
Public Notice 
 
In accordance with the Statutes of the State of Illinois and the Ordinances of the City of Highland Park, a 
Regular Meeting of the City of Highland Park Housing Commission, the Peers Housing Association, 
Walnut Housing Association, Ravinia Housing Association and Sunset Woods Association will be held at 
the hour of 6:30 P.M. on Wednesday, June 1, 2016 at City Hall, 1707 St. Johns Avenue, Highland 
Park, Illinois.  The Meeting will be held in the Pre-Session Room on the second floor.  
 

City of Highland Park 
Housing Commission 

Wednesday, June 1, 2016, at 6:30 p.m. 
AGENDA 

 
I. Call to order 
 
II. Roll Call 
 
III. Business from the Public (Citizens Wishing to Be Heard Regarding Items not Listed 

on the Agenda) 
 
IV. Approval of Minutes – April 6, 2016 

 
V. Scheduled Business 

 
1. Introduction of Senior Planner Charmain Later 

 
2. Items for Omnibus Vote Consideration  

• Payment of Invoices:   
None at present. 
 

• Ratification of Payment: 
Chicago Title Land Trust Company for Annual Land Trust fee of $295.00 

 
3. Housing Commission Peers, Walnut, Ravinia, and Sunset Woods 

- Consideration of Management Agreement Extensions with Housing Opportunity 
Development Corporation for Sunset Woods rentals to August 31, 2018 

- Management Reports including financial statements 
- Report:  City Council approved Extension to Evergreen’s management agreement to 

June 30, 2018 
- Consideration of Banking Resolutions to change signatory at Highland Park Bank 

and First Bank of Highland Park  
- Consideration of Corporate Resolutions to change signatories at Chicago Title Land 

Trust Company  
- Consideration of Extension to Trust Agreement with Chicago Title Land Trust for 

Peers Housing  
- Update on laundry equipment for Peers Housing 
- Update on Property Tax Exemption analysis 
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Housing Commission Agenda 
June 1, 2016 

Posted at City Hall on Friday May 27, 2016 before 5:00 p.m. 
 

- Update on the Peers window and air conditioning project  
- Sunset Woods: 

 Consideration of Revised Audit Engagement Letter with Manning 
Silverman & Company for the Sunset Woods audit and tax preparation 
services 

 Other Sunset Woods Business 
 

4. Consideration of Budgets for Housing Commission and Housing Trust Fund 
 

5. Update on Inclusionary Housing Task Force 
 
6. Update on development proposals 
 

VI. Executive Session for Matters relating to Real Estate Acquisition, Litigation, and 
Personnel Matters 
 

VII. Other Business 
 

VIII. Adjournment 
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DRAFT 
 

MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING OF THE 
HOUSING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF HIGHLAND PARK, ILLINOIS 

 
 
MEETING DATE:  Wednesday April 6, 2016 
 
MEETING LOCATION: Pre-Session Room, City Hall,  
    1707 St. Johns Avenue, Highland Park, IL  
CALL TO ORDER 
 
At 6:33 p.m., Chair Charles Adler called to order the regular meeting of the Highland Park 
Housing Commission, the Peers Housing Association, the Ravinia Housing Association, the 
Walnut Housing Association, and the Sunset Woods Association. Each of the Commissioners 
also serves as Directors of each of the Housing Associations.  The Chair asked Planner Smith to 
call the roll.   
 
ROLL CALL 
 
Commissioners Present:   Charles Adler, Joseph Adler, Mary Kaltman, Lisa Oldham, 

Laura Saret, and Douglas Ross 
              
Commissioners Absent:   David Meek  
 
Student Representative Present: Jack Foster 
Student Representative Absent: Claire Powell 
 
Chair Adler declared that there was a quorum.  
 
Council Liaison Present:    Michelle L. Holleman  
 
Staff Liaison Present:    Planner Mary Cele Smith  
 
BUSINESS FROM THE PUBLIC (Citizens Wishing to be Heard Regarding Items not 
Listed on the Agenda) 
 
There was no business from the public on items not listed on the Agenda. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
Regular Meeting March 2, 2016  
Commissioner Oldham moved approval of the minutes of the regular meeting of the Housing 
Commission, the Peers Housing Association, the Ravinia Housing Association, the Walnut 
Housing Association, and the Sunset Woods Association held on March 2, 2016.  Commissioner 
Joseph Adler seconded the motion.  
 
On a voice vote, Chair Charles Adler declared that the motion passed unanimously. 
 
SCHEDULED BUSINESS 
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1. Items for Omnibus Vote Consideration  

Payment of Invoices:   
Manning Silverman & Co. for Invoice #200944280 for the Initial Retainer (1 of 2) for the 
Sunset Woods 2015 Audit for $3,100.00 
 

Chair Adler entertained a motion to approve payment of invoice #200944280 from Manning 
Silverman & Company for the initial retainer (1 of 2) for the Sunset Woods 2015 audit and tax 
return preparation.  Commissioner Saret moved approval of payment of invoice #200944280 
from Manning Silverman & Company for the initial retainer (1 of 2) for the Sunset Woods 2015 
audit and tax return preparation.  Commissioner Kaltman seconded the motion. 
 
On a voice vote, Chair Adler declared that the motion passed unanimously. 
 
2. Housing Commission Peers, Walnut, Ravinia, and Sunset Woods 
Management Report including financial statements  
Planner M. Smith said that she had some additional information for the Commissioners regarding 
the Management Report.  With regard to Peers’ expenses, the Misc. Admin. Expense of $682.07 
includes association dues for $167 from the Chicagoland Apartment Association (CAA).  The 
CAA conducts educational programs for members that Evergreen staff attend.  Other 
miscellaneous expenses include $103 for payroll software and petty cash for $300. 
Commissioner Ross said that the petty cash expenditures should be allocated to the appropriate 
line items.  Planner Smith said that she would talk to Evergreen about this.  With regard to the 
negative capital expenditure of $14,000 at Peers, Evergreen staff explained to Planner Smith that 
this was a reversal of payment for the construction for the new Service Coordinator’s office.  The 
invoice was billed twice. 
 
Planner Smith reported that the Peers and Ravinia audits were submitted by March 31st.   
Commissioner Ross asked Planner Smith to forward the Ravinia mark-to-market Surplus Cash 
Analysis letters from MBI Consultants.  MBI, under contract to U.S. Housing and Urban 
Development, review the annual financial audits, focusing on surplus cash.  Planner Smith said 
that she would email them and that Evergreen staff were reviewing them and preparing a 
response.   
 
Commissioner Ross also mentioned that U.S. Housing and Urban Development has a new policy 
regarding fair housing and tenant selection plans.  The current policy permitted screening tenants 
for criminal backgrounds more broadly.  Due to concerns about criminal justice disparities for 
minorities, the new policy requires that criminal convictions are considered on a case by case 
basis, with the exception of some crimes.  For certain crimes, such as sexual violence, the 
management company can simply deny the application for housing. Planner M. Smith said that 
she would ask Evergreen how they are responding to HUD’s new policy.   
 
Update on laundry equipment for Peers Housing 
Planner Smith reported that Evergreen staff raised the price to $1.00 from $.75 for each washing 
and drying cycle at Peers per the Commission’s agreement.  Following the Commissioners’ 
direction at the last meeting, she checked the financial reports for Peers laundry revenue in past 
years.  Laundry revenue for Peers declined substantially from 2010 to 2015, from $2,301 to 
$1583.  According to the contract, the property receives half the revenue collected.  This decline 
in Peers’ revenue seems surprising given no change in occupancy of the 68 apartments at Peers.  
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Given this downward trend, the Commissioners agreed that Evergreen staff should verify a 
quarterly count with the vendor.  The Commissioners also concurred that requesting that the 
vendor install counters on the machines or switch to a card system that provides a tally when the 
card is used would be worthwhile for the long term.  Planner Smith said that she would talk to 
Evergreen Regional Supervisor Brent Norvik about these next steps.  
 
 
Update on Property Tax Exemption analysis 
Planner M. Smith said that she has begun collecting documents that Holland & Knight identified 
as needed to pursue property tax exemptions for the Commission properties.  Attorney Hart 
Passman’s preliminary opinion is that the Commission may be able to obtain them based on the 
Housing Commission’s organization in the City’s Housing Commission Ordinance that 
establishes the Housing Commission as a housing authority. Illinois statutes exempt housing 
authorities from payment of property taxes.  This legal work is covered under the City’s retainer.  
 
Update on the Peers window and air conditioning project 
Planner M. Smith said that she needs to finish reviewing the bid packet that architect Dan 
Baigelman sent her and then forward it to Holland & Knight for review of the contract included 
in the packet.  
 
Sunset Woods 
There was no Sunset Woods report.  
 
3. Update on development proposals  
Planner M.  Smith reported that the developer and City staff signed the Development Agreement 
for the McGovern Flats development.  The Heritage, a 12-unit single-family development on 
Lake Cook Road, received final approval from City Council in March.  The developer selected 
paying the fee-in-lieu payment for 2.4 units rather than building the affordable units, which 
would be a $300,000 payment to the Affordable Housing Trust Fund.  The developer requested 
paying the fee-in-lieu in three installments.  The City Council granted this request. With regard 
to Oakwood Station, the City Council rejected the developer’s request for rezoning for the 
proposed development, but was supportive of the overall project.   
 
EXECUTIVE SESSION  
There was no Executive Session. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
Draft Lease Agreement between the Ravinia Housing Association and the City of Highland Park 
Planner Smith reported that Evergreen staff submitted the additional information that U.S. 
Housing and Urban Development requested after their initial review of the draft lease agreement.  
 
Reminder regarding Statement of Economic Interest 
Planner Smith reminded the Commissioners that the Statement of Economic Interest form that 
Lake County requires is due May 1st.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Chair Charles Adler entertained a motion to adjourn the meeting.  Commissioner Ross moved to 
adjourn.  Commissioner Oldham seconded the motion.  
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On a voice vote, Chair Adler declared that the motion passed unanimously. 
 
The Housing Commission adjourned its meeting at 7:52 p.m. 
 
Submitted respectfully: 
 
Mary Cele Smith 
Housing Planner 
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CITY OF HIGHLAND PARK 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

1150 HALF DAY ROAD 
HIGHLAND PARK, ILLINOIS 60035 

(847) 432-0867 
 
MEMORANDUM  
 
To: Housing Commissioners 
 
From: Mary Cele Smith, Housing Planner 
  
Date: May 26, 2016 
 
SUBJECT:  Extension to Management Agreements with Housing 
Opportunity Development Corporation  
 
The two Management Agreements for the rentals at Sunset Woods have two-year terms, each of 
which expires on August 31, 2016.  The only change from the two previous agreements with 
Housing Opportunity Development Corporation (HODC), the management company, is the 
extension of the term from September 1, 2016 through August 31, 2018. 
 
Attached are: 

• The Extension and Amendment of Management Agreement for the twelve original 
rentals. This Agreement requires approval from the Illinois Housing Development 
Authority (IHDA).  

• The Extension and Amendment of Management Agreement for the additional two rentals 
(Units #231 and #319) that the Housing Commission acquired in the resale process 
several years ago, 

• The original July 1, 2002 Management Agreement for the twelve rentals that contains the 
full Agreement, 

•  The August 25, 2004 Extension and Amendment of Management Agreement for the 
twelve rentals that revises the management fee from 7.5% of gross receipts to the current 
fee of 6.5% of gross receipts, and   

• The September 1, 2012 Extension and Amendment of Management Agreement for the 
two additional rentals (Units #231 and #319) that contains the full Agreement. 

 
The Extension and Amendment of Management Agreement for the twelve rentals requires the 
approval of the Illinois Housing Development Authority (IHDA).  IHDA has a subordinate 
mortgage on the original twelve rentals in the form of a forty-year, non-interest bearing loan.  
Monthly payments of $100 began January 1, 2004 with the unpaid balance due in one payment 
on June 30, 2042.  The Extension and Amendment of Management Agreement for Units #231 
and #319 are between the Sunset Woods Association and HODC only.   
 
Recommendation: 
Given Housing Opportunity Development Corporation’s (HODC) quality service and reasonable 
fees, staff respectfully recommends that the Housing Commission and the Sunset Woods 
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Association extend the two Management Agreements for the Sunset Woods rentals for the period 
from September 1, 2016 to August 31, 2018. 
 
The balance of this memo will provide background on the management relationship, 
management fees, and HODC’s performance.   
 
Background: 
HODC, formerly known as the Interfaith Housing Development Corporation, was one of the 
original development partners and has been the only management company for the rentals since 
the Sunset Woods development opened in 2002.  Continuity in management services is important 
in affordable housing developments, because it provides stability for residents and builds an 
effective relationship with the Housing Commission and City staff.  Prior to selecting HODC in 
2002, the Housing Commission also considered a proposal from the Braeside Group, the initial 
manager for the condominium units at the Sunset Woods development.  The Commission 
selected HODC over the Braeside Group for a number of reasons: 

• HODC (then known as Interfaith Housing Development Corporation) had experience 
managing affordable rental developments; 

• The project team’s experience developing Sunset Woods with HODC was favorable; 
• HODC’s proposed fee of 7.5% was lower than Braeside’s proposed fee of 9.5%; and 
• There was a concern that there was a conflict of interest to have the same firm (Braeside) 

managing the rental and condominium units in the same development. 
 
Management Fees: 
The fees for all fourteen rentals are 6.5% of “gross collections.”  “Gross Collections” are all 
amounts actually collected by the Property Manager as rents or other payments, including, but 
not limited to, vending machine collections and parking fees, but excluding (1) income derived 
from interest or investments, (2) discounts and dividends on insurance, and (3) security deposits.  
The initial fee established in 2002 was 7.5%.  It was reduced to 6.5% in 2004 and has been 
constant since.    

      
HODC’s Performance  
Resident satisfaction: 
Resident satisfaction is one of the Housing Commission’s consistent goals each year.  City staff 
and the Housing Commission representative to the Sunset Woods Condominium Association 
(SWCA) Board assess resident satisfaction through their interactions with the renters.  
Commissioner David Meek is the current Commission representative to the SWCA Board, and 
he meets with renters prior to each quarterly SWCA meeting in order to hear any concerns.  The 
feedback that he and City staff receive is generally favorable.  After these quarterly meetings, 
Commissioner Meek contacts City staff to forward any repair requests that haven’t been made 
already to the HODC property manager and other questions from the renters.  City staff then 
contacts the HODC property manager.  City staff’s experience is that the Property Manager 
responds quickly to service requests.  Moreover, the Property Manager has handled sensitive 
situations that have arisen with a few renters with compassion, tact, and firmness.  
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Maintenance and Capital Planning: 
Because the fourteen rentals reside in a newer building of sixty total units, there has been little 
need for extensive capital planning for the fourteen units.  HODC staff does cycle painting and 
carpet-cleaning on a regular schedule and does refurbishing, including painting, as needed at 
turnover.  
 
Documents included in the Housing Commission packet: 

• 9.1.16 Extension and Amendment of Management Agreement that IHDA also approves  
• 9.1.16 Extension and Amendment of Management Agreement for two additional units  
• 7.1.02 Management Agreement 
• 8.25.04 Extension and Amendment of Management Agreement 
• 9.1.12 Extension and Amendment of Management Agreement for the two additional 

rentals 
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MGMT EXT – TERM ONLY.DOC 7/119/2004 REVISION 

 

 
 
 

EXTENSION AND AMENDMENT OF 
MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT 

 
 

THIS EXTENSION AND AMENDMENT OF MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT (this 
“Amendment”) is made as of the     1     day of      September                  , 2016 , by and between  
Sunset Woods Association_____ (the “Owner”) and Housing Opportunity Development Corp_ (the 
“Property Manager”). 
 
 RECITALS 
 

A.  The Owner and the Property Manager have previously entered into that certain 
Management Agreement dated as of September 1            , 2014  (the “Management Agreement”) 
and approved by the Illinois Housing Development Authority.  The Management Agreement has 
expired and the parties wish to amend it and extend its term. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual agreements contained below and other 
good and valuable consideration, the receipt and adequacy of which is acknowledged, the parties 
agree as follows:  
 

1.  Definitions.  All capitalized terms in this Amendment that are not defined 
herein shall have the meanings provided in the Management Agreement. 

 
2.  Extension of Term.  The term of the Management Agreement is extended for 

a period of   2      year(s), beginning on September 1        , 2016   and ending 
on August 31  , 2018  , unless terminated earlier as provided in the 
Management Agreement. 

 
3.  Warranties and Representations.  Owner and Property Manager each 

warrants that it has not executed, and represents that it will not execute, any 
other agreement with provisions contradictory to or in opposition to the 
provisions of the Management Agreement, as amended by this Amendment 
(the “Amended Management Agreement”) and that, in any event, the 
requirements of the Amended Management Agreement are (i) paramount and 
controlling as to the rights and obligations set forth in any other agreement and 
(ii) supersede any other requirements in conflict with the Amended 
Management Agreement. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused this Amendment to be executed by their 

authorized representatives. 
 
 

OWNER: Sunset Woods Association 
  
By:  
Print Name:  
Title:  
FEIN # 01-0628727 
  
PROPERTY MANAGER: Housing Opportunity 
Development Corporation 
  
By:  
Print Name: Richard Koenig 
Title: Executive Director 
FEIN # 36-3237455 

 
This Amendment is approved this ____ day of ____________, _____. 

 
ILLINOIS HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 
AUTHORITY: 
  
By:  
Print Name:  
Title:  
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EXTENSION AND AMENDMENT OF 
MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT 

 
 

THIS EXTENSION AND AMENDMENT OF MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT (this 
“Amendment”) is made as of the     1     day of      September                  , 2016 , by and between  
Sunset Woods Association_____ (the “Owner”) and Housing Opportunity Development Corp_ (the 
“Property Manager”). 
 
 RECITALS 
 

A.  The Owner and the Property Manager have previously entered into that certain 
Management Agreement originally dated as of January 7            , 2010  (the “Management 
Agreement”) for the two additional units defined in Exhibit A.  The Management Agreement has 
expired and the parties wish to amend it and extend its term. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual agreements contained below and other 
good and valuable consideration, the receipt and adequacy of which is acknowledged, the parties 
agree as follows:  
 

1.  Definitions.  All capitalized terms in this Amendment that are not defined 
herein shall have the meanings provided in the Management Agreement. 

 
2.  Extension of Term.  The term of the Management Agreement is extended for 

a period of   2      year(s), beginning on September 1        , 2016   and ending 
on August 31  , 2018  , unless terminated earlier as provided in the 
Management Agreement. 

 
3.  Warranties and Representations.  Owner and Property Manager each 

warrants that it has not executed, and represents that it will not execute, any 
other agreement with provisions contradictory to or in opposition to the 
provisions of the Management Agreement, as amended by this Amendment 
(the “Amended Management Agreement”) and that, in any event, the 
requirements of the Amended Management Agreement are (i) paramount and 
controlling as to the rights and obligations set forth in any other agreement and 
(ii) supersede any other requirements in conflict with the Amended 
Management Agreement. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused this Amendment to be executed by their 

authorized representatives. 
 
 

OWNER: Sunset Woods Association 
  
By:  
Print Name:  
Title:  
FEIN # 01-0628727 
  
PROPERTY MANAGER: Housing Opportunity 
Development Corporation 
  
By:  
Print Name: Richard Koenig 
Title: Executive Director 
FEIN # 36-3237455 
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Exhibit A 

Rental Units 
 
Units  Bedroom Count Income Threshold  
 
#231  two-bedroom  up to 80% Chicago Area Median Income 
   
#319  two–bedroom up to 115% Chicago Area Median Income  
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NOTES:   
1.THE CURRENT EVERGREEN MONTHLY 

MANAGEMENT REPORT WILL BE SENT UNDER 
SEPARATE COVER ALONG WITH THE 
SUMMARY FINANCIAL SPREADSHEET WHEN I 
RECEIVE IT. 

2.THE MONTHLY HOUSING TRUST FUND 
REPORT WILL BE SENT UNDER SEPARATE 
COVER. 
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Highland Park Housing Commission - Cash Fund Balances as of 3/31/16

Frank B. 
Peers

Walnut 
Place

Ravinia 
Housing

Management Funds:
12 Rental 

Units
2 Rental 

Units Total
Checking 59,163.00       9,972.00      3,247.00     67,923.00       40,686.00 108,609.00  

Security Deposit 20,386.00       23,516.00    6,893.00     10,594.00       2,230.00   12,824.00    
 

Replacement Reserve 207,282.00     109,870.00  391,558.00 -                 

Residual Receipts 17,514.00       27,104.00    -              -                 

Operating Reserve -                  -               -              9,196.00         9,196.00      

Construction Escrow 16.00          
Total Management Funds 304,345.00     170,462.00  401,714.00 87,713.00       42,916.00 130,629.00  

Association Funds:
Assn Money Mkt Ckg 104,766.00  81,974.00   104,885.00     104,885.00  
Assn MaxSafe Money Market 1,035,943.00  
Assn Small Business Ckg 46,763.00       19,529.00       19,529.00    

Association CDs
CD # 1- matures 1/7/2016 508,273.00     
CD # 2 - matures 10/7/2015 508,300.00     
Total Association Funds 2,099,279.00  104,766.00  81,974.00   124,414.00     124,414.00  

Total Mgmt & Assn Funds 2,403,624.00  275,228.00  483,688.00 212,127.00     42,916.00 255,043.00  

Association Receivables (Liability)  
1)  Due from Hsg. Trst. Fd 277 GB 7,492.00         
2)  Due from Hsg. Trst Fd. Emerg. 689.00            

3)  Due from Sunset Woods / (Due to Peers) 258,832.00     (258,832.00)   

Sunset  Woods Association
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N:\COMMISSION PACKETS\HOUSING COMMISSION\2016\6.1.16\DRAFT HC Line Item Budget 2017

SERVICE
FY16 

Request

FY16 
Estimated 

Expenditures
FY17 

Request

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES - 
OTHER

$3,600 $3,600 $6,700

   - Accounting Services $3,600 $3,600 $3,700
   - Minute taker (@ $250/mtg.) $0 $0 $3,000
MEMBERSHIP DUES $265 $265 $265

   - Housing Action Illinois $115 $115 $115

   - Housing Opportunity 
D l t C

$150 $150 $150

ACTIVITIES PROGRAMMING 
COSTS

$9,420 $9,420 $9,420

- Employer Assisted Housing 
Program

$9,170 $9,170 $9,170

   - Inclusionary Zoning Appraisals $250 $250 $250
SUPPLIES - BOOKS & 
PERIODICALS

$100 $100 $100

   - Books & Software $100 $100 $100
BUSINESS EXPENSE $1,300 $1,300 $1,300
   - Regular & Special Commission 
Meetings

$1,200 $1,200 $1,200

Staff Notary Assignment $100 $100 $100

$14,685 $14,685 $17,785

Have to reinstate CL's notary. 
Recently expired.

HOUSING COMMISSION

NOTES

for one appraisal

$5500 = cost for one client 
$3,670 + counseling services for 
3-4 clients
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SERVICE
FY16 

Request

FY16 
Estimated 

Expenditures
FY17 

Request
ACTIVITIES PROGRAMMING 
COSTS

$372,800 $344,300 $372,800

Employer-Assisted Housing $20,000 $10,000 $20,000
CPAH Scattered Site Program $202,500 $202,500 $202,500

CPAH Operating Grant $85,000 $85,000 $85,000

Temporary Housing Assistance $10,000 $5,000 $10,000

Reimbursement of Demolition Tax 
per Development Agreement Laurel 
Court II

$13,500 $0 $13,500

Housing Planner $41,800 $41,800 $41,800
Third Party Consulting $0

$372,800 $344,300 $372,800

NOTES

revolving loan program

PW should have this amount in their 
"Reimbursements" line item.

HOUSING TRUST FUND 
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Sunset Woods Housing 12
Balance Sheet

March 31, 2016

5/27/2016 at 3:48 PM Unaudited - For Management Purposes Only

ASSETS

Current Assets
FBHP General Checking 67,922.77$                
FBHP Security Dep. Savings 10,593.88
FBHP Savings 9,195.73
Tax Reserve 15,526.68
Accounts Receivable 912.00
A/R, Transfers 20.00

Total Current Assets 104,171.06

Property and Equipment
Building 1,552,988.40
Appliances 474.17
Accum Dep Building (341,105.14)

Total Property and Equipment 1,212,357.43

Other Assets

Total Other Assets 0.00

Total Assets 1,316,528.49$           

LIABILITIES AND CAPITAL

Current Liabilities
Accrued RE Tax 12,784.40$                
Security Deposits 9,505.00

Total Current Liabilities 22,289.40

Long-Term Liabilities
Notes Payable, Lake Co 72,231.18
Notes Payable, FBHP 412,743.15
Notes Payable, IHDA 136,619.60

Total Long-Term Liabilities 621,593.93

Total Liabilities 643,883.33

Capital
Equity-Retained Earnings 666,446.33
Net Income 6,198.83

Total Capital 672,645.16

Total Liabilities & Capital 1,316,528.49$           
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Sunset Woods Housing 12
Income Statement

Compared with Budget
For the Three Months Ending March 31, 2016

5/27/2016 at 3:48 PM Page: 2For Management Purposes Only

Current Month
Actual

Current Month
Budget

Current Month
Variance

Year to Date
Actual

Year to Date
Budget

Year to Date
Variance

Revenues
Rents 10,299.00$                8,924.33$                  1,374.67 28,125.00$                26,772.99$                1,352.01
Interest Income 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.19 0.00 11.19

Total Revenues 10,299.00 8,924.33 1,374.67 28,136.19 26,772.99 1,363.20

Cost of Sales

Total Cost of Sales 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Gross Profit 10,299.00 8,924.33 1,374.67 28,136.19 26,772.99 1,363.20

Expenses
Office Supplies 0.00 8.00 (8.00) 459.17 24.00 435.17
Management Fee 537.23 580.08 (42.85) 1,700.02 1,740.24 (40.22)
Credit Ck Fees 20.95 4.00 16.95 20.95 12.00 8.95
Government Fees 0.00 96.00 (96.00) 0.00 286.00 (286.00)
Software/Data Processing 25.83 0.00 25.83 77.49 0.00 77.49
Carpet Cleaning 0.00 84.00 (84.00) 0.00 251.00 (251.00)
Heating & Air 600.00 41.00 559.00 600.00 123.00 477.00
Electrical & Plumbing Maint 0.00 41.00 (41.00) 340.00 123.00 217.00
Painting & Decorating 530.00 100.00 430.00 530.00 300.00 230.00
Appliance Repairs 0.00 66.67 (66.67) 0.00 200.01 (200.01)
Supplies Assn 0.00 0.00 0.00 156.46 0.00 156.46
Supplies 434.98 66.67 368.31 434.98 200.01 234.97
Carpet 855.10 0.00 855.10 855.10 0.00 855.10
Maintenance 0.00 100.00 (100.00) 530.00 300.00 230.00
Electricity 287.95 0.00 287.95 287.95 0.00 287.95
Condo Assessment Rental Units 7,098.07 2,564.00 4,534.07 10,514.50 7,692.00 2,822.50
Cable TV 600.00 540.00 60.00 600.00 1,620.00 (1,020.00)
Real Estate tax expense 0.00 1,166.00 (1,166.00) 0.00 3,500.00 (3,500.00)
Loan Interest 1,619.51 2,500.00 (880.49) 4,830.74 7,500.00 (2,669.26)
Bldg Insurance 0.00 217.00 (217.00) 0.00 651.00 (651.00)

Total Expenses 12,609.62 8,174.42 4,435.20 21,937.36 24,522.26 (2,584.90)

Net Income 2,310.62)($               749.91$                     (3,060.53) 6,198.83$                  2,250.73$                  3,948.10
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Sunset Woods Housing 12
Account  Register

For the Period From Mar 1, 2016 to Mar 31, 2016
1103M13 - FBHP General Checking

Filter Criteria includes: Report order is by Date.

5/27/2016 at 3:48 PM Page: 3

Date Trans No Type Trans Desc Deposit Amt Withdrawal Amt Balance
Beginning Balance 72,422.88

3/1/16 HAPRent1603 Other Rent 4,101.00 76,523.88
3/1/16 IHDA1603 Other ihda/auto pymt 100.00 76,423.88
3/2/16 1688 Withdrawal Sunset Woods Condominium Assoc 4,341.67 72,082.21
3/2/16 Rent1603-3.2.16 Other Rent 1,005.00 73,087.21
3/3/16 1689 Withdrawal Norman Davis 330.00 72,757.21
3/4/16 Rent1603-3.4.16 Other Rent 3,376.00 76,133.21
3/5/16 Rent1603 -RS1603 - 3 Other Rent 433.00 76,566.21
3/10/16 1690 Withdrawal Deerfield Electric Co. Inc. 287.95 76,278.26
3/10/16 1691 Withdrawal Design Comfort HVAC, Inc. 600.00 75,678.26
3/16/16 1692 Withdrawal Deerfield Electric Co. Inc. 287.95 75,390.31
3/16/16 1693 Withdrawal Four Season's Dec. 530.00 74,860.31
3/17/16 1694 Withdrawal Housing Opportunity Dev. Corp. 972.21 73,888.10
3/21/16 Rent1603-3.21.16 Other Rent 880.00 74,768.10
3/23/16 1692V Withdrawal Deerfield Electric Co. Inc. -287.95 75,056.05
3/23/16 1695 Withdrawal Futures Flooring 855.10 74,200.95
3/26/16 loan16 Other FBHP/auto pymt 3,379.00 70,821.95
3/30/16 1696 Withdrawal Real Page, Inc. 46.78 70,775.17
3/30/16 1697 Withdrawal Sunset Woods Condominium Assoc 3,356.40 67,418.77
3/31/16 Sunset Rent 3.31.16 Other Sunset Rent 3.31.16 504.00 67,922.77

Total 10,299.00 14,799.11
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SWA 2 Rental
Balance Sheet

March 31, 2016

5/27/2016 at 4:08 PM Unaudited - For Management Purposes Only

ASSETS

Current Assets
FBHP Checking 40,685.95$                
FBHP Security Dep Savings 2,229.83
Financing Costs 8,135.00

Total Current Assets 51,050.78

Property and Equipment
Building Unit 231 135,000.32
Building Unit 319 134,999.62
Accum Dep Building (56,850.86)
Accum Amort Fees (678.00)

Total Property and Equipment 212,471.08

Other Assets

Total Other Assets 0.00

Total Assets 263,521.86$              

LIABILITIES AND CAPITAL

Current Liabilities
Due to Peers Housing Assn 258,832.40$              
Accrued RE Tax 6,434.84
Security Deposits 2,123.00

Total Current Liabilities 267,390.24

Long-Term Liabilities

Total Long-Term Liabilities 0.00

Total Liabilities 267,390.24

Capital
Equity-Retained Earnings (7,565.50)
Net Income 3,697.12

Total Capital (3,868.38)

Total Liabilities & Capital 263,521.86$              
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SWA 2 Rental
Income Statement

Compared with Budget
For the Three Months Ending March 31, 2016

5/27/2016 at 4:08 PM Page: 2For Management Purposes Only

Current Month
Actual

Current Month
Budget

Current Month
Variance

Year to Date
Actual

Year to Date
Budget

Year to Date
Variance

Revenues
Rents 4,296.00$                  1,910.00$                  2,386.00 6,444.00$                  5,730.00$                  714.00
Interest Income 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.55 0.00 0.55

Total Revenues 4,296.00 1,910.00 2,386.00 6,444.55 5,730.00 714.55

Cost of Sales

Total Cost of Sales 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Gross Profit 4,296.00 1,910.00 2,386.00 6,444.55 5,730.00 714.55

Expenses
Office Supplies 0.00 4.00 (4.00) 0.00 13.00 (13.00)
Management Fee 139.63 124.00 15.63 416.28 372.00 44.28
Software/Data Processing 4.31 0.00 4.31 12.93 0.00 12.93
Heating & Air 0.00 41.00 (41.00) 0.00 123.00 (123.00)
Supplies 0.00 8.00 (8.00) 0.00 24.00 (24.00)
Maintenance 0.00 41.00 (41.00) 0.00 123.00 (123.00)
Condo Asst Rental Units 672.74 626.00 46.74 2,118.22 1,878.00 240.22
Cable TV 100.00 90.00 10.00 200.00 270.00 (70.00)
Real Estate tax expense 0.00 566.67 (566.67) 0.00 1,700.01 (1,700.01)
Bldg Insurance 0.00 33.00 (33.00) 0.00 99.00 (99.00)

Total Expenses 916.68 1,533.67 (616.99) 2,747.43 4,602.01 (1,854.58)

Net Income 3,379.32$                  376.33$                     3,002.99 3,697.12$                  1,127.99$                  2,569.13
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SWA 2 Rental
Account  Register

For the Period From Mar 1, 2016 to Mar 31, 2016
1103M14 - FBHP Checking

Filter Criteria includes: Report order is by Date. 

5/27/2016 at 4:08 PM Page: 3

Date Trans No Type Trans Desc Deposit Amt Withdrawal Amt Balance
Beginning Balance 37,306.63

3/2/16 Rent1603-3.2.16 Other Rent 2,148.00 39,454.63
3/17/16 1175 Withdrawal Housing Opportunity Developmen 139.63 39,315.00
3/20/16 1176 Withdrawal Sunset Woods Condominium Assoc 772.74 38,542.26
3/30/16 1177 Withdrawal Real Page, Inc. 4.31 38,537.95
3/31/16 SWA Rental Rent 3.31 Other SWA Rental Rent 3.31.16 2,148.00 40,685.95

Total 4,296.00 916.68
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Sunset Woods Housing 12
Balance Sheet
April 30, 2016

5/27/2016 at 3:57 PM Unaudited - For Management Purposes Only

ASSETS

Current Assets
FBHP General Checking 70,136.27$                
FBHP Security Dep. Savings 10,600.18
FBHP Savings 9,201.20
Tax Reserve 16,658.99
Accounts Receivable 912.00
A/R, Transfers 20.00

Total Current Assets 107,528.64

Property and Equipment
Building 1,552,988.40
Appliances 474.17
Accum Dep Building (341,105.14)

Total Property and Equipment 1,212,357.43

Other Assets

Total Other Assets 0.00

Total Assets 1,319,886.07$           

LIABILITIES AND CAPITAL

Current Liabilities
Accrued RE Tax 12,784.40$                
Security Deposits 9,505.00

Total Current Liabilities 22,289.40

Long-Term Liabilities
Notes Payable, Lake Co 72,231.18
Notes Payable, FBHP 411,994.92
Notes Payable, IHDA 136,519.60

Total Long-Term Liabilities 620,745.70

Total Liabilities 643,035.10

Capital
Equity-Retained Earnings 666,446.33
Net Income 10,404.64

Total Capital 676,850.97

Total Liabilities & Capital 1,319,886.07$           
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Sunset Woods Housing 12
Income Statement

Compared with Budget
For the Four Months Ending April 30, 2016

5/27/2016 at 3:57 PM Page: 2For Management Purposes Only

Current Month
Actual

Current Month
Budget

Current Month
Variance

Year to Date
Actual

Year to Date
Budget

Year to Date
Variance

Revenues
Rents 9,535.00$                  8,924.33$                  610.67 37,660.00$                35,697.32$                1,962.68
Late & NSF Fees 15.00 0.00 15.00 15.00 0.00 15.00
Misc. Income 341.00 0.00 341.00 341.00 0.00 341.00
Interest Income 5.70 0.00 5.70 22.96 0.00 22.96

Total Revenues 9,896.70 8,924.33 972.37 38,038.96 35,697.32 2,341.64

Cost of Sales

Total Cost of Sales 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Gross Profit 9,896.70 8,924.33 972.37 38,038.96 35,697.32 2,341.64

Expenses
Office Supplies 38.37 8.00 30.37 497.54 32.00 465.54
Management Fee 676.85 580.08 96.77 2,376.87 2,320.32 56.55
Credit Ck Fees 0.00 4.00 (4.00) 20.95 16.00 4.95
Government Fees 0.00 96.00 (96.00) 0.00 382.00 (382.00)
Software/Data Processing 46.78 0.00 46.78 124.27 0.00 124.27
Carpet Cleaning 0.00 84.00 (84.00) 0.00 335.00 (335.00)
Heating & Air 0.00 41.00 (41.00) 600.00 164.00 436.00
Electrical & Plumbing Maint 0.00 41.00 (41.00) 340.00 164.00 176.00
Painting & Decorating 0.00 100.00 (100.00) 530.00 400.00 130.00
Appliance Repairs 0.00 66.67 (66.67) 0.00 266.68 (266.68)
Supplies Assn 0.00 0.00 0.00 156.46 0.00 156.46
Supplies 1,065.37 66.67 998.70 1,500.35 266.68 1,233.67
Carpet 0.00 0.00 0.00 855.10 0.00 855.10
Maintenance 0.00 100.00 (100.00) 530.00 400.00 130.00
Electricity 0.00 0.00 0.00 287.95 0.00 287.95
Condo Assessment Rental Units 1,771.13 2,564.00 (792.87) 12,285.63 10,256.00 2,029.63
Cable TV 600.00 540.00 60.00 1,200.00 2,160.00 (960.00)
Real Estate tax expense 0.00 1,166.00 (1,166.00) 0.00 4,666.00 (4,666.00)
Loan Interest 1,619.51 2,500.00 (880.49) 6,329.20 10,000.00 (3,670.80)
Bldg Insurance 0.00 217.00 (217.00) 0.00 868.00 (868.00)

Total Expenses 5,818.01 8,174.42 (2,356.41) 27,634.32 32,696.68 (5,062.36)

Net Income 4,078.69$                  749.91$                     3,328.78 10,404.64$                3,000.64$                  7,404.00
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Sunset Woods Housing 12
Account  Register

For the Period From Apr 1, 2016 to Apr 30, 2016
1103M13 - FBHP General Checking

Filter Criteria includes: Report order is by Date.

5/27/2016 at 3:57 PM Page: 3

Date Trans No Type Trans Desc Deposit Amt Withdrawal Amt Balance
Beginning Balance 67,922.77

4/1/16 HAPRent1604 Other Rent 3,843.00 71,765.77
4/1/16 IHDA1604 Other ihda/auto pymt 100.00 71,665.77
4/6/16 RP1604 Other Rent-Tiersky 433.00 72,098.77
4/7/16 Sunset Rent/Damages Other Sunset Rent/Damages 4.7.16 5,707.27 77,806.04
4/15/16 Sunset Rent 4.15.16 Other Sunset Rent 4.15.16 625.00 78,431.04
4/20/16 1699 Withdrawal Sunset Woods Condominium Assoc 3,356.40 75,074.64
4/21/16 1698 Withdrawal Housing Opportunity Dev. Corp. 1,780.59 73,294.05
4/26/16 1700 Withdrawal Real Page, Inc. 46.78 73,247.27
4/26/16 loan16 Other FBHP/auto pymt 3,379.00 69,868.27
4/27/16 Sunset Rent 4.27.16 Other Sunset Rent 4.27.16 268.00 70,136.27

Total 10,876.27 8,662.77
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Sunset Woods -April 30, 2016

Ending balance checking $70,136
Ending balance operating reserve $9,201
TOTAL $79,337
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SWA 2 Rental
Balance Sheet
April 30, 2016

5/27/2016 at 3:58 PM Unaudited - For Management Purposes Only

ASSETS

Current Assets
FBHP Checking 39,629.66$                
FBHP Security Dep Savings 2,230.38
Financing Costs 8,135.00

Total Current Assets 49,995.04

Property and Equipment
Building Unit 231 135,000.32
Building Unit 319 134,999.62
Accum Dep Building (56,850.86)
Accum Amort Fees (678.00)

Total Property and Equipment 212,471.08

Other Assets

Total Other Assets 0.00

Total Assets 262,466.12$              

LIABILITIES AND CAPITAL

Current Liabilities
Due to Peers Housing Assn 258,832.40$              
Accrued RE Tax 6,434.84
Security Deposits 2,123.00

Total Current Liabilities 267,390.24

Long-Term Liabilities

Total Long-Term Liabilities 0.00

Total Liabilities 267,390.24

Capital
Equity-Retained Earnings (7,565.50)
Net Income 2,641.38

Total Capital (4,924.12)

Total Liabilities & Capital 262,466.12$              

98



SWA 2 Rental
Income Statement

Compared with Budget
For the Four Months Ending April 30, 2016

5/27/2016 at 3:58 PM Page: 2For Management Purposes Only

Current Month
Actual

Current Month
Budget

Current Month
Variance

Year to Date
Actual

Year to Date
Budget

Year to Date
Variance

Revenues
Rents 0.00$                         1,910.00$                  (1,910.00) 6,444.00$                  7,640.00$                  (1,196.00)
Interest Income 0.27 0.00 0.27 1.10 0.00 1.10

Total Revenues 0.27 1,910.00 (1,909.73) 6,445.10 7,640.00 (1,194.90)

Cost of Sales

Total Cost of Sales 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Gross Profit 0.27 1,910.00 (1,909.73) 6,445.10 7,640.00 (1,194.90)

Expenses
Office Supplies 0.00 4.00 (4.00) 0.00 17.00 (17.00)
Management Fee 279.24 124.00 155.24 695.52 496.00 199.52
Software/Data Processing 4.31 0.00 4.31 17.24 0.00 17.24
Heating & Air 0.00 41.00 (41.00) 0.00 164.00 (164.00)
Supplies 0.00 8.00 (8.00) 0.00 32.00 (32.00)
Maintenance 0.00 41.00 (41.00) 0.00 164.00 (164.00)
Condo Asst Rental Units 672.74 626.00 46.74 2,790.96 2,504.00 286.96
Cable TV 100.00 90.00 10.00 300.00 360.00 (60.00)
Real Estate tax expense 0.00 566.67 (566.67) 0.00 2,266.68 (2,266.68)
Bldg Insurance 0.00 33.00 (33.00) 0.00 132.00 (132.00)

Total Expenses 1,056.29 1,533.67 (477.38) 3,803.72 6,135.68 (2,331.96)

Net Income 1,056.02)($                376.33$                     (1,432.35) 2,641.38$                  1,504.32$                  1,137.06
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SWA 2 Rental
Account  Register

For the Period From Apr 1, 2016 to Apr 30, 2016
1103M14 - FBHP Checking

Filter Criteria includes: Report order is by Date. 

5/27/2016 at 3:58 PM Page: 3

Date Trans No Type Trans Desc Deposit Amt Withdrawal Amt Balance
Beginning Balance 40,685.95

4/20/16 1180 Withdrawal Sunset Woods Condominium Assoc 772.74 39,913.21
4/21/16 1178 Withdrawal Housing Opportunity Developmen 279.24 39,633.97
4/26/16 1179 Withdrawal Real Page, Inc. 4.31 39,629.66

Total                             1,056.29
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Unit Floor Plan Unit Designation SQFT Unit/Lease Status Name Move-In Market + Addl. Dep On Hand Balance Total Charges RENT                          
1-231 2BR x 2BA N/A 850 Occupied Tenant 08/01/2011 0.00 1033.00 0.00 1058.00 1058.00
1-319 2BR x 2BA N/A 850 Occupied Tenant 05/01/2011 0.00 1090.00 0.00 1090.00 1090.00

TOTAL 0.00 2,123.00 0.00 2,148.00 2,148.00

Sunset Woods 

Rental

RENT ROLL 

DETAIL

As of Date: 

4/30/2016

Parameters: 

Property - ALL; 

Unit Designation - 

ALL; Subjournal - 

ALL; Sort By - 

Name; Display - 
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Sunset Woods Rental
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5/13/2016 12:37:34 PM
As of Date: 4/30/2016
Parameters: Property - ALL; Unit Designation - ALL; Subjournal - ALL; Sort By - Name; Display - Market + Addl.
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Inclusionary Housing A Series of Research & Policy Briefs

Separating Fact from Fiction to Design  
Effective Inclusionary Housing Programs
By Lisa A. Sturtevant, Ph.D.

May 2016

Inclusionary housing programs generally refer to city and county planning ordinances that require 

or incentivize developers to build below-market-rate homes (affordable homes) as part of the 

process of developing market-rate housing developments. More than 500 local jurisdictions in the 

United States have implemented inclusionary housing policies,1 and inclusionary requirements 

have been adopted in a wide variety of places—big cities, suburban communities and small towns. 

Despite the proliferation of inclusionary housing programs, 
the approach continues to draw criticism. There have been 
legal challenges around inclusionary housing requirements 
in California, Illinois, Idaho, Colorado and Wisconsin, among 
others.2 In addition to legal questions, critics have claimed 
inclusionary housing policies are not effective at producing 
affordable housing and have negative impacts on local 
housing markets. 

While there have been numerous studies on inclusionary 
housing, they unfortunately do not provide conclusive 
evidence about the overall effectiveness of inclusionary 
housing programs. These studies vary substantially 
in terms of their research approaches and quality. In 

addition, it is difficult to generalize the findings from the 
existing research because researchers have examined 
policies in only a handful of places and at particular points 
in time when economic and housing market conditions 
might have been quite different. Given these limitations, 
however, the most highly regarded empirical evidence 
suggests that inclusionary housing programs 
can produce affordable housing and do not lead to 
significant declines in overall housing production 
or to increases in market-rate prices. However, the 
effectiveness of an inclusionary housing program 
depends critically on local economic and housing market 
characteristics, as well as specific elements of the 
program’s design and implementation. 

T H E  C E N T E R  FO R  H O U S I N G  P O L I CY  I S  T H E  R ES E A RC H  D I V I S I O N  O F  T H E

Adam Fagen/Creative Commons (https://www.flickr.com/photos/afagen)
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Evaluating Inclusionary Housing Programs
Inclusionary housing policies (often referred to 
as inclusionary zoning policies) link market-rate 
development to the production of housing affordable to 
lower-income households. These policies either require 
that a certain percentage of new units be set aside as 
affordable or offer development incentives that are 
only available when affordable units are included as 
part of the project. The primary goals of inclusionary 
housing programs are to increase the overall supply 
of affordable housing and to promote economic and 
social integration.3 Inclusionary housing policies 
are becoming an increasingly common local tool for 
expanding housing options and can now be found in 27 
states and Washington, DC.4 Long-standing programs 
in Montgomery County, Maryland, and Fairfax County, 
Virginia, have produced thousands of affordable housing 
units and continue to evolve to respond to changing 
local economic conditions.5 Programs in California 
weathered legal challenges as well as bumpy economic 
conditions and continue to be an important tool for 
affordable housing production.6 And in the past few 
years, cities and towns across the country have adopted 
new inclusionary housing policies7 or are working to 
expand or modify existing programs.8 

Criticisms of inclusionary housing programs generally 
center around two arguments: 1) inclusionary housing 
programs do not produce much or any affordable housing, 
and 2) inclusionary housing programs have a negative 
impact on the overall housing market by depressing 
supply and pushing up market prices. There have been 
numerous research studies analyzing inclusionary 
housing programs, and the results from some of this 
research are often used to bolster the arguments of 
critics. Some studies have reviewed the economic 
theory underpinning the criticisms of inclusionary 
housing requirements. Others are descriptive studies 
based on program data or reports that are derived from 
interviews with local policymakers and developers. The 

best evaluations use a research design that 1) compares 
outcomes in localities with inclusionary housing programs 
to similar localities without inclusionary requirements, 
and 2) accounts for other factors that could influence 
housing market outcomes. These types of studies can be 
difficult to do, but they provide the strongest empirical 
evidence of the impacts and effectiveness of inclusionary 
housing programs.

Even with good empirical studies, it can be difficult 
to make generalizations about inclusionary housing 
programs because they vary so much from place to 
place. The specific characteristics of the policies depend 
on local economic and housing market conditions, 
as well as on state and local regulatory and political 
frameworks. Some inclusionary housing requirements 
are mandatory, while others are voluntary. Inclusionary 
housing policies can apply jurisdiction-wide or only in 
a particular area. In some cases, there are exceptions 
to the affordable housing requirements—for example, 
small projects with the number of units below a certain 
threshold may be exempted from the inclusionary 
mandate. Some localities offer a buyout option, allowing 
developers to pay an in-lieu fee to an affordable housing 
fund instead of providing affordable units as part of the 
new project. And jurisdictions often offer cost offsets or 
increased density to incentivize developers to include 
affordable housing. The diversity of inclusionary 
housing programs has made it difficult to synthesize 
what we know about the effectiveness and impacts of 
these policies.

This research brief responds to the main criticisms 
of inclusionary housing programs, reviewing what is 
known from the research on the effectiveness and 
impacts of inclusionary housing programs. This report 
also highlights what the research shows about the 
relationship between impacts and program design and 
local market conditions.

Inclusionary housing policies are becoming an increasingly 

common local tool for expanding housing options  

and can now be found in 27 states and Washington, DC.
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Do Inclusionary Housing Programs Produce 
Homes Affordable to Lower-Income Households? 
Yes, with some caveats. In some places affordable 
housing production totals are relatively small, suggesting 
that an inclusionary housing policy should be considered 
one component of a comprehensive affordable housing 
strategy. Furthermore, the effectiveness of inclusionary 
housing programs also depends critically on the nature 
of the local housing market and how the program is 
designed.  

Because local jurisdictions are not required to track the 
number of units produced through their inclusionary 
housing programs, it is challenging to get a complete picture 
of how many total inclusionary units have been produced. 
In addition, many inclusionary housing programs have 
alternative compliance options. These include in-lieu fees, 
which are often combined with other affordable housing 
resources, making it nearly impossible to identify units 
resulting from an inclusionary housing program. The best 
estimate available is that, as of 2010, inclusionary housing 
policies nationally have produced between 129,000 and 
150,000 affordable units.9 Historically, production has 
been driven inclusionary housing programs in California 
and the Washington, DC region, particularly Montgomery 
County, Maryland.   

Two studies have suggested that inclusionary housing 
programs in California have produced at least 29,000 

affordable units. In 2009, the California Coalition for 
Rural Housing published an online database of 145 
local inclusionary housing programs in California, which 
included a wealth of program information including 
production totals for those jurisdictions.10 Using that 
database and other sources, researchers estimated that 
the local inclusionary housing programs in California 
altogether produced about 29,000 affordable housing 
units between January 1999 and June 2006.11 The Non-
Profit Housing Association of Northern California also 
examined inclusionary housing programs in California, 
and estimated that by 2007 these programs had 
resulted in the development of 29,281 units, including 
nearly 5,000 units developed as a result of in-lieu 
contributions.12 

There are also several regional studies of inclusionary 
housing programs. In a 2008 study, Jenny Schuetz, 
Rachel Meltzer and Vicki Been examined inclusionary 
housing programs in the San Francisco region, identifying 
55 jurisdictions with inclusionary housing programs and 
finding that a total of 9,154 inclusionary units had been 
built under these programs from the 1970s to the early 
2000s.13 Benjamin Powell and Edward Stringham estimated 
in 2004 that the inclusionary housing programs in 13 cities 
in Los Angeles and Orange counties led to the production 
of 6,379 units over the lifetimes of the programs.14 
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Jenny Schuetz and her fellow researchers 
also examined programs in the Washington, 
DC and Boston regions. In five counties 
in the Washington, DC metropolitan area 
with inclusionary housing programs, an 
estimated 15,252 inclusionary housing 
units had been built between the years the 
various programs were implemented and 
2008. Montgomery County, Maryland, was 
the most productive—and long-standing—
program in the region and the nation 
with more than 13,000 units produced. 
The situation was different in the Boston 
metropolitan area, where there were 
99 cities and towns with inclusionary 
housing programs. As of 2008, about 
43 percent of those programs had not 
produced any units. The study authors 
were not able to collect exact production 
counts but suggested that the Boston 
area inclusionary housing programs 
had “produced relatively few affordable 
units, probably in part because so many 
programs in the area [had been] enacted 
relatively recently.” 

Several other studies have documented the 
affordable housing production associated 
with inclusionary programs in other parts 
of the country (see Table 1). For example, 
Heather Schwartz and her co-authors found 
that the inclusionary program in Chicago 
produced more than 200 affordable units 
per year. In Burlington, Vermont, half of all 
new residential construction was attributed 
to the city’s inclusionary housing program. 
But many programs were found to have 
had very low production totals. Davidson, 
North Carolina’s program averaged only 
five units per year, and Denver’s program 
averaged only eight units per year. 

Based on this research review, it is clear 
that inclusionary housing programs can and 
do result in the production of affordable 
housing units, but there is considerable 
variability across jurisdictions. The existing 
research does not systematically address 
the reasons for the differences in the 
production totals associated with different 
programs. However, as will be discussed 
below, the way the program is designed and 
the economic and housing market conditions 
in which it operates are important factors in 
a program’s success.

TABLE 1. Affordable Housing Units Produced  
by Local Inclusionary Housing Programs:  
Results from Key Research Studies

Jurisdiction Period

Total 
Inclusionary 

Units 
Produced*

Average 
Number of 

Inclusionary 
Units Produced 

per Year

Source

Montgomery County, MD 1974–2011 13,246 358 a

Fairfax County, VA 1990–2011 2,448 117 a

Prince George’s County, MD 1993–1996
(repealed) 1,600 400 g

San Francisco, CA 2002–2008 1,328 83 c

Chicago, IL 2003–2009 1,235 206 d

San Diego, CA 1992–2003 1,200 109 e

Huntington Beach, CA 2002–2010 1,071 134 c, f

Santa Monica, CA 1990–2009 862 45 d

Emeryville, CA 1990–2009 706 37 c

Mahwah Township, NJ 1985–2010 650 26 c

San Clemente, CA 1999–2006 627 90 c

Santa Fe, NM 1999–2010 593 54 d

Sunnyvale, CA 1980–1999 529 28 c

Freehold Township, NJ 1984–2010 519 20 c

Loudoun County, VA 1993–2001 509 64 g

Montville Township, NJ 1985–2010 407 16 c

Cambridge, MA 1998–2010 385 32 d

Boulder, CO 2000–2009 364 40 d

San Bruno, CA 1999–2006 325 46 c

Monrovia, CA 1990–2003 280 22 f

Brea, CA 1993–2003 278 28 f

Washington, DC 2009–2014 211 42 b

Boston, MA 2000–2004 200 50 e

Burlington, VT 1990–2012 200 9 d

San Juan Capistrano, CA 1995–2003 196 25 f

Chapel Hill, NC 2000–2002 154 77 e

Laguna Beach, CA 1985–2003 139 8 f

Denver, CO 2002–2012 77 8 c

Davidson, NC 2001–2011 54 5 c

Mill Valley, CA 1990–2010 35 2 c

Virginia Beach, VA 2007–2013 7 1 c

*New units, excludes units produced through in-lieu fees.

Sources:

a. The Urban Institute. 2012. Expanding Housing Opportunities Through Inclusionary Zoning: Lessons 
from Two Counties. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.

b. Hendey, Leah, Peter A. Tatian, and Graham MacDonald. 2014. Housing Security in the Washington 
Region. Washington, DC: The Community Foundation for the National Capital Region.

c. Hickey, Robert, Lisa Sturtevant, and Emily Thaden. 2014. Achieving Lasting Affordability through 
Inclusionary Housing. Cambridge, MA: Lincoln Institute of Land Policy.

d. Brunick, Nicholas, Lauren Goldberg, and Susannah Levine. 2003. Large Cities and Inclusionary Zon-
ing. Chicago, IL: Business and Professional People for the Public Interest.

e. Powell, Benjamin and Edward Stringham. 2004. Housing Supply and Affordability: Do Affordable 
Housing Mandates Work? Los Angeles, CA: Reason Public Policy Institute.

f. Calavita, Nico and Alan Mallach, eds. 2010. Inclusionary Housing in International Perspective: Affordable 
Housing, Social Inclusion, and Land Value Recapture. Cambridge, MA: Lincoln Institute of Land Policy.

g. Brown, Karen. 2001. Expanding Affordable Housing Through Inclusionary Zoning: Lessons from the 
Washington Metropolitan Area. Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution Center on Urban and 
Metropolitan Policy.
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Do Inclusionary Housing Programs Reduce Overall 
Housing Production and/or Increase Market Prices?  
If affordability requirements lead to significant in-
creases in the cost of development, it is possible that 
a local inclusionary housing program could result in a 
reduction in the overall supply of housing, at least in 
the short run. Developers could choose to build fewer 
units in a particular jurisdiction (e.g., in only the most 
profitable neighborhoods) or decide not to build at 
all. Affordability requirements could also theoretically 
lead to increases in the prices of market-rate housing. 
To subsidize the cost of providing the below-market 
units, the developer could increase the prices or rents 
of the market-rate units. 

There have been several theoretical discussions of these 
potential outcomes, as well as empirical evaluations 
of impacts for specific programs. It is important to 
understand the economic theory underpinning a potential 
response to an inclusionary housing requirement.15 
However, the stylized economic discussions tend to 
exclude an analysis of the cost offsets and incentives 
that are part of most inclusionary housing programs.16 
Furthermore, the theoretical studies demonstrate that 
affordability requirements primarily impact the price of 
land over the long run. But these studies also usually fail 
to account for the constrained supply of land that puts 
upward pressure on land prices in many markets where 
inclusionary housing programs operate.17 Thus, results 
from the theoretical literature do not provide adequate 
practical guidance on the impacts of inclusionary 
housing programs.

Some empirical studies examine the supply and price 
effects in localities that have actually implemented 
inclusionary housing programs. It is difficult to conduct 
rigorous, methodologically sound impact evaluations 
of these programs. Ideally, an impact evaluation would 
estimate changes in housing supply and prices in a 
particular local jurisdiction with an inclusionary housing 
program and compare those outcomes to what would 
have happened in that same local jurisdiction had there 
not been an inclusionary housing program in place. 
Of course, this is impossible, so the best approaches 
compare outcomes in places with inclusionary housing 
programs to outcomes in similar places without programs 
and use multivariate analyses to control for other factors 
that might impact housing supply and prices (e.g., 
unemployment rates, mortgage rates). Unfortunately, 
very few research studies have used this rigorous 
approach in the evaluation of the impacts of inclusionary 
housing programs.

Among these robust studies, however, the researchers 
find a mixed bag in terms of the effects inclusionary 
housing programs have on the overall supply of 
housing and on market prices, with generally no 
impacts on supply and no or modest impacts on 
prices. Notwithstanding economic theory, these 
empirical studies suggest that the relationship between 
affordability requirements and the housing market 
is complicated and highly dependent on the unique 
characteristics of the local economy and housing 
market and on the specific design, implementation and 
tenure of particular programs.

In a 2002 study of 28 California cities, David Paul Rosen 
and Associates measured the impact of inclusionary 
housing programs on housing production, comparing 
places with and without an inclusionary program and 
accounting for a set of economic and other factors 
that could also affect market activity. They found that 
inclusionary housing programs had no negative effect 
on overall housing production in California cities, and 
that housing production was most strongly dependent 
on the local unemployment rate and the price of new-
construction homes.18  

Examining 17 inclusionary housing programs in localities 
in Los Angeles and Orange counties in California, Vinit 
Mukhija and his colleagues controlled for characteristics 
of the local economy and housing market to assess 
program impacts. They found no negative impact on 
overall housing supply resulting from the implementation 
of inclusionary housing programs in localities in these 
counties.19

TABLE 1. Affordable Housing Units Produced  
by Local Inclusionary Housing Programs:  
Results from Key Research Studies

The potential impacts 

of inclusionary housing 

programs are highly 

dependent on local 

economic and housing 

market conditions.
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In a recent analysis of 125 local inclusionary housing 
programs in California, Ann Hollingshead found that 
when inclusionary housing programs were weakened 
(in this case as a result of a court decision), rental 
prices in those localities actually increased, rather than 
decreased as economic theory might suggest.20 A lack 
of sufficient data precluded Hollingshead from reporting 
results on housing starts, though the descriptive data 
suggest that localities with inclusionary housing policies 
actually rebounded from the housing market downturn 
faster than those without.

In their analysis in San Francisco Jenny Schuetz and her 
co-authors included a series of economic, demographic 
and housing market characteristics to estimate potential 
housing market impacts of inclusionary housing 
programs. Unique to this study is the inclusion of 
variables that describe particular characteristics of 
the programs, including the length of time the program 
had been in existence, whether it was mandatory or 
voluntary, whether there was a density bonus or an in-
lieu option, and the minimum project size that triggered 
the affordability requirements. They found no impacts 
on housing production or prices associated with local 
inclusionary housing programs in the San Francisco 
region. Conducting the same analysis in the Boston area, 
they found modest declines (10 percent on average) in 

new housing starts and a modest increase in prices (1.4 
percent on average) associated with the adoption of a 
local inclusionary housing program.21 While this study 
includes variables that measure program characteristics, 
the researchers did not find any significant relationship 
between program design and outcomes, except that 
programs that had been on the books longer were more 
likely to have produced affordable units.

A team of researchers at the National Center for Smart 
Growth Research and Education also used multivariate 
analysis techniques to estimate housing market impacts 
of 65 inclusionary housing programs in California 
over the 1998–2005 period.22 The researchers found 
that cities with inclusionary housing programs did 
not experience a significant reduction in the rate of 
single-family housing starts. However, the number of 
multifamily housing starts increased significantly in 
places with inclusionary housing programs compared 
with those that did not have programs. As a result, cities 
with inclusionary housing programs experienced an 
increase in the share of new starts that were multifamily. 
The researchers found that inclusionary housing 
programs were associated with an increase in single-
family home prices of 2.2 percent, on average. However, 
in higher-priced markets the impact was estimated to 
be as high as five percent.

Most rigorous research on inclusionary 
housing programs finds no effect on 
housing starts and only modest,  
if any, impact on home prices.

Is
to

ck
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There are descriptive studies that have concluded that 
inclusionary housing programs have led to a significant 
reduction in housing supply and a significant increase 
in housing prices.23 However, these studies have been 
widely criticized for their lack of methodological rigor, 
and their results should be interpreted cautiously.24 
In addition, there are numerous case studies of 
inclusionary housing programs that include accounts 
that support an adverse impact on housing production 
and market prices.25 But there are also case studies that 
have demonstrated no negative impacts.26 The research 
cited above provides a much better picture of what the 
market impacts have been in places with inclusionary 
housing programs. However, there are limitations in the 
existing research.

First, most of the impact evaluations have focused on 
the experience in California, which is not necessarily 
representative of the potential ways in which inclusionary 

housing programs would impact housing markets in 
most of the rest of the country. While some studies have 
examined the impacts of programs in different regions 
across the state, the economic, regulatory and political 
environment in California is different than in many other 
states. Second, these evaluations (with the exception 
of Hollingshead’s 2015 report) were conducted using 
housing market and program data from before the 
economic recession and housing market downturn, and 
before key changes to inclusionary housing programs in 
California that resulted from the Palmer court decision 
that restricted the design of inclusionary housing 
programs in the state.27 

Finally, although these studies use generally accepted 
research approaches to study impacts, it is difficult 
to draw conclusions from the existing research about 
the specific characteristics of inclusionary housing 
programs that might make them more or less effective. 

TABLE 2. Housing Market Impacts Associated with Local Inclusionary Housing Programs:  
Results from Key Evaluation Studies 

Jurisdiction Period Impacts on Overall Housing Supply Impacts on Home Prices/Rents Source

California 
(28 programs) 1981–2001 No negative effect on housing 

starts N/A a

California
(65 programs) 1988–2005 No decline in single-family starts;

increase in multi-family starts
Increase of 2.2 percent in single-
family prices b

California 
(125 programs) 2007–2013 N/A Stricter programs associated 

with 1.9-percent decline in rents c

San Francisco, CA 
(55 programs) 1987–2004 No negative effect on housing 

starts No effect on home prices d

Los Angeles and Orange Counties, 
CA (17 programs) 1998–2005 No negative effect on housing 

starts N/A e

Boston, MA area 
(99 programs) 1987–2004 Up to a 10% decline in housing 

starts 
Increase of  1 percent in single-
family-home prices d

Sources:

a. David Paul Rosen and Associates. 2002. City of Los Angeles Inclusionary Housing Study: Final Report. Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles Housing Department.

b. Knaap, Gerrit-Jan, Antonio Bento, and Scott Lowe. 2008. Housing Market Impacts of Inclusionary Zoning. Washington, DC: National Center for Smart Growth Research and Education.

c. Hollingshead, Ann. 2015. When and How Cities Should Implement Inclusionary Housing Policies. Portland, OR: Cornerstone Partnership.

d. Schuetz, Jenny, Rachel Meltzer, and Vicki Been. 2008. 31 Flavors of Inclusionary Zoning: Comparing Policies from San Francisco, Washington DC and Suburban Boston. 
New York, NY: Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban Policy.

e. Mukhija, Vinit, Lara Regus, Sara Slovin, and Ashok Das. 2010. “Can Inclusionary Zoning Be an Effective and Efficient Housing Policy? Evidence from Los Angeles and 
Orange Counties,” Journal of Urban Affairs 32: 229–252.

Most evaluations of inclusionary housing programs have been done 

in California. More research is needed on how inclusionary housing 

programs work in different kinds of markets.
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What Factors Are Associated with Successful 
Inclusionary Housing Programs?
There is a substantial amount of variation in how 
inclusionary housing programs are designed, how many 
affordable units they produce, and how they could 
potentially affect housing starts and home prices and 
rents. There has been no empirical, systematic analysis 
of the relationships among program design, local 
housing market and economic conditions, and impacts 
of inclusionary housing programs. However, several 
conclusions may be drawn from the research described 
above, as well as from case studies and other reports 
on inclusionary housing programs, about how to design 
local inclusionary housing programs that are best able to 
produce affordable housing and limit potential negative 
impacts on the overall housing supply and prices.

1) Inclusionary housing programs work 
best in strong housing markets.
By design, inclusionary housing programs link the production 
of affordable housing to market-rate development. When 
there is no market-rate construction, there is no affordable 
housing development. 

In case studies of inclusionary housing programs 
conducted by the National Association of Home Builders, 
local jurisdictions cited the weakness of the housing 
market as the primary reason for the failure of their 
inclusionary housing programs to produce any affordable 
housing units.28 A review of the state of inclusionary 
housing programs after the economic recession conducted 
by Robert Hickey at the National Housing Conference 
demonstrated that localities that ended their inclusionary 
housing programs during or after the recession often did 
so because of weak housing markets.29

In stronger housing markets, inclusionary housing 
programs do have the potential to produce significant 
numbers of affordable units with negligible impact on 
housing markets. For example, housing demand in Fairfax 
County, Virginia, has been very strong, driven by the 
fast pace of job growth in Washington, DC and northern 
Virginia. Inclusionary housing requirements in the 
Tysons Corner area of Fairfax County have not slowed 
development. Thousands of apartments are under 
construction or have received approvals in Tysons Corner 
since the county approved new affordability guidelines.30

Even in hotter housing markets, there is no one-size-fits-
all approach to crafting an effective inclusionary housing 
program. Based on the existing research and program 
reviews, there are some characteristics that seem to be 
associated with more productive and efficient programs.

2) Mandatory programs tend to work 
better than voluntary programs.
Mandatory programs result in the production of more 
affordable housing units than voluntary programs do, and 
despite claims to the contrary, mandatory inclusionary 
housing programs generally do not depress new 
construction in strong housing markets.31 The evaluations 
of the impacts of inclusionary housing programs 
examined primarily mandatory programs and found that 
these programs have not caused decreases in overall 
levels of housing production or substantial increases in 
market prices. In the studies of programs in California, 
several researchers concluded that the top-producing 
local programs in the state were mandatory programs.32 
Montgomery County, Maryland, has a mandatory 
program that has produced about 13,000 units since it 
was implemented in 1974, making it the most productive 
inclusionary housing program in the country.33 

An estimated 83 percent of all local inclusionary 
housing programs across the country are mandatory.34 
In a historic decision in March 2016, the New York City 
Council passed legislation to replace the city’s voluntary 
inclusionary housing policy with a mandatory program, 
creating the nation’s largest and most ambitious 
inclusionary housing program.35 

While mandatory programs have been shown to be 
more effective at producing affordable units, several 
researchers have concluded that voluntary programs 
can also produce affordable housing when they are 

83% 
of all local inclusionary housing 

programs across the country 

are mandatory
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treated as though they are mandatory (e.g., projects are 
approved only when they include affordable units) and/
or when there are appropriate incentives or offsets (see 
below) that make the voluntary option attractive.36 In 
places where mandatory inclusionary housing programs 
are prohibited by state statute,37 a voluntary program 
is the only option. Rick Jacobus and others have noted 
that voluntary programs that offer density bonuses or 
other incentives in exchange for voluntarily building 
affordable housing can be effective and also can protect 
programs from legal challenge.38

3) Effective inclusionary housing 
programs include incentives that offset 
the cost to developers.
One of the primary criticisms about the economic literature 
around the impacts of inclusionary housing programs is that 
those studies assume that inclusionary housing programs 
include no incentives or offsets to counterbalance the 
requirement to provide affordable housing. In fact, most 
programs include some sort of cost offset or incentive. 
Density bonuses, modified development standards (e.g., 
reduced parking requirements), fee waivers, and expedited 
permit and/or approvals processes are all examples of the 
types of incentives that are commonly part of inclusionary 
housing policies.

According to a review of California’s inclusionary 
housing programs by the Non-Profit Housing 
Association of Northern California, most jurisdictions 
provide a financial incentive to developers under their 
inclusionary housing programs. In an assessment of 
different approaches to designing local inclusionary 
housing programs, Jenny Schuetz and her fellow 
researchers found that mandatory programs with 
no offsets can lead to lower overall numbers of units 
produced (although the impact can vary depending on 
local market and economic conditions), but mandatory 
programs with cost offsets including density bonuses 
and fast-track permitting are much more effective 
at creating an environment where an inclusionary 
housing program can both create more affordable 
units and mitigate potential negative impacts on the 
overall housing market. In their evaluation of programs 
in the San Francisco area, the researchers found that 
the number of affordable units built increased with the 
presence of a density bonus.

According to a recent report by Rick Jacobus, increased 
density has become the most common incentive offered 
by local inclusionary housing programs.39 Density 
bonuses can work well in a variety of strong housing 
markets. However, there are some situations where 
density bonuses are not as effective. In her analysis of 

Montgomery County, Maryland’s inclusionary housing 
program, Karen Brown noted that density bonuses have 
not been as effective in promoting affordable housing 
development in areas of the county that are already 
zoned for high-rise construction. After a certain height 
and density, land costs become an increasingly smaller 
portion of overall development costs, and the benefits 
of the extra density do not provide the same level of 
subsidy that they would in a smaller-scale project.40

Furthermore, increasing density can be a hot-button 
issue in many communities. Offering a density bonus 
in exchange for affordable housing production can 
be difficult if there is strong community opposition to 
taller buildings and increased density.41 It is important, 
then, that the density increases work within the overall 
community planning process. In addition, density 
bonuses do not work if a local jurisdiction changes 
the underlying zoning to allow higher densities by 
right—that is, without complying with any affordability 
requirements. Tying the density bonus and affordability 
requirements to rezoning is an important component of 
making the link work.42 

4) Predictable programs with clear 
guidelines are most effective. 
Nicholas Brunick,43 Rick Jacobus44 and others who have 
studies inclusionary housing programs in depth have 
raised the importance of predictability in inclusionary 
housing programs. Ad hoc policies or programs with 
rules that change at the whim of administrators or 
elected officials have a good chance of stymieing 
housing development in a locality. Knowing the rules 
of the development process is key to builders as they 
develop pro formas, seek financing for projects and 
analyze market demand.

In interviews in Fairfax County, Virginia, and Montgomery 
County, Maryland—both suburbs of Washington DC—
researchers found that the most important factor to 
developers working in a locality with an inclusionary 
housing program was predictability in the program 
requirements.45 Clear requirements and consistent 
administration of an inclusionary housing program were 
important so that developers could better estimate their 
potential profit; a loss of this predictability could mean 
a decline in overall housing production as developers 
choose to build in other markets.  

When there is predictability, developers consider 
affordability requirements as a cost of doing business 
in a desirable location, similar to other requirements 
that localities often impose, including design standards, 
green building techniques and open space dedications.46
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5) Successful inclusionary housing 
programs have flexible compliance options.
Flexible compliance options give developers a choice in 
how to meet affordability requirements associated with 
an inclusionary housing program. Building affordable 
units on site as part of the market-rate development has 
traditionally been the default requirement, but many 
policies allow developers to build affordable units off-site 
or contribute cash or land in lieu of building units. Flexible 
inclusionary housing policies help improve feasibility by 
offering developers various ways to meet affordability 
obligations.47 For example, a study of programs in the 
Washington, DC suburbs showed that an in-lieu option 
made smaller projects more financially feasible under 
mandatory inclusionary housing requirements.48

In several studies in California, researchers found that 
flexibility in compliance was a key element of productive 
inclusionary housing programs.49 Ann Hollingshead 
found that programs that require on-site units and those 
that allow developers to pay a fee in lieu of providing 
units can both be productive types of inclusionary 
housing policies. The extent to which one approach is 
better than the other depends on a range of factors, 
including the cost of land in the jurisdiction, the ability 
for the jurisdiction to leverage other resources for 
affordable housing, the extent of local NIMBYism, the 
administrative capacity of the local government and the 
capacity of local non-profit developers. In her analysis, 
Hollingshead suggested that having a “blended policy” 
that offers both an on-site option and an in-lieu option 
can lead to greater affordable housing production.

Rick Jacobus has noted that off-site production using 
in-lieu fees can result in more overall affordable-housing 
production in some local markets. However, in addition 
to being able to leverage resources and having non-

profit developer capacity, the locality also has to have 
sufficient land on which to build off-site units. 

While flexibility can lead to more affordable-housing 
production, the types of alternative compliance options, 
if any, should be aligned with the local jurisdiction’s 
overarching goals. If the primary goal is to promote 
economic and social integration, off-site or in-lieu options 
are less likely to be effective. Developers will likely build 
affordable units in places where land is cheaper, and 
these units likely will be less connected to transportation, 
jobs and other community amenities. In large cities and 
urbanizing suburbs, a limited supply of available land 
can limit the impact of in-lieu fees. Even with sufficient 
resources in a local housing trust fund and high-capacity 
non-profit developer partners, local jurisdictions will not 
be able to develop affordable housing in high-opportunity 
neighborhoods if no land is available. Thus, a local 
jurisdiction’s ability to achieve a goal of economic integration 
through its inclusionary housing policy could be constrained 
without an on-site requirement.50 However, if a jurisdiction 
wants to maximize the overall supply of affordable housing 
in the jurisdiction, regardless of the locations of affordable 
units, off-site and in-lieu options can be effective.51 Striking a 
balance among potentially competing goals is an important 
part of designing an effective inclusionary housing strategy.

Finally, the flip side of flexibility, of course, is a loss 
of predictability, which is also a valuable feature of 
successful inclusionary housing programs. In its review 
of mandatory inclusionary housing requirements in 
New York City, the NYU Furman Center for Real Estate 
and Urban Policy highlighted the importance of having 
a flexible program that can respond to changing market 
conditions. However, the authors of the report were 
quick to point out that flexibility introduces uncertainty 
and creates a potential for inclusionary housing 
requirements to become a “politicized process.”52

Striking a balance among potentially competing goals  

is an important part of designing an effective  

inclusionary housing strategy.
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Conclusions
Almost every community in America struggles with 
how to ensure there is a sufficient supply of housing 
for individuals and families of all incomes. With 
limited federal resources for affordable housing, 
local jurisdictions continue to look for local tools to 
create and preserve housing affordable to lower-
income households. An inclusionary housing policy 
can be one important strategy in a local jurisdiction’s 
comprehensive affordable housing strategy. In the 
right market, adopting an inclusionary housing policy 
can help facilitate the development of affordable 
units and promote social and economic integration. 
Other programs, such as the Low-Income Housing Tax 
Credit (LIHTC), might produce more overall units, but 
affordable housing produced through an inclusionary 
housing program could more effectively distribute 
housing in high-opportunity neighborhoods.53 

An inclusionary housing program utilizes local land use 
and zoning regulations, which gives local jurisdictions 
more control over the means by which affordable 
housing is developed. However, despite this local 
authority, it is important to keep in mind that housing 
developed under an inclusionary housing program 
often requires the use of resources from other, federal 
programs to make homes affordable to lower-income 
households, including the LIHTC and Housing Choice 
Voucher (HCV) programs. Local inclusionary housing 
programs will not work well in most places if these other 
resources are not available.

Whenever a policy changes the way housing is built in 
a community, there is bound to be pushback. Knowing 
that the best research generally finds either no negative 
impacts or only very small impacts on housing markets 

is important for responding to potential criticisms of 
proposed inclusionary housing programs. Furthermore, 
in high- and rising-cost markets, there is good evidence 
that well-designed inclusionary housing programs 
can be effective. In general, mandatory programs in 
strong housing markets that have predictable rules, 
well-designed cost offsets, and flexible compliance 
alternatives tend to be the most effective types of 
inclusionary housing programs. Requirements related 
to other program elements, including income targets 
and minimum project size, could also influence the 
effectiveness. There is less research on the impacts of 
these program design elements on affordable housing 
production and housing market outcomes.

The best approach to designing the most effective 
inclusionary housing program for a particular 
community is to conduct an economic feasibility analysis, 
which can help clarify the program requirements that 
would work best in a particular market. In developing 
its mandatory inclusionary housing program, New 
York City commissioned a study to evaluate how the 
program would impact the financial feasibility of new 
residential development in the city under a range of 
market conditions and program requirements.54 The 
results of this analysis, which included economic and 
financial forecasts as well as in-depth interviews with 
developers in the city, helped the city feel confident that 
the affordability requirements included in its mandatory 
inclusionary housing program would actually lead to 
units being built and would not stifle overall housing 
development. Not all jurisdictions have the capacity 
to either conduct or contract out such a study, but a 
systematic look at the possible ways an inclusionary 
housing program could be designed and how those 
elements might operate in a particular locality is an 
important step for ensuring an effective and efficient 
inclusionary housing program.
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