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Housing Conservation District Advisory Group (HCDAG) 

Meeting Summary – March 28, 2018 

Working Group members in attendance: HCDAG members in attendance:  Eric Brescia, Bob 
Bushkoff, Sherry Frear, Michele Horwitz Cornwell, Nancy Iacomini, Ralph Johnson, Kirit 
Mookerjee, Saul Reyes, Ben Stoll, Michelle Winters, Richard Woodruff, Tad Lunger, John 
Kusturiss III. 

Staff Present: Russell Danao-Schroeder, Andrew Douglass and Rolda Nedd. 

Andrew Douglass briefly summarized the HCD community engagement activities which occurred 
in the past month. Highlighting that there was overall support of the goals of the HCD Policy and 
interest in specific areas including existing financial tools, tax exemptions, and various forms of 
housing such as English Basements. 

Partial Property Tax Exemption for Multi-Family Rehabilitation  

Melissa Cohen from the Housing Division delivered a presentation providing an overview of the 
current program and potential areas for flexibility. The program provides exemption for 15 years 
with the last 5 years, phased in 20% increments. There are no affordability requirements and 
several examples of properties having used the program were given as well as properties which 
had submitted applications but were pending.  Bob Bushkoff commented that the value of 
investment for all properties should be added to the chart for completeness. Carmen Romero 
from AHC gave examples of properties where this tool was used by AHC. Several considerations 
are necessary such as debt coverage, increase in land value versus increase in building 
assessment. Bob Bushkoff comment on Ditmar’s use of the program on the Dolly Madison 
Project where the tax advantage did not impact the decision for them to undertake the 
renovations. In his opinion, a larger exemption is needed to encourage large investors to 
participate. Consideration of a system bases on investment with no assessment component 
would be the biggest incentive. In general, the purpose of renovating MARK properties is to 
increase rents, this may be in conflict with goals of HCD. Also investors are not comfortable with 
the uncertainty with the partial tax exemption program, which depends on the final assessment.  

The question whether the County could design a different but similar program under the same 
statute was raised. Staff indicated that would further the areas in which the program could be 
modified, noting that a program with different parameters may be possible specifically for the 
HCD. A chart showing a comparison of what parameters are allowed between the state and the 
County was shown, giving an idea of where there may be some consideration for changes. State 
Code does not allow for full exemption.   

Tax Incentive Programs 

The second portion of the presentation summarized Tax Incentive programs across the country, 
notable Florida, North Carolina, California, Montgomery County, MD and Illinois.  A chart 
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summarizing potential property tax incentives and the impacts on County revenue, APS revenue 
and whether state legislation is required and what restrictions (if any) required of property 
owners was presented. Revenue impacts from tax incentives would be considered as foregone 
revenue and an offset budget impact would have to be considered. Ralph Johnson commented 
that the HCD proposal has already reduced the value of MARKs and was concerned that any 
proposed solutions would have restrictions. Also commented that it is more efficient to create 
more affordable units through new construction as opposed to renovations. Need to create 
significant voluntary incentives. 

Potential Approaches for HCD Tax Incentives- several questions were posed to the Working 
Group to consider in developing a tax incentive program. Staff requested to provide data on rate 
of Area Median Income increase compared to rent increase.  The following comments/questions 
–the tax incentive must be significant to be attractive to investors; investors want the ability to 
increase rents and recover cost of investment. Suggestion to look at the TDR process or type of 
free market process, a market rate vehicle to incentivize development and involves transfer of 
density to other sites. This requires a TDR Bank, a clearer 4.1 process. An alternative suggestion 
is to keep density on site and cap rent escalations over time or new density offsets. Must have 
rent restrictions in order to meet goal of the program and serve 60% AMI. Income based 
density?  

Nancy Iacomini pointed out that Historic properties need to be identified, listed on the website 
and specific tools may be required for these. Tool box must be expansive to provide incentives to 
different owners. Will there be small group discussions to address certain types of properties 
and each potential tool? Such as Tax incentives, administrative reviews to be more streamlined, 
townhouse by site plan process. Staff indicated that smaller group discussions are planned for 
various stakeholders.  

Michele Horwitz Cornwell commented on the concerns of property owners in the Lee Highway 
corridor who feel that the onus falls on them who are already providing affordable housing. 
Need to be convinced that the policy is beneficial to them.  

Next meeting May 2 3-5 p.m. 

Public Comment: Mr. Alexandr Belinski commented on the potential effects of the HCD policy on 
low and moderate tenants and consideration of relocation benefits in by-right cases.  

The meeting ended at 8:40 p.m.  

 

 


