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Affordable Housing Provisions of the Task Force Report and 
Consequences for Replacement of the 589 Units That Would Be Demolished 

(Clyde Miller) 
 
Introduction and Conclusion:  The 6 Nov meeting of the Area C Working Group discussed the 
task force proposal regarding affordable housing, both the replacement of the 589 units that 
would be demolished in Sub-Units A-1 and A-2 and the provision of additional units.  The 
purpose of this note is to summarize the TF report proposal for affordable housing and to 
describe the consequences for the 589 affordable units that would be demolished. 
 
The 589 units are available today with rents affordable for households earning 60% of the 
Washington area median income (AMI).  As proposed by the task force, only 77 of the 589 
replacement units would be available at 60% AMI, and only 195 units would be available at and 
below the 70% AMI tier.  Under these conditions, a large percentage of the 589 households 
would be displaced by the proposed redevelopment.  This issue is well understood by the county 
but unresolved. 
 
TF Proposal:  The pertinent material is in Item 8, pg 12, of the 23 Sep TF report.  Specifically: 
• In Sub-Units A-1 and A-2, 1:1 replacement of the existing 589 units “is expected.” 
• In Sub-Units A-3, B, and C, projects may be granted “redevelopment potential” if 15% of 

residential units are affordable 
• All affordable units should fall within the income tiers in the Table 1. 
 

Table 1.  Income Tiers for Affordable Housing 
Household Income Percent of Affordable Units 
Up to 120% of AMI 13% 
Up to 100% of AMI 20% 
Up to 80% of AMI 34% 
Up to 70% of AMI 20% 
Up to 60% of AMI 13% 

Total: 100% 
 
A Hypothetical Example:  For example, a residential development of 1330 units would provide 
200 units of affordable housing (15% of 1330 = 200).  Twenty-six (13% of 200) of these 
affordable units should be affordable for households earning 60% of AMI; 40 (20% of 200) 
should be affordable for households earning 70% of AMI, etc. The results for the example are in 
Table 2. 
 

Table 2.  Affordable Units by Income Tier for a Development of 1330 Residential Units 
(Total Number of Affordable Units = 15% of 1330 = 200 units) 

Household Income Percent of Affordable Units Number of Affordable Units 
Up to 120% of AMI 13% 26 
Up to 100% of AMI 20% 40 
Up to 80% of AMI 34% 68 
Up to 70% of AMI 20% 40 
Up to 60% of AMI 13% 26 

Total: 100% 200 units 
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Consequences for the 589:  Applying the income tiers of Table 1 to the 589 units that would be 
demolished in Sub-Units A-1 and A-2 produces the result shown in Table 3. 
 

Table 3.  Replacement Units by Income Tier for the 589 Units in Sub-Units A-1 & A-2 
Household Income Percent of Affordable Units Number of Affordable Units 
Up to 120% of AMI 13% 77 
Up to 100% of AMI 20% 118 
Up to 80% of AMI 34% 199 
Up to 70% of AMI 20% 118 
Up to 60% of AMI 13% 77 

Total: 100% 589 units 
 
As described in a 30 Aug post (http://holmesrun.org/2014/08/30/), the 589 units currently are 
affordable for tenants around the 60% AMI tier.  Under the TF proposal, only 77 (13%) of the 
589 replacement units would be available at this low rent level, only one third (195) of the 
replacements would be available in the 60% and 70% tiers. 
 
Consequently, while the 589 units are to be replaced on the properties where they currently exist 
(i.e., 1:1), relatively few would be replaced with units available at the current low rents. 
 
Jim Edmondson, who participated on the task force representing Seven Corners Apartments and 
affordable housing, objected to the proposed loss of housing at the lowest income tiers.  See, in 
particular,  “Task Force Plan Comments,” Comments #32-36, among the documents on the OCR 
Web site (http://www.fcrevit.org/baileys/7corners.htm) for the 8 Jul 2014 meeting of the task 
force.  County staff countered Edmondson’s concern with a statement that developers were free 
to offer affordable units at rents below the maximums specified by the TF report.  Edmondson’s 
response was, “Who’s going to pay for it?”  The task force response to that was, “It’s a county 
policy issue.”  To the best of my knowledge, that’s where the issue stands. 
 
Per the numbers above and Jim Edmondson, it seems clear that a large percentage of the 589 
affected households in Sub-Units A-1 and A-2 would need to find a new place to live. 
 


