Department of Planning & Community & Economic Development
Planning Division
Website: www.cityofmadison.com Madison Municipal Building, Suite LL100
215 Martin Luther King, Jr, Boulevard
P.O. Box 2983
Madison, Wisconsin 53701-2985

TTY/TEXTNET 866 704 2318
FAX 608 267 8739

TO: Mayor David J. Cieslewicz PH 608 266 4635

Madison Common Council M
FROM: Bradley J. Murphy, Planning 16n Direct

DATE: April 14,2008

SUBJECT: Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance Evaluation Study

Attached is the second evaluation study prepared by the Department of Planning & Community &
Economic Development on the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance. The attached report covers the
implementation of the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance from its adoption in February 2004. The report
updates the first evaluation study which was issued on January 18, 2006. The report covers the
inclusionary zoning program from February 2004 through December 31, 2007 and compares the
program before and after the ordinance amendments were approved in July of 2006.

The report is intended to supplement information being provided by the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance
Advisory Oversight Committee on the implementation of the ordinance.

c: Mark A. Olinger, Director, Department of Planning & Community & Economic Development
Hickory Hurie, Community Development Block Grant Superv1sor
Matt Tucker, Zoning Administrator
Ray Harmon, Assistant to the Mayor
Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance Advisory Oversight Committee
Housing Committee
Plan Commission

F\Piroot WORDP\PLAMURPHY\MEMOWMayor 041408.doc



INCLUSIONARY ZONING ORDINANCE EVALUATION STUDY

Prepared by: Department of Planning & Community & Economic Development, Planning
Division and Community Development Block Grant Office
March 31, 2008

INTRODUCTION )

This is the second evaluation study prepared by the Department on the Inclusionary Zoning
Ordinance. The first evaluation report was issued on January 18, 2006 and covered the
implementation of the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance from its original adoption in February of
2004 through September of 2005. This report updates the previous report and focuses on the
Inclusionary Zoning Program operating under the ordinance amendments approved by the
Common Council in July of 2006. These ordinance amendments also roughly coincide with the
Court of Appeals decision in August of 2006, which resulted in new rental housing
developments being exempt from the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance.

This report summarizes the projects approved under the Inclusionary Zoning Program and their
distribution throughout the City prior to the ordinance amendments approved in July of 2006,
and subsequent to these amendments. The report compares the Inclusionary Zoning Program
before and after the amendments.

The report provides data related to the original objectives of the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance
and the possible adverse effects that were discussed prior to the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance
being adopted. This report supplements a report issued recently by the Inclusionary Zoning
Advisory Oversight Committee dated November 28, 2007, and incorporates some of the data
summarized in that report.

SUMMARY OF ORDINANCE OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES

Two primary overriding goals were identified for the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance when it
was originally adopted in February of 2004:

1. To increase the number of affordable dwelling units in the City of Madison, and
2. To create mixed-income neighborhoods throughout the City.

To achieve these goals, the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance requires 15% of the dwelling units
within new residential developments containing 10 or more dwelling units to be affordable at
certain income levels. The program was expected to create approximately 200-300 affordable
units per year and to ensure that the units would be distributed throughout the community where
new development was occurring.

The program has now been in existence for four years. During this time period, 58 projects were
approved which required inclusionary/affordable dwelling units. These projects included 6,023
total dwelling units (70% owner-occupied and 18% rental) of which 695 units, or 11.5% were
affordable. Three projects accounting for 740 units or 12% of the total units included future
multi-family phases where the tenure has not yet been determined. An average of 174 affordable
units per year have been approved.



Several projects approved are unlikely to move forward. These include the 800 Block of East
Washington Avenue, the Starkweather Square plat, the Hilldale Condominiums and the
Churchill Crossing project. This latter project was originally approved under the ordinance but
later reapproved as an 17 exempt rental project. These projects included 702 total units of which
107 were affordable units. In addition, many other approved projects marketed the affordable
units under the original ordinance and are now out of the program. The ability to market the units
for 240 days without a sale under the original ordinance has resulted in an additional 184
affordable units being removed from the program. Therefore, of the total 695 affordable units
approved, 418 potential affordable units remain in the program. '

During the first 2 ¥ years of the program’s existence, the ordinance applied to both owner-
occupied and rental projects. During this period 53 total projects were approved which required
inclusionary/affordable dwelling units. These projects included 611 units which were affordable.
Following the ordinance amendments in July 2006 and the Court of Appeals decision which
exempted rental projects from the program, 5 new projects were approved under the revised
Ordinance which were required to provide inclusionary/affordable dwelling units. These projects
included 628 units of which 84 units or 13.4% were affordable. One other project totaling 350
units in future phases had not determined the tenure. It should be noted, however, that during this
period four other projects (SIPs where the GDP was approved under the original ordinance) were
also approved which required affordable units. These projects, however, were considered under
the provisions of the original ordinance.

Of the 695 total affordable units approved under the original ordinance and the ordinance
amendments, 306 units have moved forward for final approval for construction and were
available for purchase by income-eligible families. Of this total, 184 units have rolled out of the
17, Program as they were marketed under the terms of the original ordinance and are now market-
rate units. As of October 2007, 41 units of the total have had accepted offers to purchase and an
additional 18 units are occupied.

CONCLUSION

The Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance has been in place for four years. During the first two years
of the program, a substantial number of units were approved in line with the original goals
established for the program prior to its adoption. Unfortunately, a few provisions in the original
ordinance which allowed units to be marketed far in advance of when the units were actually
available for occupancy and which did not require adequate marketing of the for sale units, as
well as the equity sharing formula resulted in many of the affordable units being rolled out of the
program. The incentive point system was also widely criticized by builders and developers as
being confusing and unworkable.

In July of 2006, comprehensive amendments to the original ordinance were adopted by the
Common Council. These amendments replaced the incentive point system with a “revenue off-
set system,” and changed the marketing requirements under the program. The Common Council
also created an Inclusionary Zoning Oversight Committee to further develop the revenue offset
system, to revise the policy document, and to further evaluate housing needs relative to the
Inclusionary Zoning Program’s target households, and to make recommendations on the
marketing of inclusionary dwelling units.
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The original ordinance was adopted with a major revision in the equity-sharing formula than
proposed by the Housing Affordability Subcommittee. Ordinance revisions regarding the
marketability and the complex equity-sharing formula were proposed 15 months after the
original ordinance was adopted, based on poor buyer response to that complex formula, and the
easy roll-out provisions. During the course of the Mayor’s workgroup discussions on ways to
improve the program, some developers made a concerted effort to seek a revision in the incentive
system, an effort that was eventually delegated to the newly formed Inclusionary Zoning
Advisory Oversight Committee. After the Council adopted the new equity formula (pro-rated
share times the value, minus 5% bonus for the buyer to accommodate improvements), the
program experienced more buyer interest and sales. While the new equity formula takes some
additional time to explain to buyers, it generally favors the buyer in a down market, since the
amount owed decreases with depreciating house values, rather than staying at a fixed amount
that could lead to situations where the buyer/owner owes more than the home is worth.

Staff believe that there continues to be a flaw in the current program: open marketing of the
inclusionary zoning affordable units in a manner that represents the interests of the target buyer
population. This is partially a structural problem and professional practice issue in the general
real estate brokerage industry itself. Buyer-brokers who serve the buyer are paid through a
commission shared with the seller’s broker, or through a fee paid by the buyer. In the
inclusionary zoning situation where the purchase price is fixed, the developer/builder can refuse
to split the commission with the buyer-broker (as some have), and the buyer must either pay
his/her broker out of his pocket, or find another home. Since inclusionary zoning target buyers
generally have fewer discretionary resources and developers/builders price the inclusionary
zoning units at the maximum sales price levels, the inclusionary zoning buyers have less
flexibility within the housing market to hire a buyer-broker and thus depend heavily on the
developer’s agent for guidance with inclusionary zoning. The Inclusionary Zoning Advisory
Oversight Committee is working to improve the marketing of units.

Over the course of the first four years of the ordinance, the Madison Inclusionary Zoning
program has resolved several technical challenges that respond to issues raised by critics of the
adoption of the program. In particular, original critics were concerned that the City would never
allow less than 15% of the units to be affordable and that reductions or waivers would not be
approved. Critics also were concerned that the Plan Commission would not differentiate between
different types of projects such as projects within the downtown and on the periphery.

With the help of Toby Sherry, the program assembled a waiver analysis tool that has produced
reasonable analyses of different developments and has actually led to a number of reductions in
the 15% standard expectation. In general, where the City has provided greater density or such
incentives as TIF subsidy, the waiver tool has recommended little in the way of reductions.
Where the City has offered less density or subsidy, or the scale of the project has been
insufficient to offset loss of revenue from inclusionary zoning units, the tool has suggested a
downward revision in the 15% expectation. The work of the Inclusionary Zoning Oversight
Committee has resulted in the development of a workable gap analysis tool to provide greater
specificity and flexibility in making recommendations regarding the trade-offs among
inclusionary zoning units, off-site units, and payments in lieu and the “value gap” between
inclusionary zoning units, their market value, and City incentives provided. This model has now
been applied to three projects.
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As more cities adopt inclusionary zoning programs across the country, Madison has received a
number of inquiries regarding these two tools as possible solutions to the market insensitivity of
some of the earlier inclusionary zoning ordinances adopted around the country.

The adoption of the comprehensive amendments to the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance, and the
work of the Inclusionary Zoning Oversight Committee generally coincided with a downturn in
the housing market generally, and the market for condominiums and single-family homes, more
specifically. The slowing of residential construction has resulted in far fewer dwelling units
being approved and built under the new ordinance than the original ordinance. It should also be
recognized that dwelling units continue to be approved under plans and plats approved under the
original ordinance.

The City adopted the original Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance during an up market and has
administered it during one of the weakest markets in decades. Since the Dane County housing
market appears to have experienced the same increases and decreases during the same period, it
would appear that the ordinance did not generate the kind of adverse market impact that some
predicted upon adoption of the original ordinance. Instead growth continued, with increases and
declines in approximately the same pattern, reflecting more macro-economic forces than the
ordinance by itself.

The City is seeing the first affordable units being occupied by income-eligible households with
18 units now occupied and another 41 units with accepted offers to purchase. The revised
ordinance has been in place for 1-% years, Unfortunately, the downturn in the housing market
has resulted in only a few projects being approved. This is combined with the fact that some
projects approved have a long lead time from approval to actual construction of individual units.
As a result, very few units have been marketed under the new ordmnance.

The Oversight Committee has been working to complete a housing supply and demand study
which will further inform the target market for the inclusionary zoning program and marketing
strategies to reach income-eligible households. An initial draft of the study has been submitted
and a summary of the study is being prepared.

Staff have heard that a number of developer/builders are currently waiting to see what will
happen with the current Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance given that the potential sunset date of
January 2, 2009 is rapidly approaching. Given that the housing market has slowed, there is a
larger inventory of existing lots to build on which, in turn, means that some builders/developers
can work off of this existing inventory before deciding whether to proceed with new residential
development projects in 2008 or to wait until 2009. Because of the very small number of projects
approved under the July 2006 revisions to the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance, and the very small
number of units actually being marketed under the new ordinance, it is difficult to evaluate the
effectiveness of the ordinance revisions at the present time.

The Oversight Committee is developing recommendations to improve the effectiveness of
marketing strategies for Inclusionary Zoning units and are evaluating the results of the supply
and demand study. Additional projects will be submitted and approved over the remainder of this
year, giving staff an additional basis to review the effectiveness of the ordinance amendments
approved in July of 2006.
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It seems clear that the effectiveness of the new ordinance would need to be evaluated over
several additional years following the completion of the housing needs study, the continued
evaluation of the revenue off-set model based on additional projects being reviewed, and the
implementation of new comprehensive marketing strategies.

SUMMARY OF APPROVED INCLUSIONARY ZONING PROJECTS

Between February 15, 2004 and July 2006 the City approved 33 projects with 5,043 total
dwelling units of which 625 were affordable. Since the amendments approved in July 0£2006, 5
projects were approved totaling 980 dwelling units of which 84 were affordable, Table 1
provides a summary of the project data, while Table 1a in Appendix 2 provides a listing of all of
the individual projects. Table 1b provides additional detail on each of these projects, including a
project name, date of approval, incentives/off-sets requested and approved, and the construction
status.

Table 1
Summary of Projects Subject to Inclusionary Zoning
February 2004-December 31, 2007

Number of Total _
Projects™ Units** IZ. Units**
Approved Under Original Ordinance Standards
(February 2004 - July 2006)
Owner; 41 3,560 501
Rental 8 1,093 109
Not Yet Determined 1 390 1
Projects with both Rental and Owner Units* 3
Subtotal 53 5,043 611
Approved Under Revised Ordinance Standards
(Adopted July 2006)
Owner 3 628 84
Rental 0 2 0
Not Yet Determined 1 350 0
Projects with both Rental and Owner Units* I
Subtotal 5 980 84
Total Projects with Owner (Only) Units 44 4,188 585
Total Projects with Rental (Only) Units 8 1,095 109
Total Projects with both Rental and Owner
Units* 4
Total - Not Yet Determined 2 740 1
Total Approvals 58 6,023 695

*Project total includes four (4) projects that included both rental and owner units. Units in these projects included in the count of
owner/rental units and 1Z units.

##Includes 1,906 units (and 226 IZ units) with GDP-only {non-construction} approval and 1,495 total units (and 156 IZ uniis}
that have received necessary approvals but have not been recorded.

2,622 total units {and 313 IZ units) have been approved and recorded.
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The Planning Division also examined the residential development projects exempt from the
Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance which were approved by the City’s Plan Commission and
Common Council during this same time period. These residential projects were approved as
conditional use permits and Specific Implementation Plans for lands which were already platted
and zoned for development prior to the enactment of the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance. Table 2
provides a summary of these projects. Table 2a in Appendix 2 lists all of the projects. These
projects are also mapped on Map 1 at the end of this report.

Table 2
Summary of Residential Projects

Approved Exempt from Inclusion in the IZ Zoning Ordinance |
February 2004-December 31, 2007

Projects Owner Units|Rental Units{Total Units
Conditional Use Permits
February 2004 - July 2006 126 413| 539
(Time of Original IZ Ordinance)
Approved after July 2006 206 118 324
{Time of Revised IZ Ordinance)
Subtotal 332 531 863
Specific Implementation Plans '
February 2004 - July 2006 429 551 980
(Time of Original IZ Ordinance)
Approved after July 2006 140 540 680
(Time of Revised IZ Ordinance)
Subtotal 569 1,091 1,660
Totals
Approved During the Time of Original Ordinance 555 964 1,519
Approved During the Time of Revised IZ Ordinance 346 658 1,004
Total 901 1,622 2,523

See Table 2 in Appendix 2 for additional detail.

Since the adoption of the original Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance, the City’s Plan Commission
has approved 25 conditional use permits for rental and condominium projects, totaling 863 total
units. During the same time period the Common Council approved 6,023 total units in projects
subject to the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance. As the inventory of vacant already zoned land is
developed, the number of new projects which are exempt from the Inclusionary Zoning
Ordinance will decrease.

Table 2 also notes the tenure of units approved. Of the 2,523 units approved, 64% were rental,
while 36% were for owner-occupied housing. Since July of 2006 the City has approved 24
conditional use permits and Specific Implementation Plans for projects that were exempt from
Inclusionary Zoning requirements. This compares to 12 projects (5 under the new ordinance and
7 under the original ordinance) approved over the same time period which required Inclusionary-
Zoning.

FAPlroot WORDPAPLMZ\Evaluation033 108.doc 6



Evaluation of Changes Made to the Inclusionarv Zoning Ordinance in July 2006

In July of 2006 the Common Council approved amendments to the original Inclusionary Zoning
Ordinance. The primary changes included:

1.

2.

3.
4.

5.

Eliminating the incentive point system and replacing it with a “revenue off-set
system.”

Inclusion of requirements for the reduction in the number of units required in the
event that offsets do not equal 95% of the revenue differential between the revenues
generated by development without any inclusiopary zoning units and those generated
by the development that provides inclusionary dwelling units.

Changes to the marketing requirements under the program.

Inclusion of a sunset provision which provides that the ordinance shall have no effect
after January 2, 2009.

Establishing an Inclusionary Zoning Oversight Advisory Committee.

The Oversight Committee is charged with several tasks, inclading:

a.

Evaluate housing needs relative to the Inclusionary Zoning Program target
households,

Develop gap analysis and waiver methodologies,

Revise the policy document,

Make recommendations concerning the marketing of the inclusionary
dwelling units,

Seek public input on the Inclusionary Zoning Program, and

Report annually on implementation issues to the Common Council.

The first annual report of the Committee was issued on November 28, 2007.

The Committee adopted six measures of success for the Inclusionary Zoning Program. These

include:

,e e o

Inclusionary zoning units approved, marketed, purchased, built, occupied and
resold,

Geographical dispersion of the inclusionary dwelling units,

Participant feedback,

Buyer characteristics,

Long-term affordability,

Benefits/costs.

The Committee’s report summarizes these measures in graphic and tabular form in the report.
The paragraphs that follow summarize some of the findings.

Projects Approved Under the Original Ordinance

The Community Development Block Grant Office indicates that, of the 611 total affordable (IZ)
units approved under the original ordinance, projects containing 287 units moved forward to
final approval for construction and purchase by income-eligible families. Of this total, the
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marketing period has started for 219 of the units. And of these, 184 (64%) units have been rolled
out of the program as they were marketed under the terms of the original ordinance and are now
market-rate units. Another 41 units have had accepted offers to purchase (as of October 2007),
and an additional 18 units are occupied. Waivers were provided with a payment in lieu of
providing units for 25 total units under the original ordinance.

Projects Approved Under the New Ordinance

The Community Development Block Grant Office indicates that of the 5 projects approved under
the new ordinance, 19 affordable units were approved for construction and purchase by income-
eligible families. The marketing period has started for 5 of the 19 units, while a waiver and
payment in lieu of the units was provided for 3 units.

Appendix 1 of this report provides a summary of the data provided by the Inclusionary Zoning
Oversight Committee in its first annual report. The data include the geographical dispersion of
occupied inclusionary units throughout the community, an income comparison of households
occupying these units, and a cost/benefit summary.

Tenure/Unit Types

Since the adoption of the original ordinance in February 2004, 58 inclusionary zoning projects
were approved, of which 44 were owner-occupied housing, 8 were rental housing, 4 included a
mix of owner and rental housing, and 2 included other housing types (life estate units) or had not
yet determined the tenure type.

Since the July 2006 amendments and the Court of Appeals decision, all new inclusionary zoning
projects have been owner-occupied.

PDevelopers/Buvers Location

There have been 28 different developers that have had projects approved under the Inclusionary
Zoning Ordinance, Since the ordinance amendments in July 2006 there have been 5 developers
that have had projects approved under the ordinance. Project locations continue to be distributed
throughout the City, both on the Isthmus and on the periphery in locations where development is
occurring. Overall, approximately one-half of the projects with inclusionary dwelling units have
been located on the periphery of the City with the other one-half being located in redevelopment
projects in the downtown and built-up areas of the City.

As with the report which was issued in 2006, this report also concludes that the Inclusionary
Zoning projects which have been approved are distributed throughout the community and are
Jocated generally in those areas which are experiencing development and redevelopment. Map 1
at the end of this report shows all of the projects which have been approved since February of
2004.

The 18 buyers of inclusionary units are dispersed throughout the City. Six of the units are located
on the near east side, 5 on the north side, 3 on the near-west side and 2 each in the central area
and southwest sides of the City.
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Offsets Requested and Approved

Table 1b in Appendix 2 provides a listing of the offsets requested by developers and the offsets
approved by the Plan Commission and Common Council. Of the 58 projects, the most frequently
requested and granted incentives/off-sets included density bonuses, parkland development fee
reductions, cash subsidies and full or partial waivers from the requirements. Table 3 below is a
summary of the requested and approved off-sets and incentives.

Table 3

Summary of Offsets and Incentives
February 15-2004- December 31, 2007
For All IZ Projects

Qriginal Ordinance

Revised Ordinance

Requested | Granted Requested Granted
Summary of Offsets / Incentives
Standard Offsets / Incentives {Listed on Application Form)
Density Bonus 11 28 3 3
Parkland Development Fee Reduction 18 6 1 0
Parkiand Dedication Reduction 5 0 0 0
Off-Street Parking Reduction 3 0 0 0
Non-City Provision of Street Tree Planting 4 2 1 1
One Additional Story in Downtown Design Zone 0 1 0 0
Residential Parking Permits in PUD/PCD 3 i 0 0
Cash Subsidy ' 15 4 1 0
Neighborhood Plan Assistance Preparation 0 0 0 0
Assistance Obtaining Housing Funding Information 0 0 0 0
Other Accommodations (Not Listed on Application Form)
Expedited Review 2 1 0 0
Release from Dispersion Requirements 1 1 0 0
Unit Exclusion 0 0 1 1
Partial/Full Waivers 12 12 0 0

The Oversight Committee developed and adopted a “revenue gap offset analysis model” and
policy assumptions that are incorporated into a spreadsheet format and used by the City with
developer supplied information to assess the opportunity cost of the required inclusionary
dwelling units, balanced against the value of the incentives (or offsets) provided by the City to
the developers. Staff use this tool to explore combinations of various approved offsets, units,
payments in lieu of, and off-site units. These scenarios are then used to help make
recommendations to the developer and to the City’s Plan Commission for the Commission’s
consideration in reviewing the inclusionary dwelling unit plans which accompany land use
applications. This tool has now been used in the review and approval of three projects.
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Plan Commission Accepfance of Staff Recommendations

In general, the Plan Commission and Common Council have, with very few exceptions,
approved the recommendations from the Community Development Block Grant Office and
Planning Division on inclusionary zoning projects. The changes that have been made to these
projects by the Plan Commission and Common Council have generally been minor in nature and
involved the location of affordable units within the project or the phasing of affordable units
within different phases of the project.

Housing Needs

The Oversight Committee is working to complete a Housing Demand and Supply Study funded
by the City of Madison with donations from Veridian, the Wisconsin Realtors Association and
the Madison Area Builders Association. The Taurean Group was hired to complete the study.
The original target date for the study was February 2007. Calculating the supply and demand for
housing at various income levels was more complicated than either the consultant or the
Oversight Committee anticipated. The Committee has been working with the consultant to
complete the study. The Committee expects to issue a separate report has on housing demand
and supply.

Policies and Protocols

The Oversight Committee revised and simplified the policy document. At its September 21, 2000
meeting the Committee adopted a final revised version which 1s now being used by staff and
applicants.

Marketing Strategies

The Oversight Committee is working to develop a set of recommended marketing strategies for
the Inclusionary Zoning Program. It is anticipated that the recommendations will be available
within the next few months.
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EFFECT OF INCLUSIONARY ZONING ON HOUSING PRODUCTION CITYWIDE

While it is relatively easy to track overall production of housing units on an annual basis in the
City of Madison, it is much more difficult to attribute changes in the production of units from
year to year to any single factor. A sustained change in housing unit production in the City of
Madison may be the result of many factors, one of which might be inclusionary zoning. Yearly
fluctuations in housing production are the result of numerous factors, including interest rates,
supply of developable land for new residential development, surplus housing units within the
local market for various types of units (condominiums, rental, etc.), overall economic
conditions/climate, etc. The following sections summarize changes in dwelling unit production
by type of unit.

DWELLING UNITS BUILT

Between 1990 and 2003 an annual average of 1,556 dwelling units were built in the City of
Madison compared to 2,236 elsewhere within Dane County. Since the adoption of the
Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance the number of dwelling units built annually has averaged 1,807
in the City of Madison compared to 2,418 throughout the remainder of Dane County. Both prior
to the adoption of the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance and following the adoption, the City has
continued to account for a little over 40% of the dwelling units built within Dane County with
the City’s share actually increasing slightly from 41% between 1990-2003 to 43% between
2004-2006 (see Figure 1).

Figure 1: Percentage of Dwelling Units Built 1990 - 2006
City of Madison versus Remainder of Dane County
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Data Source:

Dane County Regional Planning Commission; 1997 Regional Trends Tabels 29 & 30 for 1980

Dane County Regional Planning Commission; 2000 and 2001 Regional Trends, Tables 28 and 29 for years 1991 thru 1996
Dane County Planning Department, Draft 2006 Trends, Table 28 for years 1997 thru 2006
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Figures 2 and 3 provide a summary of the dwelling units built by type within the City of
Madison and the remainder of Dane County, both prior to and following the adoption of the
Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance. The figures show very similar trends prior to and following the
adoption of the ordinance, with the City continuing to account for slightly less than 30% of all
the single-family homes built within the County and approximately 60% of the multi-family
dwelling units constructed.
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Figure 2. Dwelling Units Built 1990 - 2003
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City of Madison, Dept. of Planning and Development, Building Inspection, Annual Summary of Bullding Permits Issues, 1990 - 2008
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Dane County Regional Pianning Commission; 2000 and 2001 Regional Trends, Tables 28 and 29 for years 1891 thru 1696

Dane Counly Planning Department, Draft 2008 Trends, Table 29 for years 1897 {hru 2003
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The City of Madison has accounted for less than 50% of the total housing constructed within
Dane County for many years. In the early 1990s the City made a concerted effort to reduce the
disparity between the development occurring within the City of Madison and the remainder of
Dane County by developing neighborhood development plans which encouraged a balance of
owner-occupied and rental housing within new neighborhoods and which were intended to
ensure that the City of Madison would continue to be able to participate in the growth and
development occurring within Dane County.

Figure 4 is a line graph which summarizes the annual housing production in the City of Madison
compared to the remainder of Dane County between 1990 and 2006 by year. It is clear from the
figure that, while the City has historically accounted for somewhat less than 50% of the dwelling
units built, the actual number of dwelling units built in any given year can very substantially
from year to year. For example, between 2001-2002 the number of units built in the City dropped
by 460 units, then increased by 650 units between 2002-2003, and then decreased again by 700
units between 2003-2004.

Figure 4: Dwelling Units Permitted 1990 - 2006
City of Madison - Remainder of Dane County - Dane County
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Data Source:

City of Madison, Dept. of Planning and Development, Sullding Inspection, Asnuat Summary of Building Permils Issues, 1980 - 2006
Dane County Regionat Planning Commission; 1997 Regional Trends Tabels 29 & 30 for 1980

Dane County Regional Planning Commission; 2000 and 2001 Regional Trends, Tables 28 and 29 for years 1991 thru 1996

Dane Counly Planning Department, Draft 2006 Trends, Table 29 for 1987 - 2006

Housing production within the City of Madison and areas outside of the City of Madison
declined from a peak in 2003, with housing production since then in the City of Madison roughly
paralleling that within the remainder of Dane County. Housing production within the City of
Madison, peaked between 2001-2005 when the annual average units built exceeded 2,000 per
year. Since 2005 the housing production in 2006 (1,300 units) and 2007 (1,000 units) has
returned to levels similar to those of the early to mid-1990s.
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Of particular note is the change in the number of single-family and multi-family units built from
year to year. Figure 5 provides a comparison between the 1990-2003 average with housing
production by type of unit in 2004, 2005, 2006 and 2007. The graph clearly shows the decline in
the production of both single-family and multi-family housing units which has occurred over the
last 4 years.

Figure 5: Dwelling Units Built - City of Madison, 1990 - 2007
Average of Pweiling Units Built for 1990-2003
Actual Dwelting Units Built 2604 - 2005 - 2008 - 2007
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Data Source:

City of Madisen, Dept. of Planning and Development, Building Inspection, Annual Summary of Building Permits Issues, 1980 - 2007
Dare County Regional Planning Commission; 1397 Regicnaf Trends Tabels 29 & 30 for 1990

Dane County Regional Planning Commission; 2000 and 2001 Regional Trends, Tables 28 and 29 for years 1981 lhru 1936

Dane County Pianning Depariment, Draft 2004 Trends, Tables 28 and 29 for years 1987 thru 2006

It is extremely difficult to determine the effect that the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance has on
housing production both inside and outside the City of Madison. A review of the data does not
show a significant difference in the housing production trends inside of the City with those
outside of the City which can be linked to the year 2004. Even if there was some difference, it
would not necessarily mean that the change was the result of the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance.
Given the review of the data, it does not appear that there is any significant difference occurring
in type and number of dwelling units built within the City compared to those areas outside the
City as a result of the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance. Likewise, a one year drop or significant
increase in the number of units built has very little relationship to the Inclusionary Zoning
Ordinance. Over time, it may be easier to see some trend developing but at the present time,
there does not appear to be any significant change occurring.

Given the Court of Appeals decision which exempts rental housing from the Inclusionary Zoning
Ordinance, one might think that there would be an increase in the number of rental housing units
built in the City of Madison. However, it is well known that the condominium market and the
single-family home construction market and the housing market in general has not been strong
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for the last couple of years. One would expect that in a market like this, the number of rental
units built would increase by comparison. It is likely that following several years of high rental
construction, one might expect to see a reversal of this recent trend and a return to the higher
levels of condominium construction which occurred in the 2000-2005. But it is difficult to
predict with any certainty when this will ocecur.

DEVELOPMENT PARCELS CREATED

One way to gauge the amount of near-term development potential which exists within the
community and the readiness of the community to receive development is to examine the number
of development parcels created from year to year. Over the 14 year period from 1992 to 2006,
the City of Madison has accounted for 27.5% of the development parcels created within Dane
County. During this same period the City accounted for over 40% of the dwelling units built, an
indication of the higher development densities within the City of Madison. Figure 6 shows the
number of parcels created by year from 1992-2006.

SUMMARY OF UNDEVELOPED/VACANT LAND BY ZONING DISTRICT

Table 8§ at the end of this report shows the amount of undeveloped/vacant land within the City of
Madison between 1999-2007. Prior to the adoption of the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance, the
City of Madison had approximately 2,450 acres of undeveloped land zoned for residential
development (January 2004). In January of 2005, the City had approximately 1,950 acres
available for residential development. In January of 2007, the vacant acreage for residential
development totaled 1,830 acres. The total acreage of undeveloped lands in the City of Madison,
including lands zoned Agriculture and potentially available for residential development, was
8,100 acres in 2004 and 5,882 acres in 2007. The significant difference between 2004 and 2007
is primarily attributable to an update in the land use coding for agriculturally zoned lands within
the City. In 2004 and 2005 the Planning Division updated the land use coding for parcels within
the City as part of the preparation for the City’s Comprehensive Plan and change the land use
designation for several parcels that had recently been annexed that were zoned Temporary
Agriculture. This included almost three square miles of land including the University Ridge Golf
Course and the University of Wisconsin Arboretum. The designation of these lands to the
permanent open space and parkland categories significantly reduce the amount of land zoned
Agriculture, which was designated as vacant/undeveloped.
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Figure 6: Number of Development Parcels Created 1992 - 2006
City of Madison - Remainder of Dane County - Dane County
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Data Scurce:

Dane County Regional Planning Commission; 1987 Regionai Trends Tabels 27 & 28 for 1992

Dane County Regional Planning Commission; 2000 and 2001 Regional Trends, Tables 26 and 27 for years 1993
{hru 1998

It is apparent from reviewing the data presented that the number of parcels created in the City
can vary significantly from year to year. Over the 14 year period covered by the graph, the City’s
share of total parcels created varied from a low of 8.7% in 1996 to a high of 40.5% just two years
later in 1998. While the number of parcels created between 2003-2004 dropped from 1,123 to
932, the City’s percentage of the Dane County total actually went up over the same period.
Similarly, while the number of parcels created in the City of Madison dropped from 981 to 798
between 2005-2006, the City’s share of total parcels created in the County went up between
2005-2006 from 24.5% to 31.3%. But again, attributing this change to any single factor such as
inclusionary zoning would not be appropriate.
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APPENDIX 1: inciusionary Zoning Oversite Committee Outcome Measures

[MEASURES OF SUCCESS FOR THE MADISON INCLUSIONARY ZONING PROGRAN
November 2, 2007 version; (daia as of October, 2007) i
Lo

These 6 measures of success or benchimarks were developed by the City of Madison |nclusionary Zoning Oversight Committee.

Nole: Inclusionary Zoning is one component in a broader array of teols and programs to produce more affordable housing within the
City for fts workforce, and for low to moderate income people. For information regarding these other programs,
please see the Community Development Office Webste at www.cityofmadison.cos , the |

sing, o the City's pragrams websiie

Reh

the old ordinance
Waived, with [Markeling IZ units rolled ;| Accepted 1Z units IZ Units resold
pymntinfieu [perod stared |out into market|Offerson iZ | Ocoupied ™
rate® upits ™
287 units
219,
184

4tasof 10107
GLiEi s 1B asof 10007

"Units" refers only to for-saie unlls, * fefers to units markeled under the terms of the okd ordinance, ™ refers to the terms of sale under the revised equity formula
adopted as part of the new ordinance,

i
The cumulative total iz units with accepted offers to purchase or compleﬁrci closings is 41 IZ units, as T‘F October 2007.
‘ i { i '

Noie: There is usuglly a lag ime of 10 months to 3 years between Pian Commission approval, and construction of the new units.

LINETS, for-sale only, under the new ondinance since 10/26

Approved at SIF \Waived, with |Markefing IZ units rolled  |Accepled iZ units IZ Units resold
hase pymntinfieu |period started |outinto market|Offers on1Z | Occupled
rate units

Units refers only to for-sale units i
Note: Afl IZ units listed as "occupied” or with arix "accepted offer' are governed by the equily terms adopted under the ‘revised’ ordinance,

|

L
GEOGRAPUIGAL DISPERSION
P

Numbers
of IZ units

[OPERATIONS

Customer feedback from different participant groups
I

{Buyers i itobedeveloped |




|Developers

to be developed

Lenders to pe developed
City staff 1o be developed
City Officials fo be developed

Househalds

20%]

50

_100%|Area Median income _

MNumber of Households st this income level

e S [ |

| S

L] i |
JIZ UNITS RESOLD TO CONTINUE TO ACHIEVE LONGER TERM AFFORDABILITY

iNumber of

iZ units

Number offered Ndmber'

for re sale transfered to a
2nd generation,
buyer who is

income efigible

|BENEEIT €OST |
ltem 2068 2007 2008 2008 2019
Year >>»>>
CUMMULATIVE
Amount of Specific $70,000 $41,503 $111,503
Expenses Incurred $0
By City for I Uniis, 30 30 50
beyond normal outlay $0
$0 $0 $0
$0
e I $70,000 $41,503 30 $0 30 $111,503
Expenses ™ Revenue vy SR [ RN L
GPR dollars $70,000 $41,503 $111,503
Amount of Specific Payments in lieu $272,235 $179,000 $451,235
Revenue Obtained IZ Rasry: sales $0 $0 $0
By City for IZ Units, $0
beyond normal $0 $0
revenue Interest from IZ F $12,531 $10,373 $22,204
Subtotal: Reve! $354,766 $230,876 $0 %0 §0 $585,642
Balance $0
BALANCE: $284,766 $189,373 $0 $0 $0 3474, 139
City Cash Expenditures [ 12 UNIT IS $3,007.31




APPENDIX 2
Table 1A: Zoning Map Amendments / PUD-GDP SIP / Final Plats
February 15, 2004 through December 31, 2067

For A IZ Projects
Approved and Approved for
GOP Only * Not Recerded Construction
Project
Number | Owner/ Rental Preject Address Project Name ‘Total Linits| 12 Units
1 Cwner 802 Wililamson St Renaissance Housing
2 Other/Owner 1501 Commerce Dr All Saints Senior Campus 108
3 Owner 1817 Lake Point Dr Lakapoint Cendos 50
4 Cwner 1624 S High Point Rd Southern Ridge Plat 46
5 Cwner 3701 Stonebridge Dr Healher Glen Plat 144
X Owner 513 Jacobson Ave Starkweather Square Plat 1 2
[592 ? Rental 513 Jacobson Ave Starkweather Square Plat 280 3
7 Rental 815 Pleasant View Rd Ghurchil Crossing 124 19
8 Cwner 308-333 W Washington Capito]l West - GDP 218 40
|....8a] OCwrer 309-333 W Washington Ave Ganitol West - Phasa 1 SIP 169 18
B} Owner 33 S, Broom Sireet Cap. West Broom St Lofts- $iP 23 2z
9 Cwner 7213 Mineral Point Rd Cardinal Glenn 154 23
{9a] COwner 302 Cross Dak Drive CG - Lot 149 Townhouses 24 4
10 Rental 7213 Mineral Poinl Rd Cardinal Glen - MF - GDP 60 10
1 Owner #1056 Valiey View Rd Linden FPark Flat 261 40
pd Qwner 702 N Midvale Bivd Hlidale Row Townhouses 40 &
3 Rental 408 W Gorham St Equirox Student Housing 115 138
i4 Owner 502-6G2 Troy Dr Troy Gardens 30 5
15% Qwner 802 £ Washington Ave 800 £ Washinglon Ave - GDP 309 47
16 Owner. 1802 Monroe St Monroe Commeons &1 3
17 Owner 4849 Meinders Rd Owl Creek Plat - SF & DPEX 28 11
{17q] Owner 4949 Meinders Rd Owl Creek Plat - MF 16 8
18 Qwner 9436 Valley View Rd Pine Hill Farm Piat FL B
192 Qwner 202-302 Rustiz Drive First Addition to Nelson's Addition to Rustic Acres 32 5
20 Owner 4610 Ruste Drive Nelson's Add to Rustic Acres 18 3
{20a] Owner 4610 Rustic Drive Nelson's Add to Rustic Acres 42 [
21 Qwner 9503 Mid¥own Rd Hawk's Meadows Plat 33 5
22 Owner 9320 Okd Sauk Rd Biackhawk Lofts Condos 30 5
23 Qwner 1725 Waldorf Bivd 1725 Waldorf Condominiums 60 9
24 Owner 4801 & 4513 East Buckeye Road Buckeye Meadows 33 5
25 Rental 731 State Streel Press House GDP/SIP 44 25
26 Rental 202 N. CGharler Street Dayton Street Apariments - GDPISIP o5 4
27 Qwner 1836 Winnebago Streat Kennedy Pgint Gondeminiums- GDP/SIP 42 4
28 Qwner 702 South Point Road 1300 Qaks -~ Veridian SF 274 29 .
{28a} Owner 702 South Point Read 1000 Oaks - Veridian DMV 30 17
{28h] Unknown 702 South Peint Road 1000 Qaks ~ Pelett RS Rzg 380 1
29 Cwner, Rental 12625 Fast Washington Avenug Union Comers GDP 308 49
2ea} Owner ﬁ:ﬁéﬁ:ﬁ 2540, ana 2507 Urion Comers - SIF 142 19
30 Owner, Rental {5801 Miwaukes Street Second Addition to Grandview Commoens- GDP 362 38
ekl Qwnar 3540 Alwood Avenue Park Bast Condominiums 16 0
32 Ownar 3120-3%60 Jeffy Trail Hawks Creek {Single Family} 78 12
{32al Owmer 8201-13 Flagstons Drive Mi¥ Creek Townhomes 40 5
325} Owier 2602 Jeify Trag Hawks Creek Garden Homes 30 5
33 Rentat 1 University Square University Square Reday, 350 Q
34 Cwiner 1136 Erin Street Arboretum Cohousing GDPISIP 419 B
35 Pt g‘;}’:‘- 505-555 § Midvate Bivd Midvale Plaza Redevelopment- GDPISIP 99 15 43 7
36 Gwner 8201 Mayo Drive Lot 80 Midtown Common- $1P 44 7
37 Rental 8201 Mid Town Road Hawks Ridge Apariments 156 Q
[37a] Cwner 8201 Mld Town Read Hawks Ridge Townhouses 20 2
38 Owner 415-419 W, Dayion Street Condominiums. GOPISIF 20 3
39 Owner . 184017 Mid Town Rd, Hawks Ridge- GDP/SIP 24 0
[38a] Ownar 2401 Mid Town Rd. Hawks Ridoe Mulli Family- GDP Only 24 Q
40 Owner 625 £ Miffiin Street The Colony- SIF {Amendment} 32 5
SubTotal o ige 105 58 26822 313

(Reviewed Under Orlginai Crdinance}

i12a) Owner 702 N Midvate Blvd Hilldale - The Heights {Phs 2} 238 36

41 Dwner 6302 hid Town Road i -GpP’ 188 27

42 45 Qwn, 2 Rent [ 2807 Menroe Straet 2807 Monroe 47 7

43 Owner 6500 Normandy Lang Normandy Square 158 14

44 Urknown 14802 Shebaygan Ave. Hill Earms- GOP Onky * 350

Sub Total
{Reviewsd Under New Ordinance) 538 27 444 57 o g
Total Approvals 1,906 226 1,495 156 2,622 313

! Refiects only projects with GDP approvat, Doas notinclude any unhs that heve obtained SIF approvet. Total Units I1Z Units
* Approved proiects Biely not fo b bullt. GDP + SiP GDP + SIP
¥ Range providad, oxnct number to be delermined with SIP submittal. 27 used as midpoint, 5,623 695

¢ snedic figures to be provided at $i? Phase,
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APPENDIX 2

Table 2: 1Z Exempt Residential Projects- Conditional Uses and Specific Implementation Plans
That are Part of Previously Approved General Development Plans

February 15, 2004 through December 31, 2007

Conditional Use Projects

Address Description Owner/Rental/Mix Linkts

1 14001-4013 Mapie Grove Drive four 4-unit bulldings Apls. 16
2 575 Fargoe Drive ong 6-unit buildings Condo [
3 2802 Dryden Drive one 34-unil buildings Apts. a4
4 1802 Maple Crest Drive 19 buildings Apls. 114
5 16418-6426 Maywick Drive two 4-unit buildings Condo 8
] 4629 Verona Road four buildings Apts, 104
7 2002 Joffy Trail two 27-unit buildings Apls. 54
8 4659 Trichal Lane two 12-unit buildings Conde 24
8 __j4809 Freese Lane nine 2-unit buildings Condo 18
19 14104-4109 Mapie Grova Drive two 18-unit buildings Condo 36
14 1513 Lake Point Srive one mixad use building Apts, 50
12 1614 Bear Claw Way one 8-unit building Condo 8
13 1626 Bear Claw Way ong 6-unit building Condo I3
14 16326 Maywick Drive 18-unit and 22-unil buildings Apts. 40
185|141 W. Gilman adidition of one unit 1o existing 8-unit building Apts. 1
16 |5308% Brody Drive ong 18-unil hullding Conde 16
17 14226 Owl Creek Drive ang four-unit building Condo 4

Subfotal 538

1B 15002 Siggelkow Road 56-unit PR in five buildings Apts. 565
18 {2 Greenside Circle 166-unit PRD in 22 buildings Condo 166
20 18001 Canyon Parkway 32 units in 16 bulidings Condo 32
21 168753 Raymond Road ane 8-unit buiiding Apts. &
22 |692 East Pass one-4 unit buiiding Apts. 4
23 16026 Canyon Parkway 30 units in ten bulldings Apts, 30
24 |602 Bear Claw Way one B.unit buliding Gondo 8
25 1233 Langden ane 20-unit building (conversion of fraternily housa)  1Apts. 20

Subfotal 324

SIP Projects

26 {6701 Fairhaven Road PUD-BIP three buiidings Condo 865
27 {7001 Reston Heights Dyive PUD-SIP duplex « one family unit 24 single-family, 38 apartments 80
28 11821 Atwood Avenue PUD-SIF two buildings Apts, ag
29 |528-558 Apollo Way PUD.SIP one building Condo 16
3¢ 15801 Geminl Drive PUD-SIP two buildings Apts, &5
31 |4008 Felland Road PUD-SIP fifteen buildings Apts, 306
22 |724 Jupiter Drive PUD-SIP one building Apls. 51
33 |302 East Hill Parkway PUD-SIP four buitdings Condo 48
34 |333 West Mifftin Street PUB-SIP one building {ondo 164
35 |B201 Mayo Drive PUD-SIP one building Condo 30
36 11702 Waldorf Drive PUD-SIP two 5-unit buildings Conde 10
37 1401 Pleasant View Road PUD-SIP duplex units Conds 49
38 16817-5818 Gemini Drive PUD-SIP two buildings Conds 23

Subtotal 889

38 16001 Kilpatrick Lane PUD-5i 10 townhouse units Condo 0
40 |30% Livingston Sireet PUD-GIP 39 units in mixed use building Apls, 30
41~ |301 South ingerscil Street PUD-SIP 76.unit Apts, 75
42 [437-438 West Mifflin PUD-SIP 8-unit Apls, 8
43 [1610 Gilson Street PUD-SIP 13-units in mixed use bullding Apls, 13
44 18210 Highview Drive PUD-IP 58-unk assisted hving units Apts, 58
45 16808 Milwaukee Street PUD-SIP 34 units in four buildings Apts. 34
46 18508 Old Sauk Road PUD-SIP g-units Conde g
47 1510 Hercules Trail PUC-SIP 36-units in 8 buildings Apts and Condos*® 36
48 1507 Burning Wood Way PUL-SIP 3-duplex bulidings Condos 5]
48 1810 Jupiter Drive PUD-SIP 24-unit building LCondos 24
50 |6733 Faithaven Drive PUD-SIP 12 unit-lownhouse Condos 12
51 719 dupiter Drive Assisted Living Units Apis, and Condos 118
52  |639 Pleasant View Road 124-unit building Apls. iz4
53 |22 Fast Dayton Street PUD-SIP 48-.unit buiiding Apts. 48
854 11815 Universily Avenue PUD-SIP 64-unit building Apts. 84
Subtotai 680

Conditional Use Total {Units) 863

SIP Total (Units) 1,660

Grand Total (Units) 2,523

* Final Breakdown of Gwner/Renter TBA




APPENDIX 3

SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING UNITS

TABLE 4 Residential Dwelling Units Added Based on Building Permits Issued - 1990 thru 2006
By City of Madison, Remainder of Dang County, and Dane County

Jurisdiction

Bweliing Units Based on Building Permits Issued By Year 1990-2006
1990-2006
1990-20086 Annual
1980 1891 1992 1506

T4

% of Total

Remainder of Dane County

Total Average

S
23,545 | 1,385

TWO-FAMILY HOUSING UNITS

71.8%

Jurisdiction

il

% of

Total -

Remainéér of Dane County

1890-2006
1990-2008
1990-2006 Annuaj

Total Average

3442 202

'F‘l'e'mainder' of Dan
% of Total

1980-2006

54.0%

1990-2006 Annual

1990-2006

Average

52.7%

TOTAL HOUSING UNITS

Jurisdiction

£ el
Remainder of Dane County
% of Tota

f)welling Units Based on Building Permits Issued By Year

1990-2006

1980

1991

1,883

66

1902

2,112

63

1986

29
2,044
66

1990-2008
1996-2008 Annual
Total Average

38,562 2,268

58

Prepared By: City of Madison, Depariment of Planining and Development, Planning Unit, dal, 11/16/05, revised 1/9/08, revised 12/17/2007

Data Source:

{1.) City of Madison, Dept. of Planning and Development, Building inspection, Annual Summaty of Building Permits Issues, 1990 - 2004

{2.) Dane County Regional Planning Commission; 1997 Regional Trends Tables 29 & 30 for 1990

Dane County Regional Planning Commission, 2000 and 2001 Regional Trends, Tables 28 and 29 for years 19991 thru 2001
Dane County Planning Department, Draft 2006 Trends, Tables 28 and 29 for years 2002 thru 2006
{3.) Sum of Dwelling Units Added for City of Madisen and Remainder of 3ane County as refiected in lable.

Notes:

{a.} inclusionary Zoning Ordinance adopted January 21, 2004.

1/31/2008 Chartsfinaltoupdate2007.xls Thl 4 Bidg Permits1180-2006 1



APPENDIX 3

PARCELS CREATED BY SUBDIVISION

TABLE 5 Number of Parcels Created - 1992 thru 2006
By City of Madison, Remainder of Dane County, and Dane County

it M

Jurisdiction

Number of Parcels Created By Subdivision By Year

1992-2006

1992

1995

1,544

1996

1,709

1997

38
833

1998

1999

1,366

2000

2001

832

2002

1,458

2003

2,779

2004 (a.)

1,858

2005

2,402

1992-2006
Total

23,453

Annual Average

1992-2006

1,564

% of Totai

Remainder of Dane County

60.7%

PARCELS CREATED BY CERTIFIED SURVEY

72.7%

90.2%

61.3%

50.3%

62.0%

72.1%

72.9%

63.5%

68.5%

67.4%

Number of Parcels Created By Gertified Survey By Year

1982-2006

1992

1993

ﬁema:ndéf of Dane County

575

586

1997

rery

1998

1999

616

640

2000

51

2001

613

2002

2005

617

2006

530

1982-2006
Total

8,776

1992-2006
Annual Average

585

% of Total

TOTAL PARCELS CREATED
Total Number of Numnber of Parcels Created By Year 1992-2008
1992-2006 1992-2006
1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 (a.) 2005 2008 Total Annual Average

Jurisdiction

wle'maincie'r of Dane Cbuhty

Yo OF Totg!__

69.9%

84.9%

70.5%

76.8%

Prepared By: City of Madison, Department of Planning and Development, Planriing Unit, dal, 11/16/05, revised 1/9/08

Data Source:

(1.} Dane County Regional Planning Commissicon; 1997 Regional Trends Tables 27 & 28 for 1992
Dane County Regional Planring Commission, 2000 and 2001 Regional Trends, Tables 26 and 27 for years 1993 thru 1998

Dane County Planning Depariment, Draft 2006 Trends, Table 27 for years 1998 thru 2006
{2.} Sum of Parcels Created for City of Madison and Remainder of Bahe County as reflected in table.

Notes:

(a.} Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance adopied January 21, 2004,

50.6%

87.6%

67.4%

72.2%

69.5%

)
74.9%

72.5%

1/31/2008Chartsfinalioupdate2007 xls5 Preis Created1992-2006charts 1



APPENDIX 3

Table 6: City of Madison

Zoning of Undeveloped/Vacant Parcels
Allow Residential Development

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 July 2007

Zoning Type Acres Yo Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %o Acres % Acres % Acres Y% Acres Y%
Residential® 1,020.16] 43.88%} 1,400.86] 53.62%] 1,258.10] 52.29%] 1,152.08] 50.77%] 1,154.27] 49.69%| 1,078.88] 44.11%| 784.11] 40.23%} 1,081.19] 53.60%| 963.99] 52.66%
PUD / PCD™* 923.86] 39.74%} 900.05§ 34.23%| 850.40] 35.34%] 848.35] 37.39%| 890.40] 38.33%| 1,077.17] 44.04%] 893.87] 45.86%] 688.18] 34.12%] 626.78] 34.24%
Commercial (C1, G2, C3 and C4) 378.89] 16.30%] 316.69] 12.05%} 295.08] 12.26%] 266.54] 11.75%} 276.54] 11.91%| 288.39] 11.79%]| 260.75{ 13.38%} 234.57| 11.63%| 226.61] 12.38%
QOffice Residential (01, O2 and OR) 2.05 0.09% 2.53 0.10% 2.52 0.10% 2.09 0.09% 1.61 0.07% 1.61 0.07% 10.22 0.52% 13.24 0.66% 13.24 0.72%

Sub-Total] 2,324.961 100.00%] 2,629.14| 100.00%} 2,406.11} 100.00% 2,269.06 100.00%§ 2,322.82] 100.00%} 2,446.06( 100.00%] 1,948.95] 100.00%§ 2,017.17| 100.00%} 1,830.62| 100.00%
Does Not Allow Residential Development

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 July 2007

Zoning Type Acres % Acres Yo Acres Y Acres Y% Acres Y% Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %o
Agriculture (A) 3,098.99] 55.05%] 2,858.25| 55.98%f 2,826.00| 57.25%] 4,203.15] 67.03%] 4,341.34| 66.93%] 3,594.35] 63.16%| 2,428.27} 57.40%] 2,108.15] 54.55%} 2,288.22| 57.31%
Service / Distribution (C3L) 102,471 1.82%] 104.58] 2.056% 06.21 1.95% 93.31 1.49% 98.81 1.52%f 105.60f 1.86% 66.79] 1.58% 59.97] 1.55% 5539 1.39%
Office Non-Residential (O3, O4 and RPSM) 790.69{ 14.05%] 719.46] 14.09%] 683.45] 13.85%} 630.93] 10.06%] 604.34] 09.32%] 583.24| 10.26%} 550.64| 13.02%} 529.69] 13.71%] 543.93] 13.62%
Manufacturing (M1, M2 and SM) 1,637.04] 29.08%] 1,423.16] 27.88%] 1,330.64] 26.96%[ 1,343.49| 21.42%]| 1,442.28| 22.23%] 1,407.42] 24.73%4§ 1,184.49] 28.00%] 1,167.12] 30.20%] 1,104.88] 27.67%
Sub-Total} 5,629.18{ 100.00%] 5,105.45] 100.00%] 4,936.31{ 100.00%} 6,270.88{ 100.00%] 6,486.77| 100.00%{ 5,691.31] 100.00%] 4,230.19] 100.00%} 3,864.93] 100.00%] 3,992.42| 100.00%
Totalf 7,954.14 7,734.59 7,342.42 8,539.94 8,809.59 8,137.36 6,179.14 5,882.10 5,823.04

Includes all parcels at or above 2 acres with single family land use.
{20086 = 427.58 Acres with landuse code 1110 but over two acres in size, 2007 = 371.04 Acres with landuse code 1110 buf over two acres in size)
** lncludes all PUD's, a few are for commercial or non-residential use.
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1 Penaissance/ Williamson Place Phase i 802-808 Williamson 5t 38 g
2 Calholic charities - All Sainls Senior Campus 50 Commerce Dr / Watis Rd 108 1
3 L.akepoint Condos PUD 1817 Lake Point Dr 50 3
4 Souther Ridge Plat 1624 8 High Point Rd 45 7
5 Heather Glen (Cross Countiy) 3701 Stonebridge Dr 144 22
G Slarkweather Square Plat 513 Jacchson Ave k)] z
[ Starkweathar Square Plat 513 Jacchson Ave 20 3
7 Churehift Crossing PUD 515 Pleasan! View Fd 124 18
Ba Capito! West Phase | SIP 309-333 W Washington Ave 15¢ 18
] Capilo! West Broom Streel Lofts - SIP 335 Broom 8L 23 2
_ = 9 Cardinal Glenn / aka Liberty Station Plat 7213 Mineral Poini Rd 184 23
#41 - 512 Units % CardinaiGlenn-Lol 140 Townhouses 302 Cross Cak Dr 24 4
#13 - 18 1Z Units - 5 1t tinden Park Plat 9105 Valtey View Ad 261 40
nits: i . 12 Hilldale Row Townhouses 702 N Midvale Bivd 40 5
= X 3 #% - f |Z Units 12a +Hidale - The Heights Phase ¥ 702 N Midvale Bivd 238 3%
) > -2 1Z Units 13 Exquinox Stedent Housing 408 W Gorham St 15 1
484012 E}r}j{? (GDP) 14 Troy Gardeng 5§02-802 Troy Dr 30 L)
: R 16 Monroe Commons 1602 Monsos St 51 3
Z Mononi 7 Gl Creek Plat - SF & Duplex 4948 Meinders Rd 89 11
;'f: a - 16 1Z Units 17a Qwn Creek Plal - MF 4249 Meinders Rd 16 8
#38 . 1 17 Units 8 Ping Hill Farms Plat 8435 Valley View Rd 75 8
£ 18 151 Addn to Nelson's Addn 10 Rustic Acres 202 & 302 Rustic Dy 32 5
20 Helson's Addn to Rustic Acres 4610 Rustic Or 18 3
2a Nelsards Addn to Rustic Acres 4510 Rustic Dr 42 [
21 Hawi’s Meadows Plat 8563 Midtown Rd 33 5
2 Blackhawk Lofts Gondos 9320 Gl Sauk Foad ] 5
23 1725 Walderf Gondos 1725 Waldod! ivg £0 ]
24 Buckeye Meadows 4661 & 4613 East Buckeye Ré 33 5
25 Press House GDPSH 731 State St 44 25
2 Daylon Street Apts - SIP 202 N Charter 81 2 4
| 27 Kennedy Point Gondos - SIP 1835 Winnsbago 5t 42 4
28 1000 Oaks - Veridian SF 702 South Poinl Rd 274 22
E; 28a 1006 Oaks - Veridian Duplexihif 702 South Point Rd 3% i7
§\ 28h 1006 Oaks - Pellalt 75 Rz 702 South Point R 3% 1
i 2% Usion Gorers - SIP 2340, 2416, 2540 & 2507 Winnebago 5l 142 19
2! 3 Park East Gendos 3540 Alwood Ave 18 0
i 32 Hawk's Creek - SF 3120-31606 Jefty Teail % 12
e Ra Mill Creek Townhomes 820%-3 Flagstone Or 40 5
3% Hawk's Creek Garden Homes 2502 Jefly Trall 30 5
33 University Squara Redevelopment 1 University Square 350 0
34 Aroretum Cohousing GDASIP 1135 Erin 1 41 6
35 Midvale Plaza Redevelcpment GDPISIP 505-555 & Midvale Bivd 142 2
3 Lot 86 Midtown Commens - SIP 8201 Mayo Dr 44 7
37 Hawk's Ridge Apartments $20% Midtown Rd 158 8
el 37a Hawk's Ridge Townhouses 9201 Midtown Rd 20 4
i 38 Condominiums GDMSIF H5-419 W Daylon 8t 20 1
‘E i 4 Havi's Ridge - GDPAGIP 2401 Midtown Rd 24 o
@ 47 The Coleny - SIP 625 T Milflin St 32 5
'i", i 42 2607 Monroe 2607 Monros St 45 7
TE 43 Normandy Square 8500 Normandy Ln 159 14
3] ! SUBTCHAL 4214 484
Goodiand Park Rd [E0P APPROVAL
H : 8 Capilol West GDP 09-333 W Washingion Ave 218 40
# Cardinal Glenn MF - GDP 7213 Minera! Point Rd 80 10
5 Don Millert Gary Gorman GDP 802 East Washinglon Ave 308 A7
i 29 Union Cormers - GDP 2575 £ Washinglon Ave 368 &9
] 30 2o Addn to Grandview Commons - GDP 5901 Milwaukee St 352 8
. ! o ; 38 Widtown Genter - GDP 8102 Widtovn Fd 186 27
Mahaney ! H N - 402 Hawik's Ridge Multifamily - GOP only 2401 Midtowa Rd 24 0
CUTHETN e : . 44 Hili Farms - GDP anly 4602 Sheboygan Ave 50 0
‘ SUBTOTAL 1972 234
GRAND TOTAL 8021 685
2
&
8
1)
Shady Band jo it i Biime B

MiArclavdalalo_plantinclusionary Zoning Dalallipdate Dec2007\inclusionary_zoning. final_Approved Projects_béw_fabioid_cecd0_2007.mxd City of Madison Depariment of Planning & Community & Econornic Development, Planning Division, January 2008, sim



Map 2
Exempt Residential Project Locations
February 2004 - December 2007

ingley g

Projects Exempt from 1Z
Conditional Use Approval

SIP Rezoning Approval

{Residential Projects - Condilional Use, Planned Residential
Davelopments and Spegific Implementalion Plans that were

part of previously approved General Develapment Plans -
Feburary 2004 - December 2007)

QU o1 11T P

Church R

e i omkenms

# Project Number

der Rg

Reiner B

City of Madison Boundaries

Pheasant Branch fid |

Lerke
Mendora

Mites . “‘7 o

Projects Exempt From IZ
Congitioral se @
Map No Address Dastription Units Total
1 4001-4013 Mapls Grove Drive 4 - 4 unit bulldings 16
2 575 Fargo Or 1 - 6 unit buitding 4
3 2802 Dvyden Gr 1- 34 unit building 34
4 1802 Maplecrest Or 19 buildings 114
§ 6418-6426 Maywick Or 2- 4 unlt buddings 3
6 4629 Verona Rd 4 buildings #4
7 2002 Jetty Trail 2+ 27 unit buitdings 54
8 4639 Trichel Lane 2- 12 ualt buldings ]
- 9 4809 Freess Lane 9- 2 unit buitdings 18
= 1% 4104-4109 Maple Grove Dr 2 - 18 unit buficings 36
2 b 1513 Lake Point Dr 1 mixed use building 50
z 12 G614 Bear Claw Way 1- 8 unlt huiiding 8
= 13 626 Baar Claw Way 1-6 unit building §
= 14 (326 Maywick Dr 1« 1§ unit bullding & 1 - 24 unit building 40
18 141 W Gilman 81 addn of 1 unil o existing 8 uni! building 1
16 £309 Brody [ 1- $6 unit building 16
17 4226 Owd Creak Dr 1+ 4 unil building 4
18 50602 Siggelkow Rd 86 unit PRD i 5 busldings 56
19 2 Greenside Gircle 166 unit PRD in 22 buiidings 166
2 8601 Canyon Parkway 32 units in 16 buildings R»
21 £753 Aaymond Rd 1- 8 uslt buiiding 8
2 6821 East Pass 1 -4 unit buiiding 4
23 6026 Canyon Parkway 36 units i 10 buitdings 30
24 602 Baar Glaw Way 1+ 8 upit building 8
5 £33 Langdon 1- 20 unit building {conversion of frat house) 20
Contlilione! Use SUBTOTAL 863
SIF ©
Map No. SlP Address Desctigtion Units Total
H 26 6701 Fairhaven Rd FUD-SIP 3 buildings 65
2 7061 Reston Heights Dr FUD-5IP 24 8F & 36 apts 60
28 1621 Atwood Ave PUD-SIP 2 butldings 83
patl £28-558 Apolio Way BUR-SIP 1 building 16
i 30 5801 Gemini Or PUD-5IP 2 buildings ]
3 4008 Fellard Rd PUD-SIP 15 buildings 306
32 734 Jupiter [r PUD-SIP 1 butlding 51
33 302 Easl Hill Parkway FUD-SIP 4 bulldings 48
34 333 W Mifftin St FUD-5I 1 bullding 164
35 4301 Mayo Dr PUD-SIP 1 hulkding 30
3 1702 Waldod Dr PUDSIP 2 - § unit busidings 0
T a7 401 Pleasant Vigw Rd FUD-SIP Duplex Units 48
Leike g 38 & 38a 5817-5818 Gemini Dr PUD-SF 2 buildings 23
Weetbes 39 6001 Kitpalrick La PLD-SIP 16 Tewnhouse unils 10
40 301 Livingston &t PUD-SIP 38 units in mixed use building 39
41 301 S Ingersol! 8t FUDLSIP 76 und friiding 76
42 437439 W Milfiin S FUD-SHP 8 umit bullding 8
43 1610 Gitson St PUD-SI? 13 unils in mixed use builing i3
. E 44 8210 Highview Dr PUD-SIP 58 unit assisted living units 58
§ J L) 5800 Milwaukee St PUD-SIP 34 units in 4 buitdings 34
51 45 5506 Old Sauk Rd PUD-SIP 9 units 4
5! 47 510 Hereules Trail PUD-SIP 36 units in 8 bulidings 36
' &l 48 1567 Burning Wood Way PUD-SIP 3 duplex buildings 8
w 49 840 Jupiter Dr PUD-SIP 24 unit huilding 24
k-1 50 6733 Fairhaven PUD-S 12 unit townhouse 12
T4 i 51 749 Jupiter Dr PUD-SIP 61 Gondominium Units-58 Apt &
e | mey i o Assisted Living Units e
) B fﬁd S 52 530 Pieasant View Rd PUD-SIP 124 unil buiding 124
Grandview fid, 3 ‘ 53 22 E Dayton §t PUD-SIF 48 unil building 48
= 54 1815 University fve PUD-SIP 64 unit building 54
SIP SUBTOTAL 1,660
 Whelengid |- GRAND TOTAL 2523
&
Vallay Rd i Shaayp ; : o Byris g i i 8

M:Varclavdatale_planiinclusionary Zoning Dalalpdate Dec 2007\Inclusionary, zoning,_final_Exempl_Projects_b&w _labloid_olec30_2007.mxd City of Madison Department of Planning & Community & Economic Development, Planning Division, January 2008, sim




