Rental 

There is very little market revenue data available to create an accurate development pro­
forma of a low-rise rental project Table 17 on page 20 of the Attachment provtdes the 
base case scenario. Based on reviewing listings of existing butldings, a new construction 
rental property rmght be able to rece1ve $2.00 per square foot in rent for a s1te zoned for 
lower density near- an outlymg Metro station m the District. At this rent and land cost, 
driven by the condomimum market, the rental project falls to prov1de a return that would 
attract mvestors. 

The proJect's returns Improve when the IZ requirements and bonus are applied, but the 
returns are still insufficient to create a VIable proJeCt. Based on thls data OP concludes 
that e1ther the CMIZ proposal or the OP proposal would work for low-density rental 
projects m the Distnct, when rental proJects m general return to profitability. 
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3) 150 Umt High-Density Condoil1llllum 

A 150 unit condoil1llllum project IS a relatively large condominium project. For the sake 
of lot coverage and density bonus, it IS assumed to be m an R-5-E zone. However, a 
large steel and concrete bwldmg could also be m a commercially zoned area. Table 8 on 
page 11 in the Attachment IS the base case for a 150 umt condoil1llllum proJect. It 
represents a project in bne of the more active developmg neighborhoods of the District 
that IS dehvering a relatively high level of fimshes. The land costs are $90/ gsf; cost of 
above-grade construction are $180/gsf; and sales pnce IS $525/nsf. It represents a fmrly 
optimal site With parkmg that IS fmrly efficiently latd out (375gsf/space). This type of 
product is being developed in many places across the District. Given the importance of 
the product type, four scenarios were run including: 

• The CMIZ proposal of 12% ofbase units and a 20% bonus (ie 60% of bonus 
density) at 50% ofiZ units at 50% of AMI and 50% of units at 80% of AMI; 

• OP's setdown proposal of 50% ofbonus density at 70% of AMI; 
• OP Alternate 1: 50% of bonus density at 80% of AMI, 
• OP Alternate 2: 60% of bonus density at 80% of AMI. 

Given these inputs, the base project achieves an estimated return on cost of21.2% and an 
IRR of30.3%. Table 6 compares the return on cost and the IR.R for all five scenanos. 

Table 6. Comparison of ProJect Returns: High-Density Condominium 

Base Case CMIZ OPProposal OP Alternate 1 OP Alternate 2 
IZUmts 18 16 16 19 
Return on Cost 21.2% 201% 209% 215% 203% 
IRR 303% 273% 28.0% 28.6% 27.5% 
Land Impact -34% -09% Not Calculated -2.9% 

Accordmg to the analysis, most of the IZ proposals have some relatively mmor impact on 
land With the exception of OP Alternate 1. Impact on land for Alternate 1 was not 
calculated because It rmproved return on cost of the project. For this reason, It also 
suggests that OP Alternate 1 would be appropnate where housing competes for land m 
rmxed-use districts 
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4) 200 Unit High-Density Rental 

A high density rental project was tested to determine the unpact on rental housmg. The 
model tested a location carrymg s1m1lar land costs as the condominium scenario and rent 
that might be expected in the same location. The project falls to provide an un-leveraged 
return (5.9%) that would attract investorsm the project. The results of the model are 
supported by current development patterns. OP IS aware of very few large rental projects 
being currently planned in the Distnct. In most mstances, rental projects cannot compete 
with the land values and higher returns offered by condomm1um development. 

An interesting result of the model is that when IZ reqwrements and bonuses are added, 
return IS Improved. In part, tl)is IS due to the reasons discussed m section VI A 2). 

Table X below shows the changes to unleveraged and leveraged return across the four 
scenanos tested. The complete set ofpro-formas is found m Attachment X, Page X. 

Table 7. 200 Unit ffigh Rise Rental IRR Comparisons. 

-
Base Case CMIZ 50%@80%AMI 50010@ 65%AMI 

Unleveraged IRR 59% 669% 682% 6.69% 

Leveraged IRR 64% 896% 946% 8.95% 

Once again, the above table suggests that IZ would not harm rental development in the 
District. 

C. Model Sensitivity to Input Changes 

1) Interest Rates 

The model is potentially sensitive to changes m mortgage rates, whlch affect the purchase 
price the target households can afford. As mterest rates clmb, the target households' 
purchasmg power wdl be reduced To proVIde ample room for contlngenctes, several' 
steps were taken. Frrst, the analysis pnced the units using an interest rate roughly 100 
basis pomts5 hlgher than the current national average mortgage rate posted by 
FreddleMac6

• Second, Ifmterest rates fluctuate within a project's development period the 
District government can provide some flexibihty with below market rate financing from 
the Housing Fmance Agency, and down payment assistance from the Department of 
Housmg and Community Development. However, If mterest rates clmb over a sustained 
period oftlme, such as durmg the early 1980's, they may exceed the District's abihty to 

s One hundred (100) bas1s pomts are equal to one full percentage pomt, or the difference between 6% and 
7% 
6 Pnmary Mortgage Market Survey, Fredd1eMac. httpJ/www freddtemac com/ 

801 North Capitol Street, N.E, SUite 4000, Washmgton, DC 20002 202-442-7600, fax 202-442-7637 
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balance With subsi<hzed financmg. It would then become a pohcy deciSIOn to review the 
program and adJust it or let the rise be capitalized m a reduced value of land. 

2) Area Median Income 

The AMI is the best benchmark for choosmg target households by income. It IS based on 
changes m mcome Within the metro area and is posted annually by HUD, but it does not 
always increase. Between 2002 and 2003 the Washmgton Metro Regton's AMI dropped 
by almost $7,000 but has climbed steadily smce then. If future econonnc shocks happen 
to the regional economy it may be grounds for adJustmg the program, but OP notes the 
decline was short-lived. Similar to interest rates, a sustained econormc downturn may be 
grounds for adjusting the program. At such pomts it becomes a pohcy decision to adjust 
the program or let land values reflect the change. 

2) Land Costs 

OP has previously noted that the analySis assumes that there is a linear relationship 
between the land and the difference m revenue between affordable uruts and market rate 
umts. In other words, as the value of bonus density m the form ofland value drops, the 
gap between affordable and market rate get smaller, too. Some developers expressed 
concerns that this is not necessarily the case, that the model might negatively affect 
development where land IS less expensive. However, other development professionals 
who tested the analYSIS With real numbers felt that the model was remarkably consistent 
across different location m the District 

3) Hard Costs 

Some mterviewed stated that hard costs are nsmg as much as 1% per month. The maJor 
factors have been the rismg pnces for steel and concrete, a shortage oflabor, and the 
distnbution/dehvery costs affected by the nsmg pnce of oil All these, while exerting 
additiOnal pressures on developers, would affect them regardless oflnclus10nary Zonmg 
If costs contmue to escalate, while other factors are held constant, then no development 
Will get bwlt unless land starts to absorb the impact. 

D. Analysis Conclusions 

Many factors affectmg the costs and revenues of a project have not been quantified in the 
model. Some of these mclude. 

1 IZ uruts may be located - as long as they are not overly concentrated - in areas of 
a project that do not capture floor or VIew premiums. This reduces their negative 
Impact on the average revenue per square foot used by the model 

2 IZ umts may have lower-grade mterior firushes and appliances, which may reduce 
hard costs by more than $10 - $30 per square foot . 
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3. The mmor mcreases proposed m height for certain zones may offer higher 
revenues for the top floor umts. 

4. There are administrative costs on the developer/owner for managing th~ 
additional IZ documentation- a.k.a., the "hassle factor". 

OP believes that while these factors may vary across projects, when added up they create 
significant economic flexibility in the IZ program. Mmor variations of less than 5% 
change m land or hard costs, revenues, or other factors can actually make the IZ proJects 
more profitable than the origtnal. However, to refme the analysis further may 
overestimate/underestimate a gtven factor and unbalance the model. 

Vll. Conclusion 

Based on the Office ofPlannmg's examination of the zoning dtstricts and the economic 
feastbility analysis and extensive consultations with housmg provtders and advocates, OP 
recommends the adoption of Mandatory Inclusionary Zoning Regulations based on the 
concepts contamed in this report 
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ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS 

I. Methodology 

ATIACHMENTS 

The basic methodology for analyzmg the economic Impacts of Inclus1onary Zonmg stems 
from two models crafted by different developers. The models are at a typical level of 
analysis used by the development commuruty to descnbe the basics of a deal and test the 
value of a project and, therefore, the value of the land needed to build it. These simple 
models proVIde a solid starting point for evaluatmg IZ, but they do not measure certain 
facets of IZ that proVIde additional value to the developer. 1 A more complex model 
could mclude these factors, but might also make assumptions that would be too specific 
to too few projects Gtven 1t does not count these additional factors the Office of 
Planmng thinks the model1s adequately conservative on measunng the Impact ofiZ on 
reSidential development 

The models were reVIewed, cntiqued, adapted, and mputs tested through a senes of 
mterVIews with a vanety of development professiOnals mcludmg developers, architects, 
construction estimators, marketmg specialists and development consultants from 
supporters and critics of IZ. The complete list of those contributmg to the creation of the 
model are found m page 7 of this attachment. The Office ofPlannmg thanks all those 
who contnbuted therr expertise to the development of the models and the mputs that went 
mtothem 

A Model Assumptions 

• The primary assumption of model1s that developers demand a certam range of 
profit associated with the nsk of domg residential development. If factors result 
m profits below a certam percent of costs then developers will bwld elsewhere. If 
profits start to exceed a certam amount then 1t IS hkely that land owners, supphers 
or competition will act to reduce those profits Based on the mterviews 
conducted, developers are seekmg profits between 18% and 23% for 
condomiruums To provide flexibility within an IZ program the model tried to 
maintam a target return for condommiums between 20%-21% profit on the total 
development cost (see section on outputs below) This would permit development 
to absorb short term fluctuations that might dnve down return 

• There are two Important secondary assumptions made by the model. 

o The first IS that there IS a linear relationship between the gap m revenue of 
the market and affordable uruts and the cost of land. Essentially this 

1 For Example The models use average revenues across the entrre bwldmg IfiZ umts are located m less 
desrrable locat:lons (lower floors & mtenor courtyards) where revenues would be lower anyways, then the 
models overstates IZ's reduct:lon of average revenues. In adcht:lon, the models do not capture floor 
prennums If bonus height IS necessary to access a 20% dens1ty bonus Floor prem1ums can be as much as 
1% per floor m taller bwldmgs 
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means that m places where land pnces are lower and therefore the value of 
bonus density is less, the gap that has to be balanced between affordable 
and market-rate is smaller too The assumption results m a constant 
balance between the bonus and the IZ requirement across different 
locations m the Dtstnct. Some developers disagreed With this assumption, 
but most mterv~ewed who had tested the base model concluded that this 
assumption held 

o The second maJor assumption made by the model is that, not Withstanding 
changes m bmldmg type - 1 e. suck construction to concrete steel frame - , 
there ts no change in the per square foot hard costs created by addmg 
additional density. Some developers argued that under certain 
ctrcumstances there was an increase m development costs. Based on the 
mterv~ews this may be largely due to having to dtg to a fourth or fifth level 
of parkmg, caused by an unusually narrow or odd shaped lot 

From a pohcy standpoint, the problem is that developers choose to proVIde 
stgmficantly more parkmg than 1s reqmred by the Dtstnct's zoning 
regulatmns. This ts the developers' market dectston. This ts relevant 
because neither the CMIZ or OP proposal requtre substdized affordable 
parking. The target households may purchase parking, but only at the full 
market pnce. The model mcludes the 1mphcations of the number of 
parking levels for the sake of cost mformabon, but OP regards the 
dectsion to proVIde excess parkmg a busmess dectston made by the 
developer. 

Other less stgmficant changes to construction costs include adding an 
addttlon31 elevator core, or losmg marketable space to an additional 
loadmg dock requrred by the mcrease m umts. In addition, addmg another 
elevator core might not only add cost but also lower building efficiency, 
thereby decreasmg marketable square feet. 

• Tertiary model assumptions include. 

o Federal Department t. of Housing & Urban Development 2005 
W ashmgton Metropohtan Area Median Income; 

o Affordable Umts purchase pnce based on mortgage rate of6.75% (100 
basts pomts above current natmnal average at the time ofwritmg); 

o Condo Fees are tied to a Par Value calculation of the affordable umt, 
o DC Property Taxes are restncted to the control price (DC Council recently 

pass a law enacting this); 
o IZ units on average may be shghtly smaller, 
o Bonus denstty adds one to two months to development period dependmg 

on the stze of the proJeCt. 



OP Attachments Zomng Lvllnmsston Case # 04-33 
July 15, 20005 
Page 3 of32 

B. Inputs 

AITACHMENTS 

As nnportant as developmg an appropriate modelts tdentlfymg the set of data for inputs 
that reflect current economics. If they do not reflect current conditions then the model 
will result m skewed answers. Table 1 below proVIdes detail on the ranges determined 
from the interVIews and the actual numbers used m the model. The numbers below are 
pnmanly for new construction 

Table 1. Development Model Data Inputs 

Current Ranges Usedm 
Low High Model Comments 

LandPnces $ 40 $ ISO $ 90 Gross FAR Square Feet $40 ts the lowest and sttll attract ma:rltet rate mterest 

Hard Cost 

High Rise $ 140 $ 200 $ 180 per SF Dependent on quah1:y of matenals, fixtures and appltances 

Low Rise $ 90 $ 130 $ 110 per SF 

Under Ground Parlang $ 75 $ 90 $ 75 per SF $75-$80 for 1-3 levels $85-$90 for 4-5 levels 

$ 26,250 $ 36,900 $ 28,125 per space Cost I space vanes by# of SF 375sf- 410sf I space 

Soft Costs 18% 2(;0/o 23% %of Land & Hard Costs Typtcal range when pncmg land 

Net Squaie Feet 82% 85% 84% %ofGSF 100% effective effiCiency fur row houses 

Potenttal Umt Revenue 

-

Sales $450 $800 $525 per NSF $320/SF fur Row Houses $4001SF fur Garden Style Condos 

Rent $ 210 $ 3 20 $ 3 00 per NSF Based on hst rents of recently completed rental buildings 

Other Revenue 

For Sale Parlang $ 30,000 $ 50,000 $ 40,000 Per space 

For Rent Parlang $ 180 $ 275 $ 200 Per Month Per Space 

Operating Expenses 

Rental (Annual) $ 3,500 $ 6,000 $ 5,900 perUmt 

Condo Fees (Annual) $ 300 $ 660 NA per SF Model uses Par Value calculatton for affordable IDltt 

Capttal 

Debt 80% 

Construc:tt.on 6.50% 125% NA 

Pennanent 575% 625% 650% 

Equrty 20% 1800% 2300% Return on Cost 

Cap Rates 750% Highly vartable by locatton 

Umt SIZeS 

Studto 450 500 500 NSF 

!-Bedroom 600 800 700 NSF Popular models widen typtcally adds I 50SF 

2-Bedroom 8SO 1,100 1,120 NSF Popular models widen typically adds I SOSF 

3-Bedroom 1,000 1,350 NSF Row houses SIZeS adt1500sf 1ll1llllll1lll1 

CeilmJ!; Hetldtts 967 liS Floor to Floor feet 9'8" for htghnse II '6" for sttckbwlt 

Source DC Office ofPlannmg, Intervtews conducted 4/15/05-7/7/05 

1) Land Costs 

Land pnces m the Dtstnct are highly vanable, rangmg from $40 to $50 per FAR square 
foot. According to the Office of Tax and Revenue, land prices are even lower than even 
$40 per FAR square foot m some parts of the Dtstrict However, $40 was the lowest land 
purchase pnce quoted by developers for market rate development. 

-
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2) Hard Costs 

ATIACHMENTS 

Hard construction costs varied by the quality of construction and fimshes Htgh-nse steel 
and concrete construction varies between $140 and $200 per gross square foot dependmg 
on the type and quahty of fimshes Low-nse construction costs are roughly 65% ofhigh­
nse construction, rangtng from $90 to $130 per gross square foot, not mcludmg the cost 
of parking. Developers of condominiums use optional upgrades to fixtures and fimshes 
as a profit center, offering purchasers a senes of choices For this reason it is hkely that 
the hard costs of IZ umts would be lower than the average hard costs used m the model. 
Developers of rental product may more carefully these cost decisions. Given the cost per 
square foot that higher grade fixtures and finishes add to the cost of a unit, OP concludes 
1t 1s likely apphances and other unit costs will be lower for the affordable umts. Thts is 
not captured m the model. 

Below grade parkmg costs vary by how deep a proJect 1s gomg and the efficiency with 
which the space can be laid out. Below grade parkmg costs are around $75 to $80 per 
square foot for the first three levels, with cost increasing to $90 per square foot for a 
fourth or fifth level Thts IS especially true construction requires diggmg below the cellar 
levels of adJacent properties Standard below-grade parlang typically mtght require 350 
sf- 375 sf per space, with less effictent parklng exceedmg 410sfper space. Thts means 
the cost of parking may range from $25,000 to $35,000 per space 

~) Soft Costs 

Soft costs for developers such as architecture and engtneenng, approval fees, marketmg 
and construction mterest range between 18% and 23% of the land and hard costs .. In 
some cases It was lower, but most mtervtewed agreed that, based on their past projects, 
these were typtcal ranges developers use to test a proJect,. A contmgency line Item was 
mcluded m the model ensure a conservative estimate 

4. Revenue 

a Market-Rate Umts 

Interviews with developers and brokers of new construction mdtcate that sales revenues 
for new construction are varying between $450 and $800 per marketable square foot. 
Thts IS supported by the Office ofT ax and Revenue's sales database over the past one 
and half years Rents are rangt~g from $2.10 to over $3.00 per rentable square foot, 
based on recent hstmgs These figures do not mclude concession-related rent reductions. 
Parkmg spaces sell between $30,000 and $50,000 for sale, and rent between $180 and 
$225 per month. It IS Important to note that parking in certain locations parkmg IS a 
profit center for development, encouragtng developers to budd more than a 1:1 ratio of 
umts to spaces 
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b. Affordable Units 

Revenues from affordable umts vary between the two IZ proposals based on the 
methodology for pncmg the umts Regardless of target mcome chosen, the CMIZ and 
OP proposal vary by household size assumptJ.ons.2 Tins is due to the OP proposal's using 
the Low Income Housmg Tax Credit Rules (LlliTC). Usmg the LlliTC rules to 
adnnruster the IZ umts proVIdes advantages to the program, because the rules are well 
known to many developers and have been well tested over tlllle Table 2 below shows 
the differences in occupancy assumptions between the two proposals. 

T bl 2 H a e . h Ids· o ouse o IZe ccupancy A ssumptions 
Occupancy 

Studto 1-Bedroom 2-Bedroom· 3-Bedroom 
Assumptions 
CMIZ 1 2 3 4 
OP(LIHTC) 1 1 5 3 4.5 

Due to the small number of 3-bedroom umts expected m most future development, thts 
difference m occupancy assumpttons Will result m slightly greater value to the developer 
from the CMIZ proposal on a per unit basis. 

In addttlon to occupancy assumptions, the LlHTC rules used by OP's proposal mclude a 
utJ.hty allowance, winch the CMIZ proposal does not The result ts a small but stgmficant 
reduction in total revenues patd to the developer Table 3 below shows the affect on the 
total monthly housing payment even when the same mcome ranges are bemg used. 
These differences cause an approximately 6% change m revenues to the developer 
Multtphed across a number ofumts they result m a nottceable dtfference m revenue to 
the developer 

T bl 3 M . a e . anmum H p ousmg aymen tC ompar1son 
Unit Type 

StudJo 1-Bedroom 2-Bedroom 3-Bedroom 
CMIZ Proposal 
Occupanq Factor 1 2 3 4 

50% of AMI $ 781 $ 893 $ 1,005 $ 1,116 
80%ofAMI $ 1,250 $ 1,429 $ 1,607 $ 1,786 

50/50 Averag~ $ 1,016 $ 1,161 $ 1,306 $ 1,451 

OP Proposal (LIHTC) 
Occupancy Factor 1 15 3 45 
Ubhty Allowance (est) $ 45 $ 59 $ 74 $ 89 

50% of AMI $ 736 $ 778 $ 931 $ 1,072 
80% of AMI $ 1,205 $ 1,280 $ 1,534 $ 1,768 

50/50 Average $ 971 $ 1,029 $ 1,233 $ 1,420 

2 To keep umts affordable umt types are pnced based on assumptions regarding the number of people that 
Will be hvmg there 
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5) Capital Costs 

AITACHMENTS 

The model assumes a standard 20% eqwty and 80% debt ratio3
• Construction mterest 

rates were researched and are provided below, but are assumed to be mcluded m the soft 
costs lme Item of the project. Construction financing IS typically based on a spread off of 
etther the LIB OR mdex or the Prune lendmg rate. Permanent financmg IS usually based 
on a spread off of the 1 0-year U.S. treasury notes Interest rates for permanent financmg 
play a role m analyzmg the impact of IZ on apartment development. The above spreads 
change over time as mvestment conditions change 

6) Investment Return 

Based on mterviews with developers, return on cost is the primary measurement by 
which they make mvestment dectstons. Condominium developers seek a minimum of 
18% to 23% return on cost The Internal Rate of Return (IRR), the secondary 
measurement used to evaluate a project, ts the value of payments made to the eqwty 
investor over time. 

7) Development Standards 

The model assumes that 2-3 bedroom row houses vary between 2,100 and 2,500 square 
feet m size. IZ units were adjusted to reflect that smaller lot sizes would result m two­
bedroom row houses of 1,680 sf and three-bedroom row houses of 2,100 sf. 

According to the Office of Tax and Revenue's Computer Atded Mass Appratsal file 
(CAMA), the base umt stzes for low-rise and high-rise multi-family buildings were 500 
square feet for a studto, 700 square feet for a one-bedroom, and 1,120 square feet for a 
two-bedroom umt. Shght vanations to these standards were made m order to bwld out 
the theoretical net square footage of the bwldmg The IZ umts were assumed to be 
shghtly smaller than the market rate units, but wtth the same umt rmx as the market rate 
umts. 

B. Outputs 

The model has three outputs 

1) The Return on Cost 

IS equal to the percent of profits diVIded by the Total Development Cost (TDC). 
Developers stated that return on cost ranged from 18% or slightly lower to upwards of 
23%, or whatever higher nsks might accomplish. 

2) The Internal Rate of Return (IRR) 

3 A 15% eqwty assumption was made m a model provtded by a developer, based on the tlmmg of eqwty 
mvested m the proJect 
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IRR is the percentage return of the eqmty mvestment over tune, and 

3) The Impact on Land 

ATTACHMENTS 

If the first two measures were stgmficantly affected by the IZ reqmrements, then OP 
estimated the unpact on land value by holdmg return constant and backing out the 
equation. 

Inclusionary Zoning Feasibility Interview List 

Contnbutmg Frrms 
Adam's Investment Group 
Affordable Housmg Developers 
Alan Myers Architects 
Cunnmgham & Qwll 
DaVIs Construction 
Eakin!Y oungentob 
Esocoff & Assoc1ates 
JBG 
Metropohs 
Monument Realty 
Trammell Crow 
Neighborhood Development CorporatiOn 
PNHoffinan 
Somerset Development 
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Table 4. CMIZ Income Standards & Housing Payment 

campaign for Mandatory lnclus1onary Zomng 
HOUSing Cost calculation 

HUD DC Area Median Income '05 $89,300 
Affordable Defimbon 30% 

Tai'Qet Incomes 

Household Sizes 
HH Srze Factor 

%AMI 
HUD Sacbon 8 Very Low lncome(1) 50% 
LIHTC Income Methodology 80% 

Max~mum Housmg Payment 

Unit Type 
0 Factor 

50% of AMI 
80%ofAMI 

50150 AveraQe 

$ 

$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 

2005 Area Med1an Income bY Famtlv Size 
1 2 3 4 

70% 80% 90% 100% 
62,510 $ 71440 $ 80370 $ 89300 $ 

Maximum Target Income by Hou5ellola Size 
1 2 3 4 

31,255 $ 35,720 $ 40,185 $ 44,650 $ 
50008 $ 57152 $ 64296 $ 71440 $ 

Maxmum Monthly Housmg Cost by Unit 
StudiO 1-Badroom 2-Bedroom 3-Bedroom 

1 2 3 _4 

781 $ 893 $ 1,005 $ 1,116 
1250 $ 1429 $ _1607 $ 1786 

$1 016 $1161 $1306 $1451 
-

Table S. OP Income Standards & Housmg Payment 

5 
108% 

96444 

5 
48,222 
77155 

$ 62,510 $ 71,440 $ 80,370 $ 89,300 $ 96,444 
HH Size Factor~..-__ ..:.7.::.00A.:::o~---=8:.:.00A.:::o~-.-.........:90'Yc=•~--1.:.::00:.:.%.:::_ ___ 1.:.::0.::.8%~ 

--
Maximum Target Income by Household Srze 

%AMI 1 2 3 4 
HUD Sect10n 8 Very Low lncome(1) 50% $31,250 $35,700 $40,200 $44,650 
LIHTC Income Methodology 1 2 60% $37,500 $42,840 $48,240 $53,580 
HUD SectiOn 8 Low lncome(2) 65% $40,800 $46,400 $52,200 $58,000 
LIHTC Income Methodology 14 70% $43,750 $49,980 $56,280 $62,510 
LIHTC Income Methodology 16 80% $50000 $57120 $64 320 $71440 

H Cos I Maxrmum ouSJng 
Maximum Monthly Housrng Cost by Unrt (Includes Utrlrtles)(3) 

Unrt Type 
Occuoancv Factor 

50% 
60% 
65% 
70% 
80% 

Utdrty Allowance (4) 
- I 

Maxmum Rent/Mortgage Payment 
50% 
60% 
65% 
70% 
80% 

(1) Numbers Rounded by HUD 
(2) HUD Section 8 Low Income approxrmates 65% of AMI 
(3) LIHTC uses occupancy factors by unrt type 
(4) Estimated 

StudiO 
1 

$781 
$938 

$1,015 
$1,094 
$1250 

$45 

$736 
$893 
$970 

$1,049 
$1,205 

1-Bedroom 2-Bedroom 3-Bedroom 
15 3 45 

$837 $1,005 $1,161 
$1,004 $1,206 $1,393 
$1,088 $1,305 $1,508 
$1,172 $1,407 $1,625 
$1339 $1608 $1857 

$59 $74 $89j 

$778 $931 - $1,072 
$945 $1,132 $1,304 

$1,029 $1,231 $1,419 
$1,113 $1,333 $1,536 
$1280 $1534 $1768 

5 
$48,200 
$57,840 
$62,650 
$67,480 

- $77120 
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IIi' p) - '"d c::r ~ '< > -6 75% (1) Down Payment 5% fD 
loOt;";g: 

30years Tax Rate 00096 ?' 0 ~ 

12 Homestead Deduction $ 38,000 ('l .....,~(') woe Bulldlna Condo Fees $ 400 
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0 fit 

Incomes I Studio 1·Bedroom 2-Bedroom 3-Bedroom Taxed Value Studio 1-Bedroom 2-Bedroom ~ i $781 $893 $1,005 $1,116 50% $107,028 $121,637 $136,300 $151,109 = 
$1,250 $1,429 $1,607 $1,786 80% $168,609 $192,118 _$_21~!>- $239 299 fD 

"' "' e: 
Taxes I studio ---1-Bedroom- "' r 

$55 $66 $ 5522 $ 6691 $ 7864 $ 90.49 '"d c 
$104 $123 $ 10449 $ 12329 $ 14210 $ 16104 ::s. ~ , 

fD 

I StudiO 1-Bedroom 2-Bedroom 3-Bedroom Par Value Condo Fee Calculation ;s: en 
Condo Fees fa 

$67 sn $86 $95 Mkt$Prlce $ 262,500 $ 341,250 $ 587,475 $ 616,875 fD g er $107 $122 $137 $151 UmtS1Z8 600 650 1,119 1,176 = ("} 
Mkt Condo Fee $ 16667 $ 21667 37300 $ 39167 Q. 

= ~ StudiO 1-Bedroom 2·Bedroom 3-Bedroom -= 
$659 $749 $840 $931 ~ =It 

$1,039 $1,184 $1,329 $1,47_4 0 

AU % of Market Value 
t 
w 

I :~I 41% 36% 23% =~I 84% 66% 37% 

1·Bedroom 2·Bedroom 3·Bedroom Estimated AU Par Value Condo Fee 
$121,637 $136,300 $151,109 50% $ 6795 $ 7723 $ 6654 $ 9594 
$192,118 $216,630 $239,299 80% $ 10705 $ 12198 $ 13691 $ 15194 
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Pricing Assumptions 
Interest Rate 
T&rm 
Payments per Year 

Incomes 
50% 
60% 
65% 
70% 
80% 

Taxes 
50% 
60% 

' 65% I 

70% 
' 80% ----

Condo Fees 
50% 
60% 
65% 
70% 
80% 

Mortgages Payments 
50% 
•60% 
65% 
70".4. 
80% 

Max1mum Mort e 
50% 
60% 
65% 
70% 
80% 

Purchase Price 
50% 
60% 
65% 
70% 
80".4. 

30 years ;Fax Rate 
6 75% (1) 'Down Payment 

12 Homestead Deduction 
Building Condo Fees 

5% 
00096 

$ 38,000 
$ 400 

I StudiO 1-Bedroom 2-Bedmom 3-Bedroom 
$736 $778 $931 $1,072 
$893 $945 $1,132 $1,304 
$970 $1,029 $1,231 $1,419 

$1,049 $1•, 113 $1,333 $1,536 
$1205 $1 280 $1534 $1 768 

StudiO 1·Bedroom 2-Bedmom 3-Bedroom 
$50 $54 $71 $85 
$66 $72 $92 $110 
$74 $80 $101 $121 
$83 $90 $113 $134 
$99 $107 $134 $159 

Stud1o 1-Bedroom 2-Bedroom 3-Bedroom 
$64 $67 $80 $92 
$77 $81 $97 $111 
$83 $88 $105 $121 
$90 $95 $114 $131 -

$103 $109 $130 $150 

.... 
Slud1o 1-Bedroom 2·Bedroom 3-Bedroom 

$622 $657 $780 $895 
$750 $792 $943 $1,0831 
$813 $861 $1,025 $1,177 
$876 $928 $1,106 $1,271 

$1003 $1064 $1 270 $1459 

2-Bedroom 3-Bedroom 
$120,259 $137,932 
$145,390 $166,937 
$158,033 $181,488 
$170,522 $195,942 
$195,1JQ7 $224,947 

Studio 1-Bedroom 2-Bedroom 3-Bedroom 
$100;987 $106,606 $126,589 $145,192 
$121,639 $128,577 $153,043 $176,723 
$131,944 $139,653 $166,351 $191,040 
$142,128 $150,547 $179,496 $206,255 
$162 780 $172 680 $206.113 $236 786 

1-3 "'tj'-'0 
I» Jg E..~ g: t'D~> ID 

~ -Vls= o~ 

Taxed Value Studio 1-Bedroom 2-Bedroom 3-Bedroom 
50% $100,987 $106,606 $126,589 $145,192 
60% $121,639 $128,577 $153,043 $175,723 
65% $131,944 $139:653 $166,351 $191,040 
70% $142,128 $150,547 $179,496 $206,255 
80% $162 780 ___ $172,660 $206,113 $23Q,786 

... ·-··-·· . ·--
50% $ 5039 $ 5489 $ 7087 $ 8575 
60% $ 66'91 $ 7246 $ 9203 $ 110 18 
65% $ 7516 $ 8132 $ 10268 $ 12243 
70% $ 8330 $ 9004 $ 11320 $ 13460 
80% $ 9982 $ 10774 $ 13449 $ -- 15903 
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Par Value Condo Fee Calculation 
Mkt $ Pnce If 262,500 
Unit SIZe 500 
Mkt Condo Fee $ 166 67 

$ 341,250 $ 587,475 $ 616,875 
650 1,119 1,175 

$ 216 67 $ 373 00 $ 391 67 

1i ~ ~ 

t 
w 

AU % of:Market Value 
50% 38% 31% 22% 24% 
60% 46% 38% 26% 28% 
65% 50% 41% 28% 31% 
70o/ .. 54% 44% 31% 33% 
80% 62% 51% 35% 38% 

Estlmated•AU Per Value Condo Fee 
50% $ 6412 $ 6769 $ 8037 $ 9219 
60% $ 7723 $ 8164 $ 9717 $ 111 57 
65% $ 8377 $ 8867 $ 10562 $ 121 29 
70% $ 9024 $ 9559 $ 113,97 $ 13096 
80% $ 10335 $ 109.64 $ 130 87 $ 15034 

~ 
~ 
t/.) 



High Rise Style Market Condomlmlum 

Property Information 
land Area 
Zoning 
FAR 
GSF Capacity 
lot Occupancy 
Building Information 
'FootPrint 
He1ght 
Floor to Floor 
Floors 
Eff~elency Factor 
NSF 
Number of Units 
Parkmg Ratio 

Perkmg Spaces 
Mm SF per space 
Mm Parking SF 
Mih Perklog_levels 

30,500 
R-5-E 
500 

152,500 
75% 

22,875 
90 

11 0 
80 
84% 

128,100 
150 

100 

150 
375 

56,250 
2 

Unit & Revenue Information 
Umt Information UOIIM1x 
Studio 20% 
1-Bedroom 33",{, 

2-Bedroom 47% 
3-Bedroom 0% 

100% 

Parkmg Revenue 
Total Revenue 

Capital 
Debt 80% 
EQUity 20% 

Avg Market Size 
500 
701 

1,115 
1,350 

854 

Required I 
45,934,200 
11483 850 

Development Costs PerGSF Per Umi/Space 
land $ 9000 $ 91,500 $ 
Hard Cost $ 18000 $ 183,000 $ 
Parking $ 7500 $ 28,125 $ 

Soft Costs 23% $ 6846 $ 69,604 $ 
Contingency 5% $ 1038 $ 10,556 $ 

Total Development Cost $ 37651 $ 382785 $ 

-
Units l:lmiNSF $Price/NSF $Pnce/Unlt 

30 15,000 $ 52500 $ 262,500 
50 38,050 $ 52500 $ 368,025 
70 78,050 $ 52500 $ 585,375 
Q - $ 52500 $ 708,750 

150 128,100 $ 52500 

150 $ 40000 

less Cost of Sales 5% 
less Total Cost 
less Warranty $2,000 per unit 
Net Profit 

Return on Cost 
IRR 

-1 » c:r -Totals 
13,725,000 

tP 

~ 
27,450,000 = 4,218,750< 
10,440,563 
1,583,438 
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Total $Sales 
$7,875,000 
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~ 

$18,401,250 
$40,976,250 
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$67,252,500 

("") 
C) 

= ~ 
C) 
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lnc:luslonary Zoning Economic: Feasblllty 
IZ without Compensation 

High Rise IZ Condomlmlum 

IZ Changes 
IZ Density Bonus 
IZ Requirement 
FAR 
GSF capacity 
IZBonusSF 

l:.ot Occupancy 
Building Information 
Foot Print 
Height 

0% 
10% 

5 
152,500 

75% 

Floor to Floor 
Floors 

22,875 
90 

11 0 
80 

84% 
128,100 
115,290 
12,810 

Unit & Revenue lnfonnatlon 

Efficiency Factor 
Total NSF 
Market NSF 
Affordable NSF 

Total Unrts 
Market Units 
Affordable Umts 
Parking Ratio 
PS!klng Spaces 
Min SF per space 
Min Parking SF 

Min Parking_ levels 

150 
135 

16 
091 
137 
375 

51,375 
2 

Und lnfonnation 
Studio 
1-Bedroom 
2-Bedroom 
3-Bedroom 

Affordable Units 
Studio 
1-Bedroom 

, 2-Bedroom 
3-Bedroom 

Unit Sub-Totsls 

PS!klllll Revenue 
Totsl Revenue 

Capital 
Debt 
Eaurty 

Unit Mix 
20% 
33% 
47% 
0% 

100% 

Unrt Mix 
19% 
31% 
50% 
0% 

80% 
2Q"A,_ 

Avg MS!ket Size 
500 
712 

1,125 
1,350 

854 

AvgAUSize 
500 
622 

1 ,()25 
1,350 

801 

Required I 
46,559,800 
11 389 950 

Development Costs PerGSF Per Unit 
Land $ 9000 $ 91,500 $ 
Hard Cost $ t8000 $ 183,000 $ 
Parking $ 7500 $ 28,125 $ 

Soft Costs 23% $ 6791 $ 69,043 $ 
Contingency 5% $ 1026 $ 10,434 $ 

Totsl Development Cost $ 37344 $ 379,665 $ 

Units Unit SF $Price/SF $Price/Unit 
27 13,500 $ 52500 $ 262,500 
45 32,040 $ 52500 $ 373,800 
62 69,750 $ 52500 $ 590,625 
0 - $ 52500 $ 708,750 

134 115290 $ 52500 

Units Unit SF $Price/SF $Price1Unit 
3 1,500 $ 27564 $ 137,819 
6 3,110 $ 25221 $ 156,877 
8 8,200 $ 17167 $ 175,965 
.II - $ 14460 $ 195,204 

16 12,810 $ 20340 

150 126,100 

137 $ 400oo 

Lass Cost of Sales 5% 
Lass Total Cost 
Lass Warranty $2,000 per unit 
Net Profit 

Retum on Cost 
IRR 

~ ~'-'0 » Jg~~ C" - 0-> " ':0 -Ulji t-.J~ 

Totals Impact On Land 
13,725,000 10,950,000 
27,450,000 $ 27,450,000 
3,853,125 $ 3,853,125 

10,356,469 $ 9,718,219 
1,565,156 ~ 1,565,156 

56,949,750 $ 53,536,500 

Total $Sales 
$7,087,500 $7,087,500 

$16,821,000 $16,821,000 
$36,618,750 $36,618,750 

.1!1 $0 
$60,527,250 $60527,250 

Total $Sales 
$413,456 $413,456 
$784,387 $784,387 

$1,407,719 $1,407,719 
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$2,606,562 $2,606,562 

$63,132,812 $63,132,812 

~ g 
= -

$5.480 000 $5,480,000 t:l 
" $88612 812 $68,612,812 

($3,430,641) ($3430641) 
($56,949,750) ($53,536,500) 

($300000) ($300,000) 

! 
= 0 

= $7,932,421 $11,345,671 = fj!) 
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lncluslonary Zoning Economic Feasbility 
Market Rate 20 Unit Row-House 

Property lnfonnatlon 
Land Area 
Zomng 
FAR NA 
GSF Capactty 
Lot Occupancy 
Building lnfonnatlon 
Foot Pnnt 
He1ght 
Floor to Floor 
Floors 
Efficiency Factor 
NSF 
Number of Units 
Park1ng Ratio 
Parking Spaces 
Min Parking SF 
Min Park1n1:1 Levels 

36,000 
R-4 

48,600 
60% 

21,600 
40 

115 
23 

100% 
48,600 

20 
1 00 

20 
8,500 

___1 

Development Costs PerGSF Per Umt/Space Totals 
Land $ 10000 $ 243,000 $ 4,860,000 
Hard Cost $ 105 00 $ 255,150 $ 5,103,000 
Parking $ - $ - $ 

Soft Costs 23% $ 4715 $ 114,575 $ 2.291,490 
Contingency 0% $ - $ - $ 

!Total Development Cost $ 25215 $ 612,725 $ 12,254,490 I 

Unit & Revenue Information 
Unit Information Unit MD< Avg Market Size Umts Unrt NSF $Price/NSF $Pnce/Umt Total $Sales 
StudiO 0% 499 0 - $ 320 00 $ 159,680 $0 
1-Bedroom 0% 700 0 - $ 320 00 $ 224,000 $0 
2-Bedroom 50% 2.160 10 21,600 $ 32000 $ 691,200 $6,912,000 
3-Bedroom 50% 2,700 .1Q 27,000 $ 320 00 $ 864,000 $8,640,000 

100% 2,430 20 48,600 $ 320 00 $15,552,000 

Parkin Revenue 20 $ - $0 
Tota Revenue $15,552 000 

Required Less Cost of Sales 5% ($777,600) 
85% 9,803,592 Lass Total Cost ($12 254,490)1 

&.:::~"""'--------=2:::.0%:.::..... _ _:2=.~.45..:=0.:89:::;8::....~ Less Warranty $2,000 per unit ($40,000)1 
Net Profll $2,479,910 1

1 

Return on Cost 20.2% 
IRR 370% 
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lnclusionary Zoning Economic Feasbillty 
CMIZ 24 Unit Row-House 

IZChanges 

IZ Dens1ty Bonus 02 
IZ Requirement 075 
FAR NA 
GSF Capacity 57180 
IZ Bonus SF 9720 

Lot Occupancy 06 
Building Information 

Foot Pnnt 21600 
Height 40 Unit & Revenue Information 
Floor to Floor 11 5 I;Jnlt Information Unit Mix 
Floors 3 StUdiO 0% 
Efficiency Factor 1 1-Bedroom 0% 
Total NSF 57180 2-Bedroom 50% 
Market NSF 51030 3-Bedroom 50% 

Affordable NSF 7290 1000,1, 
Total Units 24 
Market Units 21 Affordable, Units Unit Mix 

'!Affordable Units 3 
1 Parking Ratio 1 
l Parkmg Spaces 24 

StudiO 0% 
1-Bedroom 0% 
2-Bedroom 33% 

M10 Parking SF 10200 3-Bedroom 67% 

aMin Parking Levels 1: 

Unrt Sub-Totals 

Parking Revenue 
Total Revenue 

Capital 
Debt 85% 
Eauitv 20% 

Avg Market Size 
499 
700 

2,160 
2,700 
2,430 

AvgAUSize 
500 
620 

1,680 
2,100 

1,960 

1,960 

ReqUired I 
10,690,078 
2672519 

Development Coats PerGSF Per Unit Totals 
Land $ 8499 $ 202,500 $ 4,860,000 
Hard Cost $ 10500 $ 250,163 $ 6,003,900 
Parkmg $ . $ - $ -

Soft Costs 23% $ 5141 $ 104,112 $ 2,498,697 
Contingency OOk $ - $ - $ -
Total Development Cost $ 27495 $ 668,130 $ 13,362,597 

-

Units Unit SF $Pnce/SF $Pnce/Umt Total $Sales 
0 - $ 32000 $ 159:680 $0 
0 - $ 32000 $ 224,000 $0 

10 21,600 $ 32000 $ 691,200 $6,912,000 
11 29,700 $ 32000 $ 864,000 Sll:K!!l !!!!Q 
21 51,300 $ 32000 $16,416,000 

Units Unit SF $PnceJSF $Pnce/Umt Total $Sales 
0 . $ 275'64 $ 137,819 $0 
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0 - $ 25303 $ 156,877 $0 I w 
1 1,680 $ 104 74 $ 175,965 $175,965 w 
2 4,200 $ 9295 $ 195,204 ~ 
3 6,880 $ 9632 $566,373 

3 6,880 $16,982,373 

7290 $ - $0 
$18,982,373 

Less Cost of Sales 5% ($649,119) 
Less Total Cost ($13,362,597) 
Less Warranty $2,000 per umt ($48000) 
Net Profit $2,722,668 

Return on Cost 204%1 
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lncluslonary Zoning Economic FeasbiUty 
OPIZ 24 Unit Row-House@ 65% of AMI 

IZChanges 
IZ Dens1ty Bonus 20% 
IZ Requirement 75% 
FAR NA 
GSF Capacity 57,180 
IZBonusSF 9,720 
Lot Occupancy 80% 
Building Information 
FootPnnt 21,600 
He1ght 40 Unit & Revenue Information 
Floor to Floor 12 Unit Information UnitM1x 
Floors 30 StudiO 0% 
Efficiency Factor 100% 1-Bedroom 0% 
Total NSF 57180 2-Bedroom 50% 
Market NSF 51,030 3-Bedroom 50% 
Affordable NSF 7,290 100% 
Total Units 24 
MarketUmts 21 Affordable Units Unit Mix 
;Affordable Units 3 Studio 0% 
Parkmg Ratio 1 00 1-Bedroom 0% 
Park1ng Spaces 24 2-Bedroom 33% 
M1n Parking SF 10,200 3-Bedroom 67% 
M1n Park_mg_Levels 

Unit Sub-Totals 

Parkina Revenue 
Total Revenue 

IEttal bt 85% 
ulty 20% 

Avg Market Size 
499 
700 

2,160 
2,700 

2,430 

AvgAU Size 
500 
620 

1,680 
2,100 

1,960 

2,383 

Requ1red J 
10,690,078 
2 672 519 

Development Costs PerGSF PerUmt 
Land $ 8499 $ 202,500 $ 
Hard Cost $ 10500 $ 250,163 $ 

Park1ng $ - $ - $ 
Soft Costs 23% $ 5141 $ 104,112 $ 
Contingency 0% $ - $ - $ 

Total Davalo ment Cost $ 27495 $ 668130 $ 

Units Unit SF $Pnce/SF $Pnce/Unit 
0 - $ 32000 $ 159,680 
0 - $ 32000 $ 224,000 

10 21,600 $ 32000 $ 891,200 
11 29,700 $ 32000 $ 664,000 

21 61,300 $ 32000 

Umts Unit SF $Pnce/SF $Pnce/Unit 
0 - $ 26389 $ 131,944 
0 - $ 22525$ 139,653 
1 1,680 $ 9902 $ 168,351 
z 4,200 $ 9097 $ 191,040 

3 5,880 $ 9327 

24 57,180 

24 $ -

Less Cost of Sales 5% 
Less Total Cost 
Less Warranty $2,000 per umt 
Net Profit 

Return on Cost 
IRR 

Totals 
4,860,000 
6,003,900 

-
2,498,697 

-
13362597 

Total $Sales 
$0 
$0 

$6,912,000 
:&!MiQ~.Q!l!l 

$16,416:000 

Total $Sales 
$0 
$0 

$166,351 
~ 
$548,430 

$16,964,430 

$0 
$18964,430 

($848 221) 
($13,362 597) 

($48,000) 
$2,705,611 
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lnclusionary Zoning Economic Feasblllty 

Low Rise Style Market Condomlmlum 

Property lnfonnatlon 
Land Area 
Zomng 
FAR 
GSF CapaCity 
Lot Occupancy 

Building Information 
FootPrint 
Height 

14,170 
R-5-8 
180 

25,506 
60% 

Floor to Floor 
Floo111 

8,502 
50 

11 5 
40 
85% 

21,680 
25 

1 00 

25 
350 

8,750, 

Unit & Revenue Information 

Efficiency Factor 
NSF 
Number of Umts 
Parking Rallo 

Park~ng Spaces 
M1n SF per Space 
M1n Park1ng SF 
M1n Park1na Levels 1, 

Umt Information 
StudiO 
1-Bedroom 
2-Bedroom 
3-Bedroom 

Parking Revenue 
Totsl Revenue 

Capital 
Debt 
Eaultv 

Unit Mix 
16% 
36% 
48% 
0% 

100% 

85% 
20% 

Development Costs 
Land 
Hard Cost 
Park1ng 

Soft Costs 
Contingency 

PerGSF 
$ 9000 
$ 11500 
$ 15,00 

23% $ 4833 
5% $ 601 

Per Umi/Space Totals 
$ 91,622 $ 2,295,540 
$ 117,328 $ 2,933,190 
$ 5,250 $ 131,250 
$ 49,312 $ 1,232,795 
$ 6,129 $ 153,222 

I Total Development Cost $ 264 49 $ 269,840 $ 6,745,9971 

Avg Market Size Umts \!lnltNSF $Pnce/NSF $Prlce/Umt Total $Sales 
500 4 2,000 $ 40000 $ 200,000 $800,000 
700 9 6,300 $ 40000 $ 280,000 $2,520,000 

1,115 12 13,380 $ 40000 $ 446,000 $5,352,000 
1,350 Q - $ 40000 $ 540,000 m 

867 25 21,680 $ 40000 $8,672,000 

25 $0 
$8,672000 

ReqUired I Less Cost of Sales 5% ($433,600) 
5,396,798 Less Total Cost ($6,745,997) 
1349199 Less Warranty $2,000 per unit ($50,000) 

Net Profit $1,442,403 

Retum on Coat 214% 
IRR 3115% 
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lncluslonary Zoning Economic Feasblllty 

Low Rise CMIZ Condomlmlum 

IZChanges 
IZ Dens1ty Bonus 
IZ Requirement 
FAR 
GSF Capacity 
IZBonusSF 

Lot Occupancy 
Building Information 
FootPnnt 
Height 
Floor to Floor 
Floors 
Efficiency Factor 
Total, NSF 
Market NSF 
Affordable NSF 
Total Units 
Market Units 
Affordable Units 
Par~lng Ratio 
Par~1ng Spaces 
M1n SF per Space 
Min Parking SF 
M1n Parki~~g_ Levels 

20o/cl 
75% 
216 

30,607 
5,101 

60% 

8,502 
50 

11 5 
40 

85% 
26,016 
22,764 

3,252 

30 
26 

4 
100 

30 
350 

10,500 

2.625 

Unit & Revenue Information 
Umt information UmiMIX 
StudiO 16% 
1-Bedroom 36% 
2-Bedroom 48% 
3-Bedroom 0% 

100% 

Affordable Umts UmiMIX 
StudiO 25% 
1-Bedroom 25% 
2-Bedi'Oom 50% 
3-Bedroom 0% 

Umt Sub-Totals 

Parkma Revenue 
Total Revenue 

Capital 
Debt 80% 
Eaultv 20% 

Avg Market Size 
501 
720 

1,130 
1,350 

876 

AvgAUSfze 
600 
652 

1,020 
1,300 

798 

865 

ReqUired ·I 6,024,395 
1506099 

Development Costs PerGSF PerUnH 
Land $ 7500 $ 76,518 $ 
Hard Cost $ 11500 $ 117,328 $ 

Park1ng $ 1500 $ 6,058 $ 
Soft Costs 23% $ 6386 $ 45,792 $ 
Contingency 5% $ 721 $ 6,129 $ 

Total Develo ment Cost $ 29524 $ 301220 $ 

Units UmtSF $PrfceiSF $Price/Umt 
4 2,004 $ 40000 $ 200,400 

10 7,200 $ 40000 $ 288,000 
12 13,560 $ 40000 $ 452,000 
2 - $ 40000 $ 540,000 

26 22,764 $ -
Units UnrtSF SPrfceiSF SPricefUnrt 

1 500 $ 27664 $ 137,819 
1 652 $ 24061 $ 156,8n 
2 2,040 $ 17251 $ 175,965 
2 - $ 15016 $ 195,204 
4 3,192 $ 20256 

30 25,956 

30 $ -

Less Cost of Sales 5% 
Less Total Cost 
Less Warranty $2,000 per unit 
NetProfrt 

Return on Cost 
IHR_ .. ·-----

Totals 
2,295,540 
3,519,828 

157,500 
1,373,760 

]83,866 

7530494 

Total $Sales 
$801,600 

$2,880,000 
$5,424,000 

.Ill 
$9,105,600 

Total $Sales 
$137,819 
$156,877 
$351,930 

.12 
$646,6261 

$9,752,226 

$0 
$9752,226 

($487,611) 
($7,530,494) 

($60,000) 
$1,674,120 

222% 
380% 

~ =-;' 
"""' ~ 

~ 
~ 
~ r 
n = = c. = 
~· -= 9 
C'l) 
n 
ft = » 
::!. = 

:;pa-o 
~-<'"tl .......... > 
..... d'' !if 
o t-.J n '*!Orr wo 
t-.JS:S 

fit 

r 
(lQ 

Q' 

I .... 
§ 
Q 
fll 
t1) 

'ft: 

t 
w 

~ 
~ 

I 
t/.) 



·lncluslonary Zoning Economic Feasbility 

Low Rise IZ Condomlmlum @ 80% of AMI 

IZChanges 
IZ Densrty Bonus 20% 
IZ Requirement 75% 
FAR 216 
GSF Cap8City 30,607 
IZBonusSF 5,101 

Lot Occupancy 60% 
Building Information 
FooiPnnt 8,502 
Height 50 
Floor to Floor 11 5 Unit & Revenue Information 
Floors 40 Unrt lnformabon UmtMIX 
EffiCiency Factor 85% StudiO 16% 
Total NSF 26,016 1..Sedroom 36% 
Marl«<tNSF 22,764 2..Sedroom 48% 
Affordabt& NSF 3,252 3-Bedroom 0% 

Total Unrts 30 1000A. 
Market Units 26 
Affprctable Units 4 Affordable• Units Unit Mix 
Parking Ratio 100 Studio 25% 
Parking Spaces 30 1-Bedroom 25% 
Min SF per Space 350 
Min Parking•SF 10,500: 

2..aedroom 50% 
3-Bedrool!l 0% 

Min Parkm 1Levels 1• 

Un1t Sub-Totals 

Parlana Revenue 
Total Revenue 

~~Ttal ebt . 85% 
Ullv 20% 

Avg Market Size 
501 
720 

1,130 
1,350 

876 

AvgAUSize 
500 
652 

1,050 
1,300 

813 

867 

Required I 
6,024,395 
1 506 099 

Development Collts PerGSF Per Unit Totals 
Land $ 7500 $ 76,516 $ 2,295,540 
Hard Cost $ 115 00 $ 117,328 $ 3,519,628 

Parking $ 1500 $ 6,058 $ 157,500 
Soft Costs 23% $ 5386 $ 45,792 $ 1,373,760 
Contingency 5%$ 7 21 $ 6,129 $ 183,866 

Total Davalo amCO.t 

Wmts Unit SF $Price1SF $Prlce1Un1t Totai'$Sales 
4 2,004 $ 40000 $ 200,400 $801•,600 

10 7,200 $ 40000 $ 288,000 $2,880,000 
12 13,560 $ 40000 $ 452,000 $5,424,000 
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26 22,764 $ 40000 $9,105,600 

Umts UmtSF $Pnce/SF $Price/Unit Totai•$Sales 
1 500 $ 32556 $ 162,780 $162,780 
1 652 $ 26485$ 1.72,680 $172,680 
2 2,100 $ 196 30 $ 206,113 $412,225' 
!l . $ 18214 $ 236,786 m, 
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4 3,252 $ 22992 $747,685, Q ... 
I = 30 26,016 $9,653,285 

30 $ . $0 
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Less Cost of Sales 5% ($492,664) ' 
Less Total Cost ($7,530,494) 
Less Warranty $2,000 .per un1t ($60,000) 
NetiProfil $1,770,127 

Return on Cost 235% 
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lnclusionary Zomng Economic Feasblhty 

Low Rise IZ Condomlmlum @ 65% of AMI 

IZ Changes 
IZ Dens1ty Bonus 20o/ci 
IZ Requirement 75% 
FAR 216 
GSF Capacity 30,607: 
IZ Bonus SF 5,101 
Lot Occupancy 60% 
Building Information 
FootPrint 8,502 
Height 50 
Floor to Floor 115 
Floors 40 
Efficiency Factor 85% 
Total NSF 26,016 
Market NSF 22,764 
Affordable NSF 3252 
Total Umts 30 
Market Umts 26 
Affordable Umts 4 
Parking Rabo 1 00 
Parldng Spaces 30 
M1n SF per Space 350 
Min Park1ng SF 10,500 

Development Costs PerGSF Per Umt Totals 
''Land $ 7500 $ 76,518 $ 2,295,540 
Hard Cost $ 115 00 $ 117,828 $ 3,619,828 
Parking $ 1500 $ 6,058 $ 157,600 

Soft Costs 23% $ 6388 $ 46,792 $ 1,373,780' 
Contingency 5% $ 7 21 $ 6,129 $ 183.866 

I Unit & Revenue Information 
Unit Information Unit Mix Avg Market S1ze Umts Unit SF $PrtceJSF $PnceJUnlt Total $Sales 
Studio 16% 501 4 2,004 $ 40000 $ 200,400 $801,600 
1-fledroom 36% 720 10 7,200 $ 40000 $ 288,000 $2,880,000 
2-Bedroom 48% 1,130 12 13,560 $ 40000$ 452,000 $5,424,000 
3-Bedroom 0% 1,350 .Q ~ $ 40000 $ 640,000 i..Q 

100% ' 876 28 22,764 $ $9,105,600 . 
Affordable Umts Unit MIX AvgAUS1Z8 Umts Unit SF $Price/SF SPnceJUnlt Total $Sales 
Studio 25% 500 1 500 $ 28389 $ 131,944 $131,944 
,1-Bedroom 25% 652 1 862 $ 21419 $ 139,853 $139,853 
2-Bedroom 50% 1,020 2 2,040 $ 16309 $ 166,351 $332,701 
3-Bedroom 0% 1,300 .Q . $ 14895 $ 191,040 i..Q 

~ ~aO - (JQ '< l>t1 
~ ~-~ 1-0 

P' 
I.O~Vl 

0 
0 No >+,Oif 

'~ 
wo 
tv~g 

1::"1 
fii 

C> N 
~ J i 
n j C> 
1:1 c. 
C> 

§. e. l!l 

= g 
a () 
rl.l ~ r; 
~ 

:f;l: 

5· ~ 
...... & 
Ul w 
'#. 

l\llln_E~r!<mg_L!Ivels 2.132~ 798 4 3.~92 $ 18932 $604,299 C> .... 
I tid 

Umt Sub-Totals 865 30 25,956 $9,709,899 C> 

~ 
Parking Revenue 30 $ . $0 
:rotal Revenue $97119889 

"' ~ -
Captt;ll Required ~ Less Cost of Sales 5% ($485,495) 
Debt 80% 6,024,395 Less Total Cost - ($7,530,494) 
EQUitv 20% 1 506 099 Less Warranty $2,000 perunlt ($60,000) 

Net Profit $1,633,910 

Retum on Cost 21,7% 
IRR 373% 
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lncluslonary Zoning Economic Feasblllty 

Low Rise Style Market Rental 

Property lnfonnatlon 
LandAiea 14,170 
Zoning R-5-8 
FAR 180 
GSF Cspacrty 25,506 
Lot Occupancy 60% 

Building lnfonnatlon 
FootPrint 8,502 
Height 50 
Floor to Floor 115 Unit a Revenue lnfonnatlon 
Floors 40 Unit Information Unit Mix Avg Market Size 
Efficiency Factor 85% Studio 12% 500 
NSF 21,680 1-Bedroom 50% 700 
Number of tlnlts 26 2-Bedroorn 38% 1,115 
Paridng Rallo 100 3-Bedroom 0% 1,350 

Parking Spaces 26 100% 
M1n•SF per Spaca 350 
Min Parking SF 9,100 ParkJng_Revenue 
Min Parkina Levels 1 Total Revenue 

capital Required 
Debt 73% 4,225,589 
Egu~ 27% 15893351 

Year 1 
Gross Potential Rent $571,500 

Less Vacancy/Economic Loss ($28575) 
Less Expenses 3800 per unit ($98,800) 
Less Taxes 0 0096 per assessed value ~ 

UnLeveraged cash Flow $ (5,814923) 0 $388,302 
UnLeveraged IRR 683% cash on cash Return 67% 

($323585) 

Development Costs 
Land $ 
Hard Cost $ 

Parking $ 
Soft Costs 23% $ 
Contingency 0%$ 

Total Development Cost $ 

Units 
3 

13 
10 

UnrtNSF 
1,500 $ 
9,100 $ 

11,150 $ 
Q ___ _ 

$ 

26 21,750 $ 

26 

2 3 
$588,645 $806,304 
($29,432) ($30,315) 

($101,764) ($104817) 

~ ~ 

$401,625 $415,349 
69% 71% 

($323,584 78) ($323,585) 
Leveraged cash Flow $ (1,589,335) 0 $ 64,717 $ 78,041 $ 91,764 $ 
Leveraged IRR 792% 41% 49% 58% 

Balance $4,176,687 $4124,568 
Interest $274,683 $271,483 $268,097 

Principal $48,922 $52,101 $55,488 

PerGSF Per Umt/Space Totals 
9000 $ 88,290 $ 2,295,540 
9000 $ 88,290 $ 2295,540 
1500 $ 5,250 $ 136,500 
4263 $ 41,821 $ 1,087,343 

$ $ 

22798 $ 223 651 $ 5 814 923 

$Price/NSF $Pnce/Unit Total $Sales 
210 $ 1,050 $37,800 
210 $ 1,470 $229,320 
210 $ 2,342 $280,980 
210 $ 2,835 $0 

210 $548,100 

$ 75 !23400 
$571.500 

o-3 >-c~O 
~ ~ - '"C 
;' ('D '< > 
..... ~";:;; s 

Inflators :-:a ON[ 
Rent Growth 3% = ..... o 
Vacancy/Economic Loss 5% D; IJ.)0 

fll N~g 
Expense Growth 3% fll 

Debt Assumptions n c;r 
Debt Financing = N fll 

Interest Rate 650% 
fll g 
t'"l 

Term 30 

~ Jg 
Debt Ratio 120 
Loan Payment $ 323,585 2f. () 

Max Loan Amount $4,225,589 fll 

~ cap Rete 735% fll 

Estimated Value $5,263,017 ~ 
LTV 800% i 

Cll 
Cll 

Required Equity $ 1,569,335 g 
rn 
~ () 

= ~ 
D; n 
5· ::tl: 

0 
~ 
IJ,) 
w 

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
$624,493 $643,228 $662,525 $682,401 $702,873 $723,959 $745,678 $768048 
($31,225) ($32161) ($33126) ($34120) ($35144) ($36198) ($37 284) ($38402) 

($107,961) ($111,200) ($114536) ($117,972) ($121,512) ($125,157) ($128,912) ($132 779) 

~ ~ ($55823) ($55823\ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

$429,484 $444,043 $459,039 $474,485 $490,394 $606,781 $523,659 $6,327,606 
74% 76% 79% 82% 84% 87% 90% 

($323585) (S323 585) ($323,585) ($323585) ($323585) ($323,585) ($323 585) ($323585) 
105,899 $ 120,459 $ 135,455 $ 150,900 $ 168,810 $ 183,196 $ 200,074 $ 2,091,406 

67% 76",{, 85% 95% 105% 115% 128% 
$4,069,078 $4009,983 $3,947,047 $3,880,021 $3;808,637 $3,732,614 $3,651,649 $3,585,421 

$264,490 $260,649 $256,558 $252,201 $247,561 $242,620 $237,357 $231752 
$59,095 $62,936 $67,027 $71,383 $76,023 $80,965 $88,228 $91,832 

~ 

i 



lncluslonary Zoning Economic Feasblllty 

CMIZ Low-Rise Rental 

IZChanges 
IZ Density Bonus 20% 
IZ Requirement 75% 
FAR 216 
GSFC8pacrty 30,607 
IZBonusSF 5,101 

Lot Occupancy 75%' 
Building Information 
FootPrint 10,628 
Height 90 
Floor to Roor 110 
Floors 80 
Efficiency Factor 85% 
Total NSF 26,016 
Market NSF 22,764 
Affordable NSF 3,252 
Total Unrts 30 
Market Units 26 
Affordable Units 4 
Perking Rallo 091 
Parking Spaces 27 
Min SF per Space 375 
M1n Parking SF 10,125 
M1nParki Levels 1 

Gross Potential Rent 
Less Vacancy/EconomiC Loss 

Unit & Revenuelnformabon 
Unit lnformabon Unit Mix Avg Market Size 
StudiO 12% 507 
1-Bedroorn 50% 710 
2-Bedroom 38% 1,155 
3-Bedroom 0% 1,350 

Affordable Umts 
StudiO 
1-Bedroom 
2-Bedroom 
3-Bedroom 

Unit SUb-Totals 

Parking Revenue 
Total Revenue 

Capital to Cost 

100% 

Unit Mix 
25% 
25% 
50% 

0% 

De~ 76% 
Eoullv 24% 

Year 

AvgAUSize 
510 
620 

1,060 
1,300 

813 

867 

Required 
4,862,067 
1536470 

1 
$654,984 
($32 748) 

Less Expenses 3800 per unit ($114 000) 
Less Taxes 0 0098 ($61426) 

Unleveraged Cash Flow ($6 398 537) $0 $446,790 
UnLeveraged IRR 7 87% Cash on Cash Retum 70% 

($372325) 

Development Costs 
Land $ 
Hard Cost $ 
Parking $ 

Soft Costa 23% $ 
Contingency 0%$ 

Total Development Cost $ 

Units Unit SF 
3 1,521 $ 

12 8,520 $ 
11 12,705 $ 
0 $ 

26 22,746 $ 

Unrts Unit SF 
1 510 $ 
1 620 $ 
2 2120 $ 
Q $ 

3,250 $ 

30 25;996 

27 

2 3 
$674,613 $694,851 
($33 731) ($34 743) 

($114,000) ($114 000) 
($61426) ($61 426) 
$465456 $484 683 

73% 78% 

($372,325) ($372 325) 
Leveraged Cssh Flow 
Leveraged IRR 

($1 536,470) $0 $ 74,465 $ 93,131 $ 112 358 $ 
1143% 

Balance 
Interest 

Pnnc1pal 

48% 

$316,034 
$56,290 

61lll> 73% 
$4,805,777 $4,745,828 

$312,375 $306,479 
$59,949 $63,846 

PerGSF Pari:Jnll Totals 
7500 $ 76,518 $ 2,295,540 
9000 $ 91,822 $ 2,754,648 
1500 $ 5,625 $ 151,875 

664,708 $ 39,882 $ 1,196,474 
$ $ 

20905$ 213 285 $ 6 398 537 

$Rent/NSF Monthly/Unit AnnueiRent 
210 $ 1065 $38,329 
210 $ 1,491 $214 704 
210 $ 2,426 $320,188 
210 $ 2835 $0 

~ ;pe:~ 
~ 
li' ~ '< > 
.... !::Lti:g 

Inflators 
po 

ON~ 
Rent Growth 3~ 

~ 
"'f)0 
wo 

Vacancy/EconomiC Loss 5% N~§_ Expense Growth 3% 
Debt Assumptions N 'til 

t"' 
~ De~ Financing = Interest Rate 650% 

~ 'Tenn 30 JJ De~ Ratio 120 {I} 
(") Loan•Payment $ 372,325 fD 

Max Loan Amount $4,862,067 ~ I Cap Rete 735% g Estimated Value $6,078,770 
LTV 800% til 

rll ~· Required Eauitv $ 1.536.470 t:l 
fD 

= 210 $573,198 1:1 (") 
::!. I» 

$Rent/NSF Monthly/Unit Total $Sales 
199 $ 1,016 $12,188 
187 $ 1,181 $13,931 
123 $ 1,308 $31,344 
112 $ 1,451 $0 

= til n 
'*'= 

t 
w 

147 $57,488 

$630,664 

$ 75 $24 300 
$654,984 

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
$715,697 $737167 $759,282 $782,061 $605,523 $829,688 $854 579 $880217 
($35 785) ($36858) ($37,964) ($39 103) ($40,276) ($41 484) ($42 729) ($44011) 

($114 000) ($114 000) ($114000) ($114,000) ($114 000) ($114 000) ($114 000) ($114 000) 
($61,426) ($61426) ($61426) ($61 426) ($61426) ($61426) ($61426) ($61426) 

~ $504,486 $524,883 $545692 $567,532 $589821 $612,778 $636,424 $7,727,943 
79% 82% 85% 89% 92% 96% 99% 

i ($372 325) ($372,325) ($372,325) ($372 325) ($372,325) ($372 325) ($372,325) ($372 325) 
132161 $ 152,558 $ 173,588 $ 195,207 $ 217,496 $ 240453 $ 264100 $ 2,829,126 

86% 99% 113% 127% 142% 156% 172% 
$4,881,982 $4,613,986 $4,541,570 $4,484,448 $4,382,312 $4,294,838 $4,201678 $4,102,462 

$304,329 $299,909 $295,202 $290,189 $284,850 $279,184 $273109 $266,660 
$67,996 $72,416 $77,123 $82,136 $87,474 $93,160 $99,216 $105665 tzl 



lncluslonary Zoning Economic Feasblllty 

OPIZ Low-Rise Rental 75% of Bonus at 65%AMI 

Changes 
IZ Density Bonus 20% 
IZ ReqUirement 75% 
MR 21 
GSF Capacrty 30,607 
IZBonusSF 5,101 
Lot Occupancy 75% 

Development Costs 
Land 
Hard Cost 
Parkmg 

Soft Costs 
Contmgency 

PerGSF Per Unit Totals 
$ 7500 $ 176,518 $ 2,295,540 
$ 9000 $ 91,822 $ 2,754,648 
$ 1500 $ 5,625 $ 151876' 

23% $ 664,708 $ 39,882 $ 1,196,474 
0%$ $ $ 

Building Information Total Development Cost _$_ 209 0~2131285 $ 6 398 537•' 
FootPnnt 8 
Height 90 
Floor to Floor 110 
Floors 80 
Efficiency Factor 85% 
Total NSF 26,016 
Market NSF 

22,7641 
Affordable NSF 3,252 
TotaiUnrts 30 
Market Units 26 1 

Affordable Unrts 4 
Parking Rallo 091 
Parkmg Spaces 27 
M1n SF per Space 3751 
M1nParklngSF 10,125' 
M1n Park1n Levels 1 

Gross Potential Rent 
Less Vacancy/Economlc,Loss 

Unit & Revenue Information 
Unit lnformallon Unit Mix Avg Market Size 
Studio 25% 507 
1-Bedroorn 50% 710 
2-Bedroom 0% 1155 
3-8edroom 0% 813 

Affordable Units 
$t!ldio 
'1-8edroom 
2-Bedroom 
3-Bedroom 

Unrt Sub-Totals 

ParkJ!lg_ Revenue 
:rotal l'tevenue 

Capital to Cost 

75% 

Unit MIX 
25% 
25% 
50% 
0% 

Pebt 75% 
Eauilv 25% 

Year 

875 

AvgAUSJZe 
510 
620 

1,060 
1,300 

813 

867 

Required 
4,821,350 
1577.188 I 

1 
$651,025 
($32 551) 

Less Expenses 3800 per unit ($114,000) 
Lass Taxes 0 0096 

UnLeveraged Cash Flow ($6,398,537) $0 
Unlevereged IRR 7 77% Cash on Cash Return 

Leveraged Cash Flow 
Leveraged IRR 1104% 

($1,577 188) $0 $ 

Balance 
Interest 

PrinCipal 

($61426) 
$443,048 

69% 

($369 207) 
73,841 

47% 

$313,388 
$55,819 

Units 
3 

12 
11 
0 

26 

Units 
1 
1 
2 
!l 

30 

27 

2 
$670 556 
($33528) 

($114 000) 
($61426) 
$461602 

72% 

($369,207) 
$ 92,396 $ 

59% 
$4,765,531 

$309,760 
$59,447 

Unit SF $Rent/NSF Monthlyii:Jnlt Annual Rent 
1521 $ 210 $ 1,065 $38 329 
8520 $ 210 $ 1491 $214 704 

12,705 $ 210 $ 2426 $320186 
$ 210 $ 1,706 $0 

22746 $ $573,199 

UnrtSF $Rent/NSF Monthly/Unrt Total $Sales 
510 $ 1 so I $970 $11,640 
620 $ 186 $1,029 $12,342 

2,120 $ 116 $1,231 $29,544 
$ 109 $1,4191 $0 

3,250 $ 137 $53,526 

25.99& $626,725 

! 75 !24:!!!Q 
$651.425 

3 4 5 6 
$690,673 $711,393 $732,735 $754,717 
($34,534) ($35,570) ($36,637) ($37,736) 

($114 000) ($114,000) ($114,000) ($114 000) 
($61,426) ($61 426) ($61 426) ($61,426) 
$480,713 $500,397 $520,672 $541,555 

75% 78% 81% 85% 

($369,207) ($369,207) (S369 207) ($369 207) 
111,506 $ 13M91 $ 151,465 $ 172 348 $ 

71% 83% 98% 109% 
$4,706,084 $4,642,773 $4,575346 $4,503,537 

$305,895 $301,780 $297,398 $292,730 
$63,311 $67,426 $71,809 $76,477 

7 
$777,358 
($38,868) 

($114 000) 
($61 426) 
$563,064 

88% 

($369 207) 

Inflators 
Rent Growth 
Vacancy/Econontlc•Loss 
Expense Growth 
Debt Assumptions 
Debt F1nancing 

Interest Rate 
Term 
Debt Ratio 
Loan Payment 
Max Loan Amount 
CapRate 
Estimated Value 
LTV 
ReqUired Equity_ 

8 
$800,679 
($40034) 

($114,000) 
($61426) 
$585,219 

91% 

($369207) 

9 
$824,699 
($41,235) 

($114,000) 
($61 426) 
$608,038 

95% 

($369,207) 

3% 
5% 
3% 

650% 
30 

120 
$ 369,207 

$4,821,350 
735% 

$6,027,864 
800% 

1.577.188 

10 
$849,440 
($42,472) 

($114,000) 
($61,426) 
$631,542 

99% 

($369207) 

11 
$874,923 
($43 746) 

($114,000) 
($61,426) 

$7,669,134 

($369,207) 
193,858 $ 216,D12 $ 238,832 $ 262,336 $ 2,811 018 

123% 137% 151% 166% 
$4,427060 $4,345;613 $4,258,871 $4,166,491 $4,068,106 

$287,759 $282,465 $276,827 $270,822 $264,427 
$81,448 $86,742 $92,380 $98,385 $104,780 
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CMIZ Hlgh·Rise Condomlmlum Scenario 

lncluslonary Zoning Economic Feasblllty 

IZChanges 
IZ Dens1ty Bonus 20% 
CMIZ % of Umts 12% 

,,fAR 6 

Development Costs PerGSF PerUnH Totals 
Land $ 7600 $ 76,250 $ 13,725,000 
Hard Cost $ 16000 $ 183,000 $ 32,940,000 
Parking $ 7600 $ 31,250 $ 5,062,500 

i ~e:o 
~ '< ""C' 

w N-> 

? 
IJ.JwiJl jif 

~ 
0 No '""10§ wo 
t-.)00 
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GSF Capacity 183,000 
IZBonusSF 30,500 

Lot Occupancy 80% 
Building Information 
FootPnnt 24,400 
Height 90' 
Floor to Floor 11 0 
Floors 80 
Efficiency Factor 84% 
Total NSF 153,720 
Market NSF 139,245 
Affordable NSF 14,476 

Total Units 180 
Market Units 162 
Affordable Units 18 
Park1ng Rat10 1 00 
Parking Spaces 160 
M1n SF per space 375 
Min Parking SF 67,500 

Soft Costs 23% $ 7802 $ 66,096 $ 11,697,325 
Contingency 5% $ 1246 $ 10,556 $ 1,900,125 

Total Development Cost _t __ m67 s 436,833 $ 65,524,950 

Unit & Revenue Information 
Unit Information Unit Mix Avg Market Size Units UmtSF $Pnce/SF $Pnce/Umt Total $Sales 
StudiO 20% 511 33 16,863 $ 62500 $ 268,275 $8,853,075 
1-Bedroom 33% 708 54 38,232 $ 52500 $ 371,700 $20,071 ,600 
2-Bedroom 46% 1,122 75 84,150 $ 52500 $ 689,050 $44,178,750 
3-Bedroom 0% 1,350 0 - $ 52500 $ 708,750 Sll 

100% 860 182 139,245 $ 52500 $73,103,625 

Affordable Umts UmtMix AvgAUSize UnHs UniiSF $Pnce/SF $Pnce/Unll Total $Sales 
Stud ill 17% 500 3 1,500 $ 27564 $ 137,819 $413,456 
1-Bedroom 33% 631 6 3,786 $ 24862 $ 168,877 $941,264 
2-Bedroom 50% 1,021 9 9,189 $ 17235 $ 175,985 $1,563,864 
3-Bedroom 0% 1,350 2 - $ 14460 $ 195,204 lQ 
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M1n Parkin_g_Levels 3 804 18 14,475 $ 20300 $2,938,4041 

Unit Sub-Totals 160 153,720 $76,042,029 . 

Parkmg. Revenue 180 l 40000 $7200000 
Total Revenue $83,242 029 

Capital ReqUired I Less Cost of Sales 5% ($4,162,101) 
Debt 80% 52,419,960 Less Total Cost ($65 524 950) 
Equity 20% 13104990 Less Warranty $2,000 per umt ($360,000) 

NetProfrt $13,194,978 

Return on Cost 201% 
IRR 273% ~ 
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lncluslonary Zoning Economic Feasblllty 

High Rise IZ Condomlmlum 50%@ 80% of AMI 

IZChanges 
IZ Density Bonus 20% 
IZ Requirement 50% 
FAR 6 
GSF Capacity 183,000 
IZBonusSF 30,500 

Lot Occupancy 75% 
Building Information 
FootPrint 22,875 
He~ght 90 
Floor to Floor 11 0 Unit & Revenue Information 
Floors 80 Unit Information Unit Mix 
EffiCiency Factor 84% StUdiO 20% 
Total NSF 153,720 1-Bedroom 33% 
Market NSF 140,910 2-Bedroom 47% 
Affordable NSF 12,810 3-Bedroom 0% 

Total Un1ts 180 100% 
Market Units 165 
Affordable Units 16 Affordable Units Unit MIX 
Parking Ratio 100 StudiO 19% 
Parking Spaces 180 1-Bedroom 31% 
SF per Space 375 2-Bedroom 50% 
M1n Parkmg SF 67,500 3-Bedroom 0% 

Min Park1ng Levels 3 

Unit Sub-Totals 

Park~na Revenue 
Total Revenue 

Capital 
Debt 80% 
Eau1tv 20% 

Avg Market Size 
501 
719 

1,116 
1,350 

864 

AvgAUSrze 
500 
830 

1,020 
1,300 

801 

Required I 
52,419,960 
13104 990 

Development Costs PerGSF PerUnrt Totals 
Land $ 7500 $ 76,250 $ 13,725,000 
Hard Cost $ 180 00 $ 183,000 $ 32,940,000 
Park1ng $ 7500 $ 30,882 $ 5,062,500 

Soft Costs 23% $ 7802 $ 66,096 $ 11,897,325 
Contingency 5% $ 1246 $ 10,556 $ 1,900,125 

Total Development Cost $ 42967 $ 436833 $ 65524950 
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Units UOII SF $Price/SF $Pnce/Umt Total $Sales 
33 16,533 $ 52500 $ 263,025 $8,679,825 
65 39,545 $ 52500 $ 377,475 $20 761,125 
76 84,816 $ 52500 $ 686,900 $44,528,400 

0 - $ 52500 $ 708,750 ill 
164 140:894 $ 52500 $73,969,350 

n 

~ 0 = ~ 
0 e. rn rn ... 
5! 8 
1:1 
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Ul el 
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Units UmtSF $Pnce/SF $Pnce/Unlt Total $Sales 
3 1,500 $ 32568 $ 182,780 $488,341 
6 3,150 $ 27410 $ 172,680 $863,401 
8 8,160 $ 20207 $ 208,113 $1,846,900 
Q - $ 18214 $ 236,786 ill 

fl. "':t: 
0 0 .... t = 0 w = 1:1 ... 

18 12,810 $ 23424 $3,000,642 10 ... 
QO 

180 153,704 $78,969,992 = 
~ 0 

180 $ 40000 $7200000 
$84,189992 ~ 

Less Cost of Sales 5% ($4,208 500) 
Less Total Cost ($65,524 950) 
Less Warranty $2,000 per unrt ($360000) 
Net Profit $14,076,542 

Return on Cost 215% 
IRR 288% 
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lncluslonary Zoning Economic Feasbihty 

OPIZ High-Rise Condomlmlum 50'Yo of Bonus@ 50/50 Split between 50% & 80% of AMI 

IZChanges 
IZ Density Bonus 
IZ ReqUirement 
FAR 
GSF Cspacity 
IZBonusSF 

Lot Occupancy 
Building Information 
FootPnnt 
Height 
Floor to Floor 
Floors 
Efficiency Factor 
Total NSF 
Market NSF 
Affordable NSF 

Total Units 
Market Units 
Affordable Unrts 
Parkmg RatiO 
Parking Spaces 
M1n SF per space 
M1n Parking SF 

20% 
50% 

6 
183,000 
30,500 

80% 

24,400 
90 

110 
80 

84% 
153,720 
140,910 
12,810 

180 
165 

16 
1 00 
180 
375 

67,500 

3 

Unit & Revenue Information 
Unrt Information UnHMIX Avg Market SIZe 
StudiO 20% 500 
1-Bedroom 33% 717 
2-Bedroom 47% 1,115 
3-Bedroom 0% 1,360 

100% 854 

Affordable Unrts UnrtMJX AvgAUSJZe 
StudiO 19% 501 
1-Bedroom 31% 830 
2-Bedroom 50% 1,020 
3-Bedroom 0% 1,300 

601 

Unrt Sub-Totals 

Parkirn:J Revenue 
Total Revenue 

Capital Requ1red I 
Debt 80% 62,419,960 
Eauitv 20% 13,104990 

Development Costs PerGSF PerUmt Totals 
Land $ 7500 $ 78,2W $ 13,725,000. 
Hard Cost $ 18000 $ 183,000 $ 32,940,000 

Parking $ 7500 $ 30,682 $ 5062,500 
Soft Costs 23% $ 7802 $ 68,098 $ 11897,325 
Contingency 5% $ 1246 $ 10,558 $ 1,900,125 

Total Development Cost $ 42967 $ 438.~- $ __ 65,524,950 

Umts Unit SF $Price/SF $Pnce/Unrt Total $Sales 
33 16,500 $ 52500 $ 262,500 $8,662,500 
55 39,435 $ 52500 $ 376,425 $20,703,375 
76 84,740 $ 52500 $ 585,376 $44,488,500 

0 - $ 52500 $ 708,750 .12 
164 140,676 $ 52500 $73,854,375 

Units Unit SF $Pnce/SF $Prlce/Unrt Total $Sales 
3 1,503 $ 27509 $ 137,819 $413,456 
5 3,150 $ 24901 $ 156,877 $784,387 
8 8,160 $ 172.51 $ 175,965 $1,407,719 
Q - $ 15016 $ 195,204 .ill 

16 12,813 $ 20335 $2,605,562 

180 153,488 $76,459,937 

180 $ 40000 $7200000 
$88,859937 

Less Cost of Sales 5% ($4, 182,997) 
Less Total Cost ($65:524,950) 
Less Warranty $2,000 per unH ($360,000) 
Net Profit $13,591,990 

Return on Cost 207% 
IRR 279% 
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lncluslonary Zoning Economic Feasblllty 

High Rise Style Market Rental 

Property -Information 
land Area 
Zoning 
FAR 
GSFCapaaty 
Lot Occupancy 
Building lnfcmnatlon 
FootPnnt 
Height 
Floor to Floor 
Aoors 
Efficiency Factor 
NSF 
Number of Units 
Parl<ingRatio 
Parl<ing Spaces 
M1n SF per Space 
M1nParldngSF 

Parl<lna Levels 

Gross Potenbel Rent 

38400 
R-5-E 
500 

192,000 
75% 

Less VacancyiEconomlc Loss 

Year 

Less Expenses 3800 perumt 
Less Taxes 00096 

UnLeveraged Cash Flow 
UnLeveraged IRR 590% 

Unit &-Revenue -Information 
Unit Information Unrt Mix Avg Marl<st Size 
StudiO 10% 510 
1-Bedroom 60% 100 
2-Bedroom 30% 1 150 
3-Bedroom 0% 1 350 

Pl!!!l!!!.nB!IY!IMe 
Total ___Revenue 

Capital tO-Cost 
Debt 
Equ 

0 

($66 275 550 00) 

100% 616 

Required 
71% 47 077,601 
29% 19,197.949 

1 2 

$0 $0 
Cash on Cash Return 

·vetopment Costs Per Gs-.=-- Per Unit/Space Totals 
Land $ 90 oo $ 86,400 $ 17 280,000 
Haft! Cost $ 165 00 $ 158 400 $ 31 680,000 

Parking $ 75 00 $ 28 125 $ 5 625,000 
SoftCosts 18% $ 5117 $ 49,127 $ 9825,300 
Conbngency 5% $ 9 71 $ 9,326 S 1 865 250 

$ 244 978 $ 48,995,550 
!Total Development Cost $ 345 19 $ 331 378 S 68 275 550 I 

Unite 
20 

120 
60 

Unit NSF 
10200 
94,000 
69000 

1l __ ___,:;__ 
200 183 200 

200 

1 2 
$6,023,520 $6;204226 
($301176) ($310211? 
{$760000) ($782 800) 
($636 245) ($636245) 

$4,328099 $4474 969 
6•5% 68% 

($3 605 082 27) ($3 605 082 27) 

$Rent/NSF 
$ 280 
$ 280 
$ 280 
$ 260 
$ 280 

3 
$6,390,352 
($319518) 
($606284) 
($636 245) 

$4,628305 
70% 

{$3605082) 

$Monthly/Unit 
$ 1428 
$ 1960 
$ 3,220 
$ 3780 

s 225 

4 
$6562,063 
($329103) 
($630473) 
($636 245) 

$4,785,242 
72% 

(53605082) 

Annual Rent 
$342 720 

$2.822400 
$2,318,400 

$0 
$5,483620 

$6<JO.OOO 
$6,023,520 

5 
$6 779,525 
{$338 976) 
($655,387) 
($636245) 

$4948917 
75% 

($3605082) 
Leveraged Cash Flow ($19197 949) $0 $0 $ 721016 $ 869,867 $ 1,023,223 $ 1181160 $ 1,343834 $ 
leVeraged IRR 636% 38% 45% 53% 62% 70% 
Balance ($46 532 563) ($45 952 097) ($45 333,901) ($44 675 522) 
Interest {$3060044) ($3 024,617) ($2986885) ($2 946 704) ($2903909) 
Principal s {5450381 j$580466} {~18198) ($658 379) ($701173) 

6 
$6 962,911 
{$349146) 
($881 048) 
($636245) 

$5,116471 
77% 

($3605082) 

liiflators 
RentGrowlh 
Vacancy/Economic Loss 
Expense Growth 
Debt Assumptions 
Debt Financing 
Interest Rale 
Term 
Debt Rallo 
Laan Payment 
Max Laan Amount 
CapRate 
Estimated Value 
LTV 
Required Equity 

7 
$7192398 
($359620) 
($907 480) 
($636 245) 

$5,289,053 
80% 

($3 605 082) 

8 
$7,408170 
($370408) 
($934 704) 
($636245) 

$5,466,812 
82% 

($3605082) 
1,511389 $ 1,863,971 $ 1861,730 $ 

79% 88% 97% 
($43 974 349) {$43 227 599) ($42 432,311) 

($2,856333) ($2 809794) ($2 756100) 
($746 760) ($795 288) ($846982) 

3% 
5% 
3% 

650'Ki 
30 

120 
3605,082 

($47 077,601) 
735% 

$56858,486 
800% 

19197 949 

9 
$7,630,415 
($381 521) 
($962 745) 
($636245) 

$5,849,904 
85% 

($3 605 082) 
2044,821 $ 

107% 
($41 585,329) 
($2 703 046) 

($902 036) 

10 11 
$7 859 327 $6,095,107 
($392 966) ($404 755) 
{$991 628) {$1 021 376) 
($636 245) ($636•245) 

$5 838488 $70,553 908 
88% 

(53 605062) ($3 605 082) 
2,233,406 $ 23,364930 

116% 
($40 863 293) {$39 722 625) 

($2 644 414) ($2 561 971) 
_($9606681 is1 023112 
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lncluslonary Zoning Economic Feasblllty 

High Rise IZ Rental CMIZ 

I% Changes 
IZ Density Bonus 
CMIZ 12% of Umts 
FAR 
GSFCapaaly 
IZ Bonus SF 
Lot Occupancy 
Building Information 
FootPrint 
Height 
Floor to Floor 
Floors 
Efficiency Factor 
Total NSF 
Market NSF 
Affordable NSF 
Total Umts 
Market Unils 
Affordable Umts 
Parking Rabo 
Parking Spaces 
Min SF per Space 
Min Parkmg SF 

Gross Potential Rent 

20% 
12% 

6 
230,400 

38,400 
75% 

8 
90 

110 
80 

85'MI 
195,840 
111.no 

18,070 

Less Vacancy/Econormc Loss 

Year 

Less Expenses 3800 par unit 
Less Taxes 00096 

Unleveraged Cash Flow 
Unleveraged IRR 669% 

Unit & Revenue Information 
Unit Information Umt Mix Avg1Market Size 
Studio 10% 507 
1-l!edroom 60% 710 
2-Badroom 30% 1,155 
3-Bedroom 0% 1,350 

100% 816 

!Affordable Unils Urnt MIX AYgAUSize 
Studio 14%' 510 
1-Badroom 62% 620 
2-Bedroorn 38% 1,080 
3-Bedroom 0% 1,300 

753 

Unit Sub-Totals 815 

Parking Revenue 
Total Revenue 

Capital to TDC Required 
Debt 74% 53817781 
Eauitv 28% 18.668.374 

0 1 2 

($72 464 155) $0 $0 
Cash on Cash Return 

Development Costs 
Land $ 
Hard Cost $ 

Parkmg $ 
SoftCQsls 18% $ 
Coritlngancy 0%$ 

Total Development Cost _l_ 

Units Unit SF 
21 10847 $ 

131 93010 $ 
84 73920 $ 

0 $ 
216 1n577 s 

Units Unit SF 
3 1530 $ 

13 8060 $ 
8 8480 $ 
ll $ 

24 18070 $ 

240 195,847 

218 

3 4 
$8,898233 $7105180 
($344 912) {$355 259) 
($912000) ($912 000) 
($695848) ($695 648) 

$4,945474 $5,142,073 
68% 71% 

($4 121 228 00) ($4 121 228 00) 
Leveraged Cash Flow ($18 666 374) $0 $0 $ 624246 $ 1,020,645 $ 
Leveraged IRR 898% 44% 55% 

Balance ($53 194 709) 
Interest ($3 498 156) ($3457 656) 

_j>rlnCIJI;II $ (623072) ($863 572) 

ParGSF 
7500 $ 

16500 $ 
1500 $ 
5759 $ 

$ 

3n52 s 

$Rent/NSF 
280 $ 
280 $ 
280 $ 
280 $ 

$Rent/NSF 
199 $ 
187 $ 
123 $ 
112 $ 

158 

I 

5 
$7,318,336 
($365,917) 
($912 000) 
($895 848) 

$5 344 571 
74% 

($4121 228) 
1,223,343 $ 

86% 
($52 531 137) 
($3414 524) 

($706,704) 

Par Unit Totals 
72,000 $ 17,280,000 

158,400 $ 38,016,000 
28125 $ 6131 250 
46070 $ 11,056905 

$ 

362421 $ 72 484155 

~ '"d'-10 = fl) E. Jog 

~ ~'< 
N-~ w -....) ~Vl 

Rent Growth 3% '!>-
ON~ Vacancy/Economic Loss 5% ("') .....,0 

Expanse Growth 3% 

~ 
1.1.)0 

N~B 
Debt Financing fij 
Interest Rata 650% 

~ r Term 30 
Debt Rallo 120 ~ Loan Payment $ 4121,228 
Max Loan Amount ($53 817,781) fD 

(JQ 

Cap Rete 7,35% e () 
Estimated Value $87,285,355 ~ ~ LTV 800% 
Requued Equily $ 18668,374 ~ Weighted Average Calculabon til = ~ 

5070 
g g 

42600 rll 
() n 

34650 fD fl) = til » (!) :s. '#: 0 

~ 

Monthly/Unit Annual Rent 
1420 $357,739 
1988 $3;125138 
3,234 $2,483712 
3,780 $0 

$5,986587 

Monthly/Unit Total $Sales 
1016 $36,568 
1181 $181,100 
1,306 $125'377 
1,451 $0 

I 
\.1.) $343,046 
\.1.) 

$8,309,633 

225 1588 !!QQ 
$6 898.233 

6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13' 
$7 537 886 $7 784 022 $7996,943 $8 238851 $8,483957 $8,738,475 $9000,830 $9,270649' 
{$376 894) ($388 201) ($399847) ($411 643) ($424198) ($436,924) ($450,031) ($463 532) 
($912 000) ($912 000) ($912 000) ($912000) ($912000) ($912 000) ($912 000) ($912000) 
($695 848) ($695 848) ($695848) ($695 848) ($695 848) ($695,848) ($695848) ($895 648) 

$5,553,143 $5787973 $5989246 $6,217161 $6451911 $6,693 704 $6,942750 $64196789 
77% 80% 83% 86% 89% 92% 96% 

($4 121 228) (54121 228) (54121 228) ($4 121 228) ($4 121 228) ($4 121 228) ($4 121 228) ($4121 228) 
1,431915 $ 1646,745 $ 1888 020 $ 2 095933 $ 2 330683 $ 2.572,476 $ 2821,522 $ 30,045929 

77% 88% 100% 112% 125% 138% 151% 
($51 824 433) ($51 071 793) ($50 270 231) (S49 416 568) ($48 507 417) ($47 539,171) ($46 507,989) ($45 409 781) 
($3 368 588) ($3 319667) ($3 287 565) ($3 212 077) {$3152 982) ($3090046) ($3 023 019) ($2 951 636) 

($752,640) ($801,561) ($853,683) ($909,151) ($968.246) ($1 031 '182) ($1 098,209) ($1169.592) 

~ 
> 

I 
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lnclus•onary Zoning Economic Feasblllty 

High Rise 1Z Rental 50%@ 80% of AMI 

IZC!ulnges 
IZ Denslly Bonus 
IZ ReqUirement 
FAR 
GSFCapaaty 
1Z Bonus SF 

lot Occupancy 
Building lnfonnatlon 
FootPnnl 
Hf!lght 
Floor to Aoor 
Floors 
Efficiency Factor 
Total NSF 
Markel NSF 
Affordable NSF 

TotaiUnlls 
Market Units 
Affordable Unlls 
Perking'RaliO 
Perking, Spaces 
Min SF per Space 
Min Park1ng SF 

Gross' Potential I Rent 

20% 
50% 

6 
230,400 

38,400 

75% 

28800 
90 

110 
80 

85% 
195840 
179520 
16320 

Less Vacancy/Economic Loss 

Year 

Less Expenses 3800 per unit 
less Taxes 00096 

UnLeveraged Cesh Flow 
UnLeveraged IRR 682% 

Unit & Revenue lnformaUon 
Unlllnformallon Unll Mix Avg Market SIZe 
StudiO 10% 507 
1-Bedroom 60% 710 
2-Bedroom 30% 1,155 
3-Bedroom 0% 1,350 

100% 816 

Affordable Units Unit Mix 
StudiO 10% 
1-Bedroom 52% 
2-Bedroom 38% 
3-Bedroom 0% 

Unit SUb-Totals 

IPerkina Revenue 
TCIIBI Revenue 

AvgAUSIZe 
510 
820 

1,060 
1,300 

777 

816 

Required Capital to Cost 
Debt 75% 54,508,835 

25% 17.975.320 

0 1 2 

($72 484 155) $0 $0 
Cesh on Cesh Return 

Development Costs 
Land $ 
Hard Cost $ 

Parking $ 
Soft Costs 18% $ 
Contingency 0% $ 

Total Development Cost $ 

Units UIIIISF 
22 11,154 $ 

133 94,430 s 
64 73,920 s 

0 $ 

219 179504 s 
Units UnHSF 

2 1020 $ 
11, 8,820 $ 
8 8,480 s 
l! $ 

21 16320 $ 

240 195824 

2]8 

3 4 
$6965078 $7174 031 
($348254) ($358 702) 
($912000) ($912 000) 
($695848) ($695 848) 

$5008,977 $5,207,481 
89% 72% 

{$4 17414716) ($4174 147 16) 
Leveraged Cesh Row ($17 975 320) $0 $0 s 834,829 $ 1,033,334 $ 
Leveraged IRR 948% 46% 57% 

Balance (S53 877 762) 
Interest ($3543 074) ($3 502055) 
Pnndoal $ 1531 o73i 1$612 0931 

PerGSF 
7500 $ 

16500 $ 
7500 $ 
5759 $ 

s 

377 52 s 

$Rent/NSF 
2.80 $ 
2.80 s 
280 $ 
280 s 
280 

$Rent/NSF 
236 s 
206 s 
145 s 
1.36 s 
176 

$ 

5 
$7,389,252 
($369463) 
($912 000) 
($695848) 

$5,411,941 
75% 

($4 174147) 
1,237,794 $ 

69% 
($53 205 669) 
{$3458369) 

rS715n91 

Per Unit Tolals 
72000 $ 17,280,000 

158400 $ 38016,000 
28,125 $ 6131250 
48,070 $ 11058905 

$ 

362421 $ 72484155 

Monthly/Unit Annual Rent 
1,420 $374,774 
1,988 $3172848 
3234 $2,483,712 
3,780 $0 

$6031,334 

Monthly/Unit Total $Sales 
1205 $28,920 
1,280 $168,960 
1,534 $147,264 
1,768 $0 

$345144 

$6,376,478 

225 ~800 
$6,865.078 

6 7 
$7610,929 $7839,257 

($380 546) ($391963) 
($912000) ($912000) 
($695,848) ($695,648) 

$5,822,535 $5,839,448 
78% 81% 

($4 174147) ($4,174 147) 
1448388 $ 1,685,299 $ 

81% 93% 
{$52 469 891) ($51 727 587) 

($3411 843) {$3362293) 
($782 3041 1$811 854) 

Rent Growth 
Vacancy1Econom1c loss 
Expense Growth 

Debt F1nanang 
Interest Rate 

Term 
DebtRabo 
Loan Payment 
Max loan Amount 
CapRate 
Estimated Value 
LTV 
ReqUired Equity 

63% 1 762377451 

8 9 10 
$8,074,435 $8316668 $8,586168 
($403 722) ($415 833) ($428308) 
($912000) ($912,000) ($912000) 
($695848) ($695 848) ($695848) 

$6,082 865 $6292,987 $8;530012 
84% 87% 90% 

($4174147) ($4174 147) (S4 174 147) 

3% 
5% 
3% 

650% 

30 
120 

4174,147 
{$54 508 8351 

735% 
$68149341 

800% 
s 17 975320 

Weighted Average Calculation 

5070 
42600 
34650 

11 
$8,823,153 
($441158) 
(5912 000) 
($695 848) 

$6774,147 
93% 

(S4 174 147) 

12 
$9,087 848 
($454 392) 
($912000) 
($695848) 

$7,026,607 
97% 

($4174,147) 
1,888718 $ 2,118839 $ 2355,864 $ 2,800,000 $ 2,851,480 $ 

105% 118% 131% 145% 159% 
($50 915,732) ($50,051 108) ($49 130 283) ($48 149 604) ($47105181) 
($3309523) ($3 253 322) ($3 193468) ($3129 724) ($3061 837) 

($864.6251 ($920 8251 (59806791 (S1 044 4231 ($11123101 
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($468024) 
($912 000) 
{$695 848) ~ 

$85194,888 

($4174147) 
30,353,254 

($45 992 871) 
($2989537) 
($J 184611) 
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OP Attachments Zoning Commission Case# 04-33 
July 15, 20005 
Page 30 of32 

Map 1. Zoning Areas Requiring IZ Adjustments to Lot Occupancy and Height 

* * * Goverrvnent of the 
- District of Columbia 
- Anthony A. Williams, Mayor 

Office of Plann ing - J uly 14. 2005 

This map was created for planning 
purposes from a variety of sources. 
It is neither a survey nor a legal document. 
Information provided by other agendes 
should be verified wi1h them where appropriate. 

District of Columbia 
Zoning Areas Requiring 

IZ Adjustments 

ATI ACHMENTS 

Zoning Districts 

• C-2-A 

• C-2-B 

• C-2-C 

0 CR 

• W-1 

• W-2 

• W-3 

A 0 2 


