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Imagine a corridor in Arlington that has desirable 
housing available for residents and families of all 
income levels. Residents here can find places to work, 
go grocery shopping, places to eat, and entertainment 
all within easy reach by walking, biking, or a quick 
trip on the streetcar.  The character of the community 
is distinctively its own, with a diverse population and 
unique shops and businesses that reflect the local 
community.  While honoring its past, the community 
also looks to the future with ‘green’ sustainable 
initiatives and technologies.  This is the vision many 
are hoping to experience along Columbia Pike.  This 
dream is in danger if development happens without 
a collective effort to direct it. 

With the current national economic downturn 
making a slow recovery, the Columbia Pike 
community has been afforded a pause in growth, 
a time to evaluate recent changes and successes, 
and verify the direction in which the community 
wants to grow.  Exciting enhancements in public 
infrastructure, including a new streetcar line that 
will further connect residents here to the DC region, 
are already underway.  The streetcar line will make 
living and working on Columbia Pike more desirable 
to current and future residents.  As the streetcar 
becomes reality, it is important to have policies and 
tools in place to ensure that the existing community  
can participate in these benefits, and not be displaced.

The purpose of the Land Use & Housing Study is 
to identify those tools, policies, and initiatives that 
can be put into place to guide future change along 
the Pike and help to achieve the community’s goals.  
This chapter provides a summary of the background 
information that will guide and inform this study, 
including the goals established, existing urban form 
and market conditions, and information gathered 
from interviews of property owners along the Pike.
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Purpose of the Land Use & Housing Study

Columbia Pike has a long, unique history, originat-
ing as a pay-to-use turnpike in the early 1800s, and 
evolving to a thriving community when the GI’s 
were returning home from WWII.  In the late 1990s, 
Arlington County embarked on a planning process 
called the Columbia Pike Initiative (CPI) to encour-
age revitalization of the corridor.  At that time the 
Pike had not seen much new development or rein-
vestment. The goal of the initiative was to build a 
safer, cleaner, more competitive and vibrant Columbia 
Pike community. The Columbia Pike Redevelopment 
Organization (CPRO) was established to oversee re-
vitalization efforts in collaboration with the County.  
In 2002, The Columbia Pike Initiative - A Revitaliza-
tion Plan was adopted.  Following the adoption of this 
plan, the County worked with a team led by Dover, 
Kohl & Partners to explore the use of Form-Based 
Code for plan implementation.  A series of public 
meetings and design exercises called a “charrette” were 
held to produce specific design recommendations, 
which became the basis of the Columbia Pike Special 
Revitalization District Form-Based Code.  

The 2002 - 2003 planning effort focused on the cor-
ridor’s commercial nodes where aging, obsolescent, 
and underutilized properties were ripe for redevelop-
ment with higher-density uses.  Community meet-
ings forged consensus on the vision, emphasizing 
the creation of a walkable community with a high 
quality of life, public gathering places, and enhanced 
commercial services.  The Form-Based Code was 
adopted in 2003, encouraging redevelopment con-
sistent with the community’s vision for the corridor.  
In 2005, an update to the CPI plan was completed, 
reconciling the vision for the Pike expressed in ear-

lier planning documents with the specific design 
recommendations articulated in the Form-Based 
Code.  The plan and code did not specify policies 
or new zoning for existing residential areas between 
these commercial nodes due to the profound issues 
associated with protecting the corridor’s solid base 
of affordable housing.  The plan called for a follow-
up analysis of housing, with strategies and tools to 
strengthen the existing housing stock that is there 
now, to preserve affordable and mixed income hous-
ing, and to expand housing opportunities.  

Arlington County began work on Phase 2 of the Co-
lumbia Pike Initiative, called the Land Use & Hous-
ing Study (LU&HS), in 2008.  The LU&HS is an 
update undertaken to study the future of and provide 
a plan for the primarily multi-family residential areas 
of Columbia Pike located between the existing Revi-
talization District nodes.  A primary objective of this 
work is to ensure that the Columbia Pike envisioned 
for the future continues to accommodate  the diverse 
community found there today.  

A Plenary Group comprised of residents, commu-
nity leaders and key stakeholders was established in 
2008 by the County Manager.  This group provides 
neighborhood, property owner, and business input as 
various concepts and ideas are explored during the 
LU&HS process.  There is also a Working Group, 
comprised of members of County staff and a smaller 
subset of the Plenary Group, who are tasked with the 
review and analysis of key issues, and act as a group to 
formulate working recommendations to be presented 
to the Plenary Group and the larger community for 
feedback at key milestones through the process. 

The Plenary Group, Working Group, and County 
staff worked together to establish a series of goals to 
guide the work of the Land Use & Housing Study 
(see pages 1.4 - 1.7).  These goals can be used as a 
means or checklist to evaluate the appropriateness of 
various plan concepts or scenarios.  

Columbia Pike Initiative (CPI) Vision:

To create a vital “Main Street” for adjacent neighbor-
hoods through a lively mix of uses with shopfronts, 
sidewalk cafes, and other commercial uses at street 
level, overlooked by canopy shade trees, upper story 
residences and/or offices.

Columbia Pike will be….
•	 A vibrant community with safe neighborhoods 

and active retail and office uses, as well as a variety 
of housing options and types, all involving a mix of 
renovation, revitalization, and/or redevelopment. 

•	 An ethnically diverse and culturally rich community. 

•	 A community that can be easily accessed by public 
transportation and on foot. 

•	 A community with well-designed and attractive 
buildings, streetscapes, public art, and open spaces 
that link the commercial corridor with the neigh-
borhoods. 

•	 A corridor with distinct commercial mixed-use 
districts. 
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Draft Land Use & Housing Study Goals and Objectives

The following goals and objectives were outlined by 
the Plenary Group and Arlington County at the on-
set of the Land Use & Housing Study.   They build 
upon and are compatible with the vision expressed 
in the 2005 CPI Revitalization Plan Update as well 
as the County Board Resolution adopted in 2008 for 
phase two of the Columbia Pike Initiative (the Land 
Use & Housing Study).  The draft goals and objec-
tives are intended to apply to the corridor as a whole 
and are not solely for the transition areas between 
the existing Revitalization District nodes (the study 
area for the LU&HS).  The CPI goals are overarch-
ing and, although rephrased, the intent of the CPI 
goals is included.  It is anticipated that these goals 
and objectives will be revisited with the Plenary 
Group, Arlington County, and the community as the 
planning process continues, and more is understood 
from the economic and form feasibility analysis.  

1.  Foster a healthy, diverse community with 
high quality of life along the Pike.

Macro/General 
a)  Continue to guide revitalization and redevelop-

ment efforts with planning and implementation 
incentives in order to improve the physical form 
of development and to strengthen Columbia 
Pike’s market appeal in Arlington and the re-
gion.

b)  Promote the Pike’s diverse population and seek 
ways to bring the community together to share 
ideas and cultures.

c)  Through a combination of policies (housing, sus-
tainability, economic, design, environmental, and 
transportation), promote and design the Pike 
Corridor as a place for affordable living with 
competitive choices for housing, transportation 
access, goods, and services to entice existing and 
future residents when they are evaluating house-
hold expenses and housing locations.

d)  Design complete streets, accessible and diverse 
open spaces and community centers, trail con-
nections, and sustainable places and mixed-use 
buildings to enhance health and wellness. 

e)  Support the streetcar initiative and convert au-
to-oriented, aging properties and land uses into 
walkable, transit-oriented properties.

f )  Meet the daily demands of the community with 
access to well-performing public facilities, sup-

port services, and schools along the Pike cor-
ridor.

g)  Ensure Columbia Pike’s long term economic sus-
tainability through a Plan that will generate suf-
ficient economic value (tax revenues & commu-
nity benefits) to help achieve the planned public 
improvements.

h)  Incorporate diverse residential building forms to 
allow the Pike’s population to maintain residen-
cy over time and as personal needs change.  Al-
low for accessible and adaptive design solutions 
when designing buildings and public spaces to 
accommodate various modes of mobility. 

2.  Stabilize and strengthen single-family 
and multi-family neighborhoods and support 
established concepts of vibrant, economically-
strong mixed-use commercial centers. 

General 
a)  Support Columbia Pike events and marketing to 

enhance and elevate the profile of this area as 
a place to live, work, seek entertainment, shop, 
and dine out. 

Uses & Community/Economic Development 
b)  Increase the amount of housing stock along Co-

lumbia Pike to accommodate housing demands 
for this well-located and transit-served section 
of Arlington.  

c)  Enhance and sustain single- and multi-family 
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residential neighborhoods surrounding com-
mercial centers.  Concentrate denser residential 
types/units within a 5-minute walk of planned 
streetcar stops along the Pike to encourage and 
bolster the planned streetcar system and other 
transit modes and to reduce single occupant ve-
hicle trips. 

d)  Create active, lively, 18-hour commercial centers 
by implementing the Columbia Pike Initiative 
concepts and the Form Based Code (FBC) to 
generate a new mix of offices, residences, retail 
and restaurant establishments, hotels, and other 
commercial businesses. 

e)  Focus main street-type retail in the commercial 
centers and allow for other commercial uses, 
such as convenience retail and professional of-
fices, in limited locations in the residential areas, 
primarily at streetcar stops and potentially in 
other needed locations along the Pike, to meet 
daily needs for the Pike community. 

f )  Provide assistance to small businesses seeking to 
expand, secure or locate space for business in the 
commercial centers along Columbia Pike. 

 
g)  Develop a plan for the eastern end of the Pike 

to serve as the major gateway into the Corridor 
with a mix of commercial and residential uses 
and in a manner that is complimentary to the 
nearby Federal facilities and memorials. 

Infrastructure/Parking 
h)  Continue to upgrade the condition of public util-

ities to assure adequate capacity, efficiency, and 
sustainability for future planned development.

i)  Provide adequate transportation facilities and ser-
vices for new residential and commercial devel-
opment while eliminating large surface parking 
lots and maintaining an adequate supply of park-
ing on adjacent single-family residential streets.

 
3.  Improve the existing housing stock and 
expand housing options to achieve a housing 
mix that serves diverse households, preserves 
affordability for current and future residents, 
and supports the adopted Housing Goals and 
Targets and the CP Initiative.

a)  Retain or replace all (100%) of the current market 
rate affordable units (MARKS) with rents af-
fordable to households earning at or below 60% 
of the Area Median Income (AMI) within the 
next 30 years.  This equates to approximately 
3,200 units based on the County’s 2009 Rent & 
Vacancy Survey.

b) Retain or replace half (50%) of the current 
MARKS with rents affordable to households 
earning between 60% and 80% of the AMI 
within the next 30 years.  This equates to ap-
proximately 1,700 units based on the County’s 
2009 Rent & Vacancy Survey.

c)  Retain or replace all existing committed afford-
able housing units (i.e. CAF’s)

d)  Rely on the market to provide an adequate supply 
of rental units with rents affordable to house-
holds earning more than 80% of the AMI.

e)  Support retention of existing and the creation 
of new ownership units available and priced to 
meet the incomes of households earning be-
tween 60% and 120% of the AMI.1  

f )  Rely on the market to provide an adequate supply 
and range of options of ownership units avail-
able and priced to meet the incomes of house-
holds earning more than 120% of the AMI.

g)  Distribute the range of affordability levels over 
the entire study area.  Explore options for pres-
ervation that address concentrations of afford-
able housing.  Explore options for mixed income 
buildings.

h)  Increase the supply of affordable efficiencies and 
affordable units with 3 or more bedrooms.2  

i)  Provide opportunities for households earning be-
low 40% AMI to live on the Pike through sub-
sidies or additional units, or a combination of 
the two.

j)  Establish measures to monitor the impact of hous-
ing plans on schools and other public facilities.

1 County Goals & Target serve as a baseline for this objective which states: 
increase opportunities for low and moderate income households; and provide 
assistance to 50 households/year.  

2 County Goals & Target serve as a baseline for this objective which states: 50% 
of new units should be two or more bedrooms of which 25% would be greater 
than two bedrooms. 
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Key Metrics to Examine for Housing Objectives:

•	 Goals and outcomes will be measured both in 
terms of unit counts and number of house-
holds.

•	 Subareas and civic association boundaries will 
be among the geographies that will be used to 
measure and report housing within neighbor-
hoods; real estate records do not always match 
the civic association boundaries.

•	 Projected schools populations and other im-
pacts to other public facilities will be moni-
tored as recommendations are developed.

 
4.  Create a safe, pedestrian-friendly and 
multi-modal corridor with attractive and 
tree-lined streetscapes and seamless linkages 
between neighborhoods, to the commercial 
centers, public spaces, and the region.

Connections; transit; ridership demand and capacity 
a)  Improve transit capacity and connections by de-

veloping the Columbia Pike streetcar, enhancing 
local bus services within neighborhoods, and in-
creasing bus service between Columbia Pike and 
other parts of Arlington County.

b)  Plan and locate future transit stops along Colum-
bia Pike to adequately serve planned develop-
ments and activity centers.

c)  Continue planning for the Columbia Pike Multi-
modal improvements that will improve traffic 
flow without increasing vehicle speeds by pro-

viding a five-lane street section with trees, land-
scaping and adequate sidewalks along the length 
of Columbia Pike.

d)  When planning for new, or improvements to ex-
isting, pedestrian and bicycle connections, en-
sure routes are safe by incorporating lighting, 
visibility, and accessibility design standards. 

e)  Provide fully accessible pathways from residential 
developments to transit stops and public spaces 
along Columbia Pike.

f )  Take advantage of new development to expand 
the street grid in order to provide alternative ac-
cess options for pedestrians, bicyclists and mo-
torists to reach Columbia Pike and surrounding 
neighborhoods.

g)  Incorporate alleys and reduce driveways on Co-
lumbia Pike to improve overall traffic and tran-
sit operations in the Corridor.

h)  Use traffic-calming principles for improving ex-
isting streets and in designing new streets to 
reduce vehicle speeds and improve pedestrian 
safety.

i)  Complete bicycle routes along streets and trails 
parallel to Columbia Pike.

j)  Provide sensitively-designed multi-use trails to 
provide access for the public to enjoy.

 

5.  Preserve neighborhood character, historic 
buildings, and tree canopy 

Historic Preservation 
a)  Balance preservation and conservation of the his-

toric complexes, buildings and structures identi-
fied in the Columbia Pike Initiative Plan and 
Form-Based Code with opportunities for new 
infill development to enhance the overall hous-
ing stock along Columbia Pike.

b)  Evaluate other structures outside of the existing 
revitalization district for potential preservation. 

c)  Consider, where applicable, building expansions 
such as “bump-outs”, recognizing the need to 
be sympathetic to scale, materials, rhythm, and 
building placement. 

Tree Canopy
d)  Identify “specimen” or “significant” trees and seek 

to preserve them through redevelopment and/or 
renovation projects. 

e)  Preserve and expand the existing tree canopy, 
with particular attention given to cultivating a 
diverse species mix.  

Open Space
f )  Build new town squares and civic greens desig-

nated in the Form-Based Code to provide cen-
tral gathering spaces for the Pike community, 
and visitors, to enjoy during the week, weekends, 
and for special events.
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Aerial Map of the Land Use & Housing Study project area
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g)  Achieve new public open spaces that serve a va-
riety of users and uses and meet the needs of the 
growing community, and seek ways to improve 
connections among open spaces to enhance ac-
cess to the open space network. 

h)  To retain neighborhood character in residential 
areas, consider private open spaces around resi-
dential buildings when planning for renovation 
and redevelopment projects. 

i)  Preserve existing parks, woodland areas, and pub-
lic space within the Columbia Pike study area 
and identify opportunities for expansion.

j)  Optimize parks and public spaces through part-
nerships, creative repurposing, and use of new 
technologies to maximize use and availability of 
recreational amenities

k)  Identify opportunities and create new partner-
ships with Arlington Public Schools and other 
private, governmental and non-profit organi-
zations to help serve the community’s need for 
open space.

  

6.  Enhance urban design and architectural 
features to improve the Pike’s identity and 
maintain compatible transitions between the 
neighborhoods and commercial centers.

Urban Design and Building Form, Heights & Tran-
sitions 
a)  Coordinate the arrangement and connectivity of 

public spaces, including the streets, sidewalks, 
interior walkways, and a variety of public open 
spaces, in order to establish a coherent frame-
work around which redevelopment and renova-
tion shall occur.

b)  Define a building form in residential areas along 
the edge of Columbia Pike to: 1) emphasize the 
distinct transitions to and from the commercial 
centers; 2) reinforce the sense of building enclo-
sure; 3) orient fronts of buildings towards the 
street; 4) maintain “eyes on the street”; 5) ac-
commodate comfortable, well-lit and attractive 
streetscapes, and 6) expand street tree coverage. 

c)  Maintain relief in the built environment for light, 
air, landscape plantings, and gathering spaces 
through the strategic orientation of buildings 
and placement of open spaces.

d)  Create distinct block edges and vary elevations 
to better frame the public realm and to enhance 
views from within the public realm.

e)  Identify areas for new streets, or pedestrian corri-
dors, to reduce the scale of large blocks and im-
prove the urban form and pedestrian experience 
while respecting the character of the Corridor.  

f )  Ensure compatible building forms and mass occur 
across streets to provide for cohesive develop-
ment.

g) Ensure that new development is appropriately 
scaled in height and mass to provide a compat-

ible transition to existing and planned lower-
density, lower-scaled development.

h)  Locate parking, service and loading areas away 
from public view corridors. 

Architectural Design/Details 
i)  As part of new development and renovation, ap-

ply compatible architectural design with historic 
resources that will generate urban, foreground 
structures built with durable, lasting materials. 

j)  Use distinctive architectural designs to distin-
guish residential areas from commercial centers 
and to enhance visual appeal along the Corridor. 

k)  Design the base of buildings to enhance the edge 
of the public realm and create opportunities to 
“oversee” streets and walkways with techniques 
such as ground-floor retail where specified in 
the Form Based Code, multiple ground floor en-
trances, porches or stoops, and/or ground-floor 
transparency.

l)  Incorporate public art consistent with the Public 
Art Master Plan.  
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In December 2010, a planning team led by Do-
ver, Kohl & Partners was contracted to work with 
County staff, the Plenary and Working Groups, and 
the greater Arlington community, to lead planning 
efforts for the LU&HS and develop a plan provid-
ing comprehensive recommendations for the future of 
Columbia Pike.  The first step was to conduct prelim-
inary analysis, using prototypical sites to test hypo-
thetical scenarios for preservation, rehabilitation, or 
redevelopment.  The purpose of this analysis was to 
examine the feasibility of the draft housing goals and 
objectives (goal #3), while also achieving the other 
urban design, placemaking, and quality of life goals. 

By studying these representative sites, the team 
learned lessons about the physical and economic 
feasibility of the draft plan goals.  This preliminary 
analysis report is a summary of the work complet-
ed during this initial analysis phase.  The lessons 
learned from this analysis will inform the planning 
for the entire Pike corridor, to be conducted in the 
next step of work. 

One important challenge facing this work is that 
this plan will need to anticipate both near-term and 
long-term outcomes.  In other words, what might 
not be economically feasible in today’s market might 
have been feasible a few years ago, and might again 
be doable in five or ten years.  The plan will need 
to consider what can be done today in terms of in-
frastructure, and contemplate future phasing, so that 
what is done today can fit with the long-term vision.  
The rules and policies should be established and in 
place so that they can be effective when future mar-
ket conditions change.

7.  Incorporate sustainable, energy eff icient, 
“green” neighborhood and building design 
principles. 

a)  Implement the County standard for environmen-
tal sustainability and overall energy efficiency as 
integral parts of all aspects of neighborhood and 
building design and development. 

b)  Design buildings and neighborhoods using the 
best available, and economically feasible, tech-
nologies and processes to protect the local envi-
ronment (storm water quality, waste reduction, 
heat island reduction, etc.) and the regional 
environment (energy efficient, climate change, 
Chesapeake Bay protection, air quality, etc.).

c)  Provide ample opportunities for community gar-
dens, food markets or other safe and viable food 
exchanges, and roof-top gardening to contribute 
to the overall health of the community. 

d)  Organize uses so that basic goods and services 
can be reasonably accessed on foot.  

Analysis of Representative Sites

At the onset of this phase of work, nine representa-
tive sites were selected by the Working Group and 
Dover-Kohl team for analysis (refer to map page 
1.10).  These sites were selected as they represent 
“prototypical” conditions; some are garden apart-
ments, some mid-rise, some high-rise.  They are 
a variety of sizes, and located at various intervals 
along the corridor (east, central, west).

By understanding the economics of various possible 
future interventions (such as preservation/renova-
tion, partial redevelopment, or full redevelopment), 
the planning team identified policies and tools that 
could help the community realize their goals, if 
these scenarios were to transpire in the future.  

In each scenario, the LU&HS goals and sustainable 
urbanism principles were used to direct interven-
tions to urban form.  These drawings and detailed 
financial analysis were reviewed to see how well 
each would meet the established goals, including 
the ambitious goal for retaining 100% of the cur-
rent market rate affordable units.  The team then 
identified how any gaps could be filled, and what 
trade-offs, if any, might need to be considered. 

Preliminary Analysis
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Map highlighting the representative sites chosen for analysis
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Urban Form Conditions
Preliminary Analysis of Representative Sites

In December 2010 and January 2011, the Dover-
Kohl team conducted an initial analysis of the existing 
urban form in the study area, with specific focus on 
the representative sites selected for further study.   This 
analysis revealed opportunities, constraints, and assets 
within the residential areas along Columbia Pike.  The 
following is a summary of key findings.

Western Columbia Pike 
The area around the western representative sites 
(Greenbrier Apartments, Magnolia Commons, The 
Fields, and Holiday Hills) displays a fairly connected 
street network, but with large blocks and a lack of east-
west road connections running parallel to the Pike.

While there is an abundance of open space centered 
around the Four Mile Run to the east and the Glencarlyn 
Park to the north, there is a lack of connectivity to this 
green space. Many residents are quite a distance from 
these amenities; no other smaller parks or public open 
spaces are available within walking distance of homes.

An examination of topography reveals many steep 
areas which break up the neighborhood and may 
explain the disconnected form of existing development.  
Topography partially accounts for the large block sizes 
and difficult pedestrian connections. 

New road connections are possible between Dinwiddie 
Street and Arlington Mill Drive; connections 
between individual apartment complexes may also be 
accomplished.  Future development scenarios should 
attempt to facilitate new connections in the east-west 
direction, where they are most needed (parallel to the 
Pike). Western Columbia Pike – Existing Conditions

Street frontages are located on the property 
line adjacent to the street; in a walkable, urban 
environment street frontages are defined by the fronts 
of buildings, sometimes with a small dooryard.  In 

this portion of the study area, the street frontages are 
generally faced with parking lots and/or landscape 
buffers (as typically found in sub-urban conditions).

The Fields

Magnolia
Commons

Greenbrier
Apartments

Holiday
Hills

Columbia Pike
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Existing Public Open Space (in green) and 
Steep Topography (in orange)

Existing Street Network (in purple) Street Frontages (in pink) and 
Potential New Streets (dotted)

Parking lots front many of the streetsSteep topography along Columbia Pike The historic apartment complexes have a distinctive character 
and scale.

Analysis Diagrams – Western Columbia Pike 

Typical Conditions – Western Columbia Pike 
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Central Columbia Pike
A fairly complete street network around the central 
area sites (Barcroft Apartments, Westmont Gardens) 
is interrupted only by Doctor’s Branch Park.  This 
park, along with nearby Four Mile Run to the west 
and Barcroft Park to the southwest serve as easily 
accessible recreational areas for residents.  

Steep topography is mostly concentrated within 
the park spaces, but also creates a few challenging 
building sites within the Barcroft Apartments.  
Westmont Gardens sits on a relatively flat site along 
Columbia Pike.  

Several potential new vehicular and pedestrian 
connections within the area would help complete 
the network, particularly across Doctor’s Branch.  
Additional roadways could connect to Columbia 
Pike across the Westmont Gardens site.  

Central Columbia Pike – Existing Conditions

Westmont
Gardens

Barcroft
Apartments

Columbia Pike



1.14

Chapter 1 t Background

M a y  18, 2011

Existing Public Open Space (in green) and 
Steep Topography (in orange)

Existing Street Network (in purple) Street Frontages (in pink) and 
Potential New Streets (dotted)

Steep slopes along the Washington and Old Dominion TrailFrontage of a portion of Westmont Gardens Typical streets and parking areas within Barcroft Apartments

Analysis Diagrams – Central Columbia Pike 

Typical Conditions – Central Columbia Pike 
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Eastern Columbia Pike 
In the eastern Columbia Pike area, there is a great 
variety of building forms, including much taller 
(mid-rise and high-rise) buildings surrounded by 
surface parking, and also neighborhoods with single-
family detached homes.

A relatively poor and disconnected street network 
around the eastern area sites (Dominion Plaza, 
Dorchester Towers, and The Lancaster) forces most 
vehicular traffic onto Columbia Pike.  No parallel 
east-west routes exist in this location, causing a 
bottleneck of both local and through traffic.  

Flatter topography provides a greater opportunity 
for development in the area and could allow for 
more efficient use of the land.  The Towers Park 
sits in a central location to the neighborhood and 
offers tennis courts, a basketball court, a playground, 
and other recreational facilities. Penrose Park is also 
nearby and offers more recreational options within 
walking distance.  The Army & Navy Country Club 
immediately to the south offers views of open green 
space from many of the area buildings, despite being 
closed to the general public. 

Many potential new roadway connections exist, 
particularly between apartment complexes and 
buildings.  The new connections shown on the 
following page would complete the street network 
in this area of the Pike and provide much needed 
parallel routes on the north and south sides, relieving 
much of the traffic pressure.    Eastern Columbia Pike – Existing Conditions

Dorchester
Towers

Dominion
Plaza

The 
Lancaster

Foxcroft
Heights

Neighborhood

Columbia Pike
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Existing Public Open Space (in green) and 
Steep Topography (in orange)

Existing Street Network (in purple) Street Frontages (in pink) and 
Potential New Streets (dotted)

Many buildings are set back from the street A small green space in front of Dorchester Towers Typical frontages within the Foxcroft Heights Neighborhood 

Analysis Diagrams – Eastern Columbia Pike 

Typical Conditions – Eastern Columbia Pike 
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Columbia Pike housing competes within the county 
and regional markets.  It benefits from proximity to 
the Pentagon and the District of Columbia as well 
as good bus service links to the Metro.  Developed 
largely in the 1930s to 1960s, the corridor includes 
a wide variety of housing of different types, sizes 
and rent levels.  The corridor’s stock of 8,857 rental 
apartments includes 1,006 committed affordable 
(CAF) units, 3,151 market units (MARKs) afford-
able to households with incomes at 60 percent of the 
Area Median Income (AMI) ($62,100 for a family 
of four and $49,700 for a family of two) and 3,327 
MARKs affordable at 80 percent of AMI ($66,200 
for a family of two).  Most apartments have one or 
two bedrooms with three-bedroom units represent-
ing only four percent of the supply.

Rents have increased steadily over the last decade, 
growing 58.5 percent from 2000 to the third quarter 
of 2010 in the Columbia Pike/Shirlington subarea.  
At the same time, the Area Median Income grew 
only 25 percent, indicating a lessening of affordabil-
ity.  The disparity between asking rents and afford-
able rents means that more than one-third of Co-
lumbia Pike households pay more than 30 percent of 
their income for housing; 14 percent pay more than 
half of their income.  New construction has added 
or will add 990 units to the corridor’s inventory, all 
high-end luxury units with no committed affordable 
housing.

Twenty-six condominium complexes provide 3,679 
housing units in the corridor.  The Pike experienced 
a spurt of apartment complex conversions to condo-
miniums in the 1960s and 1970s; since 1984 only 
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one complex has converted 408 units from rental to 
ownership.  The decisions of many long-time family 
owners of Columbia Pike apartment complexes to 
retain them as rental properties have helped to pre-
serve the corridor’s rental stock.

From April 2010 through 2011, for-sale housing had 
the following median prices by type:

Median Price
Condominium $235,000

Townhouse $337,000
Single-Family 

Detached $473,000

Only 32 percent of townhouses and six percent of 
single-family units sold for less than $300,000.  

Condominium pricing was hard hit by the recession 
due to the higher foreclosure rate among entry-level 
housing, the tightening of mortgage credit, and the 
high levels of investor purchases.  In older develop-
ments converted from apartments, assessed values 
were down by 35 to 45 percent from their peak in 
2006.  Even new complexes saw significant reduc-
tions in their assessed values.

Without additional intervention, the Columbia 
Pike corridor can be expected to continue to shift 
from affordable to market-rate rents and prices at a 
steady pace, accelerating with opening of the street-
car service.  Rent increase trends have outpaced in-
come growth significantly over the last decade, and 
that disparity is expected to continue.  The impacts 

of BRAC relocations of 17,000 jobs from Arling-
ton to Fort Belvoir, Fort Meade and elsewhere may 
create a short respite as some renters will choose to 
move closer to their new job locations.  However, 
the pressing demand for rental units in close-in lo-
cations with transit access will moderate the effects 
of the relocations.  Opening of the streetcar line will 
increase the demand for Columbia Pike housing, 
further increasing pressure on rents.

In addition to general rent increases across the 
board, acquisitions of existing apartment complexes 
are continuing along the corridor.  Real estate in-
vestment trusts (REITs) and other institutional buy-
ers are exhibiting great interest in acquiring existing 
apartment complexes in Arlington and other close-in 
jurisdictions.  Renovation and repositioning of those 
complexes will result in much higher rent increases.  

After adjustments in the financial markets, the mar-
ket is likely to see renewed interest in condomini-
ums, though buyers may be more circumspect and 
constrained in their ability to purchase units.  The 
sharp declines in condominium values bring into 
question their investment value, and many small in-
vestors are now out of the market.  Mortgage reforms 
that require increased downpayments and tighter 
underwriting will impact lower-income homebuyers 
most directly, reducing demand from a segment of 
traditional condominium buyers.   However, those 
same mortgage constraints also may cause some pro-
spective townhouse buyers to shift to less expensive 
condominiums. 
New construction will resume, focusing primarily on 
sites with older, small scale commercial structures.  

These obsolescent structures have a lower value than 
fully leased apartment buildings, yielding a great 
“upside” increase in density and overall value.  The 
current high value of existing apartment buildings 
will inhibit redevelopment without significant in-
creases in the number of units.

Purpose of the Market Study

This market study is the first step in that overall 
housing strategy and land use plan for the corridor’s 
residential areas.  It examines the current and future 
housing market for Columbia Pike in the context of 
county and regional trends, focusing on the implica-
tions for affordable housing.  The market analysis 
projects the likely trajectory of current trends for 
the future of housing in the corridor in the absence 
of new County interventions.  It also provides key 
inputs to the financial feasibility analyses that will 
be prepared for key sites in order to test the finan-
cial feasibility of using multiple tools to preserve the 
corridor’s supply of affordable housing.

The current Columbia Pike Land Use & Housing 
Study is an extension of the plan to include the resi-
dential portions of the corridor, focusing primarily 
on the multi-family housing developments.  The 
map on page 1.7 outlines the residential study areas 
within the Columbia Pike Corridor as well as the 
commercial nodes already subject to the  Columbia 
Pike Special Revitalization District Form-Based 
Code. 
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Regional Context

Columbia Pike’s and Arlington’s economies and 
housing markets operate within the context of the 
larger regional economy and market.

Employment and Population Trends and 
Projections

Steady employment growth has supported and 
encouraged the region’s population growth with 
expansion of the Federal government and the extensive 
base of contractors who support the Federal government, 
national and international organizations working with and 
seeking to influence government policy, and, increasingly, 
a diverse array of technology companies.  All of these 
organizations and businesses bring new money into the 
regional economy, supporting a broad and diverse mix of 
support industries – retail, services, transportation and 
construction among others.  Table 1 shows employment 
trends in the region and Arlington County.

Over the next 20 years, the Metropolitan Washington 
Council of Governments (MWCOG) forecasts regional 
growth of 29 percent from 4.0 million jobs in 2010 to 5.2 
million in 2030 within its defined region1.  Population 
growth in response to the economic opportunities 
created by the employment growth is forecast to add 1.5 
million new residents by 2030, an increase of 22 percent.  
Arlington County and the Columbia Pike corridor will 
compete with other jurisdictions for that employment 
and population base.  MWCOG’s cooperative forecast 
for 2030 shows Arlington reaching 281,000 jobs and 
252,000 residents, as shown in Table 2.
 1 The region represented by the Metropolitan Washington Council of 
Governments includes the District of Columbia; the cities of Alexan-
dria, Falls Church, Fairfax, Manassas and Manassas Park and Arlington, 
Fairfax, Loudoun and Prince William counties in Virginia and Frederick, 
Montgomery and Prince George’s counties in Maryland.

 Table 1. Employment Trends by Industry, Arlington and DC Metropolitan Area, 2000-2009 

Industry

Arlington County Metropolitan Area

2000 2009
2000-09 % 

Change 2000 2009
2000-09 % 

Change

Construction  4,305  2,686 -37.6%  153,100  149,000 -2.7%

Manufacturing  807  749 -7.2%  80,700  55,500 -31.2%

Wholesale Trade  1,854  1,471 -20.7%  68,000  65,800 -3.2%

Retail Trade  9,408  9,375 -0.4%  256,500  251,000 -2.1%

Transportation, Warehousing, Utilities  11,623  10,318 -11.2%  69,100  61,300 -11.3%

Information  8,040  5,243 -34.8%  126,800  83,500 -34.1%

Financial Activities  6,793  6,642 -2.2%  145,500  147,500 1.4%

Professional and Technical Services  30,922  33,631 8.8%  380,900  499,400 31.1%

Education, Health Care and Social Assistance  15,413  20,081 30.3%  276,000  348,000 26.1%

Accommodations and Food Service  12,285  13,971 13.7%  189,000  220,500 16.7%

Arts, Entertainment and Recreation Services  1,721  2,607 51.5%  30,600  37,100 21.2%

Administration, Support, Waste Management  11,315  7,699 -32.0%  174,800  174,200 -0.3%

Other Services  7,870  10,012 27.2%  150,000  183,700 22.5%

Public Administration  32,414  31,857 -1.7%  577,700  673,800 16.6%

Total Jobs  154,770  156,342 1.0%  2,678,400  2,950,200 10.1%
Note: Washington DC Metropolitan Area includes the District of Columbia, DC; the cities of Alexandria, Falls Church, Fairfax, Fredericksburg, Manassas and Manassas Park 
and Arlington, Clarke, Fairfax, Fauquier, Loudoun, Prince William, Spotsylvania, Stafford and Warren counties in Virginia; Calvert, Charles, Frederick, Montgomery and 
Prince George’s counties in Maryland; and  Jefferson County in West Virginia.
Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics; Virginia Employment Commission; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2010.

Table 2. Projected Growth, Arlington and the Columbia Pike Corridor, 2015-2040

2015-2040 Change

  Area 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 Number Percent

 Employment

 Columbia Pike Corridor 11,100 12,200 16,400 17,100 18,300 18,300 7,200 64.86%

  Corridor’s Share of County 5.1% 5.0% 6.3% 6.4% 6.6% 6.5%

 Arlington County 218,200 243,800 262,400 268,600 278,500 281,100 62,900 28.83%

 Population

 Columbia Pike Corridor 41,100 43,300 44,200 46,800 47,400 47,700 6,600 16.06%

  Corridor’s Share of County 18.3% 18.4% 18.3% 18.9% 19.0% 18.9%

 Arlington County 224,800 235,500 241,400 247,300 249,600 252,000 27,200 12.10%

 Households

 Columbia Pike Corridor 16,900 18,000 18,400 19,700 20,100 20,300 3,400 20.12%

  Corridor’s Share of County 15.6% 15.7% 15.6% 16.2% 16.4% 16.3%

 Arlington County 108,100 114,400 118,000 121,300 122,700 124,200 16,100 14.89%

 Source: Round 8.0 Cooperative Forecast - CPHD, Planning Division, Planning Research and Analysis Team (PRAT)
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Impact of BRAC Actions

Historically, the Pentagon has generated a 
substantial base of military and civilian jobs in the 
government and in a broad base of contractors.  
With Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
(BRAC) actions scheduled for September 2011, 
that relationship is changing.  Inclusion of force 
protection standards in the BRAC evaluation 
process led to major decisions to move Department 
of Defense (DOD) operations out of leased space, 
particularly in urban locations where setbacks from 
roads and secured perimeters around buildings are 
neither appropriate nor feasible.  Major command 
moves to Fort Belvoir, Redstone Arsenal, Fort 
Meade, Andrews Air Force Base and elsewhere 
will shift an estimated 17,000 DOD workers out of 
Arlington County by 2015, primarily from Crystal 
City and Rosslyn.  As importantly, DOD policy 
shifts to reduce reliance on private contractors 
in favor of government employees are impacting 
location decisions of defense contractors.  A recent 
analysis by the Arlington Economic Development 
Commission estimated that one private sector job 
is being lost for every DOD job shifted by BRAC 
actions.

Arlington has responded with aggressive action to 
revitalize Crystal City, assist impacted contractors, 
and attract private and federal tenants to replace 
the military personnel and defense contractors 
expected to leave over the next year.  Some 
contractors are pursuing new contracts and shifting 
work responsibilities so as to allow them to retain 
skilled workers in their Arlington facilities.  Others 

are compelled by their contractual obligations to 
relocate in close proximity to the relocated military 
command.

The ultimate impact on the Arlington housing 
market is not yet clear.  Some BRAC-impacted 
residents whose jobs shift to Fort Belvoir may 
choose to continue living in Arlington, particularly 
those who own their homes.

Arlington’s Position within the Region

After decades of increasingly congested highways and 
long commutes, public transit is playing a growing 
role in directing the region’s growth.  By adopting 
early land use plans and strategies to take advantage 
of Metro transit service, Arlington, along with the 
District of Columbia, leads the region in providing 
Metro-accessible housing and offices.  The Rosslyn-
Ballston corridor is recognized internationally as 
an outstanding example of transit-supportive land 
use and the potential for transit access to support 
sustainable development that minimizes adverse 
environmental and transportation impacts.  

As transportation costs have come to take a significant 
and growing portion of household budgets, more and 
more residents are seeking close-in locations served 
by transit, particularly Metro service.  The last 
decade has seen extensive new housing construction 
in the Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor while rents and 
prices of existing units have escalated significantly.  
The new development density and enhanced public 
realm in a walkable environment reinforces the 
appeal of Metro accessibility, attracting even more 

prospective residents.  In the collapse of the housing 
market nationally, Arlington fared reasonably well 
with relatively few foreclosures and a much smaller 
impact on housing prices than in other parts of the 
region with less robust transit service.  

Arlington is well equipped to attract the next 
generation of households now emerging in the 
region.  Generation Y, also known as the Millennial 
Generation and the Echo Boom (children of Baby 
Boomers), includes persons born roughly between 
1982 and 2001.  They are now reaching peak years 
of household formation and are exhibiting very 
different housing preferences from those of their 
parents and even Generation X (born between 
the mid-1960s and 1982).  They are seeking out 
walkable urban locations served by transit, exhibiting 
a distinct willingness to accept smaller housing units 
and forego car ownership.
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Columbia Pike’s Market Position

Columbia Pike developed in the 1930s with 
development of affordable worker housing under 
the auspices of the Federal Housing Administration.  
Massive garden apartment complexes were developed 
to house workers brought to Washington and Virginia 
by the war effort during World War II.  Built to high 
quality standards of brick and block, most are still in 
use in good condition.  This reservoir of older housing 
with smaller units has proven to be an important 
affordable housing resource that has allowed the 
corridor to attract and support an economically and 
ethnically diverse population.  That diversity is a key 
characteristic identified by the community as critically 
important.

Though not served by Metro, the corridor has outstanding 
bus service and great proximity to jobs in the Pentagon, 
Pentagon City, and Crystal City.  Planning is currently 
underway for installation of a new streetcar line along 
Columbia Pike, linking Skyline to Pentagon City with 
larger vehicles and frequent service.  Engineering and 
environmental assessments are underway, and funding 
mechanisms are being pursued.

This major enhancement of transit service in the 
corridor is likely to elevate Columbia Pike’s profile in 
the region and further increase demand for market-rate 
and affordable housing along the corridor.  Without a 
corresponding increase in supply, that higher level of 
demand could heighten market pressure and lead to 
higher rents and prices with a loss of affordable units.

Demographic Profile

This market analysis begins with a demographic 
profile and discussion of trends affecting market 
demand in the corridor.  It explores the characteristics 
of Columbia Pike corridor residents and compares 
them to residents of Arlington County, close-in 
Northern Virginia (defined as Arlington, Alexandria 
and Fairfax County) and the Washington, DC 
metropolitan area.

Population and Household Growth Trends

The 2010 Census of Population revealed that 
the Columbia Pike corridor had a total of 36,031 
residents as shown in Appendix Table A-4.  This 
represents 17.4 percent of Arlington County 
residents.  During the 1990s, Arlington’s and 
Columbia Pike’s population grew by 10.8 and 16.1 
percent, respectively.  From 2000 to 2010, the county’s 
population growth rate slowed to 9.6 percent while 
the corridor lost 1.2 percent of its population.  The 
differential growth rates over the last decade reflect 
the disparate levels of construction activity in the 
Columbia Pike and Rosslyn-Ballston corridors.  
Additional demographic data for 2010 is provided 
by ESRI, a national data provider, as data are not yet 
available from the 2010 Census.  For this reasons, 
the total numbers of residents and households do 
not match those from the 2010 Census. 

Shown in Appendix Table A-5, Columbia Pike’s 
population is quite diverse.  Persons of Hispanic 
origin represented 32.5 percent of the corridor’s 
population in 2010, down slightly from 2000.   
African-American residents constituted 16.4 percent 
of the corridor’s population, and persons of Asian 

descent were 12.4 percent, as compared to 16.6 and 
10.7 percent in 2000, respectively.  The corridor’s 
supply of affordable housing has allowed it to attract 
new immigrants, particularly from El Salvador and 
Ethiopia. 

Diversity is reflected in the mix of residents by 
industry and occupation.  Almost two-thirds of 
employed Columbia Pike residents were in white-
collar professions in 2010, including 44.4 percent 
in management, business, financial or professional 
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Household Characteristics

Columbia Pike households are larger on average 
than those in Arlington as a whole.  In 2010, ESRI 
estimates that the corridor’s households had an av-
erage size of 2.54 persons in comparison with 2.18 
persons county-wide.  (See Appendix Table A-4.)  
Examining the distribution of households by size in 
2008 reveals that just over two-thirds of Columbia 
Pike households have one or two persons; county-
wide, these households represent 74.7 percent of 
all households, as shown in Appendix Table A-8.  
Twenty-four percent of corridor households have 
three or four persons, while 8.5 percent have four or 
more persons.  

Households by age data from the 2000 Census indi-
cate that the heads of corridor households were gen-
erally younger than those in the county as a whole.  
Eleven percent of Columbia Pike householders were 
aged 65 or over in 2000; in the county, that share was 
13.8 percent.  Appendix Table A-9 shows house-
holds by the age of the householder and tenure (e.g., 
owner and renter).  In 2000, 8.8 percent of Columbia 
Pike renter households were headed by an individual 
aged 65 or over.  Feedback from local landlords sug-
gests that the number of renters aged 65 and over 
has declined significantly in the last decade as rents 
have risen.  As one would expect, renter household-
ers were generally younger with 34.6 percent aged 
25 to 34 and another 26.3 percent aged 35 to 44.  
Among owners, 25.3 percent were aged 35 to 44 
with another 27.8 percent aged 45 to 54.

Appendix Table A-10 shows Columbia Pike and 
Arlington households by income category.  Median 
household income among Columbia Pike residents 
was estimated by ESRI, a national data provider, at 
$60,765 in 2010 – 72 percent of the county-wide 
median and 75 percent of the regional median.  Al-
most one of six corridor households (15.8 percent) 
had 2010 incomes of $25,000 or less, as compared 
with 9.8 percent in the county as a whole.  One-
quarter of the county’s households in this income 
bracket lived in the corridor.  Overall, 15.8 percent 
of county households lived along Columbia Pike.

Forty-five percent of corridor households had in-
comes between $25,000 and $75,000 in 2010; in Ar-
lington as a whole, 32.3 percent had comparable in-
comes.  Twenty-three percent of corridor households 
had incomes of $100,000 or more as compared with 
40.6 percent of county households.

Apartment complex owners report a significant shift 
in the tenant profile in recent years with a higher 
number of singles, couples and roommates in their 
20s and 30s.  Turnover has increased with unit rents 
as the gap closes between the cost of renting and 
the cost of buying a home (elsewhere in the region).  
The introduction of new high-end apartment build-
ings has accelerated the change in the mix of Pike 
households.

careers, as compared with 63.5 percent of 
Arlingtonians.  (See Appendix Table A-6.)  Fifty-
seven percent were employed in service industries, 
mirroring the county-wide total.  Thirteen percent 
of corridor residents worked for the government 
in 2010 as compared with 17.4 percent of county 
residents.

Though Columbia Pike has attracted a large number 
of transit riders, only 17.5 percent of employed 
residents commuted to work using public transit 
in 2000 that share increased to 24 percent by the 
latter half of the decade, according to data from 
the American Community Survey from 2005-2009 
(shown in Appendix Table A-7).  The 76 percent 
that traveled by motor vehicle in 2000 shrank to 69.1 
percent in the 2005-2009 estimates.  Three out of 
five drove alone to work in 2000.  
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Housing Stock

Currently, the Columbia Pike housing stock shows 
great diversity in type, size, age and price range.  The 
corridor market is clearly in transition as new hous-
ing is developed and existing housing is repositioned 
to meet the emerging demand.

The Pike Corridor had 15,457 housing units in 
2000; ESRI estimates that the total had grown to 
16,441 by 2010.  One-half of the corridor’s units 
were in multi-family structures of 10 or more units 
in 2000, including more than one-third in structures 
of 50 units or more.  Single-family detached units 
represent only 17 percent of the corridor’s housing 
inventory as compared with 31 percent county-wide, 
as shown in Appendix Table A-11.

As noted earlier, Columbia Pike’s development start-
ed with worker housing in the 1930s with additional 
complexes added in the 1950s and 1960s.  Appendix 
Table A-12 shows the 2010 inventory by year built, 
indicating that 30 percent of the units were built be-
fore 1950 with 41 percent built between 1950 and 
1969.

In the last three years, three new complexes devel-
oped in the corridor’s commercial nodes have added 
691 new units with a fourth complex delivering 299 
new units in 2011.

Shown in Appendix Table A-13, 64 percent of the 
Columbia Pike corridor’s housing inventory is oc-
cupied by renters.  An additional two percent of the 
inventory is vacant rental units.  
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Rental Housing

The 41 rental complexes within the study area have 
a total of 8,857 units and range in size from 18 to 
1,318 units.  (Many individual condominiums and 
houses are available for rent as well.)  Table 3 on 
the next page lists the corridor’s rental developments 
broken into the four subareas.  Excluding the three 
most recent developments, the corridor’s units are 
broken down 8 percent efficiency units, 48 percent 
one-bedroom units, 40 percent two-bedroom units 
and 4 percent three-bedroom units.  Shown in the 
following figure, the mix of units varies significant-
ly among the subareas.  The dominance of elevator 
buildings at the eastern end of the Pike in Subarea 
3 has led to a significantly higher number of effi-
ciencies and one-bedroom units with fewer two- and 
three-bedroom units in that subarea.

The mix of units also varies by the age of the de-
velopment.  Construction of efficiency units peaked 
in the 1960s, declining significantly in the 1970s 
and later.  The Halstead developed 4 percent of its 
units as efficiencies, but Siena Park and 55 Hundred 
did not include any efficiency units, reflecting their 
luxury orientation.  In other urban markets, develop-
ers are reporting growing interest in smaller rental 
units that are more affordable and allow renters to 
live alone rather than with roommates.
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Table 3 Source: Arlington County Rent Survey, 2000, 2005, 2008 and 2010; 
Partners for Economic Solutions, 2010.

Table 3. Apartment Inventory by Subarea, 2010

Complex Year Built Building Type  Number of Units 

Subarea 1

55 Hundred 2009 Elevator  234 

Barton Place 1984 Garden  33 

Carman Apartments 1964 Garden  16 

Columbia Gardens Apts 1948 Garden  62 

Columbia Grove 1954 Garden  210 

Fields of Arlington, The 1960 Elevator  199 

Greenbrier Apts 1949 Garden  108 

Harvey Hall 1962 Elevator  115 

Holiday Hills 1957 Garden  18 

Infinity Apartment Homes 1959 Elevator  227 

Key Gardens 1963 Garden  23 

Magnolia Commons 1947 Garden  198 

The Monterey Apartments 1948 Garden  109 

Tyroll Hills Apartments 1950 Garden  119 

Wildwood Park 1959 Elevator  400 

Wildwood Towers 1965 Elevator  134 

Windsor Towers 1963 Elevator  279 

Subarea 1 Subtotal  2,484 

Subarea 2

4300 Columbia Pike 1962 Garden  15 

Barcroft Apartments 1946 Garden  1,318 

Buchanan Gardens 1949 Garden  111 

Columbia Park 1962 Garden  178 

Oakland Apts 1956 Garden  245 

Quebec Apts 1953 Garden  172 

Taylor Square 1962 Garden  44 

Westmont Gardens 1958 Garden  249 

Whitmore, The 1962 Elevator  218 

Subarea 2 Subtotal  2,550 

Subarea 3

2121 Columbia Pike 1966 Elevator  114 

2200 Columbia Pike 1972 Elevator  218 
Archstone Columbia 
Crossing 1990 Garden  247 
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Arlington View Terrace 1961 Garden  77 

Dominion Plaza 1956 Elevator  318 

Dominion Towers 1958 Elevator  330 

Dorchester Apts 1957 Garden  388 

Dorchester Towers 1961 Elevator  260 

Fillmore Gardens 1946 Garden  559 

Halstead Arlington, The 2008 Elevator  269 

Key Apartments 1961 Elevator  30 

Penrose Square 2011 Elevator  299 

Shawnee Apts 1961 Elevator  85 

Siena Park 2010 Elevator  188 

Wellington, The 1960 Elevator  711 

Subarea 3 Subtotal  4,093 

Subarea 4

Foxcroft Terrace 1963 Garden  29 

Subarea 4 Subtotal  29 

Total Study Area  9,156 

Source: Arlington County Rent Survey, 2000, 2005, 2008 and 2010; 
Partners for Economic Solutions, 2010.

Table 3. Apartment Inventory by Subarea, 2010

Complex Year Built Building Type  Number of Units 

Recently Built Rental Housing

Since development of Archstone Columbia Crossing 
in 1990, Columbia Pike did not see any new rental 
housing developed until 2009 as the market respond-
ed to the new Columbia Pike vision and the Form-
Based Code incentives.  The Halstead opened in 
2009 with 269 units in a mixed-use development at 
Walter Reed Drive.  It was followed by 55 Hundred, 
a luxury high-rise development with 234 units on 
the far western end of the Pike.  Siena Park opened 
in 2010 with 188 luxury apartment units, office and 
retail space at the corner of Columbia Pike and 
South Wayne Street.  Penrose Square, scheduled for 
opening in mid-2011, will include 299 apartments 
and a major retail destination anchored by Giant 
Food.  Each of these developments has targeted the 
high end of the market.  No affordable units were 
required or provided.  Each replaced lower-density 
commercial uses.

Renovations/Repositioning

Several developments have been renovated and re-
positioned to serve a higher-end market.  The Whit-
more (formerly Taylor Place) in the central Pike area 
was originally built in 1962 and then underwent a 
major renovation in 2008.  Rents for its 211 units 
increased between 19 and 38 percent from 2008 to 
2010.   In the western Pike, substantial renovation 
of Monterey Apartments included committed af-
fordable units.  Rents on those market-rate units not 
subject to rent restrictions doubled.  Infinity Apart-
ment Homes underwent renovation.  The Serrano 
(formerly Windsor Towers) is currently undergoing 
a major renovation that resulted in eviction of its 
current residents.

Parking Ratios

Generally, market-rate developments along Colum-
bia Pike are providing roughly one parking space per 
unit, a ratio that can be tight at times but does not 
interfere with leasing of the units.  A few develop-
ments with a high number of tenants with room-
mates are experiencing a need for somewhat more 
spaces.  Others have excess available parking.  Most 
local developments have gone to a permit parking 
system to assure that the available spaces are re-
served for their residents.  A significant number of 
households own no cars, but some still own two cars, 
particularly roommates.  In committed affordable 
housing developments, demand now averages 0.7 
spaces per unit in the Columbia Pike corridor with 
its superior bus service.  In all but the most recent-
ly developed properties, parking is included in the 
apartment rent and provided on surface lots.  Siena 
Park, the Halstead and 55 Hundred provide garage 
parking at fees up to $100 per month.
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For-Sale Housing

Within the study area, much of the ownership hous-
ing is in condominium developments.  Twenty-six 
complexes, shown in Table 4, offer 3,679 condo-
miniums.  Forty-three percent of the corridor’s 
condominiums are high-rise units, one-quarter are 
garden-style units, one-quarter are townhouses, six 
percent are stacked townhouses and two percent are 
mid-rise units.

For those developments for which unit mix infor-
mation is available, almost one-half have two bed-
rooms.  Among high-rise developments, the unit 
mix includes 24 percent efficiencies, 35 percent one-
bedroom units, 41 percent two-bedroom units and 
only 1 percent three-bedroom units.  Those statis-
tics are skewed by the Carlton Condominium, which 
had more than one-half of its units in efficiencies. 

Table 4. Columbia Pike Condominium Complexes, 2010
Subarea Complex Name Year Built/    Converted Total Units Type

1 Arlington Heights 1979 111 Townhouses
1 Carlton Condominium 1965/1984 504 High-Rise
1 Carlyle House Condo 1980 136 High-Rise
1 Brittany Condominium 1975/2004 408 High-Rise
1 Columbia Condo 1963/1979 101 High-Rise
1 Columbia Knolls 1960/1972 190 High-Rise
1 Forest Knoll Condominium 1984 18 Stacked Townhouses
1 Frederick Courts 1947/1974 168 Garden
1 George Mason Villages Condo 1963/1980 163 Garden
1 Palazzo Condo 1964/1980 86 High-Rise
1 Park Glen Condo 1947/1982 216 Garden
1 Park Spring Condo 1968/1975 135 Garden
1 Sierra Condominium 2005 97 Garden
2 Birdwood Condo 1984 4 Townhouses
2 Dundree Knoll Condo 1987 96 Townhouses
2 Tanglewood Condo 1965/1981 44 High-Rise
3 Arl Village Courtyards Condo 1939/1981 60 Townhouses
3 Arlington Court Condo 1947 58 Mid-Rise
3 Arlington Village 1939/1979 595 Townhouses
3 Barkley Condo 1982 125 Stacked Townhouses
3 Columbia Court Condo 1989 15
3 Commons of Arlington 1948/1984 134 Garden
3 Fairway Village Condo 1985 37 Townhouses
3 Lancaster Condo 1963/1983 102 High-Rise
3 Park View Condo 1991 6 Townhouses
3 Westhampton Mews 1979 70 Stacked Units

Total 3,679
Source: Arlington County; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2011.
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Conversions of apartments to condominiums have 
been relatively limited in recent years.  Of the 2,906 
converted apartments, 41 percent were converted 
during the 1970s and 45 percent were converted dur-
ing the early 1980s.  Since 1984, only the 408-unit 
Brittany (now Century South Condominium) has 
converted.  The decisions of many long-time fam-
ily owners of Columbia Pike apartment complexes 
to retain them as rental properties have helped to 
preserve the corridor’s rental stock.
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Recently Built For-Sale Housing

New development of for-sale housing has been some-
what limited in recent years.  Majestic Oak is com-
pleting sales of 11 townhouses on South 13th Street 
at Glebe Road.  Centex Homes built 23 four-level 
townhouses in Alcova Row on Columbia Pike and 
South Randolph Street in 2006.  The Sierra Con-
dominiums created 97 new one- and two-bedroom 
condominiums in 2005 with the redevelopment of 
Monterey Apartments.  Park View Condominium 
and Columbia Court Condominums on South Scott 
Street and Dundree Knoll Condominiums on Ninth 
Road were developed in the late 1980s.  

Rent and sales price trends are discussed in the fol-
lowing section on the supply/demand balance and 
housing affordability.
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 Table 5. Columbia Pike Market-Rate Rental Residential Potentials, 2011 

Unit Type Square Feet Rent Per Sq Ft Monthly Rents
Eastern Columbia Pike
 Efficiency  550  -  605 $2.29  - $2.33 $1,260  - $1,410
  1 Bedroom  715  -  800 $2.25  - $2.28 $1,610  - $1,820
  2 Bedroom  900  -  1,050 $2.18  - $2.23 $1,960  - $2,340
  3 Bedroom  1,050  -  1,150 $2.13  - $2.18 $2,240  - $2,510

Western Columbia Pike
 Efficiency  550  -  605 $2.19  - $2.23 $1,200  - $1,350
  1 Bedroom  715  -  800 $2.15  - $2.18 $1,540  - $1,740
  2 Bedroom  900  -  1,050 $2.08  - $2.13 $1,870  - $2,240
  3 Bedroom  1,050  -  1,150 $2.05  - $2.08 $2,150  - $2,390
Source: Partners for Economic Solutions, 2011.

Affordability and Supply/Demand Balance

The balance of housing supply and demand in the 
corridor impacts rents, prices and occupancy levels.  The 
high level of demand exhibited for the study area has led 
to rapid rent and price increases in recent years as well 
as high occupancy levels.  This section starts with overall 
data for the Columbia Pike/Shirlington submarket of 
Arlington County.

Rental Market

REIS, Inc., a national provider of real estate data, tracks 
subarea rental trends for Columbia Pike and Shirlington.  
Shown in the following graph, asking rents have increased 
in spurts over the last 15 years.  Year-to-year increases 
were highest in 1999 and 2001, when rents in Class A 
buildings increased 11.1 and 11.7 percent, respectively.  
Over the last three years, rents in Class A buildings have 
stagnated while Class B/C building rents continue to 
grow two to four percent per year.  Table A-14, which 
provides trend data for new construction, occupancy and 
absorption, indicates that occupancy rates dropped from 
96 percent in 2007 to 5.7 percent in 2008 and 7.5 percent 
in 2009 with the economic recession and addition of 
454 new units.  The market area’s occupancy rate had 
recovered to 94.5 percent by the third quarter of 2010.   

Arlington County conducts an annual rent survey.  
Using that survey data, Appendix Tables A-15 and 
A-16 provide a detailed breakdown of rental units by 
rent category. 
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Table 5 provides estimates of rents that are currently 
supportable in today’s market for newly developed 
housing with good, but not luxury, amenities and quality.   
Renovated garden apartments would support rents 10 to 
20 percent below those of new units.
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For-Sale Housing Market

Columbia Pike’s for-sale housing market includes 
condominiums, townhouses and single-family units.  
As background in 2009, units in Arlington County 
sold for an average price of $515,640 according to 
MRIS.  That was down 3.7 percent from the 2008 
average, though that may be the result of the mix 
of units sold in each year.  The median sales price 
remained stable at $450,000, as shown in Appendix 
Table A-17.

Data from Redfin.com, an online aggregator of 
home sales data, identified 488 sales in ZIP code 
22204, which encompasses Columbia Pike, from 
April 2010 through 2011, summarized in Table 6.  
Of that total, 188 were condominiums and 129 were 
townhouses.  Shown in Appendix Table A-18, the 
condominiums had a median price of $243,000 while 
the townhouses had a median price of $333,000.  
Small detached houses with less than 1,200 square 
feet had a median price of $376,000 while units with 
1,200 to 1,999 square feet achieved a median price 
of $470,000 and larger units of 2,000 square feet 
or more had a median price of $638,000.  Overall, 
single-family detached units sold for a median price 
of $473,000 with just over 5 percent selling for less 
than $300,000 and nearly 20 percent selling for 
$300,000 to $399,000 (Appendix Table A-19).

Table 6. Median Price of Units Sold in Zip Code 22204 by Bedrooms, April 2010-2011

Single-Family Townhouses Condominiums
 Unit Size  Units Sold  Median Price  Units Sold  Median Price  Units Sold  Median Price 
 Efficiency  

Number Sold  - NA 0 NA  6 $95,000
Percent NA NA 3%

 One Bedroom 
Number Sold  - NA 0 NA  55 $155,000
Percent NA NA 29%

 Two Bedrooms 
Number Sold  31 $391,000  74 $315,000  121 $280,000
Percent 18% 57% 64%

 Three Bedrooms 
Number Sold  73 $455,000  46 $393,000  6 $343,000
Percent 43% 36% 3%

 Four or More Bedrooms 
Number Sold  67 $542,000  9 $431,000  - NA
Percent 39% 7% 0%

 Total 
Number Sold  171 $473,000  129 $337,000  188 $238,000
Percent 100% 100% 100%

Table includes only those sales with number of bedroom information included and therefore does not represent all home sales over the past year.

Source: Redfin.com; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2011.
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 Table 7. Columbia Pike Market-Rate For-Sale Residential Potentials, 2011 

 Unit Type Square Feet Price Per Sq Ft Sales Prices
Eastern Columbia Pike
 Condo- Efficiency  575  -  625 $352  - $355 $204,130  - $220,000
 Condo- 1 BR  875  -  950 $348  - $350 $306,250  - $330,600
 Condo- 2 BR  1,050  -  1,250 $343  - $347 $364,350  - $428,750
 Condo- 3 BR  1,350  -  1,450 $338  - $342 $461,700  - $490,100
 Townhouse- 2 BR  1,415  -  1,500 $333  - $335 $474,030  - $499,500
 Townhouse-3 BR  1,625  -  1,800 $327  - $331 $537,880  - $588,600
 Stacked TH-2 BR  1,325  -  1,450 $325  - $327 $433,280  - $471,250
 Stacked TH-3 BR  1,625  -  1,775 $320  - $323 $524,880  - $568,000
Western Columbia Pike
 Condo- Efficiency  575  -  625 $328  - $330 $189,750  - $205,000
 Condo- 1 BR  875  -  950 $323  - $325 $284,380  - $306,850
 Condo- 2 BR  1,050  -  1,250 $318  - $322 $338,100  - $397,500
 Condo- 3 BR  1,350  -  1,450 $315  - $319 $430,650  - $456,750
 Townhouse- 2 BR  1,415  -  1,500 $318  - $320 $452,800  - $477,000
 Townhouse-3 BR  1,625  -  1,800 $312  - $316 $513,500  - $561,600
 Stacked TH-2 BR  1,325  -  1,450 $310  - $312 $413,400  - $449,500
 Stacked TH-3 BR  1,625  -  1,775 $305  - $308 $500,500  - $541,380
Source: Partners for Economic Solutions, 2011.

Among the townhouses sold, only 5.5 percent were 
priced below $200,000 with 27 percent between 
$200,000 and $299,999 and 42 percent sold for 
$300,000 to $399,999.  (See Appendix Table A-20.)

Condominiums provided the most affordable 
pricing, as shown in Appendix Table A-21.  Twelve 
percent sold for less than $100,000 and 32 percent 
sold for $100,000 to $199,999.   Condominium 
pricing was hard hit by the recession due to the 
higher foreclosure rate among entry-level housing, 
the tightening of mortgage credit, and the high 
levels of investor purchases.  In older developments 
converted from apartments, assessed values were 
down by 35 to 45 percent from their peak in 2006.  
Even new complexes saw significant reductions in 
their assessed values.

Supportable prices for condominiums and 
townhouses are shown in Table 7, reflecting current 
market conditions.
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Affordability

Housing is determined by the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development to be affordable 
if gross rent (including utilities) is 30 percent or 
less of household income.  Affordability standards 
are typically related to the Area Median Family 
Income (AMI) and the size of the household.  In 
the Washington, DC area, the 2010 AMI was 
$103,500 for a family of four.  A family of four at 60 
percent of AMI could make up to $62,100; a family 
of two could make $49,700.  Appendix Table A-22 
summarizes the income standards for affordability.

Affordable rents are determined based on assumptions 
as to the distribution of tenancy by household size 
within each unit size.  The rents that households can 
afford at different income levels are shown in Table 
8 for different sized apartments.

Among Columbia Pike households in 2000, 34.6 
percent paid more than 30 percent of their income 
for gross rent.  Fourteen percent paid more than 50 
percent, as shown in Appendix Table A-23.

For homeownership, the affordability standard is 35 
percent of household income for gross ownership 
costs, including mortgage interest and principal, 
real estate taxes, utilities and insurance.  Maximum 
affordable sales prices are shown in Table 9 by 
income category.

 Table 8. Affordable Rents by Unit Size and Income Bracket 

Unit Size /    % of 
AMI

Gross Monthly Rents Net Monthly Rents

50% 60% 80% 100% 50% 60% 80% 100%

 Efficiency $910 $1,090 $1,450 $1,810 $825 $1,005 $1,365 $1,725

 1-Bedroom $1,040 $1,240 $1,660 $2,070 $908 $1,108 $1,528 $1,938

 2-Bedroom $1,230 $1,480 $1,970 $2,460 $1,054 $1,304 $1,794 $2,284

 3-Bedroom $1,300 $1,550 $2,070 $2,590 $1,081 $1,331 $1,851 $2,371
Note: 1Net of utility allowance ($85 for efficiencies, $132 for one-bedroom units, $176 for two-bedroom units and $219 for three-bedroom units).

Gross rents reflect HUD’s affordability standard of 30 percent of income.

Source:  US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), 2010; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2011.

 Table 9. Affordable Unit Sales Prices

  Income Category
Number of 

Persons Income Served Sales Price

 80% AMI  4 $82,800 $311,000

 100% AMI  4 $103,500 $423,000

 120% AMI  4 $124,200 $536,000

Source: US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), 2010; Partners 
for Economic Solutions, 2011.
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Committed Affordable Housing

Columbia Pike’s housing stock includes nine garden 
apartment complexes with committed affordable 
(CAF) units as follows:

•	 Buchanan Gardens – 111 units owned by Ar-
lington Partnership for Affordable Housing 
(APAH) being renovated for households at 50 
percent of Area Median Family Income (AMI) 
and 60 percent of AMI;

•	 Columbia Grove – 210 units owned by APAH 
and split among 50 percent of AMI, 60 percent 
of AMI and market-rate units;

•	 Monterey – 109 units owned by Silverwood split 
between 50 and 60 percent of AMI;

•	 Harvey Hall – 115 units owned by AHC, Inc.;
•	 The Fields – 199 units owned by KSI and split 

among 50 percent of AMI, 60 percent of AMI 
and market-rate units;

•	 Key Gardens – 23 units owned by AHC and 
split among 50 percent of AMI, 60 percent of 
AMI and market-rate units;

•	 Quebec Apartments – 172 apartments owned by 
Silverwood, of which 129 are committed at 60 
percent of AMI; 

•	 Arlington View Terrace – 77 units owned by 
AHC and rented at 60 percent of AMI; and 

•	 Taylor Square – 44 units owned by AHC and 
rented at 60 percent of AMI.

Together, these developments provide 127 units 
committed for households at or below 50 percent of 
AMI and 795 units at 60 percent of AMI.

Market-Rate Affordable Units

Many market-rate developments in the corridor 
offer units are rents that are affordable to households 
at 60 or 80 percent of AMI.  However, their rents 
are not committed to remain affordable by virtue 
of a contract or agreement with HUD or Arlington 
County.  These market-rate affordable units 
(MARKs) provide great diversity of housing choices 
and affordability for the Columbia Pike corridor, but 
they are at risk as market rents continue to escalate.  
The inventory of Columbia Pike MARKs shown 
in Appendix Table A-24 by development indicates 
a total of 3,151 units affordable at 60 percent of 
AMI and 3,327 units affordable at 80 percent of 
AMI.  The following figures show the distribution 
of MARKs units by unit size.
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Future Scenario

Without additional intervention, the Columbia Pike 
corridor can be expected to continue to shift from 
affordable to market-rate rents and prices at a steady 
pace, accelerating with opening of the streetcar 
service.  Rent increase trends have outpaced income 
growth significantly over the last decade, and that 
disparity is expected to continue.  The impacts of 
BRAC relocations of 17,000 jobs from Arlington 
to Fort Belvoir, Fort Meade and elsewhere may 
create a short respite as some renters will choose to 
move closer to their new job locations.  However, 
the pressing demand for rental units in close-
in locations with transit access will moderate the 
effects of the relocations.  Opening of the streetcar 
line will increase the demand for Columbia Pike 
housing as households from other parts of the region 
seek housing with easy access to transit, further 
increasing pressure on rents.

In addition to general rent increases across the 
board, acquisitions of existing apartment complexes 
are continuing along the corridor.  Real estate 
investment trusts (REITs) and other institutional 
buyers are exhibiting great interest in acquiring 
existing apartment complexes in Arlington and other 
close-in jurisdictions.  Renovation and repositioning 
of those complexes will result in much higher rent 
increases.  

After adjustments in the financial markets, the market 
is likely to see renewed interest in condominiums, 
though buyers may be more circumspect and 
constrained in their ability to purchase units.  The 

sharp declines in condominium values bring into 
question their investment value, and many small 
investors are now out of the market.  Mortgage 
reforms that require increased downpayments and 
tighter underwriting will impact lower-income 
homebuyers most directly, reducing demand from 
a segment of traditional condominium buyers.   
However, those same mortgage constraints also may 
cause some prospective townhouse buyers to shift to 
less expensive condominiums. 

New construction will resume, focusing primarily on 
sites with older, small scale commercial structures 
in the areas already planned for development under 
the FBC.  These obsolescent structures have a lower 
value than fully leased apartment buildings, yielding 
a great “upside” increase in density and overall 
value.  The current high value of existing apartment 
buildings will inhibit redevelopment without 
significant increases in the number of units.

Without public intervention, the Pike’s supply of 
market affordable units will shrink significantly, 
leaving many current residents without affordable 
housing opportunities in Arlington.  Many will be 
forced by the higher rents to seek housing elsewhere 
in less convenient locations, spend an excessively 
high share of their income for rent and/or double up 
so as to have more wage.
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Initial Interviews 

In order to prepare for the January 2011 Preliminary 
Analysis Workshop, the consultant team’s econo-
mists (Partners for Economic Solutions) conducted 
initial interviews with property owners in the Co-
lumbia Pike area (including those of the represen-
tative sites), as well as with regional developers to 
gain a better understanding of the existing market 
conditions. These initial interviews yielded the fol-
lowing feedback: 

•	 Many of the corridor’s apartment complexes 
have long-time family owners.  They express in-
terest in holding their properties as long term 
investments.  The family members and prospec-
tive heirs appreciate the value of the properties 
and the income they produce, often at rates bet-
ter than those available from other investments.  
The prospect of capital gains taxes at sale also 
dampens their interest in selling their proper-
ties.  However, at least one acknowledged that 
“Everything is for sale at the right price.”

•	 Institutions and trusts are pursuing investments 
in the corridor aggressively, offering high prices 
for leased apartment buildings.  They see good 
potential for long-term returns from well-locat-
ed rental properties within the Beltway and with 
transit access.  

•	 Among the property owners, many are wary of 
and avoid government programs and partner-
ships. The incentives offered by the County are 
perceived to carry too high a cost.  The own-
ers are leery of committing to long-term agree-
ments that limit their ability to control their 

properties and respond to future changes in the 
market.  They feel that the County asks for more 
than it gives in return.  Their preference would 
be to remain fully independent of County pro-
cesses and to continue doing business under the 
status quo with by-right zoning.

•	 Some report difficulties through the years as 
they have sought to upgrade and maintain their 
properties.  The building code and the inspec-
tors that enforce the code provide little flexibil-
ity in dealing with the idiosyncrasies of existing 
buildings going through rehabilitation.

•	 Developers who develop and/or own residen-
tial properties in the corridor share some of the 
sentiments of other property owners in their 
frustration with the site plan process, the time 
involved in securing development approvals and 
the unpredictable nature of the process.  

•	 For most developers, clarity, consistency and 
predictability are the most important aspects of 
a successful development approval process.  Hav-
ing clear rules that yield predictable outcomes in 
a timely fashion is of utmost importance.

•	 The Form-Based Code (FBC) adopted for Co-
lumbia Pike’s commercial nodes is a significant 
improvement over the site plan process in terms 
of speed and predictability.  However, they per-
ceive that the FBC still has not achieved its full 
promise.  Instances were cited where provisions 
of the code were perceived to be too inflexible to 
respond to specific site constraints and imple-

mentation of the code was influenced by com-
munity politics.

•	 The County’s Affordable Housing Investment 
Fund (AHIF) is a valuable tool in helping to sup-
port the cost of affordable housing development.

•	 The bonus density offered in exchange for incor-
porating affordable housing into market-rate de-
velopments is largely ineffective due to commu-
nity opposition to height and increased density.

•	 Certain design guidelines and standards im-
pose major costs that inhibit affordable housing 
development. Undergrounding of utilities, tree 
preservation and replacing existing sidewalks 
add major costs to the development budget.  
Also troublesome, are parking requirements that 
overstate the demand for tenant parking, in-
creasing costs unnecessarily.

•	 Aging infrastructure creates major site costs.  
Many of the corridor’s apartment developments 
were built from the 1930s to the 1960s, so the 
supporting infrastructure is 40 to 70 years old 
and in need of upgrades or replacement.

•	 Development opportunities on the corridor are 
constrained by the high value of existing resi-
dential development.  Most are too expensive for 
independent developers to acquire for redevel-
opment.  National and regional Real Estate In-
vestment Trusts (REITs) and other institutional 
buyers have access to low-cost financing and are 
bidding up prices.
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•	 Land assessment practices burden affordable 
housing during the construction period.  Vir-
ginia recently adopted important changes to as-
sessment practices so that affordable housing is 
valued based on its net operating income rather 
than on comparisons to market-rate develop-
ments in the area.  This recognition of the true 
market value results in real estate taxes more in 
keeping with the development’s ability to pay.  
However, the County Assessor continues to as-
sess all residential land at its highest and best 
use, even when the development includes com-
mitted affordable units.  This results in high real 
estate taxes during the design and construction 
phases that increase total development costs.
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Public participation will play a critical role in the 
Land Use & Housing Study (LU&HS).  The plan-
ning process must be a collaborative effort, in order 
that the final plan policies and action items reflect 
the goals and desires of the community.  The process 
will contain many opportunities for feedback and 
interaction between the consultant team, Plenary 
Group, Working Group, and Arlington community.

The Land Use & Housing Study was initiated in 
2008.  The Plenary Group (comprised of community 
residents and key stakeholders) and Working Group 
(comprised of County staff and select members of 
the Plenary Group) began meeting to establish plan 
goals and objectives (as outlined in Chapter 1).  In 
2010, the Dover-Kohl team was retained to assist 
these groups by providing expertise in urban design, 
economics, and community participation.

This chapter contains a brief summary of the meet-
ings and interaction completed to date by the Dover-
Kohl team.  Conversations with the Arlington com-
munity began with initial Plenary Group kick-off 
meetings and an Analysis Workshop held in January 
2011.  These meetings were essential to the team’s 
understanding of the existing development dynam-
ics along the Pike corridor, and the opportunities 
and constraints facing the established plan goals.  In 
particular, meetings with individual property own-
ers as well as ongoing conversations with community 
stakeholders provided critical input to the economic 
analysis.

Additional meetings were also held with members 
of the Foxcroft community during the months of 

January – April, 2011.  This unique neighborhood 
of primarily single-family homes is quite different 
than the other areas of the LU&HS study area; there 
are several changes coming to this area in the near 
future, include the closing of the Navy annex, expan-
sion of Arlington National Cemetery, and realign-
ment of the Washington Boulevard interchange.  A 
separate document is being produced to summarize 
the input received at those initial meetings, as well as 
the draft planning concepts generated.

The work described in this report is a first step – 
to conduct preliminary economic and urban form 
analysis that will prepare the planning team and 
community for a charrette to be held in June 2011.  
The charrette will be a week-long sequence of public 
workshops and meetings to plan for the future of 
the housing areas along the Pike corridor. During 
that time, the team will take the community input 
gathered to date and the lessons learned from this 
analysis, and meld it into discussions conducted to 
elicit preferences on the physical (built) form of de-
velopment in the residential areas.

Following the charrette, the Dover-Kohl team will 
refine the concepts generated and identify those pol-
icies and tools that can be used to achieve communi-
ty goals.  A final report document will be completed, 
detailing implementation strategies and responsibil-
ities, so that the County and community can imple-
ment the vision.  It is anticipated that the plan will 
be ready to be considered for adoption in early 2012.
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Preliminary Site Visit 
December 14-16, 2010

In December 2010, members of the Dover-Kohl team 
conducted a preliminary site visit to gain a better 
understanding of the conditions shaping future 
development and conservation along Columbia 
Pike.  A primary component of the site visit was 
field analysis.  The team drove and walked along 
the corridor/study area, with specific attention given 
to the nine representative sites.  The team studied 
the existing urban form and the network of streets, 
blocks and lots, land uses, parking locations and 
building types, and urban design elements (building 
placement, massing, and height).  Key observations 
are summarized in Chapter 1 of this report. 

During the site visit the team conducted a series of 
meetings with key members of Arlington County 
staff (representatives from the planning, housing, 
preservation, transportation, parks and recreation, 
and economic development departments) and the 
Working Group.  The purpose of these meetings 
was to discuss the approach and process conducted 
to date, overall project goals and objectives, and 
upcoming schedule.  At the Working Group session, 
the Dover-Kohl team led a discussion for the 
selection of the representative sites that were subject 
to detailed planning and analysis during the January 
2011 Analysis Workshop.

In addition to the above meetings, the Dover-Kohl 
team also began meeting with property owners during 
the site visit, to gain insight regarding opportunities 
and issues related to future development and building 
conservation choices.  These meetings continued 
into January 2011, in preparation for the Analysis 
Workshop.
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Plenary Group Meeting # 6: Kick-off and Discussion
January 8, 2011

On January 8th, a Plenary Group meeting was held 
to kick-off the Dover-Kohl team’s involvement 
in the Land Use & Housing Study process.  The 
session began with an overview of the project goals 
and objectives (as defined in previous Working 
Group/Plenary Group sessions), and a review of the 
initial market analysis prepared by the Dover-Kohl 
team.  The group then reviewed changes that have 
occurred in the Revitalization District Nodes under 
the Form-Based Code (FBC), and discussed lessons 
learned and how they could apply to the LU&HS 
study area.  Finally, the group identified preferences 
for preservation, revitalization, and redevelopment 
forms in each sub-area and identified opportunities 
and constraints.  The conversation focused on how to 
balance preferred urban form with established plan 
goals.  A summary of the Plenary Group discussion 
and community input received at this meeting can be 
found on the following pages. 

•	 Evaluate how existing older properties could be added 
to or modified without destroying their character

•	 Affordable housing; serving low incomes, minorities, 
promoting homeownership as well as rentals

•	 Preserve small locally-owned businesses
•	 Provision of open space for recreational & passive 

facilities
•	 Think about long-term sustainability

•	 Place making: develop a sense of place and a sense of 
destination

•	 New development and redevelopment should be 
sensitive to resource protection areas. 

•	 Less retail - don’t want empty storefronts along the 
Pike

•	 Affordable housing; preservation and new construction
•	 Vibrant, walkable and mixed-income community 

In your opinion, what are the most important targets for the planning team to strive to achieve?
(A selection of community feedback)
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Form-Based Code Lessons:
•	 New development under FBC not affordable – 

makes this study more challenging
•	 To what extent have we achieved the vision of the 

CPI?
•	 Density has delivered ground floor retail, 200 af-

fordable units and pedestrian improvements/walk-
ability through the use of the FBC.

•	 FBC increased the supply of small retail spaces.  
This, theoretically, should have lowered the cost of 
the rents since the supply went up.

•	 FBC does not accommodate grocery stores (major 
chains would need to go the Site Plan route since 
their minimum requirements for footprint exceed 
what the Code allows).

Subarea 1 (Western Pike):
•	 Staff/consultant team should be speaking with the 

property owners and gauging their anticipated level 
of preservation, overall visions for their properties.  
What are the current trade-offs for the County 
(available incentives)?

•	 Unique topography on this end of the Pike could 
allow for building into the hillsides which would 
reduce the overall height of the building while still 
achieving density.

•	 Opportunities exist on certain sites for preservation 
by way of bump-outs.

•	 This study should evaluate / avoid “exclusive zoning” 
which may contribute to economic segregation.

•	 There aren’t any walkable grocery stores in this subarea.
•	 Lack of public space on this end can Affect mixed 

income communities / social development.

•	 What incentives do we need to offer owners / develop-
ers to have our goals incorporated into their redevelop-
ment plans?

•	 Any plans for a bike boulevard in this area?
•	 We should consider offering funds to developers that 

would be enhancing garden style apartments (preserv-
ing them).  

•	 Subarea 1 has many dead end streets that prevent 
access and circulation off the Pike.

Subarea 2 (Central Pike):
•	 WO&D Trail Connections could be enhanced.
•	 There is an increased pressure on parks in this area.
•	 No additional parking or school capacity is available here.
•	 Food Star is the only walkable grocery store.
•	 George Mason Drive cross-sections should be stud-

ied to determine their required building lines.
•	 Consistent street wall is missing along Columbia Pike.
•	 Doctor’s Run should be daylighted (George Mason 

Drive & Columbia Pike) – there is an open space 
opportunity around an existing stream.

•	 Analysis should also focus on the existing garden 
style apartments and whether or not they can ac-
commodate additional density.  

•	 Tree canopy and replacement should be assessed 
where necessary.

•	 George Mason Drive and Columbia Pike is a ma-
jor intersection that could handle a lot of commerce 
and traffic volumes, hence it should be studied care-
fully.

•	 The community would like to break up the super-
block along Columbia Pike between Monroe and 
Quincy (south of the Pike).

Subarea 3 (Central / Eastern Pike):
•	 Are there any instances where public land could be 

utilized for affordable housing? 
•	 Structured parking (north of the golf course) may 

open up opportunities for development.
•	 Analysis should address how the community inter-

acts with the Washington Blvd. and Columbia Pike 
intersection.

•	 Many dead ends in Columbia Heights neighbor-
hood and structured parking should be addressed.

•	 Need to look at how parking solutions could help us 
achieve any of the goals. 

•	 Arlington View community is perceived to be prob-
lematic / dangerous.

•	 Fillmore St. needs some transportation improve-
ments / further study. 

•	 Service / commercial uses could be introduced be-
tween Courthouse and Washington Blvd.

Subarea 4 (Eastern Pike):
•	 South side of Columbia Pike is of interest and 

should be explored further even though it is not 
“technically” within the study area.

•	 This neighborhood desperately needs a new north/
south street connection from Columbia Pike to 
Southgate Rd.

•	 The community would like to see some more diverse 
retail opportunities along the Pike.

Questions & Input from Participants at Plenary Group Meeting #6
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Analysis Workshop
January 22-26, 2011

In January 2011, the Dover-Kohl team conducted 
a five-day Analysis Workshop. The purpose of the 
workshop was to explore strategies to achieve plan 
goals on prototypical sites (such as garden apartments, 
mid-rise, high-rise, etc), and learn lessons about 
the economic feasibility of each scenario.  Lessons 
learned will be applied to planning for the entire 
Pike corridor during the June 2011 charrette.

The workshop began with a meeting of the Plenary 
Group (Meeting #7: Baseline Considerations).  At 
this meeting, the Plenary Group and Dover-Kohl 
team worked together to review a preliminary urban 
analysis of the representative sites, and discussed 
potential scenarios that could be explored for future 
development / preservation aimed to realize plan 
goals for retaining affordable housing and achieving 
a sustainable urban form.  The group also reviewed 
opportunities and issues identified through property 
owner meetings.  This discussion guided work 
completed during the remainder of the workshop.  

From Sunday, January 23rd through Wednesday, 
January 26th, the Dover-Kohl team set up an on-site 
design studio at the Siena Park building.  The studio 
was open for members of the community to drop by 
throughout the day to see the work-in-progress.  The 
team began drawing and testing scenarios for each of 
the representative sites, and conducted meetings with 
County staff, the Working Group, and representative 
sites’ property owners.

On Monday, January 24th, a public forum entitled 
“Let’s Talk Housing – A Dialogue on Affordable 
Housing Tools” was held to discuss implementation 

tools that could be utilized to create or preserve 
affordable housing along Columbia Pike.   Dover-
Kohl principal Victor Dover joined other national 
experts in the field of housing in a discussion with the 
Arlington community to explore tools and solutions 
that have worked in other communities, and how 
these could be applied to the Pike.  This discussion 
informed the implementation tools identified in this 
report (Chapter 5).

Issues (identified at Plenary Group session):

•	 Current cash flow may be barrier to redevelopment
•	 Prices/value expectations may be unrealistic
•	 Aging infrastructure could create major site costs
•	 Design standards may impose major costs
•	 Undergrounding utilities, sidewalk replacement,  

tree preservation
•	 Delivering on the promise of Form-Based Code
•	 Timely, predictable development approvals
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Plenary Group Meeting #8: Work-in-Progress Presentation
February 17, 2011

In February 2011, members of the Dover Kohl 
team led a meeting of the Plenary Group to review 
preliminary observations for the work begun during 
the Analysis Workshop. The group reviewed the 
scenarios tested, preliminary economic findings, and 
potential implementation tools.   Input received at 
this meeting was used to guide the continuation of 
the analysis phase. 

After the Work-in-Progress Presentation, the 
Dover-Kohl team continued to refine the urban and 
economic analysis of the nine representative sites.  A 
prototype model was created as a means to quickly 
isolate and test the impacts of multiple variables 
suggested (such as unit types / unit mix, density, 
construction types, and parking ratios).  This work 
is described in Chapter 3.  The initial findings from 
the analysis of the representative sites is included in 
Chapter 4 and Appendix C.  

In March 2011, a “Tools Committee” was established 
among members of the Working Group.  This 
committee worked with Partners for Economic 
Solutions (PES) to identify and evaluate potential 
implementation tools; the primary focus of this work 
was to identify those tools that could be used to 
preserve affordable housing.  A summary of the most 
promising tools is included in Chapter 5; a full matrix 
of tools discussed is included in Appendix D.

The next meeting of the Plenary Group will be held 
on May 24, 2011.  At this meeting, the group will 
review the contents and findings of this Preliminary 
Analysis Report, in preparation for the June charrette.       

•	 Explicit consideration of lower parking ratio’s as 
a way to “create” economic value or lower costs for 
affordable housing could amplify the economic 
attractiveness of conversion to CAFs

•	 Useful concepts: using unused space, building out 
grid, changing / improving Pike frontage

•	 Density doesn’t solve everything!
•	 Using small numbers of townhouse sales to help 

retain affordable rental apartment units seems useful
•	 Need more discussion about financial assumptions
•	 While townhouses seem viable, is there any risk that 

the market for buyers of townhouses will diminish as 
more are built? 

•	 What is the impact on the commercial sector on the 
west end of the Pike? 

•	 I was glad to hear that height wasn’t necessarily the 
answer - I’d like to retain some mid-rise and garden 
developments

•	 The public needs to know about tangible programs 
that are currently available in the county, with clear 
goals based on actual public  funding sources 

•	 Include small businesses in the discussion
•	 All scenarios were of large sites, were smaller sites not 

economically feasible?
•	 Arlington County housing grants should be increased

Input from Participants at the Work-in-Progress Presentation:
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The purpose of the financial analysis is to provide 
real world context as to the way developers and 
property owners view development on Columbia 
Pike.  The plan’s strength will lie in its ability to 
affect these individuals’ development decisions over 
the next 30 years.  The decision as to when and how 
to develop or redevelop a piece of land relies primar-
ily on financial factors, so the financial returns from 
alternative types of development will shape future 
development in the corridor.
 

The particular focus of this financial analysis is on 
the potential to preserve the corridor’s housing af-
fordability and diversity.  At the onset, a number of 
questions were raised:

•	 Would bonus density be an effective incentive 
to develop and/or preserve long-term affordable 
housing?

•	 How effective would the current and potential 
housing tools be at closing the financial gap be-
tween the cost of developing affordable housing 
and the private investment justified by the future 
income potential?  (Addressed in Chapter 5.)

•	 How can the plan and Form-Based Code pro-
vide conditions to encourage and facilitate de-
velopment that meets the plan’s goals for af-
fordable housing and other community benefits?  
(Addressed in Chapter 5.)

•	 Under what conditions would different types of 
development be feasible?

•	 What is the scale of the financial challenge fac-
ing the County in meeting the plan’s affordable 
housing goals?
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Theme Finding Impl ic at ions for Columbia Pike Pl an Considerat ions

Market 
Changes

More and more market-rate renters and home buyers 
are seeking housing in the Columbia Pike corridor, 
increasing rents and prices.  These trends are accel-
erating as the Pike becomes more attractive with the 
upgrading of the pedestrian environment and intro-
duction of streetcar service.

Without public intervention, the market will drive up apartment 
rents beyond affordable levels.  This may happen gradually as 
existing developments increase their rents each year or abruptly 
as a building is emptied, renovated and then rented at much 
higher rents.

Pursue new tools and expanded funding 
for affordable housing to meet the grow-
ing need.

Market 
Changes & 
By-Right 

Renovations

It is much more difficult to redevelop existing residen-
tial uses than lower-density commercial uses.  Replac-
ing income generated by the existing housing (apart-
ments) is very expensive.

Near-term new development will favor the commercial areas al-
ready within the Revitalization District Nodes and eligible for 
FBC.  Renovation and “re-positioning” of apartments at higher 
rents poses the greatest threat to affordable housing on Colum-
bia Pike, particularly among mid-rise developments that have 
changed hands recently. These changes are allowed under exist-
ing zoning and require no County approvals.

Reach out to owners of existing market 
affordable housing to seek preservation 
partnerships or sale.  Develop tools to 
encourage preservation of existing market 
affordable units, possibly with a shift to 
committed affordable status.

R-B 
Corridor

Columbia Pike differs from the Rosslyn-Ballston cor-
ridor in Metro access and prevailing rents and prices.  
Redevelopment started slowly in the R-B corridor, 
and most of the redevelopment has occurred on under 
utilized commercial properties rather than replacing 
existing housing.  Land prices have increased signifi-
cantly over time as urban amenities expanded and in-
dividual station areas achieved critical mass.  The high 
rents and land prices support high-density develop-
ment.

Columbia Pike’s market rents are 20 to 30 percent below those in 
Rosslyn, Clarendon and Ballston.  Introduction of the streetcar 
service, which is planned to accommodate a forecasted growth 
in ridership, will improve quality-of-life and make the Colum-
bia Pike corridor more attractive through improved transporta-
tion options.  However, it will be many years before the Pike’s 
market reaches the rent levels of the R-B corridor.

Acknowledge that near- and mid-term de-
velopment will likely be different in type 
and scale from that in the R-B corridor.

Economic Lessons

The economic analysis explains current market conditions and reviews future prospects to help guide the 
planning effort.  This analysis focused on the pressures for redevelopment, the implications of long-term 
redevelopment, and the goals of preserving affordable housing.  The following table is a summary of lessons 
learned; details of the analysis that led to these findings are on the pages that follow. 
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Theme Finding Impl ic at ions for Columbia Pike Pl an Considerat ions

Ownership

Several long-time family owners control much of the 
Pike’s rental apartments.  They have expressed their 
intentions to retain that ownership and continue to 
operate the housing as rental apartments.  The returns 
from rental housing are better than they could achieve 
with other investments, and they would be subject to 
high capital gains taxes if they sold.

Several have moderated rent increases over the years in order to 
maintain high occupancy.  Their presence has helped to main-
tain affordability and long-term stability. 

Develop tools to encourage these long-
term owners to maintain at least a portion 
of their units as market affordable housing.

Density

Due to the high value of existing housing, redevelop-
ment is financially feasible typically only when it re-
places each existing unit with at least three new units.

Depending on site configuration, low-rise wood-frame con-
struction (five stories) can achieve densities of up to 95 units per 
acre, making feasible replacement of existing garden apartments.  

Redevelopment of existing mid-rise (6-10 stories) and high-rise 
(11 or more stories) buildings is unlikely unless the building has 
reached the end of its useful life.  Changes to mid- and high-rise 
properties would likely first be sought on land available for infill 
development – such as on parking lots and around the existing 
structures – where removal of existing units is not needed.

Identify sites most appropriate for in-
fill development as a tool for affordable 
housing and support for public amenities.

By-Right 
Townhouse 

Development

For-sale townhouses provide high returns sufficient to 
warrant redevelopment of existing garden apartments.

Affordable garden apartments are at risk of being lost to more 
profitable by-right townhouse development.  Extensive town-
house development creates trade-offs and may adversely affect 
the ability to create public amenities and affordable housing.  
Townhouses may be useful for infill development to preserve 
garden apartment communities.

Consider zoning amendment to remove 
by-right townhouse development. Iden-
tify sites suitable for townhouse devel-
opment in conjunction with affordable 
housing preservation.

Parking 
Factors

Parking costs almost triple with a shift from surface to 
structured parking.  Parking costs double when shifted 
from above-ground to below-ground parking.  Such 
high costs require high rents and prices, such as those 
found in the R-B corridor. 

Housing design could focus on alternatives with above-ground 
parking structures, adding liner buildings to mitigate the nega-
tive effects of garages on pedestrian vitality and community aes-
thetics.  Lowering the number of required parking spaces would 
reduce this cost.

Evaluate whether trade-off for above-
ground structured parking relative to 
reduced space available for open space/ 
landscaping is viable/ desirable. 
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Theme Finding Impl ic at ions for Columbia Pike Pl an Considerat ions

Construction 
Costs

Construction costs increase significantly with height 
– mid-rise concrete construction is 45 to 60 percent 
more expensive than wood-frame, low-rise construc-
tion.  High-rise steel construction costs are 70 to 90 
percent more than low-rise construction.  Though 
higher floors can command higher rents, they aren’t 
high enough to offset the higher construction costs.  
Mid- and high-rise development is not currently fea-
sible given anticipated rents and not suitable to sup-
porting affordable housing and other public benefits.

Near-term development on Columbia Pike will be limited pri-
marily to wood-frame low-rise construction of five to six stories 
or less.  Over the mid-term (5 to 10 years), new technologies 
may allow mid-rise construction at costs that the Columbia Pike 
market can support. 

Mid-rise concrete construction (6 to 10 stories) would require 
rents to be 15 percent higher to be feasible without any cor-
responding increase in construction costs.  High-rise steel con-
struction would need 30-percent rent increases.

Provide planning guidance for mid- and 
high-rise development, including provi-
sions for affordable housing, in the event 
that market economics change and they 
become feasible. 

Density

Higher density development reduces the land cost per 
unit and can provide a cross-subsidy for affordable 
units. Cross-subsidy refers to the revenues generated 
by the market-rate development in excess of costs and 
required return that can than be used to off-set some 
of the cost of developing affordable units.

At densities of 75 to 95 units per acre, new market-rate units 
provide a sufficient return to subsidize replacement of the exist-
ing affordable garden apartments.  At lower densities, financial 
and other housing tools can reduce the cost of providing afford-
able housing. 

Clarify best additional financial or other 
tools to achieve other policy goals (i.e., 
denser development near streetcar stops; 
additional density to support commercial 
businesses, etc.).

Mixed-Use 
Development

Outside the Revitalization District Nodes, the mar-
ket for commercial uses is limited.  Poorly functioning 
commercial space is a financial drag on project eco-
nomics and may make it harder to achieve affordable 
housing and other public benefits.

Retail development functions much better in clusters rather 
than dispersed along the corridor.  Shoppers prefer to make one 
stop rather than many and to shop at more than one store or 
choose from more than one restaurant.  Requiring commercial 
uses in residential buildings outside commercial nodes may un-
dermine project feasibility.

Identify any portions of the Columbia 
Pike frontage suitable for inclusion in the 
Revitalization District Nodes.

Long-Term 
Options

Housing and financial market conditions will change 
many times over the life of the Columbia Pike plan 
(30-year plan).  As rents increase and new technolo-
gies develop, mid- and high-rise development will be-
come feasible at certain points.

The plan should identify locations where high-rise development 
would be desirable and acceptable, recognizing that it may be 
many years before redevelopment occurs.

Consider phased development with later 
phases at higher densities. Allow for 
short-term, temporary infill in limited 
locations while awaiting market changes 
that will support higher density.
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Partners for Economic Solutions (PES) prepared 
detailed cash flow analyses for representative sites, 
testing the designs and unit mix scenarios developed 
during the analysis workshop in January.  Linking 
the financial analysis to real properties within the 
corridor had the benefit of ensuring realistic esti-
mates of the density that could be achieved on the 
site and coupling them with drawings to help the 
public visualize the options.  These relatively com-
plex models yielded a number of lessons but did not 
allow for easy review by interested parties.

The original scenarios tested considered renovation 
of existing units, infill and redevelopment.  They 
demonstrated that, in many cases, renovation was 
the most profitable scenario when the redevelop-
ment scenario was not dense enough to warrant re-
placing occupied units.  Infill was financially feasible 
generally when it

•	 utilized vacant land, or
•	 replaced excess parking or parking that could be 

replaced without great expense, or
•	 replaced existing units with three or more new 

units.

The opportunities for dense infill were relatively 
rare due to the existing configurations of the gar-
den apartment properties where the open space was 
woven into the fabric of development in pieces that 
were not large enough and/or suitable for infill.

Over the longer run, redevelopment will become 
more likely in response to market pressures.  To test 
the full range of possible redevelopment types, PES 

developed a simplified pro forma model based on a 
generic prototype project that provides a snapshot 
of feasibility rather than tracking the flow of dollars 
into and out of the many different projects possible 
on the representative sites. This model compares 
the cost of development to the private investment 
justified by the future income from rents or sales.  
It measures the impact of alternative development 
types and other conditions.  In its simplified form, 
the pro forma is more transparent and easy for the 
layperson to understand.  It also allows analysis of 
many more options and testing of the model’s sensi-
tivity to basic assumptions and inputs.  A pro forma 
lends itself very well to testing the efficacy of differ-
ent housing tools, which is discussed in Chapter 5.

The initial findings from the cash flow model reflect-
ed today’s market, rents/prices and costs.  In prepar-
ing a 30-year plan, it is important to anticipate and 
prepare for the inevitable changes in the real estate 
market.  Responding to local, regional and national 
economic and financial market conditions, every real 
estate market evolves through a number of business 
cycles of varying lengths.  Favorable economic and 
financial conditions may encourage development of 
several properties until an economic downturn or 
over-development results in an over-supply of avail-
able units.  With the resulting shift in the supply/
demand balance, occupancies, rents and returns drop, 
which discourages additional investment and financ-
ing of new development.  Following a period when 
little new development occurs, the economy recovers 
and occupancies and rents increase.  That attracts in-
vestment and development begins anew.  

The challenge of land use planning and zoning is 
to create policies that provide appropriate incentives 
and guidance across the business cycle.

Pro Forma Model Elements

Operating Income
Rents
Operating Expenses

Development Costs
Site Improvements
Hard Construction Costs
Parking Costs
Soft Costs
Financing Fees and Interest

Development Value
Developer Return

*Refer to Appendix B for specific model inputs

Prototype Financial Modeling
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Model Components

The basic prototype property has the following 
characteristics:

•	 Four acres unconstrained by topography or nat-
ural features;

•	 23 existing dwelling units per acre, a density 
typical of garden apartment complexes in the 
corridor; and

•	 A current value estimated at $115,000 per exist-
ing unit.

Three construction types were tested:

•	 Low-rise wood-frame construction (up to five 
stories) with the required parking spaces built 
above ground;

•	 Mid-rise concrete construction (six to ten sto-
ries) with the required parking spaces built 
above ground; and

•	 High-rise steel construction (eleven stories or 
more) with one-third of the required parking 
spaces built above ground and two-thirds built 
in two levels below ground.

The model assumed the following:

•	 The development will be split among a for-
profit developer responsible for market-rate 
units and a non-profit developer responsible 
for the affordable units.  This could be accom-
plished through separate buildings or through 
a condominium regime that creates non-profit 
ownership of a collection of units spread among 
market-rate units in one large building.

•	 The whole property will be redeveloped.
•	 Densities will range from four stories of wood-

frame construction at 70 units per acre to six 
stories of mid-rise concrete construction at 100 
units per acre and 12 stories of high-rise steel 
construction at 150 units per acre.

•	 The number of affordable units will equal the 
number of existing units regardless of density 
(i.e., each model includes 92 affordable units re-
gardless of the total number of units).

•	 The non-profit developer will develop afford-
able rental units and access multi-family bond 
financing and Low-Income Housing Tax Cred-
its (9 percent).

•	 The affordable units will be the same size as 
market-rate units under the rental regime; af-
fordable rental units will be smaller than mar-
ket-rate condominiums.

•	 The model solves for residual land value from 
the for-profit development of market-rate units.  
The residual land value in excess of the current 
market value is assumed to be available to subsi-
dize the cost of developing affordable units.

•	 The model then solves for the financial gap/sub-
sidy required in the affordable housing develop-
ment program (development costs less bond fi-
nancing less LIHTCs [and/or New Markets Tax 
Credits] less the deferred development fee).

•	 The model inputs are discussed in the following 
pages and summarized in Appendix B.

Residual Land Value

Land price a developer could pay 
for future stream of income and 
still achieve the required rate of 
return.

Net Operating 
Income

Capitalized Value

LESS
Cost of Development 

+ Required Return

Residual Land 
Value
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To test future redevelopment potentials, PES postu-
lated a future scenario for 2021 with the following 
elements:
•	 Streetcar is in place and operating.
•	 Gas prices are above $5-$7 per gallon.
•	 As a result of commuting costs and congestion, 

demand has intensified for close-in housing lo-
cations on transit lines.

•	 The Columbia Pike corridor and Arlington 
County are experiencing significant supply con-
straints on available housing units and land for 
development.

•	 Financial markets have recovered, resulting in 
higher interest rates more consistent with his-
toric levels.  (Currently, rates stand near their 
lowest point in decades as federal monetary 
policy holds down the cost of money in order 
to stimulate economic recovery and job growth.)

•	 With changes in financial conditions, required 
returns from development and capitalization 
rates used to value property are up as well.

•	 Rents/prices have increased faster than inflation 
over the intervening decade.

•	 Median incomes and affordable rents that are 
tied to incomes have lagged somewhat behind 
inflation.

•	 Parking demand is lower as a result of the costs 
of operating a car and enhancements to the tran-
sit system.

•	 Construction costs, which fell sharply in the re-
cent recession, increase following economic re-
covery.

•	 Operating expenses have increased faster than 
inflation with rising energy costs.

Assumptions in Modeling Future Potentials Sensitivity Analysis

The prototype model adjusted the following set of 
conditions for today (2011) and future (2021): 

•	 Affordable housing mix - % of AMI
•	 Parking ratios
•	 Unit mix
•	 Unit size
•	 Construction financing
•	 Impact of institutional borrowing on capitaliza-

tion value
•	 Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) per-

cent of credit (9% or 4%) and sale amount (85% 
or 95%)

The current market value of the site is estimated at 
$10.6 million.  To the extent that the market-rate 
portion of the development does not generate that 
much in Residual Land Value, it would need to be 
made up through public subsidy.  A negative Residual 
Land Value indicates that private development is not 
feasible.  A Residual Land Value of $10.6 million or 
above would say that the market-rate development 
has fully subsidized the land for the affordable units.
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Model Results
Renovation

For several parcels, renovation of the existing hous-
ing units will be the most feasible long-term reuse al-
ternative.  The financial model assumed rehabilitation 
of the 92-unit garden apartment development.  A for-
profit developer is assumed to acquire the units and 
conduct a moderate rehabilitation that replaces roofs, 
windows, kitchens and bathrooms but does not re-
place whole building systems (e.g., electrical, plumb-
ing).  Construction costs average $45 per square foot, 
or roughly $46,000 per unit in hard costs and $91,000 
per unit in total costs (including site improvements, 
parking, soft costs and financing costs).

Market rents for renovated units are estimated at 85 
percent of market rents for newly built units as follows:

Unit Type Monthly Market Rent
Efficiency $1,180
One-Bedroom Unit $1,390
Two-Bedroom Unit $1,780

Three-Bedroom Unit $2,200

Under that scenario, the project would support a 
residual land value of $12.2 million relative to the 
estimated land price of $10.6 million.

A non-profit developer could acquire the units for 
preservation as committed affordable housing for 
households at 60 percent of AMI.  Multi-family 
bonds would provide project financing.  An estimated 
$5.2 million in nine-percent Low-Income Housing 
Tax Credits are assumed to be available to the proj-
ect.  The gap between the private investment justified 
by the project cash flow and the development costs 
would total $8.0 million or $87,000 per affordable 
unit.  Some of the housing tools outlined in Chapter 
5 could be used to reduce that financial gap.

The property would continue in its current configu-
ration with the site enhanced by sidewalks, lighting 
and other streetscape typically required of projects 
financed with County funding.  This scenario would 
likely provide another 20 years of use before another 
renovation would be required.  

Financial Gap
Difference between the total 
development costs and the amount 
of private investment that can be 
justified by future returns.
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Rental Development 

The table at right summarizes the potential Residual 
Land Value and gap per affordable unit generated 
by rental development given current and future mar-
ket conditions at different densities.   The four- to 
five-story wood-frame development generates a re-
sidual land value in excess of the market value, fully 
subsidizing the cost of the affordable units, assum-
ing the availability of Low-Income Housing Tax 
Credits.  Both mid-rise and high-rise development 
have negative residual land values meaning that the 
market-rate development is too expensive to pay for 
itself.  Their high subsidy/gap requirements are re-
flecting a gap for both the affordable and market-
rate units.  The anticipated future market conditions 
do not change that finding.

For mid-rise development to be feasible, rents would 
need to be 15 percent higher with no corresponding 
increase in construction and financing costs.  High-
rise construction would be feasible only if rents were 
30 percent higher with today’s construction and fi-
nancing costs.

 Rental Development Scenarios 
 Current Rents/Prices 2011  Future Rents/Prices 2021 

Construction Type
Residual 

Land Value 
(RLV)

Gap per 
Affordable 

Unit

Residual Land 
Value (RLV)

Gap per 
Affordable 

Unit
Four-Story Wood-Frame Construction with Above-
Ground Parking (70 Units per Acre) $11,341,400 -$16,000 $21,996,200 -$61,000
Six-Story Mid-Rise Concrete Construction with Above-
Ground Parking (100 Units per Acre) -$26,870,600 $430,000 -$35,173,000 $589,000

Twelve-Story High-Rise Steel Construction with Above- 
and Below-Ground Parking (150 Units per Acre) -$39,385,400 $580,000 -$20,040,600 $451,000

Note: Data in constant 2011 dollars.
Source: Partners for Economic Solutions, 2011.
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Condominium development responds to somewhat 
different economics related to mortgage rates and 
homebuyer expectations of future appreciation.  His-
torically, development of condominiums has often 
generated better returns than rental development.  
Currently, however, the 30 to 40 percent loss in value 
that many older Columbia Pike condominiums ex-
perienced from 2006 to 2010 has shifted the eco-
nomics in favor of rental development.  Assuming 
some recovery in the price of new condominiums, 
the returns from condominium development in the 
near- to mid-term would be somewhat higher than 
those from rental apartment development, resulting 
in higher Residual Land Value and more dollars for 
cross-subsidy of affordable units.  Once mortgage fi-
nancing is readily available again for condominiums, 
four-story wood-frame products could be feasible 
on the eastern end of the corridor.  The affordable 
condominiums would serve households at 80 percent 
of Area Median Income (AMI) as opposed to the 
60-percent AMI level of households in affordable 
rental units.

Condominium Development 

 Condominium Development Scenarios with Affordable Condominiums 

 Current Prices  Future Prices 

Construction Type Residual Land 
Value (RLV )

Gap per 
Affordable 

Unit

Residual Land 
Value (RLV )

Gap per 
Affordable 

Unit

Four-Story Wood-Frame Construction with 
Above-Ground Parking (70 Units per Acre) $11,166,800 $15,000 $28,957,400 $0

Six-Story Mid-Rise Concrete Construction with 
Above-Ground Parking (100 Units per Acre) -$14,897,000 $414,000 $12,573,300 $254,000

Twelve-Story High-Rise Steel Construction with 
Above- and Below-Ground Parking (150 Units 
per Acre) -$55,088,000 $914,000 -$14,099,200 $614,000
Note: Data in constant 2011 dollars.
Source: Partners for Economic Solutions, 2011.
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In the event that affordable units could be devel-
oped as rental units eligible for federal tax credits, 
the table at right shows the resulting land values and 
gap per affordable unit.  With the tax credits, the fi-
nancial gaps would be reduced significantly, but only 
four- or five-story wood-frame construction would 
be feasible in the near- and mid-term.   Mid-rise 
development would pay for the market-rate units in 
the long run with an acceptable subsidy for the af-
fordable units.

Though the future scenario models assume signifi-
cantly higher rents and prices, they demonstrate the 
complexity of real estate economics.  The higher fi-
nancing costs and required return on investment as-
sumed to follow economic recovery would offset the 
value created by those higher rents and prices.

Because this is one scenario of how the future econ-
omy may unfold, it is possible that these findings 
would shift over the business cycle.  Low-cost fi-
nancing can result from a number of factors, includ-
ing problems in other markets (e.g., stocks) that 
limit returns from alternative investments, tax poli-
cies that favor real estate and higher inflation that 
encourages investment in fixed assets.  Under such 
conditions, project economics become more favor-
able and higher-density development will become 
feasible at some points over the 30-year life of the 
plan.

 Condominium Development Scenarios with Affordable Rental Units 

 Current Rents/Prices  Future Rents/Prices 

Construction Type Residual Land 
Value (RLV)

Gap per 
Affordable Unit

Residual Land 
Value (RLV)

Gap per 
Affordable 

Four-Story Wood-Frame Construction with 
Above-Ground Parking (70 Units per Acre) $10,240,200 -$26,000 $27,416,400 -$133,000
Six-Story Mid-Rise Concrete Construction with 
Above-Ground Parking (100 Units per Acre) -$14,276,200 $276,000 $10,308,300 $84,000

Twelve-Story High-Rise Steel Construction with 
Above- and Below-Ground Parking (150 Units 
per Acre) -$55,088,000 $758,000 -$14,099,200 $368,000
Note: Data in constant 2011 dollars.
Source: Partners for Economic Solutions, 2011.
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Sensitivity Analysis

Affordability Levels 

Varying the income levels of households for whom 
the affordable units are developed directly impacts 
the required subsidy or gap amount.  A required sus-
bsidy or gap represents the amount needed to make 
a project financially feasible.  Developing all of the 
units for households at 60 percent of Area Median 
Income (AMI) would have the lowest subsidy cost.

Unit Mix 

Generally, efficiency and one-bedroom units yield 
higher returns per square foot than do two- and 
three-bedroom units, so one would expect that a 
mix that emphasized smaller units would generate 
a higher return, assuming that market demand was 
sufficient to rent all the efficiency units.  

This is especially true along Columbia Pike if the 
zoning allows creation of a larger number of smaller 
units within a specified building envelope.  The mix 
with smaller units would allow development of ad-
ditional units to help subsidize the affordable units.  
A Form-Based Code would be consistent with this 
concept of regulating bulk rather than the number of 
units. Alternatively, if zoning specifies the number 
of units per acre, changing the mix would have the 
opposite effect – the mix with the highest share of 
larger units would generate the lowest gap per af-
fordable unit.  

Impacts of Changing Affordability Levels on the Financial Gap per Affordable Unit

 Alternative Mix of Affordable Units by Income Level Gap per Affordable Unit

Base Case:  100% of Units at 60% of AMI -$16,000 Lowest

50% of Units at 50% of AMI; 50% at 60% -$4,000 Low

10% of Units at 30% of AMI; 10% at 50%; 80% at 60% -$6,000 Low

20% of Units at 30% of AMI; 30% at 50%; 50% at 60% $7,000 Highest

Impacts of Changing Unit Mix on the Financial Gap per Affordable Unit

 Alternative Mix of Units by Size Gap per Affordable Unit
Base Case:  15% Effic.; 50% 1BR; 25% 2BR; 10% 3BR -$16,000 Low
20% Effic.; 35% 1BR; 35% 2BR; 10% 3BR -$14,000 Low
25% Effic.; 45% 1BR; 30% 2BR; 0% 3BR $4,000 Highest
10% Effic.; 45% 1BR; 45% 2BR; 0% 3BR -$20,000 Lowest
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In the sensitivity test for unit size measured in 
square feet, the total square footage was held con-
stant across the options with adjustments in the 
number of units built.  The larger unit sizes resulted 
in higher gaps, because affordable units are rented 
based on the number of bedrooms rather than on 
the square footage.  Therefore, developments with 
larger units incur higher development costs without 
achieving higher rental revenues from the affordable 
rental units.  Building smaller units results in lower 
subsidy needs, again assuming Form-Based Code or 
other zoning that would allow construction of a few 
more units within the same building envelope.

Parking

A key cost in developing housing in the corridor is 
the cost of parking, particularly at higher densities 
when parking must be provided in above-ground or 
below-ground garages.  Assuming that the market 
will accept lower parking ratios, lower numbers of 
required parking spaces lead to lower financial gaps 
and required subsidies.  However, today there ap-
pears to be an impact on unit marketability when 
parking for market-rate units falls below one space 
per unit.  The performance of affordable housing has 
demonstrated that a lower ratio of 0.7 spaces per 
unit is sufficient to meet tenant demand.  The model 
assumed that lower ratio for all the affordable units.

Unit Size

Impacts of Changing Unit Sizes on the Financial Gap per Affordable Unit

Alternative Unit Sizes Gap per Affordable Unit

Base Case:  485 sf Effic.; 725 sf 1BR; 900 sf 2BR; 1,000 sf 3BR -$16,000 Low

450 sf Effic.; 675 sf 1BR; 825 sf 2BR; 950 sf 3BR -$6,000 Low

525 sf Effic.; 750 sf 1BR; 875 sf 2BR; 1,050 sf 3BR -$22,000 Lowest

600 sf Effic.; 800 sf 1BR; 950 sf 2BR; 1,125 sf 3BR $14,000 Highest

Impacts of Changing Parking Requirements on the Financial Gap per Affordable Unit

Alternative Parking Ratios Gap per Affordable Unit

Base Case:  1 Space per Market-Rate Unit -$16,000 Low

0.7 Space per Market-Rate Unit -$19,000 Lowest

0.8 Space per Market-Rate Unit -$18,000 Low

1.125 Space per Market-Rate Unit -$14,000 Highest
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Equally important are the impacts of different park-
ing configurations.  The cost of a single parking 
space ranges from $14,000 for an above-ground ga-
rage space to $34,000 for a space built in a four-level 
below-ground garage.  Shifting from above-ground 
parking to below-ground parking can impose a pen-
alty of $54,000 per affordable unit in a four-story 
stick-built development (increasing the cost of all 
parking reduces the market-rate units’ ability to 
cross-subsidize the affordable units).  The impact on 
required subsidy is much higher for the high-rise de-
velopment because it involves subsidizing the park-
ing for all units, and not just the affordable units.

Financing Costs and Returns

Real estate development feasibility and returns are 
very sensitive to the cost of financing.  Varying inter-
est rates and capitalization rates by one percentage 
point has a substantial impact on the financial gap 
for rental units.  For condominiums, the impact on 
the financial gap is minimal.

Impacts of Changing Financing Costs on the Financial Gap per Affordable Unit

Alternative Unit Sizes Gap per Affordable Unit

Base Case:  5.5% Capitalization Rate and 5.0% Construction Interest -$16,000 Low

6.0% Cap Rate; 5.5% Construction Interest $23,000 Highest

5.0% Cap Rate; 4.5% Construction Interest -$62,000 Lowest

Impacts of Parking Configurations on the Financial Gap per Affordable Unit

Parking Configuration Four-Story 
Stick-Built

Six-Story Mid-
Rise

Twelve-Story 
High-Rise

All Above Ground $71,000 $65,000 $217,000

Half Above/ Half Partially Below Ground $82,000 $82,000 NA

Half Above/ Half Below Ground $88,000 $93,000 $280,000

All Below Ground on Two Levels $95,000 $110,000 $332,000

All Below Ground on Four Levels NA $135,000 $394,000

Source: Partners for Economic Solutions, 2011.
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Tax Credits

Low-Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTCs) are 
the federal government’s primary housing sub-
sidy.  Nine-percent credits are limited in amount 
and awarded competitively.  Four-percent cred-
its are available without limitation for qualifying 
multi-family developments, but they provide a much 
smaller subsidy.  The other factor influencing the 
value of LIHTCs is the response of financial inves-
tors.  Banks and other investors buy the credits at a 
percentage of their face value.  Over the last couple 
of years, they have been paying as little as $0.73 per 
$1 of credit.  Their value is now increasing to about 
$0.85 per $1 of credit and has reached as high as 
$0.95.  The results are predictable.  Nine-percent 
credits are significantly more effective in reducing 
the financial gap than are four-percent credits, and 
receiving $0.95 in investment for every $1 of credit 
helps to close the gap.

Impacts of Changing Low-Income Housing Tax Credits on the 
Financial Gap per Affordable Unit

Alternative LIHTC Levels Gap per Affordable Unit

Base Case:  9% LIHTC at 85% -$16,000 Low

9% LIHTC at 95% -$28,000 Lowest

4% LIHTC at 85% $44,000 Highest

4% LIHTC at 95% $39,000 High
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Private For-Profit Development with Alternative Levels of Affordable Unit Replacement

To provide additional insights into the potential for 
market-rate development to support the replace-
ment of affordable units, the following table shows 
the Residual Land Value and financial gap per af-
fordable unit under varying levels of affordable unit 
replacement.  For example, the 60-percent replace-
ment alternative assumes development of 55 af-
fordable rentals rather than replacing all 92 existing 
units.  This model assumes private development with 
no participation by a non-profit developer and no 
Low-Income Housing Tax Credits.  Under today’s 
market conditions and construction and land costs, it 
demonstrates that only four-story wood-frame con-
struction generates a Residual Land Value sufficient 
to buy existing rental units for redevelopment at cur-
rent market prices.  Due to higher construction costs 
associated with mid- and high-rise construction, the 
Residual Land Value declines as height increases de-
spite the construction of many more units.  At the 
assumed density of 70 units per acre, the private de-
veloper could afford to replace 60 percent of the af-
fordable units with a wood-frame development and 
would require a subsidy of only $28,000 per afford-
able unit to replace all 92 units.

Impacts of Varying Levels of Affordable Unit Replacement with Private For-Profit Rental 
Development with No Tax Credits

Percent of Affordable Units Replaced
100% 60% 20% 0%

Four-Story Stick-Built Rental Development - 2011

Residual Land Value $11,847,200 $15,535,400 $19,250,000 $21,095,600

Gap $2,541,400 -$2,666,600 -$7,918,600 -$10,515,600

Gap per Affordable Unit $28,000 -$48,000 -$440,000 NA

Six-Story Mid-Rise Development - 2011

Residual Land Value -$7,516,000 -$7,588,800 -$7,656,200 -$7,658,600

Gap $31,123,600 $25,990,600 $20,806,600 $18,238,600

Gap per Affordable Unit * $338,000 $473,000 $1,156,000 NA

Twelve-Story High-Rise Development - 2011

Residual Land Value -$41,059,200 -$43,365,200 -$45,624,400 -$46,697,800

Gap $74,314,800 $67,557,000 $60,677,800 $57,277,800

Gap per Affordable Unit * $808,000 $1,228,000 $3,371,000 NA

Notes: Gap per affordable unit includes market-rate unit costs.  This cost increases as the number of affordable units 
declines because of the ratio of gap to affordable units. 
Source: Partners for Economic Solutions, 2011.
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Cost of Meeting the Plan’s Housing Goals

Estimating the total cost of meeting the plan’s hous-
ing goals is difficult given all the potential combi-
nations of incentives and likely changes in market 
and financial conditions over the life of the plan.  
If today’s conditions were to continue over the life 
of the plan, redevelopment as four-story stick-built 
rental apartments would require an average subsidy 
of roughly $75,000 per unit affordable at 60 percent 
of AMI and roughly $30,000 per unit affordable at 
80 percent of AMI.  For rental units, one-third is 
assumed to be part of redevelopment projects at 70 
units per acre, one-third in redevelopment projects 
at 45 units per acre and one-third in renovated com-
plexes.  That assumes that nine-percent LIHTCs 
could be secured for half of the units with four-
percent LIHTCs used for the remaining units and 
that investors paid $0.85 per $1 of credit.  Among 
the condominiums developed for households at 80 
percent of AMI, one-half is assumed to part of re-
development projects at 70 units per acre and one-
half at 45 units per acre.  The plan’s goals call for 
replacing all of the 3,151 market-rate units afford-
able at 60 percent of AMI (MARKs 60% AMI) and 
one-half of the 3,327 market-rate units affordable at 
80 percent of AMI (MARKs 80% AMI).  Achiev-
ing that goal based on these average rates would re-
quire roughly $286 million (2011 dollars) in County 
subsidies to replace the existing MARKs units with 
long-term Committed Affordable units.  

The price tag associated with replacing units with 
total redevelopment underscores the importance of 
developing effective incentives to preserve existing 
affordable units.  The public cost of closing financial 
gaps could be reduced by using some of the tools 
discussed in Chapter 5.

Potential Cost of Meeting Housing Goals Through Redevelopment with Stick-Built Construction 
Under Today’s Market Conditions

 Housing Goal Number of Units Average Subsidy Total Required 
Subsidy

Replacement of All MARKs at 60% of AMI 3,151 $75,000 $236,330,000 
Replacement of One-Half of MARKs at 80% of   
AMI 1,664 $30,000 $49,920,000 

$286,250,000 
Notes: Average subsidy represents gap per affordable unit necessary to ensure project feasibilty. 
This amount will increase if the subsidy comes from an AHIF loan as opposed to a grant. 
Source: Partners for Economic Solutions, 2011.



t  Columbia Pike Land Use & Housing Study  t 3.19 M a y  18, 2011

Preliminary Analysis Report

•	 Renovation of existing units and reposition-
ing them in the market to achieve higher 
rents is the greatest near-term threat to Co-
lumbia Pike’s affordable housing stock.  This 
is particularly true for properties that have 
been allowed to decline due to lack of sus-
tained reinvestment and modernization and 
are now available at lower prices than well-
maintained properties.  Most renovations can 
proceed without zoning review if the existing 
structure is maintained and not enlarged.

•	 Development of for-sale townhouses gener-
ates sufficient returns to justify acquisition 
and demolition of existing garden apartments, 
providing better returns than all of the sce-
narios for rental housing.  The residual land 
value for townhouses developed at 25 units 
per acre would be roughly equal to that gen-
erated by a four-story wood-frame develop-
ment at 70 units per acre (with no affordable 
units).  In today’s market, this is a profitable 
by-right scenario for property owners seeking 
to dispose of their sites.

•	 The strategies for preserving affordable 
housing in the corridor will need to provide 
incentives and/or controls to discourage re-
placement with townhouses and/or major 
renovations/repositioning that do not include 
affordable housing.

•	 High-rise development is not feasible under 

current or anticipated future market condi-
tions for either rental apartments or condo-
miniums.  That finding will likely change at 
times over the 30-year life of the plan with less 
expensive financing, higher sales prices and/or 
lower construction costs than anticipated.  

•	 Redevelopment is feasible today only in situ-
ations where new construction can replace 
each demolished unit by at least three new 
units without shifting into mid- or high-rise 
construction and without shifting to below-
ground parking.

•	 In today’s market, four- to five-story wood-
frame development at 70 units per acre gen-
erates enough new housing units to justify 
replacing existing units that still have remain-
ing useful life.  However, development at 45 
units per acre would not justify replacement.  
Not all sites will be able to accommodate 70 
units per acre given site topography, size and 
configuration constraints.

•	 Redevelopment for condominiums would be 
feasible at wood-frame densities once the 
financing market again provides mortgages 
for condominiums.  The financial gap associ-
ated with affordable condominiums is higher 
than the gap with affordable rentals due to 
the inability to access federal tax credits.  The 
households served by affordable condomini-
ums would have higher incomes than those 

in rental units (80 versus 60 percent of AMI). 
•	 Though out of the County’s control, the cost 

of financing has the most impact on devel-
opment feasibility and the ability of market-
rate units to cross-subsidize affordable units.  
The access to low-cost funds that Real Estate 
Investment Trusts and major institutional in-
vestors have explains their current dominance 
in the real estate industry.  To the extent that 
properties become available along the Pike, 
these entities will play a major role in the cor-
ridor’s future development.

•	 Right-sizing the project ’s parking can be 
an important tool in reducing development 
costs and required subsidy, though the push 
for lower parking ratios must be tempered by 
market demand.

•	 Nine-percent Low-Income Housing Tax 
Credits (LIHTCs) are awarded competitively 
and not available for all projects along Co-
lumbia Pike.  Though four-percent credits are 
readily available, they provide a much smaller 
subsidy, greatly increasing the gap that would 
need to be closed with other revenues and 
tools.

Key Findings
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This chapter focuses on the analytical exercise that 
was undertaken for representative sites in the Co-
lumbia Pike Land Use & Housing Study (LU&HS) 
study area.  The goal of this exercise was to test 
multiple urban form scenarios, and understand the 
economic implications of each, in order to identify 
policies and tools to guide future change in a way 
that would help the community to realize their goals 
for the future.  The urban form scenarios tested in-
cluded renovation / building retention, infill on un-
derutilized site area, redevelopment of a portion of 
a property, and complete redevelopment.  The draw-
ings and illustrations are intended to help the Work-
ing Group, Plenary Group and community to visual-
ize the economic variables tested (such as density, 
heights, parking ratios, and building types).

In each scenario, the draft LU&HS goals and sus-
tainable urbanism principles were used as the guide 
to direct the urban form.  The scenarios each seek to 
improve the urban infrastructure, including making 
a more continuous, walkable street network, using 
building forms to shape high-quality public spaces, 
and finding ways to improve or create new open 
spaces.

Potential building heights and densities for the rep-
resentative sites were tested based on a number of 
factors, including what is compatible to existing 
heights in the area, construction costs for various 
building types, and the testing of increased density 
to meet plan goals.  In order to find the potential 
impacts of varying building forms and densities on 
the ability to achieve plan goals (particularly the goal 
for preservation of affordable housing), the scenarios 

tested in many cases deviate from what is permitted 
under current zoning provisions.    

Parking ratios also impact resulting urban forms; 
varying ratios were tested, including those used in 
other transit-served locations.  

The analysis began during the January workshop 
with the study of nine representative sites.  Poten-
tial future changes on four sites (Greenbrier Apart-
ments, Dorchester Towers, Westmont Gardens, and 
Magnolia Commons) became the focus of detailed 
cash flow economic analysis.  A summary of this 
analysis begins on page 4.3. 

As initial findings were gathered from the proto-
type economic analysis (described in chapter 3), the 
Dover-Kohl team revisited a couple of the repre-
sentative sites (Magnolia Commons and Westmont 
Gardens) to test if the variables of the hypothetical 
site would fit in the real-world context of the Pike 
corridor, and to show how the densities and con-
struction types identified by the prototype analysis 
as most promising for realizing the plan goal for the 
retention of affordable housing would look.  A sum-
mary of this analysis begins on page 4.44.

A summary of the analysis of the remaining five rep-
resentative sites is included in Appendix C.  
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PES prepared a detailed cash flow analysis for each 
of the urban form scenarios tested on four of the rep-
resentative sites (Greenbrier Apartments, Dorches-
ter Towers, Westmont Gardens, and Magnolia 
Commons).  This analysis modeled the amounts and 
timing of development costs, financing, rents/prices, 
operating expenses and ultimate sale of the property.  
The goal of the analysis was to see how well each 
scenario would meet the established LU&HS goals, 
including the ambitious goal of retaining 100% of 
the current market rate affordable units.   

The four sites selected for this type of analysis rep-
resented varying urban forms (garden apartments 
as well as mid-rise construction), varying locations 
along the Pike (both east-to-west as well as in prox-
imity to the Revitalization District nodes), and a 
property that has been identified as having histor-
ic importance (Magnolia Commons).  All of these 
properties contain significant amounts of market 
rate affordable units; finding a strategy to maintain 
this affordability through potential future changes 
was a primary focus of the economic analysis.

The first step in this analysis involved testing the 
feasibility of development under each of the de-
sign scenarios.  It compared the potential returns to 
those achievable through a renovation of the existing 
housing with no additional development and the op-
portunity cost of pursuing redevelopment.

The second step tested the need for public invest-
ment* to close the gap between the costs of devel-
opment and the private investment justified by the 
potential returns.  In each case, the model tested the 

Cash Flow Economic Analysis

potential to replace all of the existing units with an 
equal number of renovated and/or new units com-
mitted to affordability for households with incomes 
equal to 60 percent of Area Median Income (AMI).   

*The analysis measured the f inancial gap per affordable unit.  
It incorporated state and federal investment through low-cost 
multi-family mortgage revenue bonds issued by the Virginia 
Housing Development Authority (VHDA) and Low-Income 
Housing Tax Credits (LIHTCs) that offset federal income tax 
liabilities.  Nine-percent LIHTCs are assumed to be available 
for the affordable housing, though they are limited in number 
and awarded competitively each year.

Greenbrier Apartments - page 4.4 Dorchester Towers - page 4.14

Westmont Gardens - page 4.24

Magnolia Commons - page 4.34
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Greenbrier Apartments
urban form

Aerial of existing conditions at Greenbrier Apartments

Greenbrier Apartments is located at the western end 
of the LU&HS study area. This garden apartment 
complex has frontage on Columbia Pike near a 
planned transit stop, and is at a Revitalization 
District node. 

Today, there is semi-private open space provided in 
courtyards between buildings. The eastern side of 
the site is primarily surface parking.

Currently there are 108 market rate affordable units 
on just under 5 acres (22 units/acre).  The apartments 
were built in 1949.

Massing of existing buildings
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Scenario I: Renovation + Infill 

Plan of Scenario I - Renovation + Infill

Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing  Apartments 3-4 108
New Flats over 
Townhouse Units

3-4 36

Total Units 144
Units/Acre 29

Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Surface -- 0
New Surface -- 144

Total Parking Spaces 144
Parking/Units 1:1

Urban  Form Details

Existing buildings to be renovated

New flats over townhouse units

Existing semi-public green preserved

A new parking lot is located behind 
existing buildings

A new east-west street connection toward Magnolia 
Commons

Existing parking area is reconfigured to include a 
street connection with on-street parking, and new 
infill building sites
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The first scenario explored was primarily 
renovation, with infill on underutilized parking 
areas within the site. This scenario re-configures 
the parking lot area to allow for infill 2 over 2 
stacked townhouse units. 

Several new street connections are provided to 
increase connectivity. There is a new east-west 
street in front of existing units, and parking is 
relocated to the rear. The new streets are aligned 
to potentially continue across adjacent sites in the 
future, creating a more complete network and new 
options for pedestrians, bikes, and vehicles.
Additionally on-street parking reduces the amount 
of parking needed in surface lots.

This scenario retains all 108 existing units, and 
adds 36 new townhouse units.

Massing of Scenario I - Renovation + Infill
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Urban  Form Details

Existing buildings to be renovated

New flats over townhouse units

A new parking lot is located on the rear side 
of existing units.

A new east-west street connection to Magnolia 
Commons

Existing parking area is reconfigured to include a 
street connection with on-street parking, and new 
infill building sites 

New five story apartment building defines the street 
frontage along the Pike, with parking tucked under 
the first level

A new public green can be provided in the courtyard 
space. 

Scenario II: Renovation + Infill with Building on the Pike

Plan of Scenario II - Renovation + Infill with Building on the Pike

Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Apartments 4 84
New Flats over 
Townhouse Units

3-4 85

Total Units 169
Units/Acre 34

Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

New Surface -- 110
New Garage - Below 1 59

Total Parking Spaces 169
Parking/Units 1:1
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Massing of Scenario II - Renovation + Infill with Building on the Pike

The next scenario explored is a variation of 
scenario one; this scenario adds a new 5 story 
building to define the Pike frontage. This could 
be a residential apartment building, or it could 
have a mixed-use component on the ground floor 
(this site is across the street from the new mixed-
use 55-Hundred Building, which is part of a 
Revitalization District node).  A portion of this 
building’s parking is located under the building 
(using topography to tuck one level underneath).

This scenario retains 84 of the 108 existing units, 
and adds 36 new townhouses and 49 apartments in 
the new building facing the Pike.

This scenario also contemplates one additional 
street connection, to make a more continuous 
route across the northern end of the site. This 
connection could be inserted for either scenarios
one or two.
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Scenario III: Complete Redevelopment

Plan of Scenario III - Complete Redevelopment

Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

New Apartments 4 257
Total Units 257
Units/Acre 53

Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

New Surface -- 50
New Garages - Tucked 1 207

Total Parking Spaces 257
Parking/Units 1:1

Urban  Form Details

New four story apartment buildings with 
parking garage below

New flats over townhouse units

New site infrastructure improvements

New green space
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Massing of Scenario III - Complete Redevelopment

This scenario tests a complete redevelopment 
of the site. The infrastructure established in 
scenarios one and two are present in this complete 
redevelopment scenario as well; this demonstrates 
how the street network established earlier could 
accommodate a variety of building types.

The building heights tested are 4 – 5 stories; this 
height was selected due to cost of construction 
of taller buildings (masonry vs. stick-built), and 
parking limitations (maintaining a 1:1 ratio, with
parking tucked under the building).  Additional 
spaces would require ramping farther down or 
sacrificing additional site area for surface parking.  
With redevelopment comes the opportunity to 
use new, energy efficient building systems, not 
available at the time of construction of the existing 
buildings. 

This scenario contains 257 total new units.
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New buildings define the edge of Columbia Pike; at the Greenbrier site, these buildings could provide a mix of uses and greater residential density.  
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Greenbrier Apartments
Key Findings from Preliminary Financial Analysis

Each of the three scenarios would generate a return 
above the value of renovating the existing units.  The 
highest return is achieved under Scenario I where the 
addition of for-sale townhouses creates significant 
value without the loss of any of the existing units.  
The relatively high prices paid for townhouses would 
exceed the cost of development while no value was 
lost from demolition of existing units.

In Scenario II, the value would be roughly 15 
percent lower because construction of a new 49-unit 
apartment building on Columbia Pike would require 
demolition of 24 existing units.  That ratio of two 
new units for each demolished unit is not nearly 
sufficient to compensate for the loss of income from 
the existing units. 

The returns from Scenario III would be lower still 
due to the same ratio of developing 2.4 units to 
replace each demolished unit.  The estimated value 
was less than one-half the value of the Scenario I 
infill with for-sale townhouses.

The following table summarizes the AHIF subsidy 
requirements associated with each scenario.  AHIF 
funding under the renovation base case would be 
relatively high due to the lack of market-rate units to 
help cross-subsidize the affordable units.  Scenario 
III would require a “medium” level of subsidy per 
affordable unit when compared with the typical 
AHIF loan.  The cross-subsidy made possible by the 
for-sale townhouses would allow reduction in the 
AHIF loan to a “low” level in Scenarios I and II.

Key Findings

•	 Density alone is not enough at a ratio of two new 
units per demolished unit.

•	 Financial ability to increase density is constrained 
by the value of existing units.  Given high occupancy 
rates and a close-in location, the existing units are in 
demand for long-term investors at high prices.

•	 Replacing surface parking with structured parking 
imposes significant costs that inhibit the provision of 
affordable housing. 

achieveMent of housing goals:

Scenario I and II provide significant cross-subsidy to 
help support retention of affordable housing.

Chart above indicates the scale of public subsidy required to 
support each affordable unit.

Subsidy Required to Preserve 
Affordable Housing

Gap per 
Affordable Unit

Renovate Only $73,000 High
I: Renovation + Infil l $35,000 Low
II: Renovation + Infil l 
with Building on the 
Pike

$17,000 Low

III: Complete 
Redevelopment $79,000 High
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Dorchester Towers
urban form

Aerial of existing conditions at Dorchester Towers

Dorchester Towers is a mid-rise apartment building 
(7 stories) built in 1961, located toward the eastern 
end of Columbia Pike.  At left is an aerial view of 
the site.

The building contains 252 market rate affordable 
units on 5.61 acres (44.9 units/acre). The site is 
located near a Town Center Revitalization District 
node, and is close to a planned streetcar stop. The site 
has a formal green area located along the Pike, and a 
series of private recreational facilities (tennis courts 
and pool) located to the rear of the lot.  Parking is 
located on this site in the form of surface parking 
lots (a total of 263 spaces).

Massing of existing building

Columbia Pike

S. Courthouse Rd.
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Scenario I: Renovation + Infill 

Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Apartments 7 250
New Apartments 7 169
New Townhouse Units 2 4

Total Units 423
Unit/Acre 75

Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Surface -- 74
New Surface -- 25
New Garage - Above 5 221
New Garage - Below 2 104

Total Parking Spaces 424
Parking/Units 1:1

Plan of Scenario I - Renovation + Infill
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An apartment liner building shields the garage from 
view on South Courthouse Road.

A new pool and tennis courts could be located on 
top of a new parking structure.

New townhouse units with flats above add additional 
units and create a more complete street wall along 
South Courthouse Road.

Existing building to remain for renovation

New wing added to existing building

Garden fronting Columbia Pike formalized and 
landscaped to become more accessible to the public

A small building, such as a greenhouse, could be 
located positioned to define the end of the square.

Existing drop-off detailed as a street connection, 
with on-street parking
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Massing of Scenario I - Renovation + Infill

The first scenario tested for Dorchester Towers 
proposes to renovate the existing building and 
incorporate new infill buildings.  

A parking deck and apartment liner is located to the 
north end of the site; the recreational amenities are 
relocated to the rooftop of the proposed above-grade 
parking garage.

This reconfiguration of parking allows for some 
additional infill on the site; two new wings are added 
to the central portion of the existing building, and 
new townhouse units are placed along Courthouse 
Road (2 over 1 townhouse & flat units). The green 
space along the Pike is formalized to make it more 
accessible for the community.

This scenario retains 250 of the 252 existing units, 
and adds 165 apartments and 8 townhouse units.

Columbia Pike

S. Courthouse Rd.
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Scenario II: Partial Redevelopment

Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Apartments 7 126
New Apartments 7 376
New Townhouse Units 2 4

Total Units 506
Unit/Acre 90

Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Surface -- 38
New Surface -- 12
New Garage - Tucked 1 83
New Garage - Above 4 208
New Garage - Below 2 166

Total Parking Spaces 507
Parking/Unit 1:1
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Urban Form Details

An apartment liner building shields the garage from 
view on South Courthouse Road.

A new pool and tennis courts could be located on 
top of a new parking structure.

New townhouse units with flats above add additional 
units and create a more complete street wall along 
South Courthouse Road.

Existing building to remain for renovation

New apartment building provides a consistent front-
age to a new street connection

A new east-west street connection could be added, 
increasing connectivity in the area.

New five story courtyard apartment building facing 
Columbia Pike with parking below

New public space facing Columbia Pike
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Plan of Scenario II - Partial Redevelopment
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The second scenario is a partial redevelopment 
scenario. This retains a portion of the existing 
building, but removes the front half to allow space 
for a new east-west street connection.

A new courtyard apartment building is located along 
the Pike. This building is set back slightly from the 
Pike frontage, to allow for a wide sidewalk and green 
space. Parking is tucked under the first level of the 
new courtyard building. 

The northern portion of the site is the same as shown 
in scenario 1.  This scenario has 506 units; 126 
existing plus 376 new apartments and 4 townhouses.

Massing of Scenario II  - Partial Redevelopment

Columbia Pike

S. Courthouse Rd.
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Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Apartments 7 126
New Apartments 7-10 461

Total Units 587
Units/Acre 103

Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Surface -- 38
New Surface -- 12
New Garage - Tucked 1 81
New Garage - Above 4 208
New Garage - Below 3 248

Total Parking Spaces 587
Parking/Units 1:1

Scenario III: Partial Redevelopment with Increased Height

Plan of Scenario III - Partial Redevelopment with Increased Height
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Urban Form Details

An apartment liner building shields the garage from 
view on South Courthouse Road. 

A new pool and tennis courts could be located on 
top of new parking structure. 

New townhouse units with flats above add additional 
units and create a more complete street wall along 
South Courthouse Road.

Portion of existing building to remain 

New apartment building provides a consistent front-
age to a new street connection

A new east-west street connection could be added, 
increasing connectivity in the area.

New ten story courtyard apartment building facing 
Columbia Pike with parking below

New public green space facing Columbia Pike.
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Massing of Scenario III - Partial Redevelopment with Increased Height

Scenario three begins to test the impacts of 
additional height and density. This option is the 
same as scenario two, except that the new courtyard 
building on the Pike is extended up to 10 stories. 
This requires underground parking.

This scenario has 587 units; 126 existing plus 457 
new apartments and 4 townhouses.

Columbia Pike

S. Courthouse Rd.
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New buildings along Columbia Pike reinforce the street frontage and help activate the sidewalk
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Dorchester Towers
Key Findings from Preliminary Financial Analysis

None of the three scenarios proposed for Dorchester 
Towers would be feasible given current rents and 
market conditions.  None achieves the minimum 
value required to justify private investment.

The value of the existing units is too high to support 
new mid-rise* construction.  The high cost of 
building replacement parking in above- and below-
ground structures is not supported by the additional 
returns provided by the new units.  Scenario I 
requires building 364 structured parking spaces at 
$14,000 to $27,000 per space in order to free up land 
for new development.

Scenarios II and III, which include a new mid-
rise building (of varying height) on Columbia Pike 
replacing one-half of the existing building, do not 
pay for themselves.  Under Scenario III, the required 
subsidy for each of the 250 affordable units would be 
almost 75 percent higher than if the existing units 
were renovated as Committed Affordable units.  
Infill housing with structured parking could provide 
a modest cross-subsidy for the affordable units.

*for purposes of this analysis, constructions types were 
def ined as:

•  Low-rise wood-frame construction (up to five sto-
ries);
•  Mid-rise concrete construction (six to ten stories); 
and
• High-rise steel construction (eleven stories or more). 

Key Findings

•	 Mid-rise development triggers higher construction 
costs and demand for additional structured parking.

•	 Today’s rents don’t support the high costs of new mid- 
or high-rise construction and replacement parking.

•	 Height is not the cure, at least in the near term.

•	 It is unrealistic to plan replacing a mid-rise in today’s 
market.

achieveMent of housing goals:

Redevelopment of Dorchester Towers would not 
contribute to the goal of preserving affordable housing.

Subsidy Required to Preserve 
Affordable Housing

Gap per 
Affordable Unit

Renovate Only $80,000 High
I: Renovation + Infil l $72,000 High
II: Partial 
Redevelopment $77,000 High

III: Partial 
Redevelopment with 
Increased Height

$139,000 Ver y High

Chart above indicates the scale of public subsidy required to 
support each affordable unit.
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Westmont Gardens Apartments
urban form

Aerial of existing conditions at Westmont Gardens Apartments  

Westmont Gardens fronts on Columbia Pike; 
it is located in the central Pike area,  between 
Revitalization District nodes.  Today, there is semi-
public open space and large surface parking lots 
between buildings.  A community pool provides a 
recreational amenity for residents. 

The Westmont Gardens site has 249 market rate 
affordable units on 8.92 acres (27.9 units/acre).  The 
apartment buildings were constructed in 1958.

Massing of existing buildings

Columbia Pike
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Scenario I: Renovation + Infill 

Plan of Scenario I - Renovation + Infill

Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Apartments 3-4 224
New Apartments 4-5 133

Total Units 357
Units/Acre 40

Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Surface -- 265
New  Surface -- 18
New  Garage - Below 1 74

Total Parking Spaces 357
Parking /Units 1:1

Urban  Form Details

Existing buildings to be renovated

Community gardens

Existing parking lot reconfigured to provide space for a new infill building along the 
Pike

Four to five story apartment buildings along Columbia Pike with parking tucked 
under

New Buildings Existing Buildings Semi-private SpacePublic Greens
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Massing of Scenario I- Renovation + Infill

The first scenario that was tested added new 
buildings to define frontage along the Pike and kept 
the existing buildings on the southern portion of the 
site. The buildings are set back enough to allow a 
dooryard (small green area with trees) between the 
building and sidewalk.  This condition varies from 
what is found in the Revitalization District nodes, 
providing variety.  The buildings screen the view of 
surface parking beyond. Some site improvements 
are also possible, creating more defined gardens and 
open areas.

This scenario has 357 units; it retains 224 of the 
existing 249 units, with the addition of 133 new 
apartments.
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Scenario II: Complete Redevelopment 
               with Apartments

Plan of Scenario II - Complete Redevelopment with Apartments

Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

New Apartments 4-5 455
Total Units 455
Units/Acre 51

Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

New Surface -- 252
New Garage - Above 4 203

Total Parking Spaces 455
Parking/Units 1:1

Urban  Form Details

Five story corner apartment building facing onto the Pike

Four story apartment building 

Site improvements include new streets with on-street parking

New public space can be provided in the form of a public green
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Massing of Scenario II- Complete Redevelopment with Apartments

Scenario two demonstrates what might be possible 
if the site were fully redeveloped.  Parking is located 
at the center of blocks.  A new east-west street 
connection is added, and north-south streets replace 
parking lots for circulation.  A new public green is 
added at the center of the site.

This scenario has 455 units (430 apartments and 
25 stacked townhouses).  Building heights are 4-5 
stories, with the tallest buildings along the Pike.  
Heights were selected due to parking demands and 
construction methods.
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Scenario III: Complete Redevelopment 
                         with Apartments + Townhouses

Plan of Scenario III - Complete Redevelopment with Apartments + Townhouses

Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

New Apartments 4-5 289
New Townhouse Units 2 86

Total Units 375
Units/Acre 42

Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

New Surface -- 223
New Townhouse Garage 1 23
New Garage - Above 4 129

Total Parking Spaces 375
Parking/Units 1:1

Urban  Form Details

Five story apartment buildings 
along the Pike

Four story apartment 
building lining a parking structure

Site improvements include new streets 
with on-street parking

In this scenario, for-sale townhouse 
units replace apartments on the south-
ern end of the site

New public space can be provided in 
the form of a public green  

A

B

C

A

C

D

E

B

D

E

New Buildings Existing Buildings Semi-private SpacePublic Greens

PLAN LEGEND

S. Q
uincy Street

Columbia Pike

12th Street South



4.31M a y  18, 2011

Preliminary Analysis Report

t  Columbia Pike Land Use & Housing Study  t

Massing of Scenario III - Complete Redevelopment with Apartments + Townhouses

Scenario three demonstrates the potential for a 
variety of housing types with the substitution of 
apartments for townhouse units on the southern 
half of the site.  This also demonstrates a different 
way to transition to neighboring sites, which have 
predominantly single-family homes.  The street and 
open space infrastructure is identical to that shown 
in scenario two.

This scenario contains 375 residential units, 86 of 
which are for-sale townhouses.

Columbia Pike
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New street-oriented apartment buildings along Columbia Pike with ample space for trees, plantings and a wide sidewalk 
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Westmont Gardens Apartments
Key Findings from Preliminary Financial Analysis

The design scenarios for Westmont Gardens test the 
potential for replacing a small number of units with 
many more new units (Scenario I) and then test the 
impact of total redevelopment for four-story rental 
buildings (Scenario II) or for a mix of townhouses 
and rental buildings (Scenario III).

The replacement of 26 existing units with 120 new 
units provides a significantly higher return when 
compared with the base case of simply renovating 
the existing units in place with no infill development.  
That ratio of 5.1 new units for each demolished unit 
shows the benefit of being able to achieve significantly 
higher density while limiting the amount of new 
structured parking.  Parking was accommodated in 
one floor below ground and one floor partially above 
ground along with using existing surface spaces.

Scenario II that assumes the entire site is redeveloped 
at 51 units per acre.  That level of new development 
does not come close to replacing the value of the 
existing units, and it comes with the significant cost 
of building new structured parking.  This scenario 
would not be feasible from a private investment 
standpoint.  

For-sale townhouses in various configurations 
provide much better returns than do conventional 
rental apartment buildings.  Though it replaces each 
existing unit with an average of only 1.5 units, the 
higher returns associated with townhouses would 
generate new value that could help to subsidize the 
cost of affordable housing.

Key Findings

•	 Additional density creates value with many new units 
– 120 new units vs. 26 existing units – a ratio of 5.1 
new units for each demolished unit.

•	 For-sale townhouses provide much better returns 
than do rental buildings, creating value to preserve 
affordable units.

•	 Structured parking costs inhibit the scale of 
development.

achieveMent of housing goals:

Partial redevelopment under Scenario I would provide 
some cross-subsidy to help preserve affordable units.

Redevelopment with a mix of for-sale townhouse 
products and rental apartment buildings could cut the 
required AHIF loan by more than 40 percent, helping 
to achieve the plan’s housing goals.

Among the scenarios, the renovation base case and 
Scenario II with redevelopment for apartments would 
require a high level of subsidy per affordable unit.  
That would drop to a medium level with the cross-
subsidy made possible by Scenario III’s inclusion of 
for-sale townhouses.

Subsidy Required to Preserve 
Affordable Housing

Gap per 
Affordable Unit

Renovate Only $70,000 High
I: Renovation + Infil l $53,000 Medium
II: Complete 
Redevelopment with 
Apartments

$79,000 High

III: Complete 
Redevelopment with 
Apartments + Townhouses

$40,000 Medium

Chart above indicates the scale of public subsidy required to 
support each affordable unit.
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Magnolia Commons
Urban Form

Magnolia Commons sits on a long triangular site 
between Columbia Pike and Eighth Road South in 
the western portion of the LU&HS study area.  The 
complex has several hundred feet of Pike frontage 
and areas of steep topography, rising approximately 
eighty feet from south to north. 

The “campus” style development contains semi-
public open space between buildings and within 
courtyards.  Parking is dispersed evenly throughout 
the site in the form of head-in parking along South 
Frederick Street which runs through the center of 
the property.  

Today there are 198 market rate affordable units 
on approximately 8.5 acres (23 units/acre).  The 
apartments were built in 1947; the site was identified 
as “important” on the recently completed Historic 
Resources Inventory (HRI) for the Pike planning 
area.  The amount of preservation desired will need 
to be discussed as this planning process continues.

Aerial image of existing conditions at Magnolia Commons Massing of existing buildings

Columbia Pike
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Scenario I: Renovation + Site Improvements

Plan of Scenario I - Renovation + Site Improvements

Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Apartments 3-4 198
Total Units 198
Units/Acre 23

Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Surface -- 80
New Surface -- 118

Total Parking Spaces 198
Parking/Units 1:1

Urban  Form Details

Existing buildings to be renovated

New linear park with parallel parking added as a traffic 
calming initiative

Site improvements include parking to the rear of the 
buildings.

A

B

C

New Buildings Existing Buildings Semi-private SpacePublic GreensPLAN LEGEND

A

B

C

Columbia Pike

8th Rd. S. 



4.37M a y  18, 2011

Preliminary Analysis Report

t  Columbia Pike Land Use & Housing Study  t

Massing of Scenario I

The first scenario for Magnolia Commons explores 
a minimal amount of intervention, assuming no new 
construction, and instead the renovation of all ex-
isting buildings along with significant infrastructure 
improvements.  Site improvements shown in this 
scenario could be done as an initial phase to sub-
sequent scenarios.  In addition to a new east-west 
roadway that could connect to both Greenbrier (to 
the west) and The Fields (to the east), the improve-
ments shown here involve the realignment of South 
Frederick Street, and the creation of a new linear 
public green space in the center of the site.  

This new park would be lined with on-street park-
ing spaces and would terminate on the facade of 
the existing multi-story portico of Magnolia Com-
mons’ “head” building at the northern end of the site.  
Parking continues to be dispersed throughout the 
site along the streets and  new service alleys created 
behind buildings. A new stair climbs the hill up from 
Columbia Pike toward the green space, making pe-
destrian circulation more direct and pleasant. 

This scenario retains all 198 units and assumes that 
all buildings undergo renovations.  The parking ratio 
remains at one space per unit.      

Columbia Pike
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Plan of Scenario II - Infill + Partial Redevelopment with Apartments

Scenario II: Infill + Partial Redevelopment 
               with Apartments

Urban  Form Details

Existing buildings to be renovated

New linear park with parallel parking added as a traffic 
calming initiative

Site improvements include parking to the rear of the 
buildings.

New apartment buildings with parking to the rear

New stacked townhouse units with flats above

New apartment building along the Pike with garage 
below
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Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Surface -- 80
New Surface -- 160
New Garage - Below 2 64

Total Parking Spaces 304
Parking/Units 1:1

Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Apartments 3-4 156
New Apartments 3-5 140
New 2 over 1 Flat over 
Towhouses

3 8

Total Units 304
Units/Acre 36

Columbia Pike

8th Rd. S. 

New Buildings Existing Buildings Semi-private SpacePublic GreensPLAN LEGEND
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Massing of Scenario II

The second scenario involves the same infrastructure 
improvements described in scenario one, but with 
the replacement of two apartment buildings, plus the 
construction of several additional new infill build-
ings on currently vacant land.   A new building has 
also been added on the pad of the existing parking 
lot, providing additional apartment units. The scale 
and character of the existing buildings has been re-
tained in the new construction, with similar massing 
and heights being used.  

This scenario retains 156 of the existing units, while 
adding 156 new units in the form of apartments, 
yielding 36 units per acre.  This scenario requires 
structured parking only for the new building closest 
to Columbia Pike.

Columbia Pike
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Urban  Form Details

Proposed four to five story apartment buildings 
with parking garage below

Proposed site improvements; road leading to Columbia 
Pike straitened

Proposed green

Proposed single town homes with parking below

Steep grading in site used as natural green

Proposed Townhomes with rear single parking garage

Preserved historic buildings

Plan of Scenario III - Infill + Partial Redevelopment with Townhouses
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Scenario III: Infill + Additional Redevelopment 
                         with Townhouses

Urban  Form Details

Existing buildings to be renovated

New linear park with parallel parking added as a traffic 
calming initiative

Site improvements include parking to the rear of the 
buildings

New townhouses facing public green space

New apartment building with parking tucked below

New stacked townhouses with flats above

New apartment buildings line Columbia Pike; a garage 
is built into the hillside
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Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Apartments 3-4 119
New Apartments 3-5 169
New Townhouse Units 2 19
New 2 over 1 Flat over 
Townhouses

3 16

Total Units 323
Units/Acre 38

Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Surface -- 80
New Surface -- 100
New Garage - Above 4 143

Total Parking Spaces 323
Parking/Units 1:1

Columbia Pike

8th Rd. S. 
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Massing of Scenario III

The final scenario again uses the same infrastructure 
improvements, but with a different mix of new unit 
types.   Townhouses, some with accessory dwelling 
units in the rear, face onto the linear park space.  A 
new large apartment building at the center of the 
site makes use of the slope to tuck structured park-
ing underneath, eliminating the need for a ramp.  A 
new building is also placed into the sloped area along 
Columbia Pike; it ’s garage is tucked into the hillside.

Scenario three retains 119 of the existing units, while 
adding back 204 new units of a variety of types, in-
cluding apartments and townhouses.   Two parking 
structures, along with surface and on-street parking, 
provide one space per dwelling unit.     

Columbia Pike



4.42 M a y  18, 2011

Chapter 4 t Analysis of Representative Sites

A view of the proposed linear green park, with a vanishing point towards the historic portico of one of the existing buildings
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Magnolia Commons
Key Findings from Preliminary Financial Analysis

All of the three design scenarios for Magnolia 
Commons are financially feasible, generating a 
return in excess of the minimum required value.

Scenario II replaces each demolished unit with 3.7 
new units, including 16 units built as townhouse/flat 
combinations.  With that scale of new development, 
significant new value is generated and available 
to cross-subsidize affordable units.  In Scenario 
III, the ratio of new to demolished units drops to 
2.8, though it includes an additional 35 units in 
conventional townhouses or flats above townhouses.  
The addition of for-sale townhouses provides cross-
subsidy for affordable units.  

Key Findings

•	 Infill that generates a significant number of new units 
for every demolished unit can enhance returns.

•	 Reliance on surface parking for a large share of the 
new spaces greatly improves feasibility.

achieveMent of housing goals:

Both Scenario II and III would contribute to the goal 
of preserving affordable housing with Scenario III 
providing the greatest reduction in required subsidy.

Subsidy Required to Preserve 
Affordable Housing

Gap per 
Affordable Unit

I: Renovation + Site 
Improvements $64,000 Medium

II: Infil l  + Partial 
Redevelopment with 
Apartments

$53,000 Medium

III: Infil l  + Additional 
Redevelopment with 
Townhouses

$30,000 Low

Chart above indicates the scale of public subsidy required to 
support each affordable unit.
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Prototype Economic Analysis

The Cash Flow Analysis described in this chapter 
was very helpful in identifying key trends and the 
economic realities of potential future changes on the 
representative sites.  However, even with up to four 
scenarios tested for each site, there remain numerous 
possible iterations that could transpire in the future, 
and thus could be tested.  For this reason, the Pro-
totype Model was created. A hypothetical four-acre 
site was used to easily test numerous variables, in-
cluding parking ratios, unit mix and size, densities 
and building / construction types (low-rise, mid-
rise, and high-rise).  This analysis demonstrated how 
each of these variables can impact the bottom line 
for the feasibility to maintain affordable housing (as 
described in Chapter 3).  

From this analysis, general conclusions could be 
reached as to what variables have the most impact 
on reducing the gap per affordable unit (how much 
subsidy is required per unit to make it affordable).    
The next step was to use those identified variables as 
targets, and apply them to the key sites, to see if they 
could physically fit on a site that has real-world con-
straints, and what the resulting development forms 
would be.  Finally, the gap per affordable unit could 
be determined for this new scenario, to test the po-
tential impact of using these targets.  

The team selected the Westmont Gardens and Mag-
nolia Commons sites to test the prototype variables.  
Magnolia Commons was selected in order to deter-
mine the feasibility of achieving the variables of the 
prototype on a site with constraints (due to existing 
topography, as well as its potential historic designa-
tion).  Conversely, Westmont Gardens has far fewer 

potential constraints facing potential redevelopment, 
and could be used to test a complete redevelopment 
scenario.  

From the analysis described in Chapter 3, the fol-
lowing variables were identified as targets for this 
analysis:

•	 Target Building Height: 5 stories.  This 
maximizes the building height that can be 
achieved using wood-frame construction (at 
six stories, the transition to more expensive 
concrete construction must be made).  

•	 Target Density: 70 units/acre.  The ability to 
achieve this target would significantly reduce 
the amount of subsidy required.  The chal-
lenge was to see if this would physically fit on 
a real-world site given the 5 story maximum 
height, and if so, what the urban form would 
look like.  Also, it is important to realize what 
this density would mean for other plan goals 
such as livability and the ability to implement 
urban infrastructure enhancements (including 
new street connections and open spaces).

•	 Target Unit mix:
Unit Type Unit Size 

(sq ft)
Desired % 
of Units

Efficiency 488 15%
1 Bedroom 725 50%
2 Bedroom 900 25%
3 Bedroom 1225 10%

•	 Target Parking Ratio: 1 space per unit.  On-
street parking was applied toward needed 
spaces.

•	 Target Parking Type: Surface or Above-
ground Structure.  The ability to avoid the 
expense of underground parking given the af-
fordable housing goals is desirable.  

The goal was to apply these targets, while still striv-
ing to achieve the plan’s other goals for livability and 
walkable, sustainable urban forms.
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Westmont Gardens: Testing the Prototype

Westmont Gardens - Testing the Prototype

Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

New Apartments 3 - 5 693
Total Units 693
Units/Acre 77.7

Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

New On-Street -- 126
New Garage - Above 3 - 4 568

Total Parking Spaces 694
Parking/Units 1:1

A

New Buildings Existing Buildings Semi-private SpacePublic Greens
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Columbia Pike

12th Street South

Urban  Form Details

Five story apartment buildings 
along the Pike

Parking structures are lined by habit-
able units

Site improvements include new streets 
with on-street parking

Three story apartment buildings are 
located adjacent to 12th Street, across 
from existing townhouses

Internal courtyards provide semi-pri-
vate open space for residents to enjoy

An outdoor plaza terminates the view 
on S. Quincy Street
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On the Westmont Gardens site, a complete 
redevelopment scenario was tested, which aided in 
the ability to reach the target density.  Five-story 
buildings front the Pike; this tapers to three-story 
buildings that face 12th Street to the south.  Open 
space is provided in the form of interior courtyards.

Parking is provided in above-ground structures that 
are lined on three sides by habitable space.  (The 
fourth side could be treated architecturally with 
appropriately-proportioned openings to minimizes 
the impact to the adjacent street).  Two new north-
south streets can also be accommodated on the site; 
these are designed to include street trees and on-
street parking to enhance the pedestrian realm (on-
street parking is also counted toward the required 
parking ratio).

Columbia Pike

Westmont Gardens - Testing the Prototype (view from Columbia Pike)
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Westmont Gardens - Testing the Prototype (view from 12th Street South)

Economic Findings

Redesign of the Westmont Gardens redevelopment 
scenario allowed creation of 693 units at a density of 
77.7 units per acre.  That represented replacement 
of each unit with 2.8 units.  The market-rate units 
would provide significant cross-subsidy for the 
affordable units, reducing the required subsidy from 
$70,000 per unit for renovation of existing units to 
$15,000 per new unit.  This analysis assumes the 
availability of nine-percent Low-Income Housing 
Tax Credits in both cases.

12th Street South

Subsidy Required to Preserve 
Affordable Housing

Gap per 
Affordable Unit

Renovate Only $70,000 High
Redevelop with Apartments 
at 77.7 units/acre $15,000 Low
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Magnolia Commons - Testing the Prototype

Urban  Form Details

Proposed four to five story apartment buildings 
with parking garage below

Proposed site improvements; road leading to Columbia 
Pike straitened

Proposed green

Proposed single town homes with parking below

Steep grading in site used as natural green

Proposed Townhomes with rear single parking garage

Preserved historic buildings

A

B

C

D

E

F

Magnolia Commons: Testing the Prototype

Urban  Form Details

Existing buildings on the northern portion of the 
site are maintained / renovated.

New five story apartment buildings along the Pike

A new parking structures is lined by habitable units

The site entrance is realigned to allow for a larger block 
size to the west (which can fit a parking structure and 
it’s liner building)

The existing parking lot is redesigned as a street with 
angled parking, providing a more pedestrian-friendly 
north-south axis through the site.

A plaza in front of a new five story apartment building 
terminates the view on the north-south axis.

Semi-private open space is provided in building court-
yards. 

A potential new east-west street connection is included.

A

A

Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Surface -- 22
New On-Street -- 72
New Garage - Above 4 396

Total Parking Spaces 490
Parking/Units 1:1

Columbia Pike

8th Rd. S. 

New Buildings Existing Buildings Semi-private SpacePublic GreensPLAN LEGEND

Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Apartments 3-4 118
New Apartments 5 372

Total Units 490
Units/Acre (total site) 58

Units/Acre (on southern 4.5 
acres of the site)

82

B

C

D

E

F

G

B B

C

D

E

F

G

H

H
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Magnolia Commons - Testing the Prototype (view from Columbia Pike)

The design used to test the prototype model for 
Magnolia Commons recognizes the site’s historic 
qualities and preserves the existing structures on the 
northern portion of the property.  New density was 
focused on the southern portion of the site, closest 
to the Pike and the planned new transit.  Although 
this does not meet the density target for the site as a 
whole, it does exceed the density targeted if isolating 
the southern 4.5 acres of the site.

This scenario realigns the site entrance to accommo-
date a parking structure and it ’s liner building to the 
west.   This scenario does require some excavation of 
steep slopes on the site adjacent to the Pike.  A new 
building on the northern end of the garage takes ad-
vantage of this topographic change, overlooking the 
new building and a potential garage rooftop ame-
nity deck on one side, and a formal termination for 
Magnolia Commons’ historic north-south axis on 
the other.  

Site improvements include a new east-west street 
connection, transforming the existing central park-
ing lot into a street with diagonal parking and street 
streets (to be more pedestrian-friendly), a central 
courtyard to provide common outdoor space for 
apartment residents, and a new plaza to terminate 
the north-south axis. 
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Magnolia Commons - Testing the Prototype (view from 8th Road S.)

Economic Findings

Along Columbia Pike and up the hill, 372 new 
higher density five-story apartments would replace 
80 existing units for a ratio of 4.65 replacement units 
per existing unit replaced.  The achieved density 
of 82.7 units per acre on the southern half of the 
property creates many more new units to help cross-
subsidize the affordable units.  This reduces the 
required subsidy from $64,000 to $19,000 per unit.  
The required subsidy could be reduced further by the 
availability of historic tax credits for renovation of 
the existing units.

Subsidy Required to Preserve 
Affordable Housing

Gap per 
Affordable Unit

Renovate Only $64,000 Medium
Renovate and Redevelop 
Southern Portion of the site 
at 82.7 Units / Acre

$19,000 Low
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Columbia Pike currently offers a diverse array of 
housing that serves multiple populations in a variety 
of income groups, although the quality of housing 
available to each income group varies widely.  Pre-
serving affordable housing is a key, but challenging, 
goal of the Columbia Pike Initiative.  Without pub-
lic intervention, the Pike’s future will involve rent 
increases among today’s market affordable units to 
the point that they are no longer affordable for many 
current residents.  Demand for housing on Colum-
bia Pike will continue to increase with regional job 
growth and growing interest in close-in locations 
that provide good quality of life, easy transit access 
and shorter commuting times, allowing higher and 
higher rents.  In some cases, rent increases will oc-
cur gradually year by year; in others, the owners will 
empty a building for renovation and then re-lease it 
at much higher rents.

Given the lessons learned from the analysis of re-
development economics summarized in Chapter 3, 
significant redevelopment is unlikely under current 
zoning outside the commercial zones within the next 
two to four years.  Demolishing and replacing exist-
ing, leased apartments is too expensive unless each 
unit can be replaced by three or more new units – a 
density that existing zoning generally would not al-
low.  Some redevelopment could occur with for-sale 
townhouses replacing existing garden apartments, 
particularly when that older housing has not been 
renovated or well maintained and is reaching the end 
of its useful life.  Goals for supporting businesses, 
taking greater advantage of the planned streetcar, 
creating enhanced public amenities and street front-
age, and achieving a change in urban form require 

redevelopment of some parcels that will be fueled by 
increased density.  For this, zoning changes will be 
essential.

The Pike benefits from the long-term ownership of 
major apartment complexes by a few families who 
have indicated their intention to retain ownership 
and continue to rent their properties as a long-term 
investment.  These families own almost half of the 
corridor’s market affordable units.  Providing incen-
tives to encourage them to maintain at least a por-
tion of their units as market affordable units over the 
mid- and long-term will be critical to achieving the 
goal of preserving affordable housing.

This chapter provides direction and concepts for 
consideration and testing for the final plan and im-
plementation strategy.  The scope of the need and 
the complexity of closing the affordable housing fi-
nancial gap will require myriad tools used and lay-
ered in varying combinations.  As background for 
the implementation plan, the Working Group and 
consultants compiled an extensive inventory of exist-
ing and potential tools for consideration.  Appendix 
D provides a matrix that lists and describes those 
tools along with their key advantages, disadvantages 
and challenges.  That effort was intended to discov-
er the full range of tools without assigning priority 
or recommendations based on how appropriate or 
achievable they might be in Arlington.
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Make Full Use of Existing Tools and Resources

Arlington has a strong array of existing housing 
tools and incentives it and its non-profit partners 
have used through the years to support creation and 
retention of affordable housing.

The federal government plays a major financial role 
in affordable housing through its many programs.  
The following list includes the most prominent fed-
eral programs for affordable housing:

•	 Housing choice vouchers that pay the landlord 
the difference between market rents and 30 per-
cent of the tenant’s income;

•	 Low-Income Housing Tax Credits that offset up 
to 60 percent of the costs of developing afford-
able housing with federal income tax credits;

•	 HOME Investment Partnership that helps to 
fund transitional housing acquisition, rehabili-
tation, construction and tenant-based rental as-
sistance;

•	 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 
funds granted to the County to fund housing 
and services for low- and moderate-income resi-
dents at the County’s discretion; and

•	 Historic Tax Credits that provide an offset to 
federal income taxes in exchange for qualified 
rehabilitation of designated historic properties.

These resources are, of course, limited by statewide 
caps on the value of credits and formulae for distrib-
uting funding across the U.S.  In particular the ca-
pacity and mere existence of many federal programs 
relies on support from U.S. Congress.  Changes to 
the political will may result in the loss of these pro-
grams or significant reduction in funding capacity.  

Recently, the federal government has reviewed the 
potential for significant budget cuts to the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) 
Community Development Fund (CDF), which in-
cludes CDBG.  In February 2011, the House of 
Representatives recommended a budget of $1.5 bil-
lion for CDBG and related programs which is 66.3 
percent less than the $4.450 billion appropriated 
in fiscal year 2010.  While no conclusion has been 
reached as to the funding level for these federal pro-
grams, the President’s plan calls for a reduction in 
the CDF account by 14.5 percent.  At this writing 
in May 2011, it is reasonable to assume that future 
federal spending cuts will result in funding reduction 
in the short term.

The Commonwealth, through the Virginia Housing 
Development Authority (VHDA), provides addi-
tional tools, including:

•	 Multi-family bond financing that provides ac-
cess to tax-exempt financing for multi-family 
developments that commit at least 20 percent of 
units to be affordable to households at 50 per-
cent of AMI or 40 percent at 60 percent of AMI;

•	 Single-family mortgage financing that provides 
below-market-rate mortgages; and

•	 SPARC and REACH subsidized loans that fund 
housing for targeted populations or preserve 
housing with expiring subsidies.

Key among the County’s tools are:

•	 Affordable Housing Investment Fund (AHIF) 
loans that are tailored to the needs of individual 

developments;
•	 Housing Reserve Fund loans similar to AHIF 

loans;
•	 Access to a line of Credit that can be used for 

housing or site acquisition;
•	 Housing grants/transitional housing grants that 

serve homeless families;
•	 Permanent supportive housing and housing as-

sistance programs for individuals and families 
with special needs;

•	 Moderate Income Purchase Assistance Program 
(MIPAP) that helps first-time buyers purchase 
a home; and

•	 Affordable housing requirements and provisions 
within the Zoning Ordinance under special ex-
ceptions - Site Plans and Use Permits.
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To reach the levels of support necessitated by the 
plan’s goal of preserving 3,151 units affordable to 
households at or below 60 percent of AMI and 1,664 
units (one-half ) affordable at 60 to 80 percent of 
AMI, the County will need to substantially augment 
its funding for these and other tools by dedicating a 
higher level of General Fund dollars and/or raising 
new revenues.

Among the other potential tools that would raise ad-
ditional funds for County housing programs are:

•	 Penny for Housing – a new property tax for af-
fordable housing within a specific district or 
county-wide.   The Penny for Housing alterna-
tive could be combined with other tools as the 
funding source.

•	 General Obligation bonds – municipal bonds 
that are backed by the full faith and credit of Ar-
lington County but require voter approval to fund 
investment as the general fund securitizes the 
bonds.  Arlington County has a series of funding 
priorities with which affordable housing along 
Columbia Pike would need to compete. 

•	 Foundation funding – financial support from 
small to large foundations for development of 
affordable housing as a mission-driven invest-
ment or a response to request.  The variety of 
foundation funds and opportunities range from 
monies available for local governments to ex-
pand capacity or study affordable housing is-
sues/policies (such as the Center for Housing 
Policy’s grants) to specific grants for developers 
or builders (which include the Home Depot Af-
fordable Housing Built Responsible Grant and 

Wells Fargo Housing Foundation grants).  Many 
of the private foundation funds provide direct 
assistance to improve homeownership opportu-
nities.  

•	 Tax-Increment Financing (TIF) – Tax-incre-
ment financing devotes incremental tax revenues 
generated by property value increases to fund 
infrastructure and other public improvements 
needed to support the development.  It most of-
ten involves real property tax revenues generated 
by increases in assessed property values.  The 
concept involves using tax revenues that other-
wise would not be generated to pay for public 
infrastructure and other costs that block rede-
velopment.  Tax revenues generated by the value 
of existing property or properties at the time a 
TIF district is established continue to flow to 
the jurisdiction’s General Fund.  During the life 
of the TIF, the local tax revenues generated by 
the increase in property values are deposited in 
a special fund to finance public infrastructure 
and other specified uses.  Any incremental rev-
enues not needed for debt service revert to the 
jurisdiction.  When all bonds have been repaid, 
the jurisdiction then receives all of the property 
tax revenues generated by the redevelopment as 
part of regular taxes.  While the TIF is in place, 
the jurisdiction benefits from other increased 
tax and fee revenues not subject to TIF, includ-
ing income, personal property, utility and hotel 
taxes as well as permit and other fees.  Arlington 
County has used a TIF variation— Tax- Incre-
ment Public Infrastructure Fund (TIPIF) to 
fund a parking garage in the Halstead develop-
ment on Columbia Pike. 

•	 Community Land Trusts, discussed later in this 
chapter, could be adapted to leverage a larger 
pool of foundation and private lender capital.  
Examples in Denver, San Francisco and oth-
er localities use a commitment of local public 
funds to fund the most risky portion of afford-
able housing development.  If a project ’s cash 
flow is not sufficient to repay the total loan, it is 
the City’s loan that is not repaid.  Foundations 
provide additional funding that is at risk of not 
being repaid if the shortfall exceeds the City’s 
share of the fund.  This reduces the risk to co-
operating private lenders who are more assured 
that their loans will be repaid in full.   This tool 
would be combined with other tools to acquire 
and make available sites for preservation or cre-
ation of affordable housing at a reduced cost.  
The County’s AHIF loans are similar in that 
they are repaid only after the primary lender is 
repaid.  The CLT is different in its commitment 
of a large pool of bank and foundation fund-
ing rather than single commitments negotiated 
project by project.
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Provide Incentives to Preserve Existing Market Affordable Housing

Existing Affordable Housing Units (2010) 
map produced by Arlington County

Given the corridor’s vast reservoir of market afford-
able housing and the goal to preserve much of that 
housing, the plan must offer effective incentives that 
will influence long-time property owners.  Because 
these long-time property owners prefer to continue 
operating as free from governmental involvement as 
possible, the incentives must be both powerful and 
easy to access with as little government involvement 
in day-to-day operations as possible.

New tools that warrant further evaluation and con-
sideration include:

•	 Property tax exemption and/or Payments in 
Lieu of Taxes (PILOT) with partial recapture 

and right of first refusal.  In Montgomery Coun-
ty the use of tax exemptions similar to PILOT 
provides a more politically feasible alternative 
for providing financial assistance to affordable 
housing or mixed-income projects.  The deci-
sion to forego future tax revenues spreads the 
budget burden over the time span of the units’ 
affordability.  A portion of the tax dollars lost 
to the exemption could be recaptured if the de-
velopment left the program.  The County also 
could require a first right of refusal to purchase 
the development if it were to be sold.

•	 Funding for energy upgrades.  County funding 
of green improvements that would reduce the 
cost of operating existing apartments could be 

made available contingent on a 10-year commit-
ment to keep rents affordable for a portion of 
the units.

•	 Conversion of private streets to public owner-
ship shifting maintenance responsibility.  In 
some cases, private roads serving a housing de-
velopment also serve the general public, provid-
ing additional connectivity.  The property own-
ers might be willing to commit to long-term 
affordability of some units in exchange for the 
County accepting dedication of the roads and 
assuming their maintenance costs.
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Current Residential Zoning
Arlington County’s current residential zoning code 
allows for the development of townhouses as a mat-
ter of right under areas designated in the GLUP as 
“High-Medium Residential Mixed Use”, “High-
Medium Residential” (RA-4.8, RA 14-26) and to a 
lesser extent “Low-Medium Residential” (R15-30T).   
Along Columbia Pike the underlying by-right de-
velopment options for these categories provide for 
a range between 24 dwelling units per acre to more 
dense alternatives at 48 units per acre with RA6-15 
zoning.  

Based on current market conditions, the likely out-
come of the existing residential zoning along Co-
lumbia Pike would be the development of town-
houses, which can be more profitable than other 
redevelopment alternatives.   While townhouses can 
be an important element in a mixed-income rede-
velopment, replacing existing market-rate afford-
able units with by-right townhouses would reduce 
the corridor’s supply of affordable housing.  Because 
they are developed by right, the County would have 
no basis to require replacement of affordable units.

Removing townhouse development as a by-right op-
tion should be considered, while allowing it under 
the Form-Based Code.   

Form-Based Code
Form-Based Code (FBC) guides future develop-
ment by establishing building form requirements 
that relate to the surrounding physical environment, 
such as minimum and maximum heights, building 
placement, parking location and other building form 

elements.  FBC allows more flexibility within the 
specific land uses and density compared to standard 
zoning regulations.  

A FBC for the multi-family housing along the cor-
ridor should include a provision to allow significant 
increases in density, consistent with public design 
goals and objectives, to be contingent on the inclu-
sion of affordable housing.  FBC zoning provides 
more certainty and a quicker development process, 
which encourages private investment and reduces 
development costs. 

The Chapter 3 evaluation of project development fi-
nancials suggested that density would need to at least 
triple the number of existing units to make redevel-
opment feasible with a cross-subsidy for replacement 
affordable housing.  The FBC should recognize the 
need for significantly higher densities.  While den-
sity alone may not totally cover the cost of replacing 
affordable housing, it can support a reduction in the 
required subsidy per unit. 

A Columbia Pike FBC also could offer greater flex-
ibility in single-family neighborhoods (e.g., more 
height or greater lot coverage) in return for commit-
ted affordability or acceptance of tenants with hous-
ing choice vouchers in accessory dwellings.  Such re-
quirements on individual homeowners are relatively 
rare but worth considering.  Even without commit-
ted affordability, an increase in the number of small 
accessory units would provide greater housing diver-
sity and market affordability.

Changing Regulatory Framework Tools

A Form Base Code as part of the Toolkit 

A Form-Based Code (FBC) can be an important 
part of the implementation toolkit.   Form-Based 
Codes focus on the physical form of the built envi-
ronment, producing predictable results and a high-
quality public realm.  This type of regulation can 
be used to guide new development according to the 
physical form goals of the LU&HS, including:

•	 Encourage sustainable densities that sup-
port transit and the mixed-use nodes.

•	 Incorporate diverse residential building 
forms. 

•	 Create a pedestrian-friendly corridor, in-
cluding tree-lined streets and street-orient-
ed buildings.

•	 Enhance urban design and architectural fea-
tures to improve the Pike's identity. 

•	 Create seamless linkages between the neigh-
borhoods and the Revitalization District 
nodes, including appropriate transitions in 
building forms.

•	 Incorporate "green" building and neighbor-
hood design principles.

Where affordable housing is concerned, the FBC 
can play a secondary role by allowing for increased 
density in exchange for retaining affordable hous-
ing in existing building stock where it makes the 
most sense; promoting mixed-income housing 
types (such as English Basement units or Granny 
Flats); and streamlining the approval process.
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Expedited Approvals and Permits
One of the most valuable incentives for private de-
velopers is expeditious approval and permitting.  The 
high costs of delay and the potential for missing spe-
cific market opportunities directly impact the cost of 
development.  Expediting the development approval 
process for developments that include affordable 
housing would provide a powerful incentive.  The 
FBC supports expedited approvals by resolving in 
advance community concerns about building bulk, 
location and design.  Its impact could be enhanced 
by priority processing of building permits and in-
spections. 

The National Association of Home Builders often 
suggests that regulatory barriers and delays in pro-
cessing developments increase the cost of homes for 
average purchasers by 25 percent nationwide. 

Hawaii’s Chapter 201H HRS allows affordable 
housing projects in Honolulu, Maui and Kaui to 
proceed without planning, zoning or construction 
standards with the only provision that the develop-
ment does not impact public health and safety.  The 
developer still submits preliminary plans with all 
of the exemptions required and the final approval 
comes in 45 days from City Council.  The public 
provides input on the project exemptions at standard 
City Council hearings within the 45-day time peri-
od. Since implementation, Honolulu has authorized 
the production of approximately 3,965 affordable 
housing units. 

Cash flow modeling of the financial benefit of ex-
pedited approvals for the Columbia Pike corridor 

found that the subsidy amount required for afford-
able units could be reduced by $11,000 per unit as 
the result of a 12-month reduction in project ap-
proval time.   

Parking Requirements
The required amount of parking for residential de-
velopment represents a high proportion of total de-
velopment costs along Columbia Pike.  The cost of 
parking depends on the nature of each site.  For some 
redevelopment sites, the topography and existing 
layout provide sufficient space to add more surface 
parking at a lower cost.  However, more often the 
infill development or redevelopment of an existing 
multi-family project requires the addition of parking 
structures to meet the standard parking requirement 
of 1.0 space per unit.  

Market tolerance for parking ratios at recently con-
structed market-rate projects near Metro stations 
falls below one space per unit.  The performance of 
affordable housing in the Columbia Pike corridor 
shows that a lower ratio of 0.7 spaces per unit is suf-
ficient to meet tenant demand.  Thus a parking ratio 
of 1.0 space per unit may unduly impact the eco-
nomics of redevelopment.   In the economic model 
used in this study, an adjustment to the parking re-
quirements for Columbia Pike housing from 1.0 to 
0.7 spaces per unit dropped the required subsidy by 
$8,000 per unit. 

Accessory Dwelling Unit Regulations for 
Naturally Occurring Affordable Housing
Arlington County’s zoning code has an accessory 
dwelling unit (ADU) ordinance, which permits the 

inclusion of an accessory rental unit in single-family 
and/or townhouse property.  However, the current 
ordinance restricts accessory dwelling units based on 
ceiling heights and other building features that can 
be particularly limiting for older developments.  

Eliminating these regulatory barriers for accessory 
units in existing structures (e.g., ceiling heights in 
English basements) and allowing creation of ADUs 
in detached structures (e.g., above garages) could 
increase the number of affordable units within the 
Columbia Pike Study Area and adjoining neighbor-
hoods.  Adjustments to the zoning ordinance would 
permit a new residential unit in an otherwise obso-
lete or unused space, allowing for more efficient use 
of existing structures.  This could increase the supply 
of small affordable rental units (and supplemental 
income to owner-occupants) without the need for 
financing or direct subsidy from Arlington County.  
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Following are tools that should be given high-pri-
ority consideration to incentivize redevelopment on 
appropriate sites.  PES evaluated a series of tools 
based on the impact each could have on the estimat-
ed subsidy necessary to support an additional unit 
of affordable housing for low-income households.  
Already discussed above, the most powerful tool for 
creating affordable housing is the enhanced density 
contingent upon affordable housing in the Form-
Based Code.  

Community Land Trust 
The significant financial burden of land costs on af-
fordable housing can be reduced by acquiring and 
holding properties with the intention of maintain-
ing long-term affordability on the site.  Community 
Land Trusts (CLTs) acquire sites and lease them at 
reduced rates.  Removing the impact of rising land 
costs makes it easier to maintain long-term afford-
ability.  The ground lease agreements include afford-
ability requirements.  

For individual homeownership, the CLT is able to 
maintain perpetual affordability by retaining the op-
tion to repurchase any structure should the owners 
choose to sell.  The real challenge for perpetual af-
fordability is the formula used to give present home-
owners or multi-family structure owners a fair return 
on their investment.  

The Burlington (VT) Community Land Trust 
(BCLT), the first publically funded land trust, pro-
vides a strong example of the success for affordable 
homeownership models.  The BCLT offered low-
income households an option to purchase homes 

at a reduced rate, but limited the amount of future 
appreciation gains in order to keep the property af-
fordable in perpetuity.  In 2006, BCLT reviewed 100 
homes where initial owners moved out and found 
these homebuyers gained an average 29-percent re-
turn on their investment.

Land Banking
Land banking assures long-term retention as afford-
able housing, for both rental and ownership units by 
setting the land aside for the purpose of affordable 
housing production but does not require the use of 
a CLT. 

In Arlington County, a hybrid approach to land 
banking could allow for-profit entities to own im-
provements under a ground lease with a non-profit 
entity which owns the underlying land.  This hybrid 
model requires the non-profit to write-down the 
land costs (i.e., leasing the land at less than the cost 
of acquisition).  Allowing non-profit entities to ac-
quire and hold land for community benefit and enter 
into long-term leases at below-market rates main-
tains the land as a long-term affordable property.

A financial review shows that providing free land 
for a new development in the current market greatly 
reduces the amount of public subsidy necessary to 
build replacement affordable housing units.  The 
economic analysis conducted for this study shows 
that the financial gap drops by $57,000 per unit for a 
reduction of one-half the cost of land and if the land 
is offered at no cost the gap is reduced by $115,000 
per unit.  Ultimately this land cost savings reduces 
the financial gap significantly, which suggests that 

additional community benefits could be sought in 
addition to affordable housing. 

Exemption From or Reduced Tap and Other 
Fees
Currently in Arlington County, the required tap 
and permit fees for housing development average 
$42,000 in initial capital costs and an additional 
$3,000 per unit in tap fees charged at the time of re-
development for water and sewer access.  These fees 
are intended to help defray the capital costs of the 
water and wastewater systems.  A reduction in the 
amount or complete waiver for all tap fees could re-
duce initial total development costs.  The reduction 
of the tap fees and associated draining, fixtures and 
usage (DFU) fees reduces and development costs.  In 
some instances the best alternative would be to re-
duce these fees only for the affordable housing com-
ponent of the development.  The economic analysis 
revealed that a reduction in soft costs of $3,100 per 
unit results in a reduced subsidy amount of $9,000 
per unit of affordable housing. 

Reduce Water and Sewer Fees
For affordable housing development, water and sew-
er usage represents a rising operating cost.  Fifty-
percent savings on the annual water and sewer bill 
for affordable units results in a $250 reduction of 
operating costs per unit, reducing the required sub-
sidy per unit by $2,000.      

Annual Property Tax Exemption
In order to relieve the burden of constructing new 
affordable housing within an existing development 
or preserving existing market-rate affordable units 

Incentivize Redevelopment on Appropriate Sites
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along Columbia Pike, an annual property tax ex-
emption may be useful.  In Montgomery County, 
Maryland the Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILOT) 
exemption program allows rental property owners to 
provide affordable housing to low-income residents 
and receive a negotiated tax exemption from real 
property taxes in return for a maximum of 10 years. 

An annual tax exemption reduces the financial gap 
per affordable unit by $11,000.  This assumes the 
taxes reflect the net operating income (NOI) expect-
ed from a low-income housing project for house-
holds earning 60 percent of Area Median Income 
less six percent for vacancy and collection loss.   

Change in Affordable Housing Site Value As-
sessment Standards
Recently the Commonwealth of Virginia changed 
the assessment policies to reflect the accurate value 
of a multi-family rental property based on the actual 
net operating income received.  This adjustment in 
assessment policy protects affordable housing proj-
ects in which the operating income is much lower 
than that for market-rate units.   This policy applies 
only to built and occupied properties.  

Assessment policy should be considered an option 
for improving the potential for affordable housing 
development.  Sites under pre-development or de-
velopment for affordable housing are assessed at the 
property’s highest and best use at a value much high-
er than that justified by the value of affordable hous-
ing, creating an undue development cost burden.   
A changed to permit assessment of land held for and 
restricted to development of affordable housing at a 

value that reflects that development restriction.  This 
change would reduce the tax burden, resulting in a 
lower development and carrying cost for affordable 
or mixed-income projects.  On average land for af-
fordable housing has a real value $35,000 to $45,000 
per unit less than prevailing market values.  Reflect-
ing that true value during a three-year development 
period would reduce the development cost by $1,200 
per unit, which in turn would reduce the required 
public subsidy. 

Transfer of Development Rights
The transfer of development rights (TDRs) permits 
property owners to sell development rights from 
their property to other property owners within a 
designated receiving zone.  Additional development 
rights and the right to transfer them could be contin-
gent on inclusion of affordable housing.  Non-profit 
developers could sell TDRs from their properties to 
generate income or transfer those rights to another 
property.  An alternative would allow developers to 
fund affordable development on another nearby site, 
subject to locational requirements relative to transit 
and avoiding concentrations of subsidized housing.  

Successful TDR programs require creation of a suf-
ficient number of receiving zones that can accom-
modate additional density and have high enough 
demand to warrant developers paying for additional 
development rights.  

Live Near Your Work
In its current composition the County employee 
housing program provides home purchase assistance.  
However, reduced revenues required Arlington 

County to temporarily suspend the program.  There 
may be an opportunity to expand the program to 
provide temporary abatement of property taxes, 
transfer taxes, and recordation fees for eligible 
Arlington County employees who purchase a home 
in Arlington County, which would not require 
an upfront funding source but rather foregoing of 
future revenues.

Redevelopment can be incentivized on appropriate sites, which can 
help to achieve the community's goals for retention of affordable 
housing as well as for enhancements to the physical environment.
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Impact of Housing Tool on Required Subsidy per Affordable Unit
Tool Adjustment to Prototype Model Impact per Unit

 Expedited Approvals  Reduce total development costs by $4,000 per unit $11,000

 Reduce Required Parking  Reduce parking ratio from 1.0 to 0.7 spaces per unit $13,000

 Reduce Cost of Land by One-Half  Reduce land cost from $10.6 million to $5.3 million $57,000

 Provide Free Land  Eliminate land costs $115,000

 Eliminate Tap Fees  Reduce development costs by $3,100 per unit $9,000

 Reduce Water and Sewer Fees  Cut water & sewer fees in half for affordable units $2,000

 Property Tax Exemption  Reduce affordable units’ operating costs by $1,200 $11,000

 Adjusted Land Value Assessment  Reduce the assessed value of land dedicated to affordable housing $1,200

 Source: Partners for Economic Solutions, 2011.

The table at right summarizes the analysis of the 
impact of incentives on the financial gap per afford-
able unit and the subsidies required to achieve fi-
nancial feasibility.

Impact of Incentives on Required Subsidies
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This appendix contains detailed analysis tables and 
charts, supplementary to the Market Conditions 
report contained in Chapter 1 (page 1.17).



M a y  18, 2011

Preliminary Analysis Report

t  Columbia Pike Land Use & Housing Study  t A.3

 Table A-2. Employment Trends by Industry, Northern Virginia, 2000-2009 

Industry

Annual Average 2000-2009 Change

2000 2006 2009 Amount Percent
Construction  41,756  44,192  33,574  (8,182) -19.6%
Manufacturing  14,908  13,626  12,439  (2,469) -16.6%
Wholesale Trade  20,885  19,401  18,582  (2,303) -11.0%
Retail Trade  79,431  79,559  72,222  (7,209) -9.1%
Transportation and Warehousing  27,846  24,219  23,087  (4,759) -17.1%
Information  61,402  37,708  34,089  (27,313) -44.5%
Finance and Insurance  28,721  33,847  29,195  474 1.7%
Real Estate Rental and Leasing  17,176  17,356  16,018  (1,158) -6.7%
Professional Technical Services  164,286  197,616  213,149  48,863 29.7%
Educational Services  48,311  59,619  62,132  13,821 28.6%
Health Care and Social Assistance  57,756  65,347  70,075  12,319 21.3%
Accommodations and Food Service  56,740  62,795  61,965  5,225 9.2%
Arts, Entertainment and Recreation 
Services  12,377  13,910  14,990  2,613 21.1%
Administration, Support, Waste 
Management  61,375  57,332  53,253  (8,122) -13.2%
Management of Companies1  18,790  22,990  22,558  3,768 20.1%
Other Services  39,117  41,336  42,730  3,613 9.2%
Public Administration  63,650  70,167  76,321  12,671 19.9%
Agriculture, Utilities, Mining1  3,815  3,206  1,598  (2,217) -58.1%

Total Jobs  818,342  864,226  857,977  39,635 4.8%
Note: 1Data suppressed to prevent disclosure of individual establishment data.
Sources:   Virginia Employment Commission; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2010.

 Table A-1. Employment Trends by Industry, Arlington County, 2000-2009 

Industry

Annual Average 2000-2009 Change

2000 2006 2009 Amount Percent

Construction  4,305  2,401  2,686  (1,619) -37.6%

Manufacturing  807  638  749  (58) -7.2%

Wholesale Trade  1,854  1,274  1,471  (383) -20.7%

Retail Trade  9,408  9,469  9,375  (33) -0.4%

Transportation and Warehousing  11,275  9,419  9,385  (1,890) -16.8%
Information  8,040  5,073  5,243  (2,797) -34.8%
Finance and Insurance  2,787  3,723  3,517  730 26.2%
Real Estate Rental and Leasing  4,006  3,480  3,125  (881) -22.0%
Professional Technical Services  30,922  31,982  33,631  2,709 8.8%
Educational Services  6,978  10,111  11,664  4,686 67.2%
Health Care and Social Assistance  8,435  7,807  8,417  (18) -0.2%
Accommodations and Food Service  12,285  14,354  13,971  1,686 13.7%

Arts, Entertainment and Recreation Services  1,721  2,005  2,607  886 51.5%

Administration, Support, Waste Management  11,315  7,745  7,699  (3,616) -32.0%
Management of Companies  3,165  3,053  2,341  (824) -26.0%
Other Services  7,870  8,475  10,012  2,142 27.2%
Public Administration  32,414  36,549  31,857  (557) -1.7%
Agriculture, Utilities, Mining1  348  674  933  585 168.1%

Total Jobs  157,935  158,232  158,683  748 0.5%
Note: 1Data suppressed to prevent disclosure of individual establishment data.
Sources:   Virginia Employment Commission; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2010.
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 Table A-3. Employment Trends by Industry, Washington, DC Metropolitan Area, 2000-2009 

Industry

Annual Average 2000-2009 Change

2000 2006 2009 Amount Percent

In Thousands of Jobs
Construction, Mining, Logging  153.1  191.5  149.0  (4.1) -2.7%
Manufacturing  80.7  63.7  55.5  (25.2) -31.2%
Wholesale Trade  68.0  70.1  65.8  (2.2) -3.2%
Retail Trade  256.5  270.2  251.0  (5.5) -2.1%
Transportation, Warehousing, Utilities  69.1  64.4  61.3  (7.8) -11.3%
Information  126.8  96.9  83.5  (43.3) -34.1%
Financial Activities  145.5  161.5  147.5  2.0 1.4%
Professional and Technical Services  380.9  474.5  499.4  118.5 31.1%
Education, Health Care and Social Assistance  276.0  317.5  348.0  72.0 26.1%
Accommodations and Food Service  189.0  213.6  220.5  31.5 16.7%
Arts, Entertainment and Recreation Services  30.6  35.8  37.1  6.5 21.2%
Administration, Support, Waste Management  174.8  190.0  174.2  (0.6) -0.3%
Other Services  150.0  176.7  183.7  33.7 22.5%
Public Administration  577.7  640.5  673.8  96.1 16.6%

Total Jobs  2,678.4  2,966.9  2,950.2  271.8 10.1%

Note: 1Washington DC Metropolitan Area includes the District of Columbia, DC; the cities of Alexandria, 
Falls Church, Fairfax, Fredericksburg, Manassas and Manassas Park and Arlington, Clarke, Fairfax, Fauquier, 
Loudoun, Prince William, Spotsylvania, Stafford and Warren counties in Virginia; Calvert, Charles, 
Frederick, Montgomery and Prince George’s counties in Maryland; and  Jefferson County in West Virginia.

Sources:  U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2010.

 Table A-4. Population and Age Distribution, 2010 

Columbia Pike 
Corridor Arlington County

Close-In Northern 
Virginia1

Washington DC 
Metro

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Population Trends

 1990  31,411  170,936  1,129,903  4,122,914 
 2000 36,470 189,453 1,319,360 4,796,183
 2010  36,031  207,627  1,464,216  5,582,170 
  1990-2010 Change  4,620 14.7%  36,691 21.5%  334,313 29.6%  1,459,256 35.4%
  1990-2000 Change  5,059 16.1%  18,517 10.8%  189,457 16.8%  673,269 16.3%
  2000-2010 Change  (439) -1.2%  18,174 9.6%  144,856 11.0%  785,987 16.4%
Households

 2000 14,954 86,352 511,461 1,800,263
 2010 15,290 97,019 557,558 2,054,654
  2000-2010 Change  336 2.2%  10,667 12.4%  46,097 9.0%  254,391 14.1%
2010 Average Household 
Size 2.54 2.18 2.55 2.63
Population by Age (2010)  38,996  215,842  1,438,483  5,500,613 

 Under 20 Years  9,255 23.7%  39,789 18.4%  355,097 24.7%  1,492,368 27.1%
 20 to 24 Years  3,292 8.4%  18,608 8.6%  89,642 6.2%  352,641 6.4%
 25 to 34 Years  7,466 19.1%  44,176 20.5%  209,495 14.6%  753,929 13.7%
 35 to 44 Years  6,615 17.0%  36,313 16.8%  227,179 15.8%  828,987 15.1%
 45 to 54 Years  5,677 14.6%  31,635 14.7%  232,228 16.1%  862,698 15.7%
 55 to 64 Years  3,677 9.4%  23,557 10.9%  174,473 12.1%  632,304 11.5%
 65 to 74 Years  1,728 4.4%  11,483 5.3%  86,603 6.0%  324,583 5.9%
 75 to 84 Years  889 2.3%  6,657 3.1%  44,230 3.1%  175,260 3.2%
 85 Years and Over  397 1.0%  3,624 1.7%  19,536 1.4%  77,843 1.4%
Median Age  34.3  36.4  37.9  36.9 

Note: 1Defined as Alexandria, Arlington County, Fairfax County and City, and Falls Church.

Source: ESRI, 2010; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2010.
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 Table A-5.  Population by Race and Ethnicity, 2010 

Columbia Pike 
Corridor Arlington County

Close-In Northern 
Virginia1

Washington DC 
Metro

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Race and Ethnicity

White Alone 12,821 52.7% 132,961 75.4% 821,403 66.4% 2,711,258 56.4%
Black Alone 5,895 24.2% 17,088 9.7% 144,497 11.7% 1,409,473 29.3%
American Indian Alone 102 0.4% 394 0.2% 2,649 0.2% 12,284 0.3%
Asian Alone 4,455 18.3% 19,762 11.2% 221,403 17.9% 513,919 10.7%
Pacific Islander Alone 21 0.1% 133 0.1% 1,036 0.1% 3,211 0.1%
Some Other Race Alone 130 0.5% 611 0.3% 4,523 0.4% 15,579 0.3%
Two or More Races 901 3.7% 5,296 3.0% 41,652 3.4% 145,651 3.0%

Total 24,325 100.0% 176,245 100.0% 1,237,163 100.0% 4,811,375 100.0%
Hispanic Origin (Any 
Race) 11,706 48.1% 31,382 17.8% 227,053 18.4% 770,795 16.0%
Note: 1Defined as Alexandria, Arlington County, Fairfax County and City, and Falls Church.
Source: ESRI, 2010; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2010.

Table A-6.  Employed Population Aged 16 and Over by Industry and Occupation, 2010

Corridor Arlington County

Industry/ Occupation Number Percent Number Percent
Total  21,914 100.0%  132,618 100.0%
Agriculture, Mining  44 0.2%  133 0.1%
Construction  1,753 8.0%  6,896 5.2%
Manufacturing  351 1.6%  1,989 1.5%
Wholesale Trade  175 0.8%  928 0.7%
Retail Trade  1,534 7.0%  6,764 5.1%
Transportation, Utilities  614 2.8%  2,520 1.9%
Information  701 3.2%  5,437 4.1%
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate  1,337 6.1%  9,151 6.9%
Services  12,557 57.3%  75,725 57.1%
Public Administration  2,849 13.0%  23,076 17.4%
Total  21,914 100.0%  132,618 100.0%
White Collar  14,113 64.4%  105,299 79.4%
Management, Business, Financial  3,923 17.9%  33,685 25.4%
Professional  5,807 26.5%  50,527 38.1%
Sales  1,665 7.6%  8,222 6.2%
Administrative Support  2,717 12.4%  12,864 9.7%
Services  4,777 21.8%  16,312 12.3%
Blue Collar  3,024 13.8%  11,140 8.4%
Farming, Forestry, Fishing  44 0.2%  133 0.1%
Construction, Extraction  1,687 7.7%  6,100 4.6%
Installation, Maintenance, Repair  351 1.6%  1,459 1.1%
Production  307 1.4%  1,326 1.0%
Transportation, Material Moving  636 2.9%  2,122 1.6%
Source: ESRI, 2010; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2010.
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Table A-9.  Households by Age of Householder and Tenure, 2000

Householder Age and 
Tenure

Columbia Pike Corridor Arlington County

Number Percent Number Percent

Total Households  14,954 100.0%  86,352 100.0%

15-24  909 6.1%  5,601 6.5%

25-34  4,237 28.3%  24,482 28.4%

35-44  3,883 26.0%  19,114 22.1%

45-54  2,809 18.8%  15,867 18.4%

55-64  1,465 9.8%  9,316 10.8%

65-74  833 5.6%  5,519 6.4%

75-84  635 4.2%  4,786 5.5%

85+  183 1.2%  1,667 1.9%

Owner Households  4,641 100.0%  37,370 100.0%

15-24  52 1.1%  238 0.6%

25-34  670 14.4%  5,046 13.5%

35-44  1,173 25.3%  8,464 22.6%

45-54  1,292 27.8%  9,563 25.6%

55-64  712 15.3%  6,191 16.6%

65-74  387 8.3%  3,625 9.7%

75-84  276 5.9%  3,189 8.5%

85+  79 1.7%  1,054 2.8%

Renter Households  10,313 100.0%  48,982 100.0%

15-24  857 8.3%  5,363 10.9%

25-34  3,567 34.6%  19,436 39.7%

35-44  2,710 26.3%  10,650 21.7%

45-54  1,517 14.7%  6,304 12.9%

55-64  753 7.3%  3,125 6.4%

65-74  446 4.3%  1,894 3.9%

75-84  359 3.5%  1,597 3.3%

85+  104 1.0%  613 1.3%

Source: ESRI, 2010; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2010.

 Table A-7.  Means of Transportation to Work, 2000 

Columbia Pike Corridor Arlington County
Employed 
Residents Percent

Employed 
Residents Percent

Means of Transportation

Car, Truck, or Van 19,211 76.0% 77,065 66.4%
Drove Alone 15,318 60.6% 63,726 54.9%
Carpooled 3,893 15.4% 13,339 11.5%

Public Transportation 4,409 17.5% 27,048 23.3%
Bus or Trolley Bus 2,443 9.7% 5,632 4.9%
Streetcar or Trolley Car 9 0.0% 46 0.0%
Subway or Elevated 1,839 7.3% 20,786 17.9%
Railroad 11 0.0% 125 0.1%
Ferryboat 0 0.0% 11 0.0%
Taxicab 107 0.4% 448 0.4%

Motorcycle 38 0.2% 139 0.1%
Bicycle 101 0.4% 803 0.7%
Walked 818 3.2% 6,475 5.6%
Other Means 184 0.7% 628 0.5%
Worked at Home 501 2.0% 3,888 3.4%

Total 25,262 100.0% 116,046 100.0%

Sources:  U.S. Census, 2000; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2010.

 Table A-8. Tenure by Household Size, 2008 

Columbia Pike Corridor Arlington County

Owner Renter Owner Renter

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Household Size
   1 person  2,717 34.4%  4,059 42.8%  15,282 35.1%  23,733 50.8%
   2 persons  2,467 31.2%  2,476 26.1%  14,495 33.3%  13,983 29.9%
   3 persons  1,218 15.4%  1,348 14.2%  5,921 13.6%  4,680 10.0%
   4 persons  875 11.1%  753 7.9%  5,147 11.8%  2,716 5.8%
   5 persons  357 4.5%  436 4.6%  1,754 4.0%  959 2.1%
   6 persons  153 1.9%  345 3.6%  557 1.3%  547 1.2%
   7 or more persons  118 1.5%  62 0.7%  394 0.9%  135 0.3%

Total  7,905 100.0%  9,479 100.0%  43,550 100.0%  46,753 100.0%

Source: American Community Survey; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2010. 
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Table A-10.  Households by Income, 2010

Columbia Pike Corridor Arlington County Close-In Northern Virginia1 Washington DC Metro
Household Income Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Total Households  15,288 100.0%  97,019 100.0%  557,558 100.0%  2,054,644 100.0%
 Less than $10,000  891 5.8%  4,047 4.2%  14,770 2.6%  84,400 4.1%
 $10,000 to $14,999  463 3.0%  1,780 1.8%  7,804 1.4%  40,118 2.0%
 $15,000 to $24,999  1,057 6.9%  3,664 3.8%  16,504 3.0%  90,383 4.4%
 $25,000 to $34,999  1,111 7.3%  4,014 4.1%  19,970 3.6%  106,512 5.2%
 $35,000 to $49,999  2,558 16.7%  9,798 10.1%  45,106 8.1%  224,578 10.9%
 $50,000 to $74,999  3,167 20.7%  17,543 18.1%  91,902 16.5%  371,454 18.1%
 $75,000 to $99,999  2,562 16.8%  16,804 17.3%  84,089 15.1%  349,576 17.0%
 $100,000 to $149,999  2,702 17.7%  24,201 24.9%  149,581 26.8%  449,684 21.9%
 $150,000 to $199,999  384 2.5%  6,988 7.2%  61,931 11.1%  175,278 8.5%
 $200,000 or More  393 2.6%  8,180 8.4%  65,901 11.8%  162,661 7.9%
Median Household Income $60,765 $84,453 $99,468 $81,213
Mean Household Income $72,132 $105,630 $122,753 $102,588
Note: 1Defined as Alexandria, Arlington County, Fairfax County and City, and Falls Church.
Source: ESRI, 2010; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2010.

 Table A-11. Housing Units by Number of Units in Structure, 2000 

Columbia Pike Corridor Arlington County
Close-In Northern 

Virginia1 Washington DC Metro

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Number of Units in Structure 
1, Detached  2,615 16.9%  27,668 30.6%  224,669 42.6%  883,586 46.7%
1, Attached  1,874 12.1%  9,214 10.2%  107,591 20.4%  365,474 19.3%
2  229 1.5%  1,070 1.2%  3,414 0.6%  19,069 1.0%
3 to 4  671 4.3%  4,415 4.9%  11,581 2.2%  52,138 2.8%
5 to 9  2,105 13.6%  6,999 7.7%  32,714 6.2%  113,316 6.0%
10 to 19  1,909 12.3%  7,375 8.2%  51,128 9.7%  177,642 9.4%
20 to 49  625 4.0%  3,372 3.7%  17,095 3.2%  58,590 3.1%
50 or More  5,395 34.9%  30,212 33.4%  76,365 14.5%  203,389 10.8%
Mobile Home  53 0.3%  93 0.1%  2,408 0.5%  16,119 0.9%
Other  - 0.0%  8 0.0%  52 0.0%  714 0.0%

Total  15,476 100.0%  90,426 100.0%  527,017 100.0%  1,890,037 100.0%
Note: 1Defined as Alexandria, Arlington County, Fairfax County and City, and Falls Church.
Source: ESRI, 2010; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2010.
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 Table A-13. Housing Units, Tenure and Vacancy 

Columbia Pike 
Corridor Arlington County

Close-In Northern 
Virginia1

Washington DC 
Metro

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Tenure (2010 estimate)
Owner-Occupied Housing Units  4,767 29.0%  40,372 38.3%  339,067 57.4%  1,305,375 59.1%
Renter-Occupied Housing Units  10,523 64.0%  56,647 53.8%  218,491 37.0%  749,279 33.9%
Vacant Housing Units  1,151 7.0%  8,312 7.9%  33,063 5.6%  153,834 7.0%
Total  16,441 100.0%  105,331 100.0%  590,621 100.0%  2,208,488 100.0%
Vacant Units by Type (2000)
For Rent  238 20.7%  1,200 14.4%  4,668 14.1%  27,791 18.1%
For Sale Only  31 2.7%  262 3.2%  2,003 6.1%  15,976 10.4%
Rented/Sold, Unoccupied  69 6.0%  449 5.4%  1,892 5.7%  9,176 6.0%
Seasonal/Recreational/

Occasional Use  47 4.1%  1,526 18.4%  4,267 12.9%  13,297 8.6%
For Migrant Workers  - 0.0%  1 0.0%  27 0.1%  120 0.1%
Other Vacant  118 10.3%  636 7.7%  2,699 8.2%  23,414 15.2%
Total  503 43.7%  4,074 49.0%  15,556 47.0%  89,774 58.4%
Note: 1Defined as Alexandria, Arlington County, Fairfax County and City, and Falls Church.
Source: ESRI, 2010; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2010.

Table A-14. Columbia Pike/Shirlington Rental Apartments, 2005-3rd Quarter, 2010

Year Inventory
Com- 

pletions
Vacant 
Stock

Vacancy 
Rate

Occupied 
Stock

Net 
Absorption

Asking 
Rent

Asking Rent 
% Change

2005 14,386 435 604 4.20% 13,782 298 $1,208 5.00%
2006 14,386 0 532 3.70% 13,854 72 $1,283 6.20%
2007 15,115 485 605 4.00% 14,510 656 $1,378 7.40%
2008 15,335 220 874 5.70% 14,461 -49 $1,404 1.90%
2009 15,569 234 1,168 7.50% 14,401 -60 $1,451 3.40%

3rd Qtr, 
2010 15,757 0 867 5.50% 14,890 315 $1,489 1.10%

Source: REIS, Inc., 2010.

 Table A-12.  Housing Stock by Year Built, 2009 

Columbia Pike 
Corridor Arlington County

Close-In Northern 
Virginia1

Washington DC 
Metro

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Year Built

Built 2005 or later 218 1.1% 2,423 2.4% 12,855 2.2% 38,357 4.0%
Built 2000 to 2004 123 0.6% 7,868 7.8% 43,126 7.5% 120,728 12.5%
Built 1990 to 1999 554 2.8% 9,045 9.0% 80,964 14.1% 175,633 18.1%
Built 1980 to 1989 1,551 8.0% 12,370 12.3% 113,030 19.7% 188,820 19.5%
Built 1970 to 1979 3,067 15.8% 11,008 10.9% 113,375 19.7% 168,556 17.4%
Built 1960 to 1969 3,862 19.8% 13,773 13.7% 84,404 14.7% 112,785 11.6%
Built 1950 to 1959 4,137 21.3% 17,857 17.7% 68,535 11.9% 83,208 8.6%
Built 1940 to 1949 4,229 21.7% 17,436 17.3% 36,814 6.4% 43,047 4.4%
Built 1939 or earlier 1,716 8.8% 8,944 8.9% 22,029 3.8% 37,423 3.9%

Total 19,457 100.0% 100,724 100.0% 575,132 100.0% 968,557 100.0%

Note: 1Defined as Alexandria, Arlington County, Fairfax County and City, and Falls Church.

Source: American Community Survey; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2010.
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Table A-16. Columbia Pike Apartments by Number of Bedrooms and Rent Per Square Foot, 2010

Rent Range per Square Foot

Unit Size
$1.00 - 
$1.25

$1.26 - 
$1.50

$1.51 - 
$1.75

$1.76 - 
$2.00

$2.01 - 
$2.25

$2.26 - 
$2.50

$2.51 - 
$2.75

$2.76 - 
$3.00

$3.01 - 
$3.25 Total

Efficiency  -  -  43  -  185  352  43  11  -  634 

One-Bedroom  -  290  1,795  875  549  -  -  183  -  3,692 

Two-Bedroom  -  516  1,191  843  67  -  30  60  105  2,812 

Three-Bedroom  20  117  96  18  -  19  -  -  -  270 

Total  20  923  3,125  1,736  801  371  73  254  105  7,408 

Percent Distribution 0.3% 12.5% 42.2% 23.4% 10.8% 5.0% 1.0% 3.4% 1.4% 100.0%

Note: Data only represent units for which both rental rates and square footage figures were available.

Source: Arlington County Rent Survey, 2010; Internet Research, Partners for Economic Solutions, 2010.
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Table A-15. Columbia Pike Apartments by Number of Bedrooms and Average Rent Levels, 2010

Rent Range

Unit Size
$800-
$899

$900-
$999

$1,000-
$1,099

$1,100-
$1,199

$1,200-
$1,299

$1,300-
$1,399

$1,400-
$1,499

$1,500-
$1,599

$1,600-
$1,699

$1,700-
$1,799

$1,800-
$1,899

$1,900-
$1,999

$2,000-
$2,249

$2,250-
$2,499

$2,500-
$2,999

$3,000-
$3,499 Total

Efficiency  65  212  159  8  53  166  -  -  11  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  674 

One-
Bedroom  10  871  832  419  561  411  616  14  64  -  30  -  99  54  -  -  3,981 

Two-
Bedroom  -  67  -  781  135  311  624  241  125  391  273  104  72  -  -  105  3,229 

Three-
Bedroom  -  -  -  -  -  46  25  -  77  20  49  31  42  43  19  -  352 

Total  75  1,150  991  1,208  749  934  1,265  255  277  411  352  135  213  97  19  105  8,236 

Percent 
Distribution 0.9% 14.0% 12.0% 14.7% 9.1% 11.3% 15.4% 3.1% 3.4% 5.0% 4.3% 1.6% 2.6% 1.2% 0.2% 1.3% 100.0%

Source: Arlington County Rent Survey, 2010; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2010.
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Table A-17. Residential Sales for Arlington County by Size, 2009

2 Bedrooms or Less 3 Bedrooms 4 or More Bedrooms Condo or Other Total

Sale Price Units Sold Percent Units Sold Percent Units Sold Percent Units Sold Percent Units Sold Percent

 Arlington County 
 Under $100,000  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  25 1.8%  25 0.9%
 $100,000 - $149,999  3 1.5%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  88 6.4%  91 3.4%
 $150,000 - $199,999  16 8.2%  10 1.9%  1 0.2%  73 5.3%  100 3.8%
 $200,000 - $249,999  17 8.7%  12 2.2%  4 0.7%  98 7.1%  131 4.9%
 $250,000 - $299,999  19 9.7%  13 2.4%  6 1.1%  171 12.4%  209 7.9%
 $300,000 - $349,999  18 9.2%  16 3.0%  11 2.0%  230 16.7%  275 10.4%
 $350,000 - $399,999  18 9.2%  13 2.4%  13 2.4%  236 17.1%  280 10.6%
 $400,000 - $449,999  12 6.2%  21 3.9%  17 3.2%  162 11.8%  212 8.0%
 $450,000 - $499,999  29 14.9%  34 6.3%  23 4.3%  97 7.0%  183 6.9%
 $500,000 - $599,999  39 20.0%  140 25.9%  63 11.7%  119 8.6%  361 13.6%
 $600,000 - $699,999  17 8.7%  152 28.1%  99 18.4%  37 2.7%  305 11.5%
 $700,000 - $799,999  2 1.0%  73 13.5%  81 15.0%  12 0.9%  168 6.3%
 $800,000 - $899,999  3 1.5%  35 6.5%  64 11.9%  14 1.0%  116 4.4%
 $900,000 - $999,999  2 1.0%  9 1.7%  29 5.4%  2 0.1%  42 1.6%
 $1,000,000 & Over  - 0.0%  12 2.2%  128 23.7%  13 0.9%  153 5.8%
 Total  195 100.0%  540 100.0%  539 100.0%  1,377 100.0%  2,651 100.0%
Median Price $427,000 $607,000 $740,000 $351,000 $450,000
 2008-2009 Comparison 

Arlington Co. 2008 - 2009 
Comparison 2008 2009

Percent 
Change

Average Sale Price $535,407 $515,640 -3.7%
Median Sale Price $449,000 $450,000 0.2%
Total Units Sold  2,383  2,656 11.5%

Average Days on Market  71  65 -8.1%
Note: Numbers are from 2009 MRIS sales.
Source: MRIS, Inc: Partners for Economic Solutions, 2010.
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Table A-18. Residential Sales in Zip Code 22204 by Square Footage, December 2009-2010

Less than 1,200 
Sq. Ft. 1,200 to 1,999 Sq. Ft.

2,000 Sq. Ft. or 
Larger Condominium Townhouse Total

Sale Price
 Units 
Sold  Percent 

 Units 
Sold  Percent 

 Units 
Sold  Percent 

 Units 
Sold  Percent 

 Units 
Sold  Percent 

 Units 
Sold  Percent 

 Under $100,000  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  28 14.0%  1 0.8%  29 6.8%
 $100,000-$199,999  1 3.8%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  86 43.0%  8 6.2%  95 22.4%
 $200,000-$299,999  8 30.8%  1 2.9%  - 0.0%  42 21.0%  31 24.0%  82 19.3%
 $300,000-$399,999  13 50.0%  4 11.4%  1 2.9%  39 19.5%  57 44.2%  114 26.9%
 $400,000-$499,999  2 7.7%  17 48.6%  7 20.6%  5 2.5%  23 17.8%  54 12.7%
 $500,000-$599,999  2 7.7%  11 31.4%  7 20.6%  - 0.0%  7 5.4%  27 6.4%
 $600,000-$699,999  - 0.0%  2 5.7%  8 23.5%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  10 2.4%
 $700,000-$799,999  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  5 14.7%  - 0.0%  2 1.6%  7 1.7%
 $800,000-$899,999  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  2 5.9%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  2 0.5%
 $900,000-$999,999  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  3 8.8%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  3 0.7%

 Over $1,000,000  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  1 2.9%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  1 0.2%
 Total  26 100.0%  35 100.0%  34 100.0%  200 100.0%  129 100.0%  424 100.0%

Median Price $329,000 $473,000 $625,000 $184,000 $343,000 $305,000
Table includes only those sales with square footage information included and therefore does not represent all home sales over the past year.
Source: Redfin.com; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2010.

Table A-19. Single-Family Sales in Zip Code 22204 by Bedrooms, December 2009-2010

2 Bedrooms or Less 3 Bedrooms 4 or More Bedrooms Total

Sale Price  Units Sold  Percent  Units Sold  Percent  Units Sold  Percent  Units Sold  Percent 

 Under $100,000  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%
 $100,000-$199,999  - 0.0%  1 1.3%  - 0.0%  1 0.5%
 $200,000-$299,999  9 28.1%  2 2.5%  4 5.4%  15 8.1%
 $300,000-$399,999  10 31.3%  19 24.1%  6 8.1%  35 18.9%
 $400,000-$499,999  11 34.4%  23 29.1%  17 23.0%  51 27.6%
 $500,000-$599,999  1 3.1%  20 25.3%  22 29.7%  43 23.2%
 $600,000-$699,999  1 3.1%  13 16.5%  11 14.9%  25 13.5%
 $700,000-$799,999  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  9 12.2%  9 4.9%
 $800,000-$899,999  - 0.0%  1 1.3%  1 1.4%  2 1.1%
 $900,000-$999,999  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  3 4.1%  3 1.6%
 Over $1,000,000  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  1 1.4%  1 0.5%
 Total  32 100.0%  79 100.0%  74 100.0%  185 100.0%
Median Price $375,000 $475,000 $536,000 $473,000

Table includes only those sales with number of bedroom information included and therefore does not represent all home sales over the past year.
Source: Redfin.com; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2010.
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 Table A-22. Income as Percent of Area Median Income Washington Metro, 2010 
Household Size (Number of Persons)

Income (AMI)  1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8  
50 percent $36,300 $41,400 $46,600 $51,800 $57,000 $62,200 $67,300 $72,500
60 percent $43,500 $49,700 $55,900 $62,100 $68,300 $74,500 $80,700 $86,900
80 percent $58,000 $66,200 $74,500 $82,800 $91,100 $99,400 $107,600 $115,900
100% (Median) $72,500 $82,800 $93,200 $103,500 $113,900 $124,200 $134,600 $144,900
120 percent $87,000 $99,360 $111,840 $124,200 $136,680 $149,040 $161,520 $173,880
Source:  US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), 2010; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2011.

Table A-20. Townhouse Sales in Zip Code 22204 by Bedrooms, December 2009-2010
2 Bedrooms or Less 3 Bedrooms 4 or More Bedrooms Total

Sale Price  Units Sold  Percent  Units Sold  Percent  Units Sold  Percent  Units Sold  Percent 
 Under $100,000  1 1.4%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  1 0.8%
 $100,000-$199,999  3 4.1%  5 11.1%  - 0.0%  8 6.3%
 $200,000-$299,999  25 33.8%  5 11.1%  1 11.1%  31 24.2%
 $300,000-$399,999  39 52.7%  16 35.6%  2 22.2%  57 44.5%
 $400,000-$499,999  5 6.8%  14 31.1%  4 44.4%  23 18.0%
 $500,000-$599,999  1 1.4%  4 8.9%  2 22.2%  7 5.5%
 $600,000-$699,999  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%
 $700,000-$799,999  - 0.0%  1 2.2%  - 0.0%  1 0.8%
 $800,000-$899,999  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%
 $900,000-$999,999  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%
 Over $1,000,000  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%
 Total  74 100.0%  45 100.0%  9 100.0%  128 100.0%
Median Price $320,000 $388,000 $455,000 $350,000
Note: Table includes only those sales with number of bedroom information included and therefore does not represent all home sales over the past year.
Source: Redfin.com; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2010.

Table A-21. Condominium Sales in Zip Code 22204 by Bedrooms, December 2009-2010
Efficiency 1 Bedroom 2 Bedrooms 3 Bedrooms Total

Sale Price  Units Sold  Percent  Units Sold  Percent  Units Sold  Percent  Units Sold  Percent  Units Sold  Percent 
 Under $100,000  6 54.5%  12 20.7%  9 7.6%  - 0.0%  27 13.8%
 $100,000-$199,999  5 45.5%  25 43.1%  51 43.2%  4 44.4%  85 43.4%
 $200,000-$299,999  - 0.0%  15 25.9%  24 20.3%  1 11.1%  40 20.4%
 $300,000-$399,999  - 0.0%  6 10.3%  32 27.1%  1 11.1%  39 19.9%
 $400,000-$499,999  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  2 1.7%  3 33.3%  5 2.6%
 $500,000-$599,999  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%
 $600,000-$699,999  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%
 $700,000-$799,999  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%
 $800,000-$899,999  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%
 $900,000-$999,999  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0% 0.0%  - 0.0%
 Over $1,000,000  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%  - 0.0%
 Total  11 100.0%  58 100.0%  118 100.0%  9 100.0%  196 100.0%
Median Price $99,000 $145,000 $186,000 $205,000 $172,000

Table includes only those sales with number of bedroom information included and therefore does not represent all home sales over the past year.
Source: Redfin.com; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2010.

Table A-23. Housing Cost Burden, Gross Rent as Percent of Household 
Income, Columbia Pike and Arlington County, 2000

Columbia Pike Arlington County
Percent of Income Number Percent Number Percent
Less than 10 percent  554 4.7%  3,000 6.1%
10 to 14 percent  1,373 11.6%  6,475 13.2%
15 to 19 percent  2,064 17.4%  8,818 18.0%
20 to 24 percent  1,834 15.5%  8,014 16.4%
25 to 29 percent  1,597 13.5%  5,939 12.1%
30 to 34 percent  981 8.3%  3,594 7.3%
35 to 39 percent  636 5.4%  2,576 5.3%
40 to 49 percent  829 7.0%  2,567 5.2%
50 percent or more  1,660 14.0%  6,109 12.5%
Not computed  342 2.9%  1,836 3.8%

Total  11,870 100.0%  48,928 100.0%
Source: US Census of Population, 2000; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2011.
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 Table A-24. Columbia Pike CAFs, MARKs and Market Rate Rental Units by  Unit Mix, 2010 

 Complex Name  Total Units  Efficiency  1 BR  2 BR  3 BR  Total CAFs  60% MARKs  80% MARKs  Market Rate (>80%)  Uncate- gorized 
 Subarea 1 

 55 Hundred  235  -  186  49  -  -  -  -  235  - 

 Barton Place  33  -  12  21  -  -  12  21  -  - 

 Carman Apartments  16  -  4  12  -  -  -  -  -  16 

 Columbia Gardens Apts  62  -  25  37  -  -  62  -  -  - 

 Columbia Grove  210  -  101  109  -  210  -  80  -  - 

 Fields (Columbia Commons)  199  14  78  82  25  189  -  10  -  - 

 Greenbrier Apts  108  -  48  60  -  -  108  -  -  - 

 Harvey Hall  115  12  51  37  15  115  -  -  -  - 

 Holiday Hills  18  -  -  -  18  -  18  -  -  - 

 Infinity Apartment Towers   227  1  136  85  5  -  -  227  -  - 

 Key Gardens  22  -  12  10  -  22  -  -  -  - 

 Magnolia Commons  198  -  67  131  -  -  198  -  -  - 

 Monterey Apartments, The  109  -  30  60  19  109  -  -  -  - 

 Tyroll Hills Apartments  119  -  39  80  -  -  119  -  -  - 

 Wildwood Park  400  3  209  168  20  -  -  400  -  - 

 Wildwood Towers  134  -  56  78  -  -  -  133  1  - 

 Windsor Towers  279  43  95  121  20  -  43  236  -  - 

 Subarea 1 Total  2,484  73  1,149  1,140  122  645  560  1,107  236  16 
 Subarea 2 

 4300  Columbia Pike   15  -  9  6  -  -  15  -  -  - 

 Barcroft Apartments  1,318  16  666  590  46  -  1,318  -  -  - 

 Buchanan Gardens  111  -  81  28  2  111  -  -  -  - 

 Columbia Park  178  -  41  131  6  -  -  178  -  - 

 Oakland Apts  245  44  78  81  42  -  245  -  -  - 

 Quebec Apts  172  2  89  81  -  129  -  43  -  - 

 Taylor Square  44  -  17  27  -  44  -  -  -  - 

 Westmont Gardens  249  -  117  107  25  -  -  249  -  - 

 Whitmore (Taylor Place)  218  50  64  94  10  -  -  218  -  - 

 Subarea 2 Total  2,550  112  1,162  1,145  131  284  1,578  688  -  - 
 Subarea 3 

 2200 Columbia Pike  218  -  147  71  -  -  -  218  -  - 
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 Table A-24. Columbia Pike CAFs, MARKs and Market Rate Rental Units by  Unit Mix, 2010 

 Complex Name  Total Units  Efficiency  1 BR  2 BR  3 BR  Total CAFs  60% MARKs  80% MARKs  Market Rate (>80%)  Uncate- gorized 

 Archstone Columbia Crossing  247  -  135  100  12  -  -  235  12  - 

 Arlington View Terrace  77  -  10  67  -  77  -  -  -  - 

 Columbia Pike Apts  114  7  79  28  -  -  -  86  28  - 

 Dominion Plaza  318  129  125  64  -  -  254  64  -  - 

 Dominion Towers  330  69  195  66  -  -  69  261  -  - 

 Dorchester Apts  388  43  140  156  49  -  43  345  -  - 

 Dorchester Towers  260  58  114  58  30  -  -  260  -  - 

 Fillmore Gardens  559  -  439  120  -  -  559  -  -  - 

 Halstead  269  12  155  102  -  -  -  -  269  - 

 Key Apartments  30  -  20  10  -  -  30  -  -  - 

 Penrose Square  299  -  189  105  5  -  -  -  -  299 

 Shawnee  85  5  24  36  20  -  29  56  -  - 

 Siena Park  188  -  143  45  -  -  -  -  188  - 

 Wellington, The  711  166  324  214  7  -  -  7  704  - 

 Subarea 3 Total  4,093  489  2,239  1,242  123  77  984  1,532  1,201  299 
 Subarea 4 

 Foxcroft Terrace  29  -  15  14  -  -  29  -  -  - 

 Subarea 4 Total  29  -    15  14  -    -    29  -    -    -   

 Total  9,156  674  4,565  3,541  376  1,006  3,151  3,327  1,437  315 

 Percent of Total 100% 7% 50% 39% 4% 11% 34% 36% 16% 3%

 Source: Arlington County, 2010; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2011. 
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This appendix contains the inputs used for the 
Prototype Financial Model described in Chapter 3.
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 Economic Model Rent Assumptions 

Average Square 
Feet

Mix
Rent Per Square Foot Monthly Rents

Unit Type 2011 2021 2011 2021
East Columbia Pike
 Efficiency  485 15% $2.31 $3.10 $1,120 $1,500
  1 Bedroom  725 50% $2.26 $3.04 $1,640 $2,200
  2 Bedroom  850 25% $2.20 $2.96 $1,870 $2,520
  3 Bedroom  1,000 10% $2.16 $2.90 $2,160 $2,900
West Columbia Pike
 Efficiency  485 15% $2.23 $2.99 $1,080 $1,450
  1 Bedroom  725 50% $2.17 $2.91 $1,570 $2,110
  2 Bedroom  850 25% $2.22 $2.99 $1,890 $2,540
  3 Bedroom  1,000 10% $2.52 $3.39 $2,520 $3,390
Source: Partners for Economic Solutions, 2011.

 Economic Model For-Sale Housing Price Assumptions 

Average Square 
Feet

Mix
Price Per Square Foot Average Prices

Unit Type 2011 2021 2011 2021
East Columbia Pike
 Condo- Efficiency  600 10% $353 $499 $212,000 $299,000
 Condo- 1 BR  800 40% $349 $492 $279,000 $394,000
 Condo- 2 BR  950 40% $345 $487 $328,000 $463,000
 Condo- 3 BR  1,200 10% $340 $480 $408,000 $576,000
 Townhouse- 2 BR  1,458 35% $345 $442 $503,000 $644,000
 Townhouse-3 BR  1,713 65% $340 $435 $582,000 $745,000
 Parking Space $10,000 $16,700
West Columbia Pike
 Condo- Efficiency  600 10% $348 $491 $209,000 $295,000
 Condo- 1 BR  800 40% $344 $485 $275,000 $388,000
 Condo- 2 BR  950 40% $340 $480 $323,000 $456,000
 Condo- 3 BR  1,200 10% $335 $473 $402,000 $568,000
 Townhouse- 2 BR  1,458 35% $340 $435 $496,000 $634,000
 Townhouse-3 BR  1,713 65% $335 $429 $574,000 $735,000
 Parking Space $10,000 $16,700
Source: Partners for Economic Solutions, 2011.
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Appendix B.  Input Assumptions

 Rental Apartments Condos Townhouses
Developer Return 7% 20% 20%  of total costs
 Vacancy and Collection Loss 6% NA NA  % of revenues 
 Building Efficiency (Leaseable/Gross S.F.) 85% 82% 100%  percent 
 Residential Parking Spaces 1.0 1.0 2.0  per unit 
 Monthly Parking Fees $75 NA NA  per space 
 Cost of Sale NA 6% 6%  of sale price 
 Development Cost Assumptions 
 Acquisition Cost $115,000 $115,000 $115,000 per existing unit
 Infrastructure & Site Improvements $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 per acre
 Demolition of Existing Structures $7.50 $7.50 $7.50 per g.s.f.
 Hard Costs (Including General Conditions) 

 Low-Rise (1-4 Stories) $102 $112 $95 per g.s.f.
 Stick-Built (5 Stories) $112 $122 NA per g.s.f.
 Mid-Rise (6-10 Stories) $162 $172 NA per g.s.f.
 High-Rise (11 or More Stories) $192 $202 NA per g.s.f.

 Total Renovation Hard Costs (Incl. Gen. Con.) 
 Low-Rise (1-4 Stories) $95 $105 NA per g.s.f.
 Mid-Rise (5-8 Stories) $114 $124 NA per g.s.f.
 High-Rise (9 or More Stories) $137 $147 NA per g.s.f.

 Moderate Rehab Hard Costs (Incl. Gen. Con.) 
 Low-Rise (1-5 Stories) $45 $50 NA per g.s.f.
 Mid-Rise (6-10 Stories) $47 $53 NA per g.s.f.
 High-Rise (11 or More Stories) $49 $56 NA per g.s.f.

 Surface Parking Costs $5,000 $5,000 NA per space
 Above-Grade Parking Costs $14,000 $14,000 NA per space
 Structured 1/2-In-Ground Parking Costs $22,000 $22,000 NA per g.s.f.
 Below-Grade Parking Costs (1-2 Levels) $27,000 $27,000 NA per g.s.f.
 Below-Grade Parking Costs (3-4 Levels) $34,000 $34,000 NA per g.s.f.
 Soft Costs - For-Profit (Excl. Const. Fin.) 35% 35% 35% of hard costs
 Soft Costs - Non-Profit (Excl. Const. Fin.) 55% 55% NA of hard costs
 Replacement Reserves $350 NA NA per unit
 Operating Costs (Excluding Utilities) 

 New Units 
 Low-Rise $6,300 NA NA per unit
 Mid-Rise $6,800 NA NA per unit
 High-Rise $7,500 NA NA per unit
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 Renovated Units $6,600 NA NA per unit
Inflation Factor for Operating Expenses 3% NA NA
Inflation Factor for Development Costs 2% 2% 2%
Inflation Factor for Maintenance Costs 2% NA NA
Property Tax Rate 0.010 0.010 0.010
 Capitalization Rate for Acquisition 6.5% 6.5% 6.5%

Construction Financing Costs
 Interest Rate  5.00% 5.00% 5.00% of total loan
 Period of Initial Loan   24  24  18 months
 Initial Construction Loan Fee (points) 1.00% 1.00% 1.00% of total loan
 Average Balance  55% 55% 55% of total loan
 Loan-To-Cost Ratio 75% 75% 75%
Capitalization Rate 5.5% NA NA
Permanent Financing 
 Interest Rate  5.00% NA NA of total loan
 Term  30 NA NA years
 Mortgage Constant -6.442% NA NA
 Debt Coverage Ratio 125% NA NA of debt service
Multi-Family Revenue Bonds
 Interest Rate  6.99% NA NA of total loan
 Term  30 NA NA years
 Mortgage Constant -8.186% NA NA
 Debt Coverage Ratio 110% NA NA of debt service
 Discount for Issuance Costs 5.5% NA NA of face amount
 Bond Fee 3.0% NA NA of face amount
AHIF Loan
 Interest Rate  3.00% NA NA of total loan
 Term  30 NA NA years
 Mortgage Constant -5.059% NA NA
Notes:  Interest rates reflect the U.S. Treasury rate for the same term plus the addition of basis points to reflect risk. 
Source: Partners for Economic Solutions, 2011.

Appendix B.  Input Assumptions

 Rental Apartments Condos Townhouses
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In January 2011, an Analysis Workshop was 
conducted to study nine representative sites along 
Columbia Pike.  The purpose of this analysis was 
to test the feasibility of the stated plan goals, study 
potential urban form concepts (and gather feedback 
on how well these met plan goals) and prepare for 
the June 2011 charrette.  

Chapter Four contains the initial analysis completed 
for four representative sites, including preliminary 
findings resulting from detailed financial analysis.  
Five additional sites were studied during the January 
workshop.  This appendix contains the preliminary 
sketches (studying potential interventions to urban 
form) that were completed for those remaining 
sites.    A preliminary economic analysis was also 
undertaken, to identify key insights that could be 
applied as planning for the entire Pike corridor 
continues.
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Preliminary Analysis Report

Barcroft Apartments 
urban form

Barcroft Apartments is a 57-acre garden apartment 
complex, located on the western portion of the Pike.  

The site contains 1318  market rate affordable units 
(23 units/acre).  There are multiple courtyards yield-
ing semi-public open space between buildings. Built 
in 1946, the site was identified as “essential” on the 
recently completed Historic Resources Inventory 
(HRI) for the Pike planning area. The amount of 
preservation desired will need to be discussed as this 
planning process continues. 

The site has a long frontage along Columbia Pike, 
giving it proximity to a planned streetcar stop.  A 
portion of this frontage is across the street from 
the Neighborhood Center and Village Center 
Revitalization District nodes. 

Aerial of existing conditions at Barcroft Apartments Massing of  existing buildings
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Columbia Pike

S. George Mason Drive

S. Four M
ile Run D

rive

Scenario I: Redevelopment near FBC node

Plan of Scenario I - Redevelopment near FBC node

Urban Form Details

In this scenario, the majority of the site 
remains as it is today; the existing buildings 
can be renovated.

New four to five story apartment buildings 
with parking below.  The ground-floor level 
could contain shopfronts (across from the 
Revitalization District (FBC) node).

Redevelopment of an outparcel could be 
done in coordination with adjacent build-
ings at the northeast corner of the site.

A break between buildings provides a 
pedestrian connection leading to the iden-
tifiable archway on the existing buildings.

A

Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Apartments 2 1,266
New Apartments 4-5 214

Total Units 1,480

Units/Acre 26

Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Surface -- 1,259
New Garage - Below 2 221

Total Parking Spaces 1,480
Parking/Units 1:1

A

B

B

D C

New Buildings Existing Buildings Semi-private SpacesPublic Greens

PLAN LEGEND

D

C
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Preliminary Analysis Report

The first scenario explored for Barcroft Apartments 
shows redevelopment at the northeast corner of the 
site, adjacent to the Revitalization District (FBC) 
node.  New buildings in this area can provide increased 
density near the planned streetcar stop.  Parking can 
be located in a garage under the buildings.  Since 
this is at the FBC node, some ground floor shopfront 
uses could be appropriate, especially for the building 
at corner of George Mason Drive and Columbia 
Pike.

In this scenario, the majority of the site remains as 
it is today, assuming there would be some renovation 
of the existing structures over time.   This scenario 
retains 1,266 of 1, 318 existing units, and adds 214 
apartments (26 units/acre).  

These numbers do not include potential new 
buildings that could be constructed on the existing 
outparcel that faces Columbia Pike (identified 
by the letter "C" on the plan on page B.4).  New 
development here should happen in coordination 
with any future interventions on the Barcroft site.  
For example parking access and building form / 
relationship to the street should be compatible with 
the adjacent site.

Massing of Scenario I - Redevelopment near FBC node
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Columbia Pike

S. Four M
ile Run D

rive

S. George Mason Drive

Plan of Scenario II - Redevelopment along the Pike

Scenario II: Redevelopment along the Pike

Urban Form Details

New four to five story apartment buildings 
along the Pike, with parking garage below

Potential site improvements include new street 
connections.

A new public green space could be included.

Existing buildings to be renovated.

Density could step back further from the 
Pike; this scenario includes townhouse 
units with granny flats and english base-
ments.
 
Redevelopment of an outparcel could be 
done in coordination with adjacent build-
ings at the northeast corner of the site. 

A

AC

B

D C

Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Apartments 2 891
New Apartment 4-5 802

New Townhouse Units 
(with detached garage)

2 11

New Townhouse Units, 
park-under

2 46

Total Units 1,750

Units/Acre 31

Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Surface -- 1,040
New Garage - Tucked -- 653
New Townhouse 
(with detached garage)

1 11

New Townhouse, 
park-under

-- 46

Total Parking Spaces 1,750
Parking/Units 1:1

E

B

E

F

New Buildings Existing Buildings Semi-private SpacesPublic Greens

PLAN LEGEND

D

F
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Preliminary Analysis Report

Scenario II looks at what could happen if the 
area along the Pike frontage was considered for 
redevelopment.  This concentrates greater density 
closer to the planned transit service, and maintains 
the existing buildings to the south.

New street connections provide greater connectivity; 
a new public green space could be provided close to 
the Pike.   The new buildings could contain a mix of 
unit types, including townhouse units (park-under 
units and those with detached garages); accessory 
units (granny flats and english basements), and a 
range of apartment sizes. 

This scenario achieves 1,750 units (31 units/acre). 
891 existing apartments remain; new construction 
includes 802 new apartments, and 57 townhouse 
units.

Massing of  Scenario II - Redevelopment along the Pike
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Columbia Pike

S. Four M
ile Run D

rive

S. George Mason Drive

Plan of Scenario III - Redevelopment of northern parcels

Scenario III: Redevelopment of northern parcels

Urban Form Details

New four to five story apartment buildings 
along the Pike, with parking garage below

Potential site improvements include straight-
ening entrance road to create regularized 
blocks.

A public green space could be included

Density could step back further from the 
Pike; this scenario includes townhouse 
units with granny flats and english base-
ments.

Steep slopes could be suitable for green 
space

Existing buildings to be renovated

A

A

C B

E

C

Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Apartments 2 176
New Apartment 4-5 1,776

New Townhouse Units 
(with detached garage)

2 110

New Townhouse Units, 
park-under

2 91

Total Units 2,153

Units/Acre 38

Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Surface -- 209
New Garage - Tucked -- 1,267
New Garage - Below 2 475
New Townhouse 
(with detached garage)

1 110

New Townhouse, 
park-under

-- 91

Total Parking Spaces 2,152
Parking/Units 1:1

D

B

D

E

F

F

New Buildings Existing Buildings Semi-private SpacesPublic Greens

PLAN LEGEND
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Preliminary Analysis Report

Scenario III looks at what could happen if a larger 
portion of the Barcroft site were considered for 
redevelopment.  Although this scenario may be 
unlikely, it is worthy of exploration to understand the 
potential capacity of this large site, and what impacts 
more redevelopment would have for the preservation 
of affordable housing.  

In this scenario, all of the parcels north of George 
Mason Drive were considered for redevelopment.  
Higher density buildings were located close to the 
Pike (and planned enhanced transit service).  Lower 
density townhouse units were used further from the 
Pike.  The existing Barcroft buildings remain on the 
parcel south of George Mason.  

The street network was drawn to maximize efficiency 
for new building footprints, creating small, walkable 
blocks.  A new pubic green space is shown at the 
center of the site.   New buildings could contain a 
mix of unit types, including townhouse units (park-
under units and those with detached garages); 
accessory units (granny flats and english basements), 
and a range of apartment sizes. 

This scenario achieves 2,153 units (38 units/acre). 
176 existing apartments remain; new construction 
includes 1,776 new apartments, and 201 townhouse 
units.

Massing of  Scenario III - Redevelopment of northern parcels
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Key Findings

•  Intensive redevelopment of the Columbia Pike frontage 
provides revenue to cross-subsidize affordable housing.
•  Redevelopment at a density of 41 to 46 units per acre 
does not generate enough revenue to warrant demolition of 
existing units.
•  Replacing surface parking with below-ground structured 
parking imposes significant costs that inhibit the provision 
of affordable housing. 

Street-oriented infill buildings along Columbia Pike frame the view to the existing Barcroft Apartment buildings beyond

Economic Findings

Barcroft Apartments currently provides a pool 
of 1,318 market units affordable to households 
at 60 percent of Area Median Income.  Moderate 
renovation of the existing units would require an 
average subsidy of $77,000 per unit.  Scenario I 
envisions replacing 52 units with 214 new five-
story apartments on the Columbia Pike frontage.  
With a ratio of four new units for every demolished 
unit, the minimal redevelopment scenario generates 
a cross-subsidy for affordable units.  Because that 
cross-subsidy is spread over 1,318 units, the per-unit 
impact is relatively small.  Also limiting the cross-
subsidy is the requirement that the new development 
be parked below ground.  In Scenario II, 427 
existing units are replaced by 802 apartments, served 
primarily by parking built partially below ground, 
and 57 townhouses.  Historic tax credits available 
for renovation of the retained existing units could 
enhance the project ’s feasibility and ability to cross-
subsidize affordable housing; however, the credits are 
not contingent on providing affordable housing and 
housing and confirmation from the National Park 
Service would be needed to validate extent of and 
appropriateness of preservation to award tax credits.
 The new density is not high enough to pay for itself, 
resulting in a small increase in the required subsidy 
per affordable unit.  Full-scale redevelopment of 
90 percent of the existing units under Scenario III 
also does not pay for itself, increasing the required 
subsidy by $9,000 per affordable unit. 

Subsidy Required to Preserve 
Affordable Housing

Gap per 
Affordable Unit

Renovate Only $72,000 High
I: Redevelop near FBC node $71,000 High
II: Redevelop along the Pike $74,000 High
III: Redevelop northern 
parcels $81,000 High

achieveMent of housing goals:

Scenario I provides a modest cross-subsidy to help 
support retention of affordable housing.
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Preliminary Analysis Report

Dominion Plaza
urban form

Dominion Plaza is a high-rise apartment building 
(8 stories), built in 1956.  The property is located at 
the end of South Courthouse Road.  The site is 6.3 
acres; a large portion of this acreage (to the south 
and west) is steeply-sloped, yielding a much smaller 
amount of buildable site area.  Parking is located in 
a two-level structure west of the existing building.

The building contains 318 market rate affordable 
units.  It has recently been renovated.  Although the 
site does not border Columbia Pike, it is within a 
short walk of a planned streetcar stop and the Town 
Center Revitalization District node. 

Aerial of existing conditions at Dominion Plaza
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Due to the existing steep topography over the 
southwest corner, the Dominion Plaza site has 
limited area to utilize for additional development 
or parking.  The following scenarios endeavored to 
explore if any interventions would be possible (other 
than complete redevelopment).

The first scenario explored for the Dominion Plaza 
site was to create infill buildings along the street 
edge.  The existing x-shaped building does not 
provide a defined streetwall; if this area is to have a 
more urban character in the future, having buildings 
to line the sidewalk will be essential.

Due to limited site area, this scenario does not add 
any additional parking; it is assumed that parking for 
new units would be located on-street, or that a lower 
parking ratio would be applied in the future.

This scenario adds 20 units to the existing 318 unit 
apartment building (54 units/acre). 

Plan of Scenario 1 - Infill Street Edge

Scenario I: Infill Street Edge

Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Apartments 8 318
New Apartments 4 20

Total Units 338
Units/Acre 54

Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Surface - 112
Existing Garage - 
Above 

2 188

Total Parking Spaces 300
Parking/Units .9:1

Urban Form Details

Existing building

New public greens can be included as 
part of site improvements

New four story apartment buildings 
form an urbanized edge to the street

A

B

C

A

C

B
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S. Courthouse Rd.
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Preliminary Analysis Report

Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Apartments 8 318
New Apartments 4 - 5 113

Total Units 431
Units/Acre 68

Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

New Surface - 36
New Garage - Above 2 140
New Garage - Below 2 140

Total Parking Spaces 316
Parking/Units .7:1

Scenario II: Infill  with new
Parking Garage

The second scenario explored for Dominion Plaza 
utilizes the land where the existing parking structure 
is located to build a new garage and liner building.   
This could be a phased approach, and also include 
the infill buildings at the street edge.

Due to the constrained geometries created by the 
existing building footprint, creating an efficient 
garage in this location is difficult.  Parking ratios 
would need to be less than 1:1 for this scenario to 
be implemented as drawn.  Other scenarios could 
explore further excavation, or removing one wing 
of the existing building, in order to provide a more 
efficient garage.
 

Plan of Scenario II - Infill with new parking garage

Urban Form Details

Existing building 

New public greens can be included as 
part of site improvements

New four story apartment buildings 
form an urbanized edge to the street

New parking garage

Entrance to building formalized

New five story liner building with 
views to open space

A

B

C

D

E

F

Scenario I: Infill Street Edge

New Buildings Existing Buildings Semi-private SpacesPublic GreensPLAN LEGEND
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New buildings at Dominion Plaza could contain terraces providing breathtaking views of the open space to the south. 

Key Findings

•  Given existing mid-rise densities (50 units per acre) and the 
high cost of building new mid-rise structures, redevelopment 
of mid-rise buildings is not financially feasible.
•  Infill development that does not require new parking is an 
effective generator of revenue to support affordable housing.
•  Replacing existing parking can provide new development 
opportunities that can contribute to the cost of retaining 
affordable housing.

Economic Findings

The mid-rise Dominion Plaza property uses a large 
portion of the site.  Redevelopment would not pay 
for itself.  Therefore, Scenarios I and II focus only 
on infill apartments while renovating the existing 
building for affordable housing.  Scenario I adds 20 
units while retaining the existing parking deck while 
Scenario II adds 113 units and replaces the exist-
ing parking with above- and below-ground spaces.  
While Dominion Plaza was recently renovated, this 
analysis does not reflect that investment but rather 
assumes a moderate renovation averaging $47 per 
square foot (hard cost).  Though Scenario I allows 
only a small number of new units to be added to 
the site, that investment provides a cross-subsidy 
for the affordable housing.  Scenario II allows more 
than five times as many new units but requires con-
structing 280 new above-ground and below-ground 
parking spaces.  Despite the cost of that parking 
investment, the new housing provides a significant 
cross-subsidy for affordable units.

Subsidy Required to Preserve 
Affordable Housing

Gap per 
Affordable Unit

Renovate Only $75,000 High
I: Infill Street Edge $68,000 Medium
II: Infill with new Parking 
Garage $35,000 Medium

achieveMent of housing goals:

Scenario I and II contribute to the goal of retaining 
affordable housing.
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Preliminary Analysis Report

Holiday Hills
urban form

Aerial image of existing conditions at Holiday Hills

Holiday Hills is comprised of a series of duplexes 
on two disconnected parcels which face each other 
across Eighth Street South. It's located in the 
western portion of the LU&HS study area, north of 
Columbia Pike.  

The units, while set back from the road due to steep 
topography, are street-oriented, with stoops and 
front doors facing the sidewalk.  Four of the units 
face onto South Emerson Street, a narrow roadway 
which connects with The Fields nearby.  Parking 
occurs in four small lots, in addition to parallel on-
street spaces.  

There are a total of 18 market rate affordable units, 
each with 3 bedrooms, on approximately 1.6 acres 
(11 units/acre).  The building were constructed in 
1958. 

Massing of existing buildings

8th Road S.
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ickerson Street

S. Emerson Street



C.16

Appendix C - Initial Urban Form Concepts

M a y  18, 2011

Scenario II:
Redevelopment - Apartments

Plan of Scenario I - Complete Redevelopment with Townhouse units

Urban Form Details

New townhouse units

Streetscape improvements on Eighth Street South with parallel parking and new 
street trees

Rear alley provides access to garages and parking 

Scenario I: Complete Redevelopment 
                     with Townhouse units

Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Apartments 2 0
New Townhouse Units 2 26

Total Units 26
Units/Acre 16

Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Surface -- 0
New Townhouse (with 
detached garage)

-- 26

Total Parking Spaces 26
Parking/Units 1:1

A

B

C

A

BC

8th R

oad S.

S. D
ickerson Street

S. Emerson Street

New Buildings Existing Buildings Semi-private SpacesPublic Greens

PLAN LEGEND



t  Columbia Pike Land Use & Housing Study  t C.17M a y  18, 2011

Preliminary Analysis Report

The first scenario for Holiday Hills redevelops 
the entire property, replacing the 18 duplex units 
with 26 new 3-bedroom townhouse units.  Each 
townhouse  faces Eighth Street South and has a 
small dooryard  along the sidewalk.  Rear alleys 
provide access to individual garages and parking 
pads behind the homes.  Redevelopment of the 
site could happen in concert with streetscape 
improvements for Eighth Street South, with new 
planting areas, street trees, and parallel parking 
spaces.

With a total of 26 units, this scenario yields 16 
units per acre.  

Massing of Scenario I - Complete Redevelopment with Townhouse units
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Plan of Scenario II - Complete Redevelopment with Apartments

Urban Form Details

New four-story apartment buildings with parking garage below

Streetscape improvements on Eighth Street South with parallel parking and new 
street trees

Scenario II: Complete Redevelopment 
       with Apartments

Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Apartments 2 0
New Apartments 4 84

Total Units 84
Units/Acre 53

Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Surface -- 0
New Garage - Below 1 84

Total Parking Spaces 84
Parking/Units 1:1
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Preliminary Analysis Report

An alternate to the first scenario redevelops the 
entire site with apartment buildings instead of 
townhouse units.  Four 4-story buildings tuck a 
level of parking below ground, taking advantage of 
the sloping topography.  

84 new apartment units on the site in this scenario 
yields 53 units per acre. One parking space has 
been provided for each unit.     

Massing of Scenario II - Complete Redevelopment with Apartments
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New townhouse units along Eighth Street South, on the Holiday Hills parcels

Key Findings

•  Significant increases in density can offset the cost of 
redeveloping parking below ground and replacing affordable 
units.
•  For-sale townhouses can generate a cross-subsidy for 
affordable housing.

Holiday Hills encompasses 1.6 acres with 18 mar-
ket-rate affordable units.  The site configuration 
constrains the reuse opportunities.  Scenario I re-
develops the site for 8 for-sale townhouses and 18 
affordable rental units.  With Low-Income Housing 
Tax Credits supporting the affordable townhouses, 
the for-sale townhouses would generate a signifi-
cant cross-subsidy for the affordable units.  Scenario 
II redevelops the property with dense wood-frame 
construction of 84 units or 53 units per acre with 
below-ground parking.  That results in 4.7 new units 
for every demolished unit.  The high density closes 
the financial gap between the cost of development 
and the private investment justified by the potential 
revenue from rents and tax credits.

Subsidy Required to Preserve 
Affordable Housing

Gap per 
Affordable Unit

Renovate Only $74,000 High
I: Complete Redevelopment 
with Townhouse Units $32,000 Medium

II: Complete Redevelopment 
with Apartments -$2,000 Ver y Low

achieveMent of housing goals:

Scenario I and II contribute to the goal of retaining 
affordable housing.

Economic Findings



t  Columbia Pike Land Use & Housing Study  t C.21M a y  18, 2011
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The Lancaster
urban form

The Lancaster is a six-story condominium building 
built in 1963, containing 102 units.  The short end 
of the building (which includes the facade facing 
Columbia Pike) are blank walls, with windows facing 
to the side.

The site is 2.34 acres, and has a short, narrow 
frontage on Columbia Pike.  Parking is provided in a 
surface lot to the rear of the building.

The Lancaster is located along Columbia Pike 
between Scott Street and Rolfe Street. The site is 
close to a planned streetcar stop, and is approximately 
1/4 mile east of the Town Center Revitalization 
District node. 

Existing Aerial of The Lancaster Massing of  existing buildings

Columbia Pike

S. R
olfe Street
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Scenario I: Renovation + Infill

Plan of Scenario I - Renovation + Infill

Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Apartments 6 102
New Apartments 7 78

Total Units 180
Units/Acre 77

Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Surface -- 2
New Surface Parking -- 11
New Above 
Grade Garage

2 93

New Below 
Grade Garage

1 81

Total Parking Spaces 187
Parking/Units 1.03:1

Urban Form Details

Existing building to be renovated

Proposed seven story apartment building with parking 
garage below

An infill building can provide an active facade (doors and 
windows) to face Columbia Pike 

 

A new street connection could be created along the 
western property line; this could provide access to a 
new east-west street across neighboring parcels. 

A

B

C

New Buildings Existing Buildings Semi-private SpacesPublic GreensPLAN LEGEND

D

A

B

C

D

Columbia Pike
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Preliminary Analysis Report

The first scenario explored for the Lancaster inserts 
infill buildings around the existing structure.  An 
apartment building could be placed along the Pike 
frontage, to provide an active facade with doors and 
windows (instead of the existing blank facade) along 
the sidewalk.  To the rear (in place of the existing 
parking lot) a new 7-story infill building could be 
located.  Due to the narrow, constrained nature of 
the site, structured parking is more difficult, and 
a small portion of the structure would be unlined 
(facing to the east).

Along the western property line, a new street could 
be created.  This street could provide access between 
the Pike and new east-west connections adjacent 
to the Lancaster site (to the south and east leading 
to Rolfe Street, and to the west leading to Scott 
Street).    New buildings on the Lancaster site could 
be oriented to have a proper frontage to this street,  
with doors and windows facing a small dooryard and 
the sidewalk beyond.  The portion of street that is on 
the Lancaster property could be constructed without 
participation by surrounding properties; if those 
properties also redevelop in the future, a new tree-
lined median could be formed along the property's 
edge.

This scenario increases the density of the site to 81 
units / acre; it retains all 102 existing units, and adds 
88 new apartments.

Massing of  Scenario I - Renovation + Infill

Columbia Pike

S. R
olfe Street
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Scenario II: Complete Redevelopment

Plan of Scenario II - Complete Redevelopment

Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

New Apartments 8 - 10 250
Total Units 250
Units/Acre 106

Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

New Surface -- 24
New Garage - Below 1 225

Total Parking Spaces 249
Parking/Units 1:1

Urban Form Details

New ten story apartment building with parking below

New eight story apartment building with parking garage 
below

A new street connection could be created along the 
western property line; this could provide access to a new 
east-west street across neighboring parcels. 

 
A new public green could be included as part of 
redevelopment

A

B

C

D
A

B

D

C

B

Columbia Pike

New Buildings Existing Buildings Semi-private SpacesPublic GreensPLAN LEGEND
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Preliminary Analysis Report

Massing of Scenario II - Complete Redevelopment

The second scenario explores complete 
redevelopment of the Lancaster site.  Eight to ten 
story apartment buildings are constructed over an 
underground garage that runs the length of the site.  
With redevelopment, a new public green space could 
be added on the site.

This scenario includes the same street improvements 
along the western edge of the site, as shown in 
Scenario 1.
 
This scenario increases the density of the site to 106 
units / acre, with 250 new apartments provided.

Columbia Pike

S. Rolfe Street
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A new street on the west side of the Lancaster site provides connectivity, and can also be designed to be pedestrian-friendly with 
sidewalks, street trees, and on-street parking.

Key Findings

•  Development at mid-rise densities is not current feasible 
given the costs of construction.
•  The higher purchase price for existing condominiums 
in comparison to rental units significantly increases the 
required subsidy for affordable housing.

The Lancaster condominium development includes 
102 units.  With an assumed value of $200,000 
per unit, renovation and reuse for affordable rent-
al housing would not be financially feasible.  Even 
with Low-Income Housing Tax Credits, the gap per 
affordable unit would be more than double that of 
garden apartments.  Scenario I infills with a second 
mid-rise apartment building on the existing park-
ing lot, replacing the parking in above- and below-
ground structures.  The cost of mid-rise development 
is so high that the new building cannot pay for itself.  
When the entire site is redeveloped in Scenario II 
with 250 new mid-rise units, the gap increases to 
$335,000 per affordable unit.  This indicates that the 
subsidy is paying for some of the costs of building 
the market-rate units as well as the affordable units.  

Subsidy Required to Preserve 
Affordable Housing

Gap per 
Affordable Unit

Renovate Only $172,000 Ver y High
I: Renovation + Infill $189,000 Ver y High
II: Complete Redevelopment $335,000 Ver y High

achieveMent of housing goals:

None of the scenarios tested support the goal of 
retaining affordable housing.

Economic Findings
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Preliminary Analysis Report

The Fields
urban form

Aerial image of existing conditions at The Fields

The Fields is comprised of three identical mid-rise 
buildings located on 9 acres along Eighth Road 
South.  The site is between Holiday Hills, to the 
north, and Magnolia Commons, to the west. Two of 
the buildings occupy a prominent spot at the top of 
a hill, offering panoramic views of the District from 
many of the units. The third building sits on a lower 
portion of the site, separated by a steep undeveloped 
slope with mature trees.  South Emerson Street runs 
parallel to the slope roughly halfway up, between the 
two areas.  

A large relatively flat parking field sits at the top of 
the hill.  An additional parking lot serves residents 
of the lower building.   Current parking provided 
on-site is more than ample. 

Today there are 199 units at The Fields on 
approximately 9 acres (22 units/acre).  Apartments 
range in size from studios to 3-bedroom units.  All 
three buildings were constructed in 1960. 
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Scenario one, which could become the 
initial phase of further improvements 
described in the subsequent scenarios, 
examines the possibility of renovating 
all of the existing buildings while 
adding additional units on undeveloped 
portions of the site.  The parking at the 
top of the hill has been reconfigured 
to create two streets on each side, with 
efficiently laid out spaces in the middle.   
A new connection west toward Magnolia 
Commons is also possible.  

Six new small apartment building are 
added along the new street at the western 
side of the site, each with parking tucked 
underneath.  A rear alley could provide 
access to these parking areas. New public 
spaces have been included as well, one at 
the southern end of the parking lot, and 
another between the two existing upper 
buildings. 

Scenario one contains 263 units (199 
existing plus 64 new) yielding 29 units 
per acre.

Scenario I: Renovation + Partial Infill

Plan of Scenario I - Renovation + Partial Infill
Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Apartments 4 199
New Apartments 4 64

Total Units 263
Units/Acre 29

Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Surface -- 122
New Surface -- 117

Total Parking Spaces 239
Parking/Units .9:1

New Buildings Existing Buildings Semi-private SpacesPublic Greens

PLAN LEGEND

Urban Form Details

Existing buildings to be renovated

New four story apartment buildings 
with parking below, tucked into 
the slope

Reconfigured parking lot, with new streets 
along the east and west sides

New public green space

New parking areas along South Emerson 
Street

A

B

C

D

E

A

B

C

D

E
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South Frederick St. 
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Preliminary Analysis Report

Scenario two could be a second phase 
to scenario one, or could be done all 
at once as a more aggressive project.  
Using the new roadways created around 
the existing parking field and new 
infill buildings in scenario one as the 
framework, additional development 
could fill in the new blocks at the center 
of the upper portion of the site.  

A new apartment building with 
underground parking, along with 
townhouse units could line newly created 
streets.  Townhouse units would have 
surface parking in the rear, accessed by 
alleyways.  Several townhouse units face 
a new public green space at the southern 
end of the block.  

Scenario one contains 285 units (199 
existing plus 64 new apartments, and 22 
townhouse units) yielding 32 units per 
acre.

Scenario II: Renovation + Complete Infill

Urban Form Details

Existing buildings to be renovated

New townhouse units 

New apartment buildings with parking 
below

New streets with parallel parking

New public green space with facing 
townhouse units on the north side

Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Apartments 4 199
New Apartments 4 64
New Townhouse Units 2 22

Total Units 285
Units/Acre 32

Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Surface -- 42
New Surface -- 86
New Garage - Below 1 80
New Townhouse, 
park-under

-- 22

Total Parking Spaces 230
Parking/Units .8:1

A

B

D

C

Plan of Scenario II - Renovation + Complete Infill

E

New Buildings Existing Buildings Semi-private SpacesPublic Greens

PLAN LEGEND
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Scenario three explores the possibility 
of complete redevelopment on the site.  
This, too, could form a third and final 
phase to the previous schemes shown, as 
it utilizes the same infrastructure.  

In this scenario, the two upper building 
are redeveloped as 3 smaller apartment 
buildings, as well as new townhouse 
units facing both the new at the top 
of the hill and South Emerson Street 
below.  Additionally, the lower portion 
of the site is completely redeveloped; the 
existing building is replaced with a large 
apartment building (or potentially a 
senior living facility) and new townhouse 
units surrounding a public green space.  

This scenario depicts 371 units as 
a diverse mixture of apartments, 
townhouse units and assisted living 
units, yielding 41 units per acre on the 
site. 

Urban Form Details

New townhouse units

New apartment building with parking 
below

New public green spaces

Possible assisted senior living facility

Scenario III: Complete Redevelopment

Plan of Scenario III - Complete Redevelopment
Unit Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

Existing Apartments 4 0
New Apartments 4 296
New Townhouse Unit 2 71
New Duplex 1 4

Total Units 371
Units/Acre 41

Parking Breakdown
Description No. of 

floors
Quantity

New Surface -- 64
New Garage - Below 2 236
New Townhouse
(with detached garage)

1 11

New Townhouse, 
park-under

- 60

Total Parking Spaces 371
Parking/Units 1:1

A

B D

C

New Buildings Existing Buildings Semi-private SpacesPublic Greens

PLAN LEGEND
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Preliminary Analysis Report

A view of The Fields, showing the existing building at left, with new infill apartments and townhouse units to the right on what was 
previously a parking lot.  

Key Findings

•  Infill on the existing parking lot generates income that can 
be used to help support the cost of renovating existing units for 
affordable housing. 
•  The design density of 41 units per acre is not enough for 
redevelopment with a ratio of 1.8 new units per demolished 
unit.  The redevelopment would need to be much denser to 
completely cross-subsidize the affordable units.

•  Replacing surface parking with below-ground structured 
parking imposes significant costs that inhibit the provision of 
affordable housing. 

The Fields development currently provides Commit-
ted Affordable units following a recent renovation.  
This analysis reflects the development’s configura-
tion and size but not the current rental assistance 
contract or the renovation.  Scenario I adds 64 new 
units without removing any of the existing units.  
With essentially free land, that addition allows for 
a modest cross-subsidy of the affordable units.  The 
cross-subsidy potential increases with the Scenario 
II addition of 22 for-sale townhouses, again without 
demolishing existing units.  Scenario III’s replace-
ment of 199 existing units with 296 new apartments 
and 71 for-sale townhouses does not pay for itself, in 
part because of the inclusion of below-ground park-
ing.  That causes the required subsidy per affordable 
unit to increase by almost 40 percent.

Subsidy Required to Preserve 
Affordable Housing

Gap per 
Affordable Unit

Renovate Only $77,000 High
I: Renovation + Partial Infill $53,000 Medium
II: Renovation + Complete 
Infill $29,000 Low

III: Complete Redevelopment $53,000 Medium

achieveMent of housing goals:

Scenarios I and II provide significant cross-subsidy to 
help support retention of affordable housing.

Economic Findings



Appendix D t  Housing Tools Matrix

M a y  18, 2011



M a y  18, 2011

As background for the implementation plan, the 
Working Group and consultants compiled the fol-
lowing matrix, an extensive inventory of existing 
and potential tools for consideration.  The Housing 
Tools matrix describes these potential tools along 
with their key advantages, disadvantages and chal-
lenges.  It was created to explore the full range of 
tools without screening based on how appropriate or 
achievable they might be in Arlington.  Those tools 
that seem most promising based on the preliminary 
analysis are described in Chapter 5.
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Preliminary Analysis Report

Prospective Tools for Affordable Housing

This comprehensive list of national and international affordable housing tools catalogues the varying options 
available to incentivize and fund affordable housing.  No priority or recommendation is included or implied.

Advantages represent 
the benefits of each 
specific tool as it relates 
to affordable housing 
development.

Some tools may pose implementation 
challenges or have inherent disadvantages.  
Disadvantages are outcomes that conflict 
with other goals or tools. 
Challenges are limitations that must be 
adjusted or considered.  

Existing 
Arlington 
County 
Program?

How to 
Implement/ 
Adjust Current 
Tools for 
Maximum Benefit 
for Columbia Pike 
Study Area

Key Tool Description Advantages Disadvantages/Challenges

Planning & Zoning Tools

1 Inclusionary Zoning Land use regulation mandating a percentage (usually 
15-20%) of the housing units in any project above a 
given size be affordable to people of low and moderate 
incomes. The developer can build the housing or 
contribute to a fund to develop it elsewhere.  In 
Arlington, this has been defined for “Site Plan” projects 
by the Affordable Dwelling Unit (ADU) Ordinance.

Could increase the supply 
of new Committed 
Affordable (CAF) units.

D: ADU allows a “cash-out” option through 
contribution to the Affordable Housing 
Investment Fund (AHIF) in lieu of on-site 
affordable housing.      C: Requires fine-
tuning of the ordinance to provide sufficient 
incentives for on-site development of 
affordable units.

Yes Determine 
whether benefits 
to the developer of 
approvals through 
Form Based Code 
are sufficient to 
allow requirement 
for on-site 
affordable housing

2 Affordable Housing 
Ordinance (AHO)

Used in the approval process of site plan projects 
to increase the supply of affordable housing and to 
streamline the approval process. The developer chooses 
whether to provide a cash contribution or to provide 
units using a percent of the increased gross floor area 
(GFA) above 1.0 Floor Area Ratio (FAR). 

Allows the developer 
to make the choice as 
to how to best meet the 
affordable housing units.

D: AHO allows a “cash-out” option through 
contribution to the Affordable Housing 
Investment Fund (AHIF) in lieu of on-site 
affordable housing.  

Yes

3 Coordinated Multifamily 
Conservation and 
Development District 
(CMFCDD) 

Policy tool (GLUP) to encourage revitalization and/
or redevelopment of multiple-family complexes by 
providing property owners with the opportunity 
to request modifications of regulations by site plan 
approval for properties zoned “RA8-18,” “RA14-26,” 
and/or “RA6-15,” Apartment Dwelling Districts, and 
designated “Low-Medium” and/or “Medium” on the 
General Land Use Plan. (Used for Avalon at Arlington 
Ridge)

Created link between 
preservation of units 
through bonus density 
(subsequently replaced 
by 25% bonus density 
provision in Zoning 
Ordinance) 

Yes, but 
replaced

4 Form-Based Code Zoning based on building form developed in advance 
with community input.  Clear definition of allowable 
development coupled with streamlined administrative 
review and approvals. May need specific affordable 
housing design conditions (e.g., parking ratio).

Offers attractive 
development option to 
site-plan or by-right. 
Increases predictability 
and consistency.  Reduces 
negotiations.  Expedites 
approvals by securing 
advance community 
buy-in.

D: Examples of Form-Based Code do not 
require affordable housing component. 
C: May inhibit flexibility to respond to 
unique site conditions.  Requires consistent 
application.

Yes Adopt ordinance
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Prospective Tools for Affordable Housing

This comprehensive list of national and international affordable housing tools catalogues the varying options 
available to incentivize and fund affordable housing.  No priority or recommendation is included or implied.

Advantages represent 
the benefits of each 
specific tool as it relates 
to affordable housing 
development.

Some tools may pose implementation 
challenges or have inherent disadvantages.  
Disadvantages are outcomes that conflict 
with other goals or tools. 
Challenges are limitations that must be 
adjusted or considered.  

Existing 
Arlington 
County 
Program?

How to 
Implement/ Adjust 
Current Tools for 
Maximum Benefit 
for Columbia Pike 
Study Area

Key Tool Description Advantages Disadvantages/Challenges

Capital Costs

Land

5 Increased Density Re-planning and rezoning existing parcels to 
incorporate smart land use planning objectives by 
increasing density.

Provides opportunities for 
mixed-use and affordable 
housing

D: Not guaranteed to produce affordable 
housing.    C: High land, construction and 
parking costs limit dollars available for 
affordable housing.

Yes Revise GLUP and / 
zoning

6 Bonus Density Allowing an increase in the total developable square 
feet for development that incorporates on-site 
affordable housing.

Leverages land value 
to fund additional 
affordable housing units.  
Encourages mixed-
income development with 
new on-site units. 

D: Greater impact on community and 
unanticipated variance from county plans. C: 
High land, construction and parking costs 
limit dollars available for affordable housing.

Yes Revise GLUP and / 
zoning

7 Provision of Public Land Donation of public land (including school sites) to 
leverage the creation of other public benefits which may 
include affordable housing, connectivity, public open 
space, etc. 

May trigger private 
investment in affordable 
housing. Eliminates or 
reduces a major cost.  
Can ensure long-term 
affordability and provide 
affordable housing.

D: May conflict with public entity policy/
goals.                    C: Supply of available 
public land.

Yes Identify all County 
and other publically 
owned land in the 
Study Area

8 Non-Profit Ownership Non-profit acquires and holds land for community 
benefit.  Long-term leases at below-market rates 
maintain the land as a long-term affordable property. 

Can remove or reduce 
land costs.  Assures 
long-term retention 
as affordable housing.  
Appropriate to both 
rental and ownership 
units.  Provide hybrid 
by allowing for-profit to 
own improvements under 
a ground lease.

C: Limited availability of land in the corridor.  
Requires funding to write down, or adjust the 
value of the land which decreases total assets.

Yes
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Prospective Tools for Affordable Housing

This comprehensive list of national and international affordable housing tools catalogues the varying options 
available to incentivize and fund affordable housing.  No priority or recommendation is included or implied.

Advantages represent 
the benefits of each 
specific tool as it relates 
to affordable housing 
development.

Some tools may pose implementation 
challenges or have inherent disadvantages.  
Disadvantages are outcomes that conflict 
with other goals or tools. 
Challenges are limitations that must be 
adjusted or considered.  

Existing 
Arlington 
County 
Program?

How to 
Implement/ Adjust 
Current Tools for 
Maximum Benefit 
for Columbia Pike 
Study Area

Key Tool Description Advantages Disadvantages/Challenges

9 Land Banking, Community 
Land Trust

Acquire and hold properties to maintain long-term 
affordability.  

Can remove or reduce 
land costs.  Assures 
long-term retention 
as affordable housing.  
Appropriate to both 
rental and ownership 
units.  Provide hybrid 
by allowing for-profit to 
own improvements under 
a ground lease.

D: Cost associated with land value reduction 
to support affordable housing. 

Yes Secure funding 
partners

10 Land Pooling and Land 
Readjustment

Processes for assembling of smaller holdings into larger 
parcels and then development whereby owners become 
shareholders in the redeveloped land.

Eliminates or reduces the 
cost of land acquisition.  
Allows for “higher use” 
in a way where existing 
owners share in the 
higher values generated 
by redevelopment

D: Would usually mean relocation of 
residents at least temporarily 
C: Legally complex and can be blocked by 
“holdouts”

No Would require 
commonality of 
interest amongst 
property owners

11 Acquiring Individual Units County or non-profit could purchase and manage 
individual rental units as affordable housing units. 
(In Arlington, purchase could be made by non-profit;  
AHIF could be provided to assist.)

Current depressed 
condominium pricing 
could make acquisition 
attractive.  Direct 
subsidy could allow 
greater affordability 
for lower incomes.  
Assures long-term 
affordability.  Desired 
stock can be targeted 
without purchasing entire 
complex.

D: Scattered units are harder and more costly 
to manage and maintain.  Does not leverage 
Federal tax credits.  C: County’s ownership 
is not legal except with a Redevelopment & 
Housing Authority.

No Fund non-profit 
acquisition

12 Transferable Development 
Rights (TDRs)

Permit property owners to sell development rights from 
their property to other property owners in designated 
receiving zones contingent on inclusion of affordable 
housing.

Developers could pay 
non-profits to develop 
affordable housing on 
other sites.  Non-profits 
could sell TDRs from 
their properties to 
generate income.  Helps 
where site constraints 
limit on-site development 
capacity.

D: Could result in concentration of affordable 
units. C: Value depends on demand for and 
ability to use TDRs in receiving zones and 
land values in the zones.  C: TDR currently 
applies only to Site Plans.  Fixed density 
limits needed or would require restructing 
tool to use with FBC

Yes Adopt ordinance
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Prospective Tools for Affordable Housing

This comprehensive list of national and international affordable housing tools catalogues the varying options 
available to incentivize and fund affordable housing.  No priority or recommendation is included or implied.

Advantages represent 
the benefits of each 
specific tool as it relates 
to affordable housing 
development.

Some tools may pose implementation 
challenges or have inherent disadvantages.  
Disadvantages are outcomes that conflict 
with other goals or tools. 
Challenges are limitations that must be 
adjusted or considered.  

Existing 
Arlington 
County 
Program?

How to 
Implement/ Adjust 
Current Tools for 
Maximum Benefit 
for Columbia Pike 
Study Area

Key Tool Description Advantages Disadvantages/Challenges

13 Brownfield and Grayfield 
Development

Redevelopment of abandoned, idle or underutilized 
commercial or industrial sites.  

Redevelops underutilized 
properties, increasing 
property values, tax base 
and density.  Could 
increase the suply of 
housing.

D: Residential reuse can require a higher 
level of remediation than the property owner/
developer can afford.  C: Limited supply of 
grayfields along Columbia Pike outside of 
commercial nodes.

Yes Provide financial 
incentives and 
technical assistance

14 Land Assessments Reflecting 
Affordability During 
Construction

Adjust assessment policies to permit assessment of land 
held for and restricted to development of affordable 
housing to reflect that development restriction.

Reduces development 
costs associated with 
carrying the land until 
building is complete.

D: Reduces County tax revenues from 
undeveloped property.

No State legislation

 Infrastructure

15 Public Funding of Streets, 
Open Space

County funding for public streets and open space 
in exchange for the development or preservation of 
affordable housing units.

Reduces development 
costs and financial gap.

D: May not yield on-site units. C: Limited 
County resources.

Yes Budget process

16 TIF (TIF by Policy) Funding 
of Streets, Parking, Open 
Space

Dedicate new property taxes generated from the 
increased incremental property value resulting from 
redevelopment of multi-family housing to fund public 
streets and open space.

Reduces development 
costs and financial gap.  
Earmarks tax revenues 
generated directly by 
new development to 
support public purpose 
improvements, which 
may entice further 
development.

C: Properly calibrating TIF funds to 
make certain the project would not have 
happen ‘but-for’ the public investment and 
determining appropriate time frame and 
boundary. 

Yes Adopt ordinance

17 Geographic Capital Budget 
Priority

Corridor capital improvement projects given priority 
for a specific period of time, similar to the “earmark” for 
Crystal City redevelopment. 

Focusing of resources 
to attract and accelerate 
additional private 
investment.

D: Diverts resources from other constituents 
and postpones improvements in other 
sections of Arlington County.

Yes Budget process

 Building Construction

18 Low-Income Housing Tax 
Credits

Indirect Federal subsidy used to finance the 
development of affordable rental housing for low-
income households by selling tax credits to investors for 
investment in affordable housing.

Outstanding source of 
significant subsidy from 
the Federal government 
for renovation and new 
construction, allowing for 
flexibility.

D: May result in concentration of affordable 
units. 
C: Limited application as the funding 
remains low and not applicable for every 
project. 

Yes
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Preliminary Analysis Report

Prospective Tools for Affordable Housing

This comprehensive list of national and international affordable housing tools catalogues the varying options 
available to incentivize and fund affordable housing.  No priority or recommendation is included or implied.

Advantages represent 
the benefits of each 
specific tool as it relates 
to affordable housing 
development.
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Disadvantages are outcomes that conflict 
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Arlington 
County 
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How to 
Implement/ Adjust 
Current Tools for 
Maximum Benefit 
for Columbia Pike 
Study Area

Key Tool Description Advantages Disadvantages/Challenges

19 Historic Tax Credits Federal and State tax credit programs administered 
through the Virginia Department of Historic 
Resources.

Provides financial 
resources for the 
adaptive reuse of historic 
structures to make 
necessary upgrades or 
major rehabilitation.

D: Department of Interior guidelines make 
it more expensive to rehab.  May lock in a 
less-than-ideal site configuration and/or 
limit additional density.  Does not require 
affordable housing. 
C: Requires property owner cooperation and 
participation.  

Yes

20 New Markets Tax Credits Federal tax credit for private investment in distressed 
communities, serving low-income populations.

Generally requires the 
inclusion of a commercial 
component.  Works well 
for areas where mixed-use 
is appropriate.

C: Limited opportunities in the corridor.  
Only five of the census tracts along the Pike 
are income-eligible.

No

21 Reduced Parking 
Requirements

Reduced parking requirements for the number of spaces 
provided per residential unit or bedroom. 

Reduces costs and 
financial gap.  Allows 
higher density.  Can help 
to reduce the need for 
very expensive below-
ground parking.

D: Fewer on-site spaces can lead to spillover 
onto surrounding neighborhood streets.  
C: Market still requires a minimum level 
of parking to make units desirable.  Setting 
parking levels requires fine tuning with the 
market.  

Yes Form-Based Code 
or revise zoning

22 Reduce Size of Units Adjust bays to shift floor plan with smaller affordable 
units in a vertical tier, instead of sizing all units in a 
complex to meet market rate demand.  This would 
allow the design of buildings with tiers where units 
can be sized smaller (fewer square feet) and designated 
affordable.

Removes burden of 
making all the units look 
the same. Can provide 
substantial cost savings.

D: County policy is that affordable units 
should not be identifiable in a mixed-income 
complex; having them all in one tier of a 
building could make them identifiable.  Can 
restrict the operator’s flexibility to designate 
the next available unit as affordable when a 
resident’s income exceeds the maximum. 
C: Smaller units may help but the costs of 
kitchens and baths are the same.

No Update GLUP/ 
zoning and site plan 
practices

23 Building Rehab Code  The current Virginia building code for new 
construction creates unnecessary costs for rehabilitated 
buildings.  Lobby the State to adopt a rehab code for 
historic and other existing buildings.

Would allow greater 
flexibility in meeting 
health and safey 
standards, reducing costs, 
time and financial gap.  
Model codes exist.

C: Requires State adoption. No Seek State 
legislation

24 Tap and Permit Fee Waivers Reduce the County’s required tap and permit fees for 
affordable housing components.

Reduces costs and 
financial gap.

D: Decreases overall Arlington County tax 
revenue to support infrastructure capital 
investments.

No Adopt ordinance
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to affordable housing 
development.

Some tools may pose implementation 
challenges or have inherent disadvantages.  
Disadvantages are outcomes that conflict 
with other goals or tools. 
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Arlington 
County 
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25 Expedited Permitting and 
Inspections 

Prioritize affordable housing developments in 
processing permits and conducting inspections.

Accelerates development 
and reduces interest and 
other carrying costs. 
Provides incentives for 
for-profit developers 
to include affordable 
housing to receive 
prioritized permitting.

D: May seem unfair to for-profit 
development and economic development 
projects.

No Revise 
administrative 
processes

26 Expedited Development 
Approvals

Prioritize development approvals for affordable housing 
developments

Results in accelerated 
development process 
which reduces carrying 
costs, interest and makes 
affordable development 
more attractive to 
development community.

D: May seem unfair to for-profit 
development and economic development 
projects.

No Revise approval 
processes

27 Site Work Requirements Adjust County site work requirements for 
undergrounding utilities, preserving trees and replacing 
sidewalks to reduce overall cost burden on affordable 
housing developments.

Allows for more modest 
site improvements.  
Reduces costs, time 
required and financial 
gap.

D: Must be careful not to stigmatize the 
affordable housing as inferior to market-
rate products by creating lower quality 
development.  May not further overall goals 
of enhanced aesthetics for residents and 
neighbors.

No Form-Based Code 
or revise developer 
negotiations
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28 Accessory Dwelling Units Allow inclusion of an accessory rental unit in single-
family and townhouse properties.  Adjust provision in 
the Arlington County Zoning Ordinance that allows 
inclusion of an accessory rental unit in owner-occupied 
houses in single-family neighborhoods.  Eliminate 
regulatory barriers for accessory units in existing 
structures (e.g., ceiling heights in English basements) 
and allow creation of ADUs in detached structures 
(e.g., garages).

Permits a new unit in 
otherwise obsolete / 
unused space, allowing 
for more efficient use 
of existing structures.  
Could increase supply of 
small affordable rental 
units (and supplemental 
income to owner-
occupants) with no 
financing or subsidy 
from the County.  May 
also be possible in a 
Columbia Pike Form-
Based Code to offer some 
flexibilities in single-
family neighborhoods 
(e.g., building closer to 
lot line, slightly more 
height, or greater lot 
coverage) in return for 
committed affordability 
or acceptance of Section 
8 vouchers in accessory 
dwellings.

D: Increased parking demand may create 
neighborhood street parking shortages.  C: 
Must be applied carefully to protect health 
and safety.  As currently written, provision 
does not allow most flexible forms (e.g., 
carriage house units or English basements) 
and meeting code (e.g., fire separation and 
separated air handling) is so restrictive that 
costs are generally not worth the investment.

Yes, but 
needs to be 
expanded 
or adapted

Adjust County code

Financing

29 Green Funding Sources Federal and foundation funding to support extra cost of 
requiring green elements.

Provides greater 
sustainability through 
lower energy use and 
lower operating costs.

C: Funding is limited relative to the need. No Identify funding 
sources

30 Renewable Energy Financing 
Districts

Jurisdiction issues bonds to fund energy improvements 
on individual private properties that are repaid through 
a special tax or assessment on the benefitting properties.

Provides a long-term 
funding source to 
individual property 
owners to reduce energy 
usage and cost.

C: Primarily focused on individual 
homeowners but could be expanded to 
landlords.  Treatment by Fannie Mae and 
FHA is not yet settled.

No Explore options
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31 Virginia Housing 
Development Authority 
Bonds

Tax-exempt and taxable bonds to finance the 
construction of affordable housing.

Below-market-rate 
financing reduces 
development costs and 
financial gap.  Provides 
access to construction and 
permanent financing.

C: Funding amount is limited by the project’s 
net operating income.  Interest rate on taxable 
bonds is relatively high currently.

Yes

County Financing

32 Arlington Affordable 
Housing Investment Fund 
(AHIF) Loans

Funds for acquisition, development, or rehabilitation of 
affordable housing with more favorable rates and terms 
than conventional financing.

Very flexible tool. C: Scarcity of public resources limits the 
potential to use this source for all projects 
along Columbia Pike.

Yes

33 AHIF Window for Property 
Acquisition for Future 
Development

AHIF loans, generally to non-profit developers for 
acquisition or control of at-risk market-rate affordable 
property.

Allows developer to get 
control of properties 
when market is down.  
(Was used by APAH for 
Acquistion of Buchanan 
Gardens with subsequent 
refinancing for rehab.)

D: Could be committing future AHIF 
resources when future needs and competing 
opportunities may not be known.

Yes combined as a part 
of AHIF

34 Housing Reserve Fund 
(HRF)

Similar to AHIF but funded through developer 
contributions and AHIF loan repayments.

Very flexible tool. D: Availabilty of funds uncertain. C: Scarcity 
of public resources limits the potential to use 
this source for all projects along Columbia 

Yes

35 Federal HOME funds Federal funds awarded annually based on a formula 
to provide transitional housing acquisition, rehab, 
construction and tenant-based rental assistance for 
affordable housing. 

Reduces costs, improves 
tenants’ ability to pay rent 
and reduces financial gap.

C: Scarcity of public resources limits the 
potential to use this source for all projects 
along Columbia Pike.

Yes

36 Community Development 
Block Grant (CDBG)

Federal block grant funding provides communities with 
resources to address a wide range of unique community 
development needs, including affordable housing.

Flexible tool. C: Scarcity of public resources limits the 
potential to use this source for all projects 
along Columbia Pike.

Yes



t  Columbia Pike Land Use & Housing Study  t D.11M a y  18, 2011

Preliminary Analysis Report

Prospective Tools for Affordable Housing

This comprehensive list of national and international affordable housing tools catalogues the varying options 
available to incentivize and fund affordable housing.  No priority or recommendation is included or implied.

Advantages represent 
the benefits of each 
specific tool as it relates 
to affordable housing 
development.

Some tools may pose implementation 
challenges or have inherent disadvantages.  
Disadvantages are outcomes that conflict 
with other goals or tools. 
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Operating Costs

Operating Revenues 
and Rental/Purchase 
Assistance
37 Reduced Development 

Approval Time
Expedite the review process and create a single point of 
contact for development projects.

Reduces delays and 
associated costs.  Reduces 
risks of market changes 
while awaiting approval.

C: May cause community backlash if 
sufficient time is not given for community 
input.  May seem unfair to for-profit and 
economic development projects.

No Revise 
administrative 
processes

38 Housing Cooperatives 
(Limited Equity)

A partnership wherein residents collectively own and 
control their housing. The limited equity component 
limits the return on resale, insuring that housing 
remains affordable to future residents. Limited equity 
co-ops promote democratic participation through 
resident control and ownership.

Advantage is that it 
provides home ownership 
opportunities for 
individuals and families 
who are not able to 
receive financing on their 
own, and do not qualify 
for housing grants or 
Section 8 assistance.

D: In current economic situation, this may 
be a difficult tool for which to find financing.  
C: Risks locking owners into undesirable 
ownership situations.

Yes

39 Tenant Conversion Tenant-initiated cooperative and condo conversions 
encouraged through technical assistance, financial 
education and benefits for low-income tenants to 
participate.

Empowers tenants to 
preserve their affordable 
housing over the long 
term.

D: Requires sophisticated management to 
assure financial stability, timely collection of 
condo/coop fees and that adequate reserves 
are maintained.  C: Many tenants may be 
unable to meet lending criteria.

??

40 Place-Based Housing Choice 
Vouchers

Up to 15 percent of Section 8 rent subsidies may be tied 
to specific buildings or units.  The subsidy remains with 
the building or rental unit.

Provides assured income 
and allows access to 
greater financing amount, 
reducing the financial 
gap.

C: Some property owners distrust Section 8 
and the tenant screening.  Limited availability 
of vouchers.

Yes Earmark vouchers
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41 Arlington Tenant Assistance 
Fund

Provides tenant rent assistance in existing and 
renovated housing.

Targeted to specific 
groups of tenants 
impacted by 
redevelopment.  More 
flexible eligibility 
guidelines than Section 
8.  Helps existing tenants 
in complexes being 
rennovated when they are 
over income for LIHTC 
or CAF rents, but under 
income for market rents.

C: Difficult to administer the multiple funds 
currently.  C: Not a long-term commitment 
of affordability.

Yes

42 Ways to Reduce Vacancies 
During Renovations

Reduce the four-month tenant notification period for 
future renovation.

Current four-month 
tenant notice period 
creates excessive vacancies 
and impacts cash flow. 
Overcomes excessive 
vacancies and cash flow 
problems that current 
120-day tenant notice 
period creates.

D: Tenants might have trouble finding 
appropriate replacement housing in two 
months.

NA Revised ordinance

43 Homebuyer Training, 
Homebuyer Financial 
Assistance and  Moderate 
Income Purchase Assistance 
Program (MIPAP)

Counseling and training for prospective low-
income homebuyers.  Financial assistance, such as 
downpayment assistance/closing costs, helps first-time 
buyers purchase a home.

Well-prepared and 
financially literate buyers 
make better financial 
decisions, access private 
mortage financing and 
default at much lower 
rates.

D: Notification for clients about fund 
availability first come first serve, leaves 
buyers in tough position C: Limited funding 
and closing the gap between the costs of 
ownership and the MIPAP ceiling.  New 
VHDA rules, including requirement for 
higher downpayment from the potential 
buyer.

Yes

44 Employer Assisted Housing Employers provide assistance to help employees find 
affordable housing near their work.  Often these 
programs offer downpayment assistance and tax 
incentives for the employer.

Improves jobs/housing 
linkage.  Facilitates 
low- and moderate-
income homeownership.  
Improves employee 
reliability and retention.

C: Limited number of major private 
employers.

No Develop cooperative 
program
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45 Housing Grants/ Transitional 
Housing Grants

Housing grants provide rental assistance to eligible 
households.  Transitional grants fund homeless families.

Improves tenants’ ability 
to pay rent. But for these 
grants, many would be 
homeless or unable to 
remain in Arlington.

C: Limited funding available relative to the 
need, since County provides on as-needed 
basis.  County’s funding not able to meet 
current or projected need. Does not extend to 
single homeless or struggling people.

Yes

46 Permanent Supportive 
Housing and Housing 
Assistance Programs of the 
County and Non-Profits 

Rental assistance and supportive services for individuals 
and families with special needs.

But for this assistance, 
many would be homeless 
or unable to live 
independenetly.

C: Requires funding of services as well 
as rental assistance though at less cost to 
society than hospitalization; incarceration 
or homelessness.  Needs better coordination 
between housing and social service providers.

Yes

47 FIT Mortgage Credit 
Certificate Program

Allows the trade-in of Mortgage Revenue Bond issuing 
authority for the authority to issue Mortgage Credit 
Certificates.  These would allow home ownership to 
offset income taxes on a dollar-for-dollar basis for 
mortgage interest paid.

48 Targeted Workforce Training 
to Increase Tenant Incomes

Training to improve job readiness and required work 
skills.

Provides residents with 
tools to become self-
sufficient and better able 
to afford market rents.

D; Long-term process.  Graduates do not 
always stay in the community.  C: Limited 
resources relative to the need.

Yes

49 VHDA Ban on Unrelated 
Singles

Work to repeal the VHDA regulation that bars 
unrelated singles from using its mortgage programs to 
purchase homes.

Provide more alternatives 
for singles to find 
affordable housing 
alternatives

C: State regulations not within County 
control.

No Seek change in 
VHDA regulations

Operating Costs

50 Real Estate Tax Exemption 
for Affordable Units

Exempt current real estate taxes for affordable housing 
linked to mid-term commitment to limit rents and/or 
rent increases.  Should include First Right of Refusal 
to be effective at exit from program along with deferred 
payment.  Helps address capital gains tax issue for long-
time owners.  Could include partial recapture at exit 
from program.

Reduces operating 
costs and financial 
gap.  Appropriate to 
preservation of market-
rate affordable units.

D: May compensate owners for what they 
would do any way.  Regulations would 
discourage participation.  C: Need provisions 
to ensure property maintenance and upkeep.  
Reduces County tax revenues.

Yes Adopt ordinance
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51 Payment in Lieu of Taxes 
(PILOT)

Reduced real estate tax payments for committed 
affordable housing.

Reduces operating costs 
and financial gap. Spreads 
out County subsidy over 
multiple years.

D: Reduces County tax revenues. No Adopt ordinance

52 Assessor Practice Change formula for calculating the assessed value of 
affordable housing.

Higher capitalization rate 
for committeed affordable 
units would mean lower 
assessed values and lower 
property taxes.

D: Reduces County tax revenues.                                 
C: Policy established at the State level.??

No Obtain State 
authorization

53 Different Tax Rate Adopt a different real property tax rate for affordable 
housing.

Reduces real estate taxes 
and financial gap.

C: Not legal in Virginia(?) No Obtain State 
authorization

54 Energy District Creation of a public energy district to provide a 
sustainable supply at lower and/or stable pricing.

Allows spreading the 
cost of infrastructure 
and energy upgrades by 
amortizing them through 
utility rates.  Could 
reduce overall utility fees 
in the mid- to long-term. 

D: Initial capital requirements to link to 
district energy source could increase upfront 
development costs.  Not yet proven ability to 
achieve cost savings.

No Develop detailed 
plans and cost 
estimates

55 Utility Allowance 
Adjustments

Recognize cost-saving investments in setting utility 
allowances for green buildings.  Standard HUD utility 
allowances used in calculating allowable rents do not 
reflect the lower operating costs of green buildings.

Allows more of the gross 
rent to be dedicated to 
mortgage payments, 
supporting a higher 
mortgage.

C: Costly process to document the cost 
savings from high-efficiency equipment for a 
non-major impact on utility allowances.

No Work with HUD 
and non-profits to 
streamline approval 
of lower allowances

56 Individual Metering Individual metering for tenants in existing buildings to 
facilitate and encourage energy savings.

Making tenants 
responsible for their own 
utility costs provides 
incentives to conserve 
energy and water.  
Reduces operating costs.

D: Tenants may not have the tools to control 
their energy and water use.  May discourage 
landlord investment in energy-saving 
improvements (e.g., new windows).

No Authorize use of 
AHIF



t  Columbia Pike Land Use & Housing Study  t D.15M a y  18, 2011

Preliminary Analysis Report

Prospective Tools for Affordable Housing

This comprehensive list of national and international affordable housing tools catalogues the varying options 
available to incentivize and fund affordable housing.  No priority or recommendation is included or implied.

Advantages represent 
the benefits of each 
specific tool as it relates 
to affordable housing 
development.

Some tools may pose implementation 
challenges or have inherent disadvantages.  
Disadvantages are outcomes that conflict 
with other goals or tools. 
Challenges are limitations that must be 
adjusted or considered.  

Existing 
Arlington 
County 
Program?

How to 
Implement/ Adjust 
Current Tools for 
Maximum Benefit 
for Columbia Pike 
Study Area

Key Tool Description Advantages Disadvantages/Challenges

57 Water/Sewer Fee Reductions Reduce operating costs for affordable housing by 
reducing their water and sewer fees.

Reduces operating costs 
and financial gap and/
or reduces cost burden 
on low-income tenants. 
If committed for life 
of a loan may increase 
debt capacity and reduce 
need for upfront capital 
subsidy. 

D; Limited impact on affordable housing 
feasibility.  Impacts County’s ability to fund 
utility system operations. C:  May reduce 
incentives for conservation.  

No Adopt ordinance

Funding

Funding for County 
Incentives

58 General Obligation Bonds Municipal bonds backed by the County’s full faith and 
credit.  Voter-approved authority for bonds to finance 
the County’s Capital Improvement Program and 
other investments with repayment from General Fund 
revenues.

Low cost of borrowing. D: Limited funding available relative to the 
need.  Only available for County-owned 
assets.  C: Would compete against other 
County investment priorities or County 
policy limits on borrowing as a percentage of 
revenues (designed to protect triple-A rating) 
would have to be adjusted.

Yes but 
not for 
housing

Budget process

59 Industrial Revenue Bonds Bonds issued to finance County support of specific 
projects with underwriting based on project revenues.

For specific provisions or 
usage, no voter approval 
is required.

Yes for 
housing

60 Community Land Trust Financing structure that combines County, foundation, 
bank and other funds to finance acquisition and 
development of affordable housing.

Leverages County funds 
to expand the funding 
available for land 
acquisition and affordable 
housing development.

D: Complex structuring requires extensive 
work with partners.  County absorbs the 
highest risk portion of the investment pool 
(as it does with AHIF loans).

No Secure funding 
partners
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61 Lines of Credit Use of County line of credit arranged with banking 
institutions to assist non-profits in purchasing land 
for affordable housing development.  Was used to 
acquire land for Buchanan Gardens that was leased to 
developer.  Could be used to finance acquisition of at-
risk properties by non-profit developers for future rehab 
and refinancing through AHIF.

Voter approval not 
needed.  Affects 
County’s credit rating 
only indirectly. Flexible 
enough to respond 
quickly to acquisition 
opportunity.  Not 
required to have advance 
budget approval for the 
specific project. 

D:Generally to be used only for short term 
financial requirements. It was used for 
Courthouse Crossing but is still available 
with extension of line of credit or new line 
of credit. 

Yes

62 Foundation Funding Foundation support for affordable housing development 
can be accessed by non-profits for individual projects or 
included in a larger Community Land Trust.

Provides additional gap 
financing.

C: Limited foundation funds available. 
Competition for these types of funds.

No Pursue with CLT

63 Penny for Housing Increase property tax or dedicate a portion of the tax for 
affordable housing development. 

Provides additional 
revenue stream 
designated for affordable 
housing.

D: Requires voter approval for some but not 
all sources of penny. 

No Build support 
through referendum

64 Commercial Linkage Fees Fee charged on development of commercial buildings 
to offset a portion of the cost of providing affordable 
housing for low- and moderate-income workers who 
work there.

Provides additional gap 
financing.

D: Disincentive to economic development.  
Burden falls unevenly on the real estate 
industry rather than the actual employers.  C: 
May be illegal to impose in Virginia under 
current state law.

Yes State legislation

County Directives
65 Arlington County 

Redevelopment and Housing 
Authority

Create a redevelopment and housing authority. Adds County as 
affordable housing 
developer/owner/
manager. Allows 
purchase, development 
and operation of 
affordable housing.  
Enhances public control.

D: Requires additional County staff to 
manage and maintain housing stock.  C: 
Rejected twice by voters.

No Referendum
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66 Special Affordable Housing 
Protection District 
(SAHPD)

Zoning district along the Pike that requires 
replacement of existing affordable units if redeveloped.

Results in long-term 
committed affordable 
housing.  Restricts 
property owners’ ability to 
redevelop for higher rents

Restricts property owners’ ability to redevelop 
for higher rents.  May discourage property 
redevelopment and upgrading for higher 
density and better quality.

Yes

67 Matter-of-Right Zoning Eliminate townhouses as matter-of-right development 
in multi-family zones.

Restrict redevelopment 
that eliminates affordable 
housing.

D: Restricts property owners’ options. 
Restricts potential diversity of housing 
stock offered.  Not a guarantee to yield or 
prevent elimination of affordable housing.  C: 
Currently required only with redevelopment 
above 3.24 FAR.

Yes for 
Ft. Myer 
Heights 
North 
Plan

Revise zoning 
ordinance

68 Eminent Domain Use County condemnation authority to acquire sites for 
affordable housing.

Makes land available 
for affordable housing.  
Allows extended time to 
replace investment with 
similar property to defer 
capital gains taxes for 
owners of condemned 
sites.

D: Does not reduce the cost of land.  Not 
legal under Virginia law.  C: Politically 
controversial.

No

69 Rent Control Legal constraints on rent increases. Protects tenants from 
large or rapid rent 
increases.  Reduces 
market pressures on 
tenants in rapidly-
escalating rent markets. 
May preserve the 
affordability of existing 
housing.

D : May create a rental housing shortage 
due to increased demand and restricted 
supply.  Would encourage conversion 
to condominiums.  Constrains private 
investment and development.  Many private 
investors will not invest in communities 
with rent control.  In some cases has led to 
cutbacks in maintenance.  Not targeted to 
low-income residents, so may favor market-
rate residents.

No

Prospective Tools for Affordable Housing

This comprehensive list of national and international affordable housing tools catalogues the varying options 
available to incentivize and fund affordable housing.  No priority or recommendation is included or implied.

Advantages represent 
the benefits of each 
specific tool as it relates 
to affordable housing 
development.

Some tools may pose implementation 
challenges or have inherent disadvantages.  
Disadvantages are outcomes that conflict 
with other goals or tools. 
Challenges are limitations that must be 
adjusted or considered.  

Existing 
Arlington 
County 
Program?

How to 
Implement/ Adjust 
Current Tools for 
Maximum Benefit 
for Columbia Pike 
Study Area

Key Tool Description Advantages Disadvantages/Challenges
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70 Housing Trust Fund Public funds, established by legislation, ordinance or 
resolution, to receive specific revenues dedicated to 
affordable housing development. 

The key characteristic 
of a housing trust fund 
is that it receives on-
going revenues from 
dedicated sources such as 
commercial development 
taxes, fees on loan 
repayments, and transfer 
taxes. These funds can 
stabilize communities 
facing gentrification 
pressures.

D: May reduce County tax revenues 
available for other purposes.

Yes

71 Demolition Taxes Tax charged on demolition of existing housing. Generates  minimal funds 
that can be earmarked for 
affordable housing.

D: Raises development costs.  Discourages 
redevelopment.

No Adopt ordinance

Prospective Tools for Affordable Housing

This comprehensive list of national and international affordable housing tools catalogues the varying options 
available to incentivize and fund affordable housing.  No priority or recommendation is included or implied.

Advantages represent 
the benefits of each 
specific tool as it relates 
to affordable housing 
development.

Some tools may pose implementation 
challenges or have inherent disadvantages.  
Disadvantages are outcomes that conflict 
with other goals or tools. 
Challenges are limitations that must be 
adjusted or considered.  

Existing 
Arlington 
County 
Program?

How to 
Implement/ Adjust 
Current Tools for 
Maximum Benefit 
for Columbia Pike 
Study Area

Key Tool Description Advantages Disadvantages/Challenges
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Integrated land use and transportation planning 
will be an important component of the Land Use 
& Housing Study (LU&HS).  As part of the June 
2011 charrette, Ian Lockwood of AECOM will 
join the Dover-Kohl team to explore transportation 
interventions, such as the potential for new street 
connections in the study area, and the integration 
of walkable street design elements to existing and 
planned new streets.   

As background research, past transportation stud-
ies and plans (including the 2007 Transportation 
Master Plan, the 2010 Transportation Master Plan 
Streets Element, and several other vision-related 
documents) from over the last decade were reviewed, 
revealing a logical progression of ideas from goals 
and objectives to physical design recommendations.  
The direction set by Arlington County and its con-
sultants for the future of the Pike is excellent and 
highly tuned to the context.  Transportation recom-
mendations contained in the Land Use & Housing 
Study will be coordinated with the recommendations 
of these past studies, and with projects currently in 
process, such as the planned Pike streetscape im-
provements and the streetcar initiative.
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Preliminary Analysis Report

Transportation Conditions
Preliminary Investigation for the Land Use & Housing Study

The transportation direction for the Land Use & 
Housing Study area is highly constrained due to the 
historic assets, topography, water courses, available 
financial resources, existing street network, and the 
proposed streetcar line. Consequently, the trans-
portation focus, for the future, is to suggest “value 
added” ideas in the face of: 1) a desire for high qual-
ity design, and 2) limited human and financial re-
sources. 

In the image at right, four relatively arbitrary cordon 
lines were drawn to show the relative degree of con-
nectedness throughout the area.  There are over 30 
north-south lanes crossing the orange and green cor-
dons, compared to about 10 east-west lanes crossing 
the red and blue cordons.  Consequently, the car-car-
rying capacity in the north-south direction is about 
triple that in the east-west direction.  It is not a sur-
prise that Columbia Pike, the only continuous east-
west street, is a very busy street.  The policy direc-
tion to not widen the Pike or any street is excellent, 
especially since there is likely a huge latent demand 
for more car use that would immediately fill up any 
new car lanes.  The policy direction to use non-car 
modes, land use mixing and densification, aligning 
off-set intersections, etc. is the responsible choice.   

As properties are improved or redeveloped over time, 
it is imperative to look for ways to increase the east-
west connections, parallel with the Pike, thus break-
ing the ‘superblocks.’ Understanding of course that 
financial and staff resources to pursue increasing the 
network of streets is not limitless, the County could 
focus its resources on completing a continuous 9th 
Street parallel to Columbia Pike on the north side 

and 12th Street, also parallel but to the south. If 
these connections become too difficult to make as a 
‘straight line,’ having ‘ jogs’ in the route will function 
in a similar way, and will also likely slow traffic.  
 
Also, since the cross-section for the Pike is highly 
constrained and will likely have streetcars in the 
outer lanes, the parallel routes should be designed 
to be bicycle-friendly.  If there are any reasons that 

prohibit vehicular traffic to connect along these par-
allel routes, provisions for bicycle and pedestrians 
can usually still be accommodated.  A longer term 
strategy, utilized by many municipalities, is to wait 
for the connections to occur as part of agreements 
with private property owners as they apply for re-
development.  This usually reduces the costs to the 
municipality, but the implementation is piecemeal 
and takes a long time.

There are over 30 north-south lanes crossing the orange and green cordons, compared to about 10 east-west lanes crossing the red 
and blue cordons.  More network is inherently good but, from a cost-benefit perspective, there should be a higher priority to focus 
the resources on completing continuous 9th Street and 12th Street parallel east-west streets.
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Building new north-south streets is not very im-
portant from a motor vehicle capacity perspective.  
However, new north-south streets are highly im-
portant to make better places, increase walkability, 
reduce circuitous routing, increase access, and pro-
vide parking. One cost-effective option is to retro-
fit parking lots into north-south “streets”, that will 
maximize the “utility” to the community, is “shared 
spaces”.  Shared spaces are highly flexible and will 
greatly increase the character and variety of streets in 
the area.  Parking is costly and providing just enough 
will be a challenge.  Shared spaces can accommodate 
parking at almost the same density as conventional 
parking lots.  However, their design vocabulary is 
more like a linear plaza than a street, so motorists 
drive more slowly and safely.  

In the County’s Street Element, there are a variety of 
street types.  All of these street types, except for the 
woonerf, are “fixed-use” type streets.  That is, there 
is a designated lane to drive a vehicle, a designated 
lane to park, a designated strip of land for landscap-
ing and street furniture, and a sidewalk for walk-
ing.  Sometimes, there is a designated bike lane and 
sometimes place for outdoor dining or socializing.  
The woonerf, which originates back to the Nether-
lands in the 1970s, is a multiple-use space in which 
all of the elements are mixed.  The woonerf is great 
for low volume roads.  On the other hand, shared 
spaces, which date back to the Netherlands about 10 
years ago, can handle much more traffic.  It is recom-
mended that Arlington County adopt an additional 
type of street in its available menu that would be a 
“non-fixed use” option for non-arterial streets and, 
eventually, two-lane arterial streets with appropriate 

contexts, called “shared spaces.”  Before becoming a 
regular street type option, the adoption of the shared 
street type should be experimental in nature for the 
first two or three years to encourage trials, variety, 
monitoring, and evolution of design. 

Summary Map

One of the primary challenges identified for this ef-
fort is to coordinate the work of many studies, in 
order to gain a complete understanding of mobil-
ity for the Pike corridor.  The following pages con-
tain a summary map which begins to assemble the 
many pieces of the puzzle into one comprehensive 
view.   The map shows the Revitalization District 
Nodes and sites selected for analysis during the first 
phase of the LU&HS.  It locates the planned street-
car stops, and identifies locations that seem viable 
for future street or alley connections.  (All potential 
connections shown are preliminary; these locations 
/ alignments will need further study, through this 
planning process and beyond.)  This map also high-
lights the 9th and 12th street parallel connections, 
which should be given high priority.  

Structured parking in or near the Revitalization Dis-
trict Nodes is essential for creating a walkable, park-
once environment.  The summary map highlights a 
few locations that are large enough to accommodate 
new parking structures, with appropriate liner build-
ings to shield view of parking from pedestrians on 
the street.  The locations shown are conceptual; ac-
tual locations for additional parking structures in the 
corridor will be determined over time as individual 

property owners make decisions regarding site im-
provements.

The Columbia Pike Street Space Task Force iden-
tified idealized cross-sections for Columbia Pike, 
integrating transit as well as bicycle and pedestrian 
amenities. A total of 16 different sections were cre-
ated, each responding to different existing condi-
tions found along the Pike.  This document guides 
the work of consultants planning in the Columbia 
Pike corridor; the sections are anticipated to be 
modified in the future as details are finalized, but 
the intent shown in these sections (for example, 
wide sidewalks, street trees, etc.) will be maintained.  
Several representative sections have been keyed 
to the summary map and are located on page E.7.
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A

B

Western Columbia Pike Transportation Analysis Map
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C D

Eastern Columbia Pike Transportation Analysis Map
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Preliminary Analysis Report

Street section along west Columbia Pike Street section along central Columbia Pike

Street section along east Columbia Pike Street section adjacent to Foxcroft Heights neighborhood

A B

DC

Columbia Pike Street Space Task Force Recommendations (2004)


