10-25-2016

Fair Housing Council of Oregon comments on Inclusionary Housing program to
Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments this evening.

My name is Allan Lazo. | am the executive director of the Fair Housing Council of
Oregon.,

As an organization dedicated to ending housing discrimination and ensuring
housing choice for all members of our communities throughout Oregon, we know
that inclusionary housing programs, such as the one proposed here in the city of
Portland, promote integrated, mixed-income, inclusive communities.

The inclusionary tenets of the Fair Housing Act, and its call to Affirmatively
Further Fair Housing, are the foundation of the work we do at the Fair Housing
Council of Oregon, and these tenets underlie the principles that must be
embodied in the implementation of our city's mandatory Inclusionary Housing
program.

Inclusionary housing represents our community’s best opportunity to integrate
mixed levels of housing in with the demands of our rapidly developing housing
market. This inclusion of varying housing types and levels of affordability in areas
of opportunity provides access to not only housing but also access to the jobs,
schools, amenities and transportation from which many in our community
previously have been segregated, excluded or displaced.

With a copy of my testimony from this afternoon, | also have left an article about
Inclusionary Zoning and Mixed-Income’Communities from HUD that | believe
further supports my comments today.

So, this is our moment, the moment that the Oregon Legislature has given to us in
the city of Portland. Let's get it right. As you know, the outcomes of land use and
development policies may take many years to be resolved. let’s get it right so that
we don't look back in 10 or 20 years and regret getting it wrong. And others are
watching. We know that with 20-unit floor in Senate Bill 1533, not every
community in Oregon will have this same historic opportunity to increase housing
choice and opportunity in their community, but several major jurisdictions around




the state will have this opportunity, and they are watching what we do here today
and over the next months.

The Fair Housing Council of Oregon also submitted written comments with one of
our partners, Housing Land Advocates. One specific item of concern for us is
ensuring that we don't lose opportunities in market-rate developments in high-
opportunity areas by not properly calibrating the fee-in-lieu option.

In that written testimony, we also suggested that the administrative rules to be
developed relating to the fee-in-lieu option under these Inclusionary Housing
Regulations should mirror requirements being proposed for the off-site affordable
housing option.

The fee-in-lieu option should include requirements related to the point of
occupancy and location of the affordable units to be developed under the fee-in-
lieu option reiative to the “sending” site for which the fee-in-lieu option was
exercised. The administrative rules related to the fee-in-lieu option also should
provide similar financial “claw-back” penaities being contemplated under the off-
site development option.

The article | included from HUD, when discussing Chicago’s mandatory
inclusionary housing policy, noted that "If the goal of an inclusionary program is
to create affordable housing in areas of opportunity and most developers are
choosing the in-lieu fee option, this suggests that the fee is set too low." Such an
alternative also undermines the economic integration goal of IZ policies, and
"while a strategy of collecting in lieu fees from downtown developers may result
in more housing units [at alternative sites], it could also perpetuate the
concentration of affordable housing in lower-income areas with sizable minority
populations.”

So,in closing, |, our partners, and members of our community implore you to -
recommend to the City Council the Inclusionary Housing Program as it
substantially is proposed here. We are asking you to please “keep the inclusion in
#inclusionaryhousing.”

Thank you for your time this evening.
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Inclusionary Zoning and Mixed-Income Communities

Highltghts

o Inclusionary zonlng pregrams vary in their stnrcture; they can be mandalory or voluntary and have different set-aside requirements. affordability levels. and control periods,

Mostinclusionary zaning programs offer developers incentives, such as densily bonuses, expedited approval, and fee waivers.

o New York's program cffers developars density bonuses in exchange for providing permanently affordable housing for low- and moderale-income familles, o help preseve

mixed-income né!ghbomoods in a clly of high rentburdens and fawr vacancy.

o Chicago's Affordable Requirements Ordinance requires develapments thal meel cenlain criteria and have atleast 10 residential unils to set aside atleast 10 percentofthe

units for lower-income households.

Advocates have lorg promoted inclusionary zoning (17) a5 a viable, markel-based strategy for increasing affordable hausing a2nd creating mixed{ncome compwnities. 1Z policies
require or encourage devefopers lo set aside a cerlain percentage of housing unils in new or rehabilitated projects for low- and moderate-income residents.! s inlegration of
affardable units into markel-rate projecls creales opportunities for households with diverse sodoeconomic backgrounds {o live in the same developments and have accoss to same
iypes of community services and amenilies (see "Confronting Concentrated Poverty With a Mixed- Income Strategy,” p. 1). And because it leverages private-seckr developmenl, (2
requires fewer direct public subsidies than do many other siate and federal programs that promate mixed income communities. For local gevemments facing shiinking federal and
stale aid, 12 offers 3 path to boost afiordable housing supply and mest federal fair housing obligations. In neighborhonds undergaing genlifization, IZ ¢an mitigate the displacement
of exisling low-income households and allow essential public-secter employees such as police officers, leachers, and firefighters 1o liva in the communities they serve. Siace the
nation’s first &Z erdinance was enacled 40 years ago, more than 400 jurisdictions have adopted the strategy in some form er another.?

Research evalvating how effectively IZ lasters mixed-income communities Is Jimiled, as are studies focusing on the effects of inclusionary developments on lovw-incoma famities.
Howaevar, a recently reoased RAND Corporation study efinclusionary programs in 11 jurisgictions nationwide shows that IZ provides low-income famities with access to low-povarty

i
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Patmars Dock and Edgs Communiy Aparmsats ase the aifordable houshg cormpenent
of the larger Narthsia Piers and Edge dovelopmaats alng the Brookkn watarfronl,
Both projects, located within the Graenpohl- Wilamsburg inchesionary housing
designated area, receired dansity bonusas and fax abatements from the <y i
exchange for providing aflordable housng. Mew Yirk Cly Daps feenl of Oy Plaming

neighborhoads and beter performing schools. Study authors Schwartz et al. find that IZ homes are
vekdely dispessed throughout each of the 11 jurisdictions, wilh 76 percent of the units lacated in law-
poverty neighborhoods. Schivartz et al. also nole that the various design components of [Z pragrams
affect their polential for creating affordable housing and promo¥ng soclal inclusion ?

IZ programs vary In their structure; they can ba mandatory or voluntary and hava different set-aside
requiremnents, affordabilily levels. and control perieds. Most 1Z programs offer develapers incentves
sitch as density bonuses, expedited approval, nd fee walvers to offsel some ofthe costs associaled
with providing the affordable units. Many programs aiso includa develeper opt-ouls or allematives,
such as requidng devalopers to pay less or donate fand in ligu of huilding afferdable unils or
providing the units offsite.* Studies show that mandalory programs praduse more affordable hausing
than voluntary programs, and developer opl-outs can reduce opportunities for creating mixed-
income housing.® Althe same time, IZ’s reliance on the privale seclor means fat its effectiveness
also depends on the strength of a localily's housing market, and researchers acknowtedge that a
certain degree of flexibility is essential fo ensuring the succass of IZ programs. In faet, according to a
new Center for Housing Palicy report that examinas how inclusicnary policies fared through the
recant economic crisis, IZ policies that combinad fiexibllity with ¢ost offsels ware balter able to
“andure through the houslng downtum,™®

This article Jooks atlincluslonary pragrams adopled by two of the largest U.S. cifiss with high housing
cosls — New York City and Chicago — and existing research on the eficacy ofthess programs. New
York City's fnclusionary housing pregram Is veluniary and depends on aggressive density bonuses
to encourage daveloper participalticn, whereas Chicago's cilywide pregram is mandatory for all

developmenls that meet certain threshalds, Both cilies offer alternatives to ensite proviston of affordable unils in the form of offsite construction and in-ieu fees.
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New York City's inclusionary Housing Program

Newt York City approved ils 12 program, knewn as the R 10 program, in $987 in response {6 rising housing costs and tha resuling displacement of working-class families in high-
density, hfgh-demand sreas such as Manhattan and dewatown Brooklyn. Atthe ime, the New York City Planning Commission noted Lhat the goal el the R10 program was "o link
market-rate housing with fower-income housing In order to provide for socio-economis heterogenaity”” The pragram offers fioor area Increases ofup o 20 percent te developersin
exchange for providing permanenily afferdable housing for faniiies earning no more than 80 percent of the area median income {AMI} in high-density areas zened R10 and
commercisl zonas with equivalent densities ® To ensure that developers aclually creats the affordable unils, the R10 program does not perpit in-few cash payments; instead, it
allows developers lo provide the affordable units on- or offsite through new canstruction, rehakilitation, or preservation of existing houslng.? Any ofisile unils, however, musi be
located in the same communily distict 2s the markel-rate portion of the develepment or within a hall-mile of the site. Extending tha distance beyond a half-mile, siated the
commission, "would dilute [the program’s] objective of neighberheod socio-ccenomic heterageneity.” The commission alse observed that making the R 10 program volfuntary tather
than mandatory would encourage developer parficipation and give the cily the opportunity to menitor the program and make changes as neaded over time.'? 8811 In effect, the R10

arogram has produced mare than 1,700 affordable units, mestly in Manhattan.™

Program Expansion

In 2005, the city expanded its inclusionary housing pregram fo include cerlzin medium- and high-density areas being rezoned as part of Mayor Michael Bloomberg's New Housing
tdarketplace Plan {\farketplace Plan). Initiated I 2002 and expanded in subsequent years, the Markelplace Plan delails stralegias {o tackle an acute shodage of housing affordable
to low- and moderat-incame fanillies in Neve York Gity, Fram $980 o 2000, the city's population rose from 7.3 to 8 raillion, increasing pressuce on an already Fght housing rearket. A
projected addition of ene milfion residents by 2030 wilt Intansify the demand for housing.'? More than tvo-lhirds (87 455} of New York City's housing stockis renler-occupled, and
cfese o 30 parcent of all renter househokds pay more than 50 percenl of their incame toward housing costs, ¥ Despite an overall increase in the numbgr of housing stards,
overcrowding conltinues to be a problem amidst exceedingly low vacancy rates. The renal vacancy rale citywide is viell under 5 parcent{3.12%}), and It is lovrest {1.1%) for uniis with
rents under 3800, The current $8.5 billion Markelplace Plan aims lo creale and preserve 165,600 affordable homes far dily residents by the end of fiscal year 2014. The plar calls for
rezoning underulilized industrial areas within the city ta facilliate residential of mixed.use development and identifies [Zas a key lool to framess the private market to produce

affordable housing.'®

The expanded prograr, atso calied tha Designated Areas Program, offers a densily bonus of up to 33 paccentabove the base flioor area ratio,'® To take advaatage of the maximum
density bonys offered, developers mustsetaside 20 percentof a building's residential foor area (o house low-income families eaming no more than 80 percentof AL In certain
designated areas, developers may target iouse holds eamiag up to 125 ar 175 percent of AMI so long as a largac percentaga ofunils are sel aside as afordable housing. The
program allaws developers lo use various public financing programs — such as city and state loan programs, tax-exempt bonds, and low-Intoma tax credits — and lax incentives in
canjunclion with floor area increases to build affordable units. However, affordable housing units in developments using these public funding sourges must be located onsile.
Certain tax exemption programs also require onsite provision of affordable units, For example, the city's 421-a tax incenfive program provides pasBal real estale tax exemption for
new multifamily rental housing. In localions designated as Geographic Exclusion Areas (such as t4anhattan), developers must provide affordable uails onsile to receive 42 1-a lax
henefits. "This approach of using a volunlary program that pomits the use of tax incentives and
public subsidies,” says Midam Calén, assistant commissiener of the Division of Housing
ncentives, “allows grealer flexibility without straining cily ressurces” So far, 42 percentof the
city'’s inglusionary units have been developed ensite. This pascentage is much higher (71%) for
wnils developed since July 2010.'®

in Juty 2008, the city adepted furiher amandments fo the inclusionary hausing pragram to boost
partcipaion and increase the production of affordable units. Before these changes, density
bonuses were available enly for rental units, and davelopers participating in the R10 program
wete not aliowed lo use public subsidies to build the affordable units, The amendments added
a homeovimership opion to encourage condo and housing cocperative developers fo
participate and authorized the use of government subsidies as part of the R10 program. The
cwnershig unils mustinifally be afordable o households earming ator below 80 parcentof
AN ang their resale price is calculated based on the rate of inflation as defined by the
Consumer Price Index (CPI). The rosale prices are capped, however, fo keep the units
affordable to approximately 2,760 unils have been developed since the expanded pregram
began in 2005, "A majonily of these,” says Colén, "were preducad before the economic
recession waakenad housing markats in the city. However, of the total number of units, over 24

percent wera developed in the last couplo of years — an indication that the markatis Tne Tapesty is a mized-fncome cantal housing dB\Emeem that was fatitaled by
Y the §251h Streel rezoning and i the st iRefusionary housng devehpment n Marem kngieon fese
recovering. Compartes

Soclal Impacts

Housing generated through Naw York City's inclusianary housing pregram mustbe affordable for the life ofthe devalopment, and the set-aside units must be distribuied lhroughout
a building. [Z unils have to be located on 65 percent of floors and in such a way that no more than a thied of the units on each floor are [Z units. inclusionary pregrams that include
such fong-term afferdability requirements *have the polential to provide low-income recigients with extended exposure to fow-poverty seltings,” note Schwartz et ab.’ For al
inclusionary urits, applicanis who meet income eligibility requirements are chosen by loltery. Half of affordable unils in a development, hawever, are setaside kar households from
within the projact neighborhood, allowing longtime residents with lower incomes to remain in their neighborhcods,

A comprehensive analys’s of the social impacts of New York City's mc{usmnary housing program has noi yet been undedaken, but Jeanne Breoks-Gunan and Elyzabeth Gaumer are
conducting an ongoing study lo quanbify lhe effects of affordable housmg proguced as part of the city's Merketplace Plan. The NYC Housing and Nelghborhood Demenstration
Project foltows 3,000 househalds thal applied for newly constructed affordable rental housing at 15 sites in New York City, 4 of which are mixed-incorze housing devalopments wilh
inclusionary units, Haif of the households in the study are offered affordable housing {reatment group), and the other haif are eligible for affordable housing butdo notreceive it
{controd group). Fewer thar & parcent of the applicants, representing a wide range of househeld types with incomes between 40 and 80 percent of AM|, apply with & voucher orany
type of hausing assistance before moving into affordable housing. "We are frying {o understand how maving o subsidized housing influences physical and mental health,
educational, and child development oulcemes,” says Gaumer, director of research at the Housing Depariment.

The researchers have completed a pilot study of an inclusionary housing site in Williamsburg (one of tie rezoned areas), where they followed a cohorl of households from time of
application through a two-year period. "We saw very streng, posilive diffierences betwesn individuals who were offered housing at this site relative to the matched contral graup,”
says Gaumer. 'fn addition to direct oulcomes, such as significantly loveer rentburden and higher housing qualify, we saw lower rates of asthma symptoms, manginally lower rales of
depression and anxiely, and significanlly greater perception of safety as well as lower rates of neighborhond disorder,” she adds, A smaller study within the much broader seling of
this randomized con¥ral Yial, funded by HUD, will loak at the changes in social networks and behavior that sesult from moving lo mixed-Income housing atan Inclusionary housing
sita in the city, Findings from the HUD-funded study will be released laler this year, with the final findings from the broader study sfated for release in sarfy 201523

City of Chicago's Affordable Requirements Ordinance

With 2.7 million residents, Chicago is the naion's third-largest city, The cily lostnearly 7 percent of its population from 2000 to 2010 as residents moved to auter siburbs or migratad
to ather pars of the country; In parficular, the African-American populafion declined by aimost 17 percant. 21 Same of this population loss has been attributed {0 3 {ack of affordable
housing, especially in central ity areas undergoing gentrification. tn a 2010 report detaifing housing affordabitity in Chicago, the Chicago Rehab Network noles that vaditicnaily
middle- and working-class neighborhoods are showing growing indications of housing stress,” with significantincreases in the number of cost-burdanad hcuseholds 22 Citywide,
ruughly 54 percent of renter houssholds and 49 percent of owner households pay more than 30 percent of thelr income toward housing cosls.?
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In 2003, Chicago adopted its inclusionary ordinance, also known as the Affordable Requirements Ordinance {ARQ). The original ARO applied oniy to developments of 10 or more
units thet received land or financial assistance from the cily.24 Following an inlense campaign by advocacy groups, including the Chicago Rehab Notwork and Business and
Professional Peopla for the Public iierest {BPI), the ity expanded the ARO near the helghl of the housing marketin 2007, "We were losing affordability rapidly dve to he
haightened pace of he markel and wanied lo use the marke{ momentum to generale afordable housing,” explains Kara Breems, project manager vith the cily's Department of
Housing and Economic Development?®

The ARC currently applies io ail rental and for-sale projects wilh atleast 10 residential units that require cerlain zaning changes, include land purchased from the city, receive
financial assistance from the city, or are within a pfanned devefopmentin a downtown zoning
dislrict, Atleast 10 percent of units in these developments must be set aside for fowerincome
households; the sequirement jumps lo 20 percent if a developmentreceives financial
assislance from lhe city.2® Tne ARQ daes nat offer cost offsels, bul the requirements that rigger
the ordinance, such as zaning changes lhal increase density and financial assistance from the
city, are regarded as compensations builtinto the program.2”
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collested fees are applied to the Clly of Chicago Affordable Howsing Opportunity Fund. Sixty

percent of the heusing fund’s revenues are usad for construcfon or rehabitation of affordable

R : byt o] 5~ B housing, and tha rest go to the Chicago Low-Income Housing Trust Fund, a dty-supperled

f::ff%’ mﬁg]"jgﬁ;}zgﬁfjjx:ﬁ ;;fl;:fj__":‘:ﬂﬁimﬂ rental assistance program23 "The indisu foes provide a fiexible poal of money that the city uses
e develop moilifanity rental housing for low-income families, among other fings.” says
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Breems,

In 2011 and 2012, the ARQ generated more than $3.5 million of indiey fees because most developers opted out of building actuat units. "There was very litde development
happaning during this time and what was happening was geared toward the higher-income segment of the populaltion in downtown lacations. Given the high cost of construction in
these areas, il makes sense thaldevelopers chose to pay in-liev fees,” notes Breems. She expects this will stari o change as the markel picks up across the eatire city?¥

Adthough an option to pay indieu fees provides developers and localiies with mare Sexibility, critics argue thatihese fees do actalways reflect the tue costol creating affordable
nousirg, particularly in areas with high fand prices. "If the goal of an inclusionary pragram is ko create aflordable housing In areas of opportunity and most developers are choosing
the in-fieu fee option,” says Adam Gross, ditector of BPI's Affordable Housing Program, "this suggests thatthe {ee is seting fow.,"*® Such an allernative also andermines the
aconemic infegration geal of IZ poficies. Calavita and Maliach write that “while 8 strategy of collecting in fieu fees from downtown developers may cesultin more housing units fat
alternative siles), it could also perpetuale the concentration of affardatle hausing in {owerincome areas with sizable minodlly populations,™*

Affordability and Integration

Rental units created under the ARO are required fo be afordable to housshalds eaming no more than 60 perceat of AMI, whereas the for-sale unils are largeted lo households with
incomes at or below 100 percent of AMI. The affordabiliy levels are calculated based on the median Income of the Ghicago matropolitan asea, which {s much higher than Sat of he
city itseff. Pregram critics argue that to adeguately serve Chicage's lower-income households, the affardability thresholds should be either sel as a lower percentage of the
melrepolitan area AMI or based on the cily AML3? Currently, both rental and lor-sale unils most remain afierdable for a minimum of 30 years. Mostofthe for-sale ARQ unils are
placed under the slewardship of the Chicago Community Land Trust, which the city establishad in 2006 o "presarve the long-term affardability of homas™ crealed through varous
clty pragrams. Buyers are requirad to enler info a 99-year deed covenantwith the [and frust and raceive the Inilial purchase price plus 3 percentage of appreciaten on resale.
Property taxes for land trusthomes are assessed based en the affordable price, keeplng housing costs low for buyers. Affordability of units not menitared by the land trustis ensured
ihrough a junior morgage or second 30-year fien

In addilion fo the ARG, Ihe city administers a volunlary density bonus program that provides floor area increasas In certain dowentown zoning districts to developers who provide
onsile affordable units or make Indieu payments to the housing opportunity fung; the neary decade-old program has generaled more than $25 million in faes as of June 2012,
Another veluntary program that was created in 2001 and is currently inactive, fhe Chicago Partnership for Affordable Neighborhoods (CPAN), offered developersincentives, such as
fae waivers and reimbursement for certaln expenses, in exchange for seling aside atleast 10 percent of units in a for-sale development for households eaming no more than 100 -
percent of AME The cily council eliminated fee waivers in 2012, essentially ending CPAN 34

Chicaga's expanded AROwentinto effect shorily before tha collapsa of the housing market, which makes assessing the progran's eflectiveness dificult.?® At the time of adoption,
the ordinance was expected to generate an estimated 1,000 affordable units or a matching amount ofin-ieu fees per year.®® To date, the ARO has created 568 affordable unlls with
hundreds more under development” According to the RAND reper, 39 parcent of the city'’s IZ unils produced through the ARO and CPAN programs are located in low-poverty
neighbarhoods (as of 2005—2009}, defined as “a census block greup with up te 10 percent of households in poverty” By comparison, 93 percentof IZ units In Inine, California, and
89 percent of IZ unils in Pontgemery Couaty, Maryland were found to be in low-povedy neighborhoods.

The inclusionary unils are also logaled in only four percent of the city's neighborhoods, but these neighborhoods are more afluent, have a higher percentage of adults with a college
degreo, and are more racially diverse than neighberheads without inclusionary units. Of the {1 jurisdictions sludied in the RAND report, Chicage was the only ene in which "2
neighborhoods had more markers of advanlage than non-IZ neighberhoods - aa indication that new residential devalopment within the cily {of which 1Z unils were a small share)
was typlcally marketed to attract new households with higher incemes ” The averaga incorie ef residants moving into the inclusionacy unils was about 57 percent of Ak

Conclusion

inclusionary zoning has emerged as a proven strategy lo address the shorage of affordable housing with the potental for crealing sodally and ecanomically inteyrated
communites. Hundreds of jurisdictions have adopted 1Z policies thal vary broadly in how they are structured, and these differences can infivence outcomes refated to housing
produclion and integration, The examples discussed in this article, while not representative of mostjocalities with IZ polictes, show thatinciusionary zoning is more effective in
markels vhere housing demand Is high. An incentive-based approach combined vith strong public subsidias is creating and preserving affordable housing In New Yark City,
whereas Chicago's mandatary citywide program is resuliing in fong-term housing epportunities far lowerdncome residents. Developer opt-outs included in both programs — offsite
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constuction in New York City ang in-ieu fees in Chitago — provide the flexibility needed lo encourage developer participation but also hightightthe tradeoffs between Increasing
the affordable housing supply and creatng mixed-income developmenis,

1, The term "inclusienary zoning™ is sometimes used inlerchangeably with inclusionary housing,” but experts dislinguish inclusionary zoning as one {atbeit principal) form of
inclusionary housing. Inclusianary housing refers to a wide range of stralegies that loczliies implamant o increase housing opporiunities for lowe- and moderate-income
residents. Alan Maliach, 1984, Inclusionary Housing Programs: Policies and Practices, New Brunswick, NJ: Center for Urban Policy Research, 2,

2. Inrovalive Housing Institute. 2010, *Inclusionary Housing Survey: Measures of Effecliveness.” 7.

3. Heather L. Schwartz, Liisa Ecofa, Kristin J. Leuschner, and Aaren Kefner, 2G12. fs Inclusionary Zoning Inclusionary? Sanle Monica, CA: RAND Corparation. 13-21.

4, Nigo Calavita and Alan Mallach, eds. 2010, lnclusionary Hausing in intemational Perspectva: Affordable Housing, Socis! lnglusion. and Land Valua Recaplure, Cambridge,
RMA: Linco!n Institute of Land Pelicy, 36-8.

. Nicholas Brunick. Lauren Goldberg, and Susannah Levine. 2004. *Velunlary or Mandatory Inclusionary Housing? Production, Predictablfity, and Enforcement,” Business
and Professional People for tha Pubtic Inlerest, 2-9,

6. Robert Hickey, 2013. *After the Dovmturn: New Challenges and Opportunities for inclusionary Housing.” Policy Brief, Cenler for Housing Policy. 4.

7. New York Cily Planning Commission. 1887 “Inclusionary Housing Aernative,” 2.

8. The base allowable fioor area ratio (FAR) in an R190 districtis 10 and can be increased to 3 maximum of 12 FAR. FAR is the ratic of total square footage ofa building to the sile
area. Depending on a project’s constructon lype and financing structure, the R10 program provides 1.25ta 3.5 square faat of bonus floor area for every square foot of
afiordable fiar area provided. "Inclusionary Housing Program,” City of New York website (vawwnye.goviitmldephimlzone/zh_inctu_housing.shiml). Accessed 2 February

2013.
4. Arange of floor area bonus ratios are offered depending on whether the unils are provided through new construciion, rehabilitation. or the preservation of existing heusing.
10. New Yark City Planning Commissian, 13.
11, Email correspondence with Miriam Colon, March 2013,
12. New York Gity Department of City Planning. 2006. "New York City Population Projections by Age/Sex & Borough 2000-2030."5,

13, Median househotd income is $51,270 for the city of New York, 1.5, Census Sureau. American Community Survey, 2007-2014; Median hausehold income for reater
househotds in 2010 was $36,447.1).5, Census Burreau, 2011 New York Cify Housing and Vacancy Survey.

4. New Yark Cily Dapartmentof Housing Preservation and Develapment. 2011, "Selected Inlttai Findings of the 2011 New York City Houslng and Vacancy Survey,” 3-4; New
Yok City Deparfmant of Housing Preservaion and Developménl.2010. “New Housing Marketplace Plan,” 3. ’

15, In the areas designaled for inclusionary housing, developers recelve 1.25 square feet of bonus ficor aree, up to the maximum allowable FAR, for every square footof
aflardable housing provided.
16. Inteaview with Miriam Calén, February 2013; Email correspondence with Mirfam Golén,

17. Maximum resale price for incluslonary hemaownership units is the appreciation cap or appreciated price, whichever is lowest. The appreciation cap is based on a morlgage
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