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Downtown Frederick Partnership

Founded in 1990 as a 501(c)3 nonprofit organization, Downtown Frederick Partnership works to enhance, promote and preserve the vitality and livability of Downtown Frederick, a
national Main Street community. Working with business and community leaders, the Partnership oversees the work of four active committees including: the Business Development
Committee which works to support existing businesses and recruit new businesses where necessary, the Design Committee which focuses on the downtown streetscape, policy ad-
vocacy and long-term planning, the Organization Committee which raises funds as well as recruits and thanks volunteers and the Promotion Committee which promotes, programs
and brands Downtown Frederick.
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Introduction:

Frederick is a beautiful city with a proud history and an engaged citizen-
ry, intent on protecting its unique qualities while actively encouraging
its continued growth and evolution as a living and thriving community.
Part of that effort includes the management and oversight of building
and development within the City, both the ongoing maintenance and
rehabilitation of existing buildings and their productive use, as well as
new infill development and adaptive use.

In 2015, Downtown Frederick Partnership undertook a strategic planning
process to identify key opportunities for taking Downtown Frederick to
its next level of evolution over the next five years. The focus areas of the
Partnership’s resulting 2020 Strategic Plan include Live Downtown, Work
Downtown, Stay Downtown, Play Downtown, and Connect Downtown.

This Case Study Project concerns itself exclusively with the Live Down-
town Strategic Goal of welcoming 335 new residents by 2020, which is
seen as a critical policy initiative not only for the Partnership, but also
for the City and the Region as a whole. The goal states that “people liv-
ing downtown keep us real. Reusing, adapting and growing our building
stock is the sustainable path we plan to take. More residents bring busi-
ness, making downtown an ever better place to live.” One of the action
items identified the removal of regulatory barriers in order to achieve
the stated goal.

Additionally, more residents living downtown makes better use of exist-
ing infrastructure and transportation assets, reduces demand for new
greenfield development and its impacts on the region’s natural systems,
and helps strengthen the City’s tax base by supporting local businesses,
as well as cultural institutions.

The Case Study Project builds on an earlier survey which solicited input
from the Frederick County Building Industry Association, the Affordable
Housing Council, the Frederick County Association of Realtors, govern-
ment staff and other stakeholders, regarding perceived impediments to,
and incentives for, increasing the amount of housing downtown.

Using a case-study approach, based on five prototypical infill develop-
ment scenarios, the Case Study Project specifically looked at policy-relat-
ed impacts which were assumed to influence the relative cost, complex-
ity, and risk associated with building housing in the downtown core,
relative to the surrounding community, and measured those impacts
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using objective, quantifiable performance criteria to provide an accurate
and concise comparative analysis of different policy-based alternative
scenarios.

Finding the right balance between protecting the City’s historic assets,
while offering safe and compelling housing options to the market, pres-
ents a unique regulatory challenge, both for staff and for those inter-
ested in living and building in Downtown Frederick. While the current
project review and approval process generally rewards the patient and
well-prepared, it remains a complex and challenging undertaking for the
uninitiated, and current market rents struggle to match the perceived
cost and complexity of building downtown, particularly when the ameni-
ties of the City can be so easily accessed from close by.

Given that, this Case Study Project focused primarily on identifying
those policy-related aspects of the project review and approval process
which appeared to offer the greatest net benefit in terms of lowering
impediments and increasing incentives for providing more housing in
Downtown Frederick that is reasonably affordable to the broadest range
of people.

Methodology and Approach:

The study is based on a case-study approach, using five prototypical
examples representative of typical development/rehab conditions in the
downtown area. The following steps outline and describe the Study’s
overall approach and methodology.

Develop Five Case Study Prototypes.

Using representative project parameters provided by the Partnership,
the Consultant Team generated five case study base models to establish
existing conditions and assumptions common to each example. These
prototypes then were used to model different development scenarios
and alternative regulatory and policy applications.

Develop a Cost and Expense Chart for Each Case Study.

A financial model then was created for each prototype, using base as-
sumptions vetted and confirmed by both City staff and local real estate
consultants and professionals, documenting the full range of project
specific expenses, including all relevant governmental application, user,
and impact fees for each prototypical example. These models then were

used to test different assumptions and development scenarios and com-
pare the costs associated with each.

Identify & Quantify Financial Impacts From Regulatory Requirements.
Based on this sensitivity analysis, the Study sought to document both
the individual and cumulative net effects different policy scenarios pro-
duced, using a set of standardized performance metrics applied to each
example. The target metric was the assumed return on investment (ROI)
each project needed to hit to meet feasibility standards for the market,
given the level of risk and opportunity costs involved. Each alternative
then was rated in relation to what would be a poor, acceptable, or good
return on investment.

A comprehensive detailed flow chart was used to document and con-
firm the specific project review and approval process for each prototype
example and the alternative strategies applied, with the intention of
measuring the cumulative effects of additional policy recommendations
used until project feasibility was attained. Specific emphasis was placed
on alternative policy approaches which yielded the greatest net benefit
in terms of mitigating project risk and uncertainty, or enhanced return-
on-investment.

Quantify the Impact of Density Alternatives.

Using the prototype models, the Case Study Project also looked at the
likely feasibility of achieving the maximum number of housing units
downtown allowed by zoning, based on a variety of different policy and
market assumptions, as well as the physical constraints and design limi-
tations imposed by each set of prototypical site assumptions. The analy-
sis then looked at what effects different regulatory, policy, and market
considerations had on each scenario, based on the goal of maximizing
the number of units achieved.

Quantify the Impact of Phasing of Fees &

the Impact of Scheduling.

The cumulative impacts of the scheduling of fees, and their potential
phasing, as well as the impact of the overall regulatory process schedule
and time frame were modeled, to the extent possible. Their effects were
noted in terms of the project performance metrics.

Assess the Impact of Historic Preservation Regulations
The impact of historic preservation guidelines and regulatory require-
ments were similarly reviewed and noted, both perceptually -- through
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interviews with local real estate, development, and consultant profes-
sionals -- as well as their tangible impact in terms of

real costs, and perceived opportunity costs and overall project risk and
uncertainly.

Provide Simple Illustrations for Each Case Study Alternative.

And, lastly — the Case Study Project used simple schematic images, to
generically represent the alternative scenarios generated during the
iterative modeling and data gathering process, to help illustrate the
specific issues relevant to each prototype from a physical planning and
regulatory perspective, and provide further insight into the challenges
and constraints pertaining to each type.

The five prototypes, as identified by the Partnership, ranged from small-
scale rehab/remodeling to new infill development, and cover a broad
spectrum of project types including adaptive use and small and large
site infill/redevelopment, each with their own set of challenges and op-
portunities. This Case Study Project focused primarily on systemic issues
that are common to each type, such as fees and regulations, but also at-
tempted to isolate and test how those issues manifest themselves based
on the different circumstance unique to each example.

Specifically, the Consultant Team:

Developed a spreadsheet for each of the five case-study prototypes
outlining the project costs related to each prototype (based on industry
standards for Frederick), taking into account additional expenses associ-
ated with working in a constrained area. This spreadsheet included all
pertinent regulatory costs and fees, as well as expert consultant fees
consistent with the added complexity of small-scale infill development
and redevelopment.

In addition to carrying costs, all relevant assumptions informing how
those costs were measured and quantified. This included the relative
impact of the City’s historic preservation guidelines, or any other review
and approval standards and criteria specific to the City’s historic core,
compared to the immediate competitive context.

The spreadsheet also identified costs that would be passed on directly
to the end-user, either as an impact fee and/or in terms of an ongoing
cost related to the project study area, such as local property taxes or off
-site parking fees. By interactively modifying different variables in the
spreadsheet, the Consultant Team was able to do a sensitivity analysis
by modeling different policy-related scenarios, using alternative assump-
tions to independently measure the relative impacts of different City

regulations, allowing the team to isolate and identify which regulatory
changes will provide the greatest net benefit to the end-user at the least
cost to the City.

The spreadsheet also evaluated and documented the net impacts of
other strategies focused specifically on enhanced ROI, such as increasing
density (more units within the same building envelope) reducing Ad-
equate Public Facility Ordinance (APFO) thresholds, impact fees, prevail-
ing wage rates, or any other cost which may affect the overall level of
affordability per unit. This analysis also considered factors which may af-
fect the length of time necessary to complete the approval process and
the associated carrying costs, relative to local competitive benchmarks,
and evaluated strategies for reducing these costs or perceived risks,
including fast-track approval alternatives, and the use of a City Ombuds-
man to help facilitate and manage the development review process, on
an individual project basis.

This approach allowed for the efficient and accurate testing of different
variables across a range of alternative scenarios, specific to each pro-
totype, quickly comparing existing, worst-case, and best-case scenarios
against competitive benchmarks, allowing informed policy judgments to
be made based on a demonstrated cost-benefit analysis.

Whenever possible, for directly comparable fees, these findings are
represented in terms of actual dollars and/or provided as “order-of-mag-
nitude” relative costs, based on industry standards for the local market.
The Consultant Team also used these initial findings to solicit input and
validation from local builders, developers and other real estate profes-
sionals to help ensure all of project assumptions were credible relative
to local market norms and conditions.

The digital models used to quantify and evaluate the relative develop-
ment capacity of each prototypical site also were compared against ex-
isting projects recently built in the City, to confirm their general similari-
ties for the purpose of calibrating our assumptions.

Research and Outreach:

In preparing for this Case Study Project, the Consultant Team undertook
an extensive, multi-prong approach in researching and documenting
the myriad factors effecting the development of housing in Downtown
Frederick.

The first step was to acquire a copy of the City’s Land Management
Code, and to review all of the relevant codes, regulations, and fees af-
fecting downtown development, as well as the processes by which proj-
ects were reviewed and approved. These were carefully documented in
terms of the various application, processing, and impact fees, but also in
term of the processes themselves.

This informations then was used to graphically document and confirm
the various steps each of the prototypical examples would go through
from initial application through final review and approval, and also to
help create the financial models by which the feasibility of each project
would be tested, as well as any policy-based alternatives.

A second step was to meet with City staff and solicit their perspective on
the process, as well as the associated costs, and to confirm the Consul-
tant Team’s interpretation of policies and regulations. The Consultant
Team also checked back with City staff periodically throughout the study
for further clarifications and/or specific information regarding various
aspects of project review and fee assessment/allocation process, includ-
ing typical time-frames for review and comment, as well as how many
iterative loops a typical process might require prior to gaining approval.

An additional component of this step was a detailed review of actual
case files from projects similar to the prototype examples (the assump-
tions on which those were based, were provided by the Partnership),
to get a practical sense of a typical project, including the kinds of is-
sues encountered and how they were resolved, and also to establish an
independent assessment of staff performance and the efficiency of the
process in general.

The third and final step was to outreach to, and engage with, local build-
er/developers, expert consultants, and other real estate professionals,
currently working in the market, to help inform and validate the study
assumptions on which the financial models were based, and to compare
their anecdotal experiences with the Consultant Team’s research and
analysis.

All three of these steps were revisited constantly throughout the study
process, as new information became available, and as the models them-
selves were continually refined and cross-referenced to more closely
match confirmed findings and assumptions, to provide the highest level
of confidence in the conclusions reached.



General Assumptions:

In order to make this study and the sensitivity analysis within it as ac-
curate and relevant to the downtown as possible, certain assumptions
were made regarding the Prototype Case Study examples, and the
downtown housing market, in general.

Working closely with Downtown Frederick Partnership, it was decided
that most of the infill development/redevelopment scenarios typically
found in Downtown Frederick could be broken down into one of five
types:

1.) a simple, small lot residential rehab/remodel;

2.) a more involved rehab/renovation of a four-story building, with
ground floor retail, including some interior demolition and a possible
change-in-use, as well as some exterior modifications, on a small lot;

3.) a larger, one-acre parcel, with an existing building on about a quarter
of the site, the rest being used for surface parking;

4.) an even larger, roughly two-acre site, with a collection of existing
buildings housing a variety of commercial/light industrial uses; and

5.) an undeveloped half-acre parcel, with no current active use.

Each of the last three sites would obviously involve some type of new,
infill construction, and possibly some demolition and adaptive reuse,
and unlike the first two prototype examples, required some modest
experimentation to arrive at a redevelopment strategy which would pro-
duce the ideal balance of housing units generated relative to the rate of
return on investment (ROI). These prototypes, in turn, were compared
against other recently completed projects in the study area to see if they
generally resembled the strategies and approach arrived at for the study
examples.

Square Foot Unit Costs:

The Consultant Team started with a generic set of square foot unit-cost
assumptions, based on regional industry standards, for all of the condi-
tions represented by the five prototype examples, and then modified
each unit cost assumption based on the specific characteristics of each
prototype model, including project size, type and complexity. These
assumptions then were compared with the cost data and other informa-
tion gathered through the outreach efforts with local builders, devel-

dOL#J r\éow
Live Downtown Frederick Case Study Project P [@T "’ %rsl(l_l:] P

opers, relevant expert consultants, brokers and other local real estate
professionals, and further refined. Where the empirical data collected
produced a range of estimated costs for otherwise similar projects (typi-
cally based on the target end-consumer and level of finish), a reasonable
middle number was used, based on the Consultant Team’s experience
and professional judgment.

Policy and Regulatory Costs:

Due to the nature of the study and its focus on policy-related strategies
for achieving more housing downtown, once a reasonable set of base
construction cost assumptions was completed, any and all policy-related
and/or regulatory costs which could be precisely determined in exact
dollar amounts, specifically -- fees , were duly noted and used to inform
the financial models and sensitivity analysis. Whenever possible, those
numbers were further corroborated with appropriate sources.

Unit Type, Size and Mix:

Using a variety of local real estate comparables, the team then made
reasonable assumptions regarding unit type, size and mix, and other
market-related standards, including minimum parking requirements for
each base condition. These assumptions were later modified as part

of the alternative testing of the financial models to determine the net
effect these modifications might have on the number of units created,
and/or the rate of return produced, for each alternative scenario tested.
The results of these tests were later used to inform the recommenda-
tions at the end of the report.

Affordability Index:

Also, an ‘affordability index’ was created to determine the approximate
household incomes that would be required to either rent or purchase

a unit in any of the examples, as a benchmark to gauge the potential
market capture for each prototype, and to compare that against other
units currently available in the Frederick sub-market. The intent was to
ensure that the assumptions used to inform the analysis delivered units
that were affordable to a broad spectrum of potential buyers and rent-
ers, interested in living in Downtown Frederick.

Return on Investment:

Assumptions regarding acceptable rates of return on investment (ROI)
were made for each of the example types, recognizing that the types
of local investor/builders involved in doing the smaller renovation and
infill projects would likely have a greater tolerance for lower returns

than would larger regional builder/developers and institutional inves-
tors. A feasibility rating for each alternative model was noted, based on
an assumed minimum return of between 6 to 7.5%. Returns less than
that range were considered unfeasible, and returns of more than 7.5 to
9.0% were rated as minimal returns consistent with the risk associated
with real estate development in downtown. It should be noted that this
is a relative and subjective assessment and that many local builders and
investors suggested that returns of 10% to 12%, or more, are necessary
to justify the risk of a real estate project in this challenging context.

In general, these suggested ROl may be a higher threshold than what
might be tolerated for a suburban site, given the more unpredictable
nature of building downtown. However, it also was assumed that the
local builders currently working in downtown were more familiar with
both the process and the complexities of working downtown, and used
that knowledge to their competitive advantage. Nonetheless, for the
purpose of this study, the broader industry market standards were used
in characterizing the attractiveness of the ROI relative to the perceived
risk and uncertainty.

Sales Price and Market Determinants

To determine sale price/market value for each of the prototype exam-
ples, local capitalization rates for similar properties, newly constructed
and/or recently renovated to comparable standards, were used. These
local capitalization rates then were divided by the net annual operat-
ing income of property to arrive at a theoretical market valuation. In
general, these properties do not meet the asset class standards of large
institutional investors, due to their relatively small size and associ-
ated operational inefficiencies, which is reflected in the cap rates used
for each example, though many such properties in the downtown are
owned by smaller scale investor syndicates and/or private investors.

As a final evaluation of project feasibility, these market valuations were
compared to overall project costs for the pre-development, construc-
tion, and lease-up phases of the project. If the costs exceeded the valu-
ation, the project was considered unfeasible. Where valuation exceeded
the project costs by 15% or more, the project was considered feasible
and generally consistent with the level of risk associated with the project
in the downtown context.
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Defining the Study Area

For the purposes of this study, the team has de-

fined Downtown Frederick as that area that is

generally included within and/or adjacent to the

following streets:

e 9th Street to the north;

e the East Street Small Area Planning Area to the
east;

e South Street and East Street extended, includ-
ing the Brickworks property to the south; and

e Bentz Street to the west.

The Downtown Parking District is depicted in the
dashed black line, and generally comports with the
‘core’ downtown area. Section 607(c)(1) of the Land
Management Code states that the minimum park-
ing requirements established in Table 607-2 (Park-
ing Schedule) are one-half the requirement in the
DB, Downtown Business, and the DBO, Downtown
Business Office, zoning districts.

Section 607(c)(2) further states that the minimum
parking space requirements of Table 607-2 do not
apply to new buildings or additions to buildings that
have a gross floor area of 40,000 square feet or less
and are constructed on parcels that are zoned DB,
DBO, or M1, and are located within the Downtown
Parking District.
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Zoning Districts within the Study Area

As can be seen in the zoning map, much of the study area is in the DB, Downtown
Business, and the DBO, Downtown Business Office, zoning districts. It should be
noted that there is a significant portion of the study area located in the DR, Down-
town Residential zoning district; the M1 and M2 industrial districts; and the MU-1,
Mixed-Use zoning district. Smaller portions of the study area are included in other
zoning districts such as GC, General Commercial, R-8, Residential and the Institu-
tional Overlay.

For this study, prototype development assumed either DB, Downtown Business, or
DBO, Downtown Business Office zoning. However, much of the prototype devel-
opment could also be applied to other zoning districts in and around downtown,
including the DR, Downtown Residential, and the MU, Mixed Use zoning districts.

Zoning Districts

O R4 (Residential 4 units per acre)
O R6 (Residential 6 units per acre)
O R8 (Residential 8 units per acre)
. GC (General Commercial)
. NC (Neighborhood Commercial)
. PB (Professional Business)

@ Ro (Residential office)

. DR (Downtown Residential)

O R12 (Residential 12 units per acre)
. R16 (Residential 16 units per acre)

‘ R20 (Residential 20 units per acre)

D M1 (Mixed Use)
. ML (Light Industrial)
@ M2 (Heavy Industrial)

0 MO (Manufacturing/Office)

@ DB (Downtown Business)

@ DBO (Downtown Business Office) . RC (Resource Conservation)

Floating Districts

@D s (nsiiutional)

@ MXE (Mixed Employment)

@D PRk (Parkiand)
( ) MU2 (Mixed Use)

PND (Planned Neighborhood)

© PND Boundary

Commercial Area

Overlay Districts

HDO (Historic District)

AO (Airport)

@ HNO (Highway Noise)

() cco (carroll Greek District)

O WHO (Wellhead Protection)

Other Features

@ \/unicipal Boundary

Rivers & Lakes

l:l Road Right of Way

Frederick Town Historic District Overlay (HDO)
Carroll Creek Overlay District (CCO)
Study Area Boundary (White Line)
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Review and Approval Process

The overall development, review and approval process for changes of
use, building modifications and new development are defined in the
Frederick City Code, with specific references and details in Appendix
A, the Land Management Code. The generalized flow chart included
in this report is intended to provide the reader with a simplified road
map of the process.

It should be noted that the illustrated process is not all inclusive and
does not fully explain the complexity of the review and approval pro-
cess. For example, the illustration of the review and approval process
does not include elements of the process that typically may not occur
in downtown such as Comprehensive Plan amendments, annexations,
area plans, rezonings, master plans, and conditional use applications.
It also does not include unique processes that may apply to properties
and applications on a case-by-case basis such as non-conforming uses,
variances, modifications, and road abandonment. It should also be
noted that the archaeological review process is required on all projects
but is not depicted.

Approval and ultimate construction within the City is a complex inter-
relationship of several different review commissions and departments.
For smaller projects within downtown, the process generally includes
ten (10) steps with private sector planning preceding the process and
leasing and sales completing the process.

The generalized steps in the process include:
Pre-Submission Planning by the Applicant
Pre-Application Review

Subdivision and Preliminary Plat

Site Plan Review

Certification of Adequate Public Facilities
Forest Conservation

Historic Preservation Review

Engineering and Improvement Plans
Subdivision and Final Plat

10 Zoning/Building Permits

11. Construction/Inspections/Certificates of Occupancy
12. Lease up and Sales by the Developer/Builder

RNV AWM R

Several of these steps often occur simultaneously while others must
follow a more linear pattern. For example, certification of adequate
public facilities and forest conservation review typically occur simul-
taneously with development plan reviews including preliminary plat
and/or site plan. While other reviews such as Historic Preservation
Commission reviews of exterior improvements within the Historic Dis-
trict Overlay must occur in a specific and defined way, with required
interrelationships with development plan reviews. Additionally, it
should be noted that much of the detail of the process is not included.
The reader is directed to the code for more information. Where pos-
sible, code references have been included on the process graphic.

1 ¢ Pre-Submission Planning
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I see Step 7 for detail,

Generalized Review & Appoval
Process for Small Projects
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skmn Plan }'I Sketch Plan Mm.,., Proceed _' ~For Historic District Review, proceed to Step7, April 21,2017
L% proj Plan review, proceed to Step 8,
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Note: NAC meeting can occur anytime between Sketch
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Article 5
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4orless I _"__ " After Unconditional Preliminary Plat Approval,
A- ther Secon Proceed with Engineering Plan Review, Step 8.
ABﬂPrer i Pl PTIONAL for Minor ln. s..bmmal lm -Submittal 7 ’ ?
Minor Site Plans:

~Pre-Application meetings are OPTIONAL.
L] .
4 o Site Plan ’

~Construction of MFdwelling with 4 ores unts
Sec.309 y ) ) N ¥
Table 301-1 [ it Notice of Public Sign Mailing NAC ———l
[ISPIOR Preparation Acceptance [ Notification  Posting Meeting

of
disturbance <5,000.f. and <25% increase in GFA Minor
~Conditional use that requires new structure of less than 1,000 5.,
General Exemptions:

Major Site Plans: Uncond
4, duplex and t ~Pre-Application meetings are MANDATORY. . PC Second PC " -
—Adaptive reuse of less than 3,000 .. subject to Sec. 804. —Construction of TH, Quad, or MF project with 5 or moreunits.,  M@jOF Re-Submiual Workshop [ e — i Hearing Sieplan ’
~-Change of use when site changes are not required by code. de Approvl n
disturbance 5,000 s.f. or more and 25% or more increase in GFA.
Al . Final or Provisional CAPF - u
—-Any use that generates 100 or more average daily trips per ITE Manual. Prior to PC Hearing - :
. .. N IS S
5. Certificate of Adequate Public Facilities (CAPF- WL SL, R, and SCH) ~Ifa developer s seek p y or final subdivision and site plg I, the |' Concurrent u
Chaptera € — adequate public faciliestesting s required as part of the ﬂe/lniazarfma/mbdlvman approval. |~ Review? L
Secazt | Prepare -l APFO _|' APFO Pass All: WL, SL R, SCH) -l Final Upon approval, proceed to " Deémensirate ) (Witigation '\ G Tg H
{Application j* Application ™| staff Review 1 AP building permit application. | FundingWithin | | Agreement -| Posting u
i l AT _orDRRA J | u
————y ey —— = [l
[ Pass with Mitigation (4-16) or Agreement (4-17) witigation ¥ { provisional |’ BCApproval (Teyorandy) g
General Exemptions: DRC s o e Devaloprent l Workshop | Boardof | g
—Any residential project that does not create additional dwelling units. | (WL SL, Rand SCH) § \ § . Aldermen J g
Any project that creates 5 or fewer new residential units. —— If Financial \ (" - H
~A change of use for a building existing as of April 15, 2007. ( Rppealio Guarantee &
~A renovation, with no addition of square footage, of a structure exist- zen—'al—o'ﬂgp—F—>-{ UL ﬂl Board of (_construct J | P"'"'"' APF-R Only (4-17) u
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--CAPF-WL, -SL and -R are not required for a lot of record development project that does notlequrremure than twenty (20) percent increase in water line and/or sewer line | Agreement J |___Fee APF-SCH Only (4-17.1) r_F__I_ Y
capacity, or road capacity over the existing development existing on April 15, 2007, and ly of one or more of ing: A) a change of use, B) a renovation >_I c';';,
with no aditional square footage, ) construction of an adcition of 5,000 o e, D) demoltion and replacement with  structure nor more than 5000 larger than

the demolition.
~CAPF-Ris not required for a project that generates no more than 15 new peak hour vehicle trips. Proceed to Building Permit, Step 10. 1
~CAPF-SCH is not required for projects that create 5 or fewer residential units, or any project that qualifies as housing for older persons as stipulated in the Fair Housing Act.

The final forest plan (FFCP) is appy inis apartof, and
concurrent with, the engineering improvement plan set, see Step 8.

Sec.721 r----
| Feecin- ._} AFFCP s not required if the payment of a fee in lieu (FILO) is the sole method of mitigation.

—————————— FILO s paid prior to improvement plan approvals and/or issuance of grading permits.

Exempt Exemptions:
‘-—— — e ~Does not apply to building renovations or change of use on units of land of less than 40,000 s.f.
—Does not appliy to building renovations and/or change of use on units o land that are 40,000 .. or greater and that do not require ——
] grading and/or sediment control permitting.
C Forest with the appli- b6 ot apply to subdivisions, site plans, project plans, grading or sediment oflandofes Dﬂ— | ﬂ""’;:';" " -
. siteplan, activity and/or ~Transfers that do not hange in land use, tivites. | Sireuit Cow v
Aditonal hearings 1

f (Repiacement) { Document may be required per
7 . Conlnblmng :"‘;::: Plan n.m.,g", AEL"’"' .I P :Pc applicant’s preference :
o Historic Review HPC |_Aapproval staff and/or schedule. H
S | Request for (" public | sign i n.plmm.m e fcmlﬁmeof (oo’ Demoliton permits W
Table 301-1 Do Wor M‘e m..emem InotitcaionPosing -I " Q . o Plan o ! n-molmon — ol areissuedbythe W
Sec. 1102 o l [ P { [ = [ EASLIEL) [ Approval pproval Approval \ Building Dept. n
N 1
ol

e AR A

Level 1: New Construction and PC Site Plan Requlred

( ptional . .
Project Level Public Sign HPC Certificate of After Unconditional Final Site Plan Approval,
{Prep.lrltlon }'{“’::;‘:‘f“:::‘l' Appll(iﬂnn} . wofkshop ]'I R’“"”“’""]"Nmﬁmlon Pomng Hearing }" Approval } '.-> Proceed to Level 2 HPC Review (@)

| I Level 28 -----------------<----------------------<l-l
I Non-site Plan Pro;ects,.

After Level 2 Unconditional Ay i,
I additions & pofect i fed. wre WL puic s L[ wec ) fcenaeatl N brocordio zoning Crtifcate andlor
1 Rehabilitations Pupammn ‘prlfnw Appnmmn l Workshop '|Nouﬁm|o.. Posting| Hearing [ Approval Bulding Permits
Administrative - verlly cate of . y o o~ T
Approvall  Admin. Review ‘"" cate of |\ proceed to Zoning Certificate and/or Building Permits. ShNAypmvalfor Proceed to Zoning Certificate and/or
Authorlty‘ Eligibility l""""“"“ 1 """‘E.E"’"" ' \_ Minor Changes Building Permits.
8: Engineeri
. Englneerlng Improvement Plans

r -mm-
Prepare Profile First Second Financial Public/Forest Easements, Plan After Plan Approval, Proceed to
{ = l Py ]--I Application 4 i I-‘I ReviEo ]“'l eten ll Security; |"‘ mmm I-ll and PWARecorded | Approval |-> Building Permit Process, Step 10.
I

_________ f' Review/Plan Types Include | "~ Planning Commission (" Soil Cons. District (SCD)
‘Application for Review After | VI n e | L [
I._ I ‘Approval Required fmmm= Approval Required Prior to
1_ conditional PC Approval l Management and Gradin; S e T R

9 . P " This process s only required for major subdivision final plats that are inconsistent with the Preliminary Subdivision Plat (PSU),
o Subdivision - Final Plat or for Minor Subdivision Plats (4 or fewer lots) that require DRC meetings and Planning Commission approval.

Article 5
Table 301-1 — —
Sec.1102
Inconsistent’
L__ Upon recordation of plats,
Consistent proceed to building permit process, Step 10.
Muln ft-Family

1 o (Building ) ( Tndividual
o Zoning & Building Permlts, Impact Fees i i
(PublicWorks) { Finan All (" Submit ( Appll(atlcn [ X s r Building r Respond %) ( Zoning& l Permit l Permit
Jd Agreement fma| Guarntee Prerequisite Building e g e Permit Building
[ Approved [ App! Approvals Permits Pald [ - | Aep [ Review l Commenls (Permit issued ========y  Upon permitissuance,
Building proceed to Step 11.

LMC Sec. 302 & 303 —— (~roims Permit

Chapter 4: APFO APF Pw in Verify Zoning

Chapter 5: Building ‘“'°""°" -IlCAPFSBT 'I ""““'°" Zoning e Admin. 1 Waiver | Permit SFD,Duplex, TH

Chapter 9: Fi l Application J | __ Review \ \

Chapter Al is, public finan: and/or final plat, as applicable, must all be unconditionally approved

Chapter 26;Electrical and executed prior to submission of any zoning/building permits. All impact and allocation fees must be paid prior to issuance of building permits.
A CAPF-PW or CAPF-SBT is not required for a project with a water contract executed before April 15, 2007.

1 1 o Construction, Inspections, Use and Occupancy Certificates
Chapter 5: Building — — -
Chapters: Fire [l W e Y Grarmms - | Buitding Shel [ individual Unit
Chapter 14:Plumbing |  Approved & contral -lcons‘m o f D= Certificateof = 2
Chapter 24: Electrical Issued ¢ [} ¢ Occupancy Issued, Occupancy Issued,
Submlt Tor Respo1 W) {ubfrade Pevmit This process outlines the inspection and certificate of occupancy proce-
Sub-Trade Review Approved & dures for a multi-family dwelling. Process has single permit and certifi-
l Permits [ Comments Issued cates for SFD, Duplex and Townhouse.

| Certain Bulldlng
| Rehab. &Mainte-
| nance may not
| Reauire HPC Appor-
val or Permit
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Prototype Development

The Consultant Team was tasked with the development and analysis of five (5) prototypical development scenarios that
most likely would occur within the study area.

Prototype A: Remodeling of an existing residential building, with minimal exterior changes. The property is within
the Historic District.

Prototype B: Adaptive reuse of an existing commercial building in order to provide new residential units on the up-
per floors. The upper floors currently are vacant. The property is within the Historic District.

Prototype C: A consolidation of two relatively small and adjacent lots, one vacant and one occupied by an existing
two-story building that is a contributing historic resource and currently is used as offices.

Prototype D: A larger development parcel with multiple development options and the potential for a partial de-
molition of the existing historic resources. This property is within the Historic District and the existing buildings are
used as offices.

Prototype E: This is a vacant, and relatively small, infill property that is not within the Historic District.

Each of these prototypes were further analyzed and options and alternatives were considered in order to identify
opportunities and constraints for each development type. The details of each of these prototypes and the considered
alternatives are on the following pages. Details and analysis also are included in the Appendix.

Prototype: B Adaptive Reuse of an Existing Building

do néouu
k['Lrjz QrC

Live Downtown Frederick Case Study Project PARTNERSHIP

Eutaw Street, Baltimore MD Record Street, Frederick MD

Pennsylvania Avenue, Washington DC Washington Str., Easton MD Market Street, Frederick MD Lincoln Highway, Gettysburg PA

Source: Google Earth
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Prototype: E New Infill Development - No Existing Buildings

Capitol Hill, Washington DC Capitol Hill, Washington DC Wythe Street, Alexandria VA North Payne Street,

Alexandria VA

14th Street, Washington DC Pennsylvania Avenue, Washington DC South West Street, Alexandria VA

14th Street, Washington DC Baltimore Avenue,
Hyattsville MD

Spectrum Avenue, Gaithersburg MD

Source: Google Earth



UNIT COST UNIT FEE A. Final Subdivision Plat $800.00 1 per plat $800
1 PRE-SUBMISSION PLANNING plus $10 per lot $10.00 2 per lot $20
A There are no governmental feets for this step. plus Health Dept Review $100.00 1 per plat $100
2 PRE-APPLICATION REVIEW B. Plat Recordation $80.00 1 per plat $80
A Sketch Plan 50.00 T ot Appl ) €. Street Abandonment Plat $400.00 o per plat S0 r@ @rlc
B.  Sketch Plan - Health Dept. $75.00 1 per Appl. 5§75 D.  Subdivision Variance / Modification $200.00 2 perVar/mod $400 . . .
E. Consolidation Plat $700.00 1 per plat $700
s — Frre BEZE E Live Downtown Frederick Case Study Project PARTNERSHIP

B Evaluation per CAPF Approval or Exemption $5000 4 perCAPF $200 F. Zoning Board of Appeals Conditional Use 65000 0 perAppl 0

c DRRA Review $1,000.00 0 per Appl. S0 G1  ZBA Variance - Residential $300.00 0 per Appl. $0 .

D. Documents related to development: review fee $40000 0 perdocument $0 e et g 5 et hop so Be h I n d t h e N u m be rs

G2 ZBA Variance - Non-Residential $650.00 0 per Appl. $0

3 PRELIMINARY PLAT plus $50 per variance requested $50.00 0 per Var. $0
A Preliminary Subdivision Plat 370000 0 oer App 0 H.  Appeal - Zoning Administrator $300.00 0 perrequest Y . . . L. . L. . . . ore . . . ..

Bl Ssfore Smoo0 pewe % L o abmamey it - Hesth s S 1 Cweem o A pro-forma is a financial model of anticipated Off-Site Improvements: This is a subjective estimate  Affordability Index: Subjective estimate of mini-
B.  Preliminary Subdivision Plat - Health Dept. $100.00 0 per App. S0 Plus 525 per lot 2500 2 perlot $50 . . . . . .

pls s oo e % TP T [ e NI T expenditures and estimated revenues, to allow an of potential improvements such as road improve- mum annual household income necessary to afford
4 SITEPLAN A Zoning Certificate $32.00 24 per permit $768 . . . .
e oy e e e epemt s investor/developer to make informed judgments as  ments, water and/or sewer line upgrades, or other the proposed dwelling unit based on established

plus Health Dept. review $7500 1 perAppl $75 A Impact Fee-Library - SFO $76800 0 perou 0 . . T . . .. epe . .

o e ety gowe o e % Iy ee. vy Ao st ek to the financial feasibility/attractiveness of a given public improvements not specifically a part of the market rent, with rent payments not exceeding 33%

c Final Site Plan - Staff Review 1,600.00 0 per Appl. 0 B. Impact Fee - Schools - SFD $1411250 0 per DU 0 . . . . .

o fmm 1 omm e oSt s s Sone wm ans suseos development alternative. It is based on a set of rea-  on-site construction. of the gross household income.

Traffic Study Review: Major Study $150000 1 per Appl. $1,500 €. school Construction Tax 0 .

£, Modficaion Requests Si5000 4 permodt.  $600 D Water ImpactFeo -5F 598100 0 peral s0 sonable a ssumptions.

G.  Extension Requests $150.00 0 perRequest 50 Water Impact Fee - TH $598100 0 per gal s0

H. Planning Commission Modification for Off-Site Parking 200.00 0 per Request. 0 Water Impact Fee - MF $5,981.00 1 per gal $100,481 oy e . g

e Wt o o o %f:;’: 0 e o E Severimpeateo Shom o mm % Demolition: The estimated cost of demolition of Interest Rates: Interest rates were assumed to be

Sewer Impact Fee - MF $5,25000 24 per gal 588,200 . .. . . . . . . . . . .

RO E— 1 pen st Devkprert gt e 0 104 el smeeo  apedy e A simplified pro-forma model was used in the existing structures or portions of existing structures, fixed at 7.0% for the entire project time frame.

B. Forest Stand Delineation $350.00 1 per Appl. $350 . . . .

& e e omaretin Som 1 fwam 5 Myt wsmo 0wy % Downtown Housing Study Project in order to iden- based on a rate of $15-18 per square foot.

e e o w R o e , o . , )

Do S o % R ’ ’ tify the financial feasibility of each scenario studied Development Fee: Assumed to be 3.0%.

T — dom v £l and to have a common set of metrics in order to Construction: Includes estimated costs for building

O e e o W ¢ oo sww w e = compare various policy alternatives. construction, parking, site improvements, and other  Projected Annual Revenue: Estimated gross rental

BT — S —— P oo o bwmesem miscellaneous expenses such as signage, testing, revenue from residential dwellings less 20% for

B Fences Neworcomplte elacement 20001 pera 0 e 0, Duln and T cch deling<25005% w000 0 peros o . . . . . S . . . . .

Ot st a2 EE“‘ § o oy g On the following pages, each of the prototypical inspections, builder’s risk insurance, security during  residential operating expenses and taxes. Where

. Single family, duplex, and outbldg, 2 or less units $50.00 0 perAppl 0 xjﬁ:ﬁﬁﬁifi:ﬁ: ZZE::x:::::ngggfffm J?zsgnogn Z 2325 g . . . . . . P sy
T e e o oo o penwl 50 o //“ ’ : }m ; case studies, and the alternative scenarios, includes  construction, energy management, change orders a commercial component is included, additional
Comm. & MF w greater than $5000 improvement $1,00000 1 per Appl. 51,000 G MNew M‘ﬁ‘g‘:‘ﬂx’::: Unit (each unit) ‘g“]g“ ZD" ‘;i’rf;: 9*;’)““ . . . .
etz orcomines o 2 2or s w00 o e s } o gg a summary of the major cost and revenue elements. and miscellaneous construction expenses. Construc- rental revenue was assumed based on triple net
Comm &Mkt SOt | $000 0 gl g0 N 252‘;2‘; e sgés It also includes a color-coding for return on invest- tion costs were estimated based on the building rental agreements at $24-30 per square foot.
e g0 e @ L b e SRy ment and market valuation. construction type and project complexity.
3 Residential/duplex (> $5000 improvement) $50.00 0 per Appl. $0 L Miscellaneous $64.00 1 per Appl. $64 .
4 Comm. & IF (<5500 improvement) $000 0 perAppl S0 M. Emergency Repair $12800 0 perappl $0 Return on Investment: Estimated return based
5 Comm. & MF ($500-55000 improvement) $50.00 0 perAppl 50 N pool $12800 1. per Appl. 128 °
& Comm. & MF (+$5000 improvemen) 750,00 o per Appl. o Swimming Pool Permit - Health Dept. $200.00 1 per Appl. $200 . . . . . L. . .. . .

£ om T e S gor s e borre B il The following is a brief explanation of each of the Soft Costs: Includes estimated costs for advertising,  on annual income divided by total project cost in
2 partal demo o S andfor fulor patl of second s 20000 0 peraon 3 Demolien- nteior/ Exterio Renoation $6400 1 perapl et . . . . .. . .

e mro oo & v e S o e m summary elements and the underlying assumptions  promotional events, brochures, signs, commissions,  year one after lease-up. Projects with less than a

Amendments - Commercial & Multi-family 125.00 1 per Appl. 125 s permit Transfer $40.00 o per Trans. 0 . . . . . ) .
S— i i e s that are included in each pro-forma analysis. legal fees, travel, office overhead, start-up costs, 6% return, where identified as poor investments
dom D e B R g i el e oecnen, el G o e o real estate taxes, insurance, development fees, and  and noted with a ‘red circle’ in the scenarios. ROI

§ S o 1 s A Srlr o e o5t moe om0 st o Governmental Fees: Includes all application fees, in- other miscellaneous soft costs. between 6.0 and 7.5% were identified as marginal

S e z: Q::"“:‘;v igggg% 0o e oo 150‘;7(;: C. Basement Finish Out for Sprinkler Permits $10000 0 perPermit 0 . . .

P A— T o sundopespiem s 1 premt s spection fees and impact fees that may be charged (orange), 7.5-9.0% as fair (yellow), and more than

. Ease‘:‘:"ﬂf;zifw :gg:gg ? p:;r'::':ew 420 Fire Alarm - Shell Building $002 25580  perSF 512 . . . . . . . . .

L ow tasment R Sow 1 s Eopmhm oo 1 e s to a real estate project in the City. Each scenario Financing: Includes estimated costs for construc- 9.0% was considered a ‘good’ investment (green).

K ey Sven e rerns R G Mhenond s esin syten o o e 0 . . . . s

PRkt oo 1 e e b fomspam gm0 TR G included a customized chart based on the project tion loan fees, title insurance, lender’s counsel,

M. Sewer Reinspection Fee - Main Line $500.00  perinspect 5500 K. Duls\devaage‘;lCumbusnbleGas 300.00 0 Each % . . . . . . . . . .

n o e Gio  mm pawosw b L popes soee { o wnouw }o type, scale and review requirements. Note that lender’s architect, as-built surveys, letters of credit, = Estimated CAP Rate: Estimated capitalization rate

Q. SWM Utility Fee Credit Application Review $150.00 1 per Appl. $150 M R;‘::‘:Z‘”‘:;T‘s:’s“e 7500 2 EaRequest 150 . . . . . . . . . . . . .

N o TR S 2 Cwos e om0 wacar detailed engineering department bonding require- ~ construction interest payments, and other miscel- based on similar projects in the market. For minor

plus $200 per non-residential lot $20000 0 per lot 0 A. New SFD, Duplex, and TH (each dwelling) - <2500 SF 300.00 0 per Du 0 . . . . . . . . . . .

T e o e G0 0 e % EE § o o § ments are not included but are assumed elsewhere  laneous financing expenditures. renovations within existing historic structures, a

U, Improvement lanReview - Health Dep. G50 1 ek o Hew S, Dol ad T (cch dellog] - 000500055 om0 ey o . R

e © s dmm o s in the pro-forma. capitalization rate of 8.5% was used. New con-

LS e s R 55;%‘; i gf;s Scheduling: Estimated time frames based on project struction assumed 6.5%. Capitalization rates were
y e 5% T s Gow 0 e 9 Impact Fee Total: This is a summary of all ‘major type and level of complexity. Pre-development blended for projects with a combination of new
BTG ERT 5 COMNERCA o e s 5 e fees’ that are listed including impact fees for librar-  phase includes steps 1-9 in the process chart. The construction and historic renovations.

o e e o B T Tt T S L S ies, schools, water and sewer, as well as fees-in-lieu, construction phase includes steps 10 and 11, and

/ i 4 § A NewSFD, Duplex, and TH (s )- $ B
2 Water Connection Fee - 1" 9,412.43 0 per connect. S0  Duplex, and TH (each dwelling) - <2500 SF 40000 0 perbu o g . . . . * H H
3 e comecton fee 1112 prn o o @ M 570 el rd el 41003005 Som o n & parkland facility fees, fees associated with fire code  the lease-up phase includes step 12. Market Valuation: Assumed value of the project in
§ e Comecion e srvcatne o C o Aremtomoni e v T e 5 veen e compliance, and MPDU housing fund payments. year one after lease-up based on the estimated an-
8 Water Connection Fee - 6" Service Line 1é,uzz 60 0 per line 0 D Other: Bldg. water, sewer or storm service $50.00 ‘ per Appl. $50 . . . . o . . . .
5 varr omecton e T3 oy Sam 1 s s o ool S A Density Achieved: Number of total dwelling units nual revenue divided by the capitalization rate.
11 te Comnston e 8 e e o peme FpermitTronster S0 L perTans s o . . - - . - .
i o 10 o };muo o o Eﬁ AT e N e At o oo P ek o e Land Acquisition/Basis: This figure is intended to achieved divided by the project area.

o o cor m L TR S IS ey o+ wwms w  Tepresent the market value of the existing improve- Market Valuation vs. Project Cost: If costs exceeded
2 Water Meter Fee: Anti-theft/Detector Check 324.36 0 per meter 0 Water Main, each additional 100 LF or increment $5000 2 per 100 LF $100 . . . . . . . .o
e o dia o & s g1 emor ments. For purposes of this study, the full value was  Governmental Fees per Dwelling Unit: Total gov- valuation in year one, the project was identified as
 Wate Meter Fee 2" Compeund ter s 1 pemew 1A € Stom Water Moin, st 10015 501 perioie 9 . . . . . . .

s i swm o o Sl s xh s 100 e Soo 1 Tma Gw assumed as a cost to the project. ernmental fees divided by total dwelling units. infeasible and noted with a ‘red rectangle’ color

S e e e Dme o mmn Mo mem coding in the scenarios. If the valuation exceeded

55 Vst e 10 - o el Rt o — Design: Includes professional design fees for ar- Market Rent: Estimated monthly rent established costs, as expressed as a percentage, then the

: : R ma s onm G chitects, civil engineers, landscape architects, soils at the end of the construction phase. Rents were project was identified as either marginal (orange
Figure 1: Representative example of table of ReinspectonFee - Sewet atera wih 9%000 1 pame 85 Ivsi ialt ltant hi d d biectivel dified b d timated unit at 0-7.5% over), fair (yellow at 7.5-15% over), or
City of Frederick fees utilized in each scenario, e o enson e L e = analysis, specialty consultants, grapnics and render-  subjectively modified based upon estimated uni 270 , Y . 0 ,
with fees grouped in general development — ings, reimbursable expenses, and other miscella- size, quality of improvement, and whether the unit good (green at more than 15%). A legend has been

E):szzsvglcz)rgerzﬁsﬁsfg?e\ts Ft)fsscggjz:];:?ps n S neous services. was new construction or renovated space. included on each prototype page for reference.
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Prototype: A Remodel/Rehabilitation of an Existing Residential Building

5 Existing Apartments
0 New Apartments
5 Total Apartments

Existing Condition:

Proposed Project:

Prototype A features an existing three-story build-
ing that is approximately 6,900 SF on a 6,900 SF

lot of record. The property is located within the
Historic District and is considered a contributing re-
source. The existing zoning is DB, Downtown Busi-
ness, which allows up to 75 dwellings per acre (du/
ac), or 11 residential units. The existing residential
density is approximately 31.6 du/ac. The floor area
ratio (FAR) is approximately 1.0.

The building currently is used as a residential
apartment building with five (5) existing apart-
ments. The building is in need of renovation/reha-
bilitation in order to be market responsive. There is
no existing parking on the property and access to
the rear of the property is limited.

The total pre-improvement value for the land and
the building is $555,000. The pro-forma assumes

that the owner just purchased the property prior
to application to the City and financed the entire

purchase price.

Existing Residential Building
6,900 SF Building

3 Story / Contributing
6,900 SF Lot of Record

12 Page

The building is in need of renovation in order to
respond to the market. The project includes minor
maintenance and rehabilitation to the exterior in
addition to upgrades and renovation of the existing
apartments.

This is an existing residential building with no change
of use and the project will not be adding any new
residential units. There is no parking on the property
and no new parking is proposed. There are no utility
upgrades anticipated.

Each of the existing apartments is a two-bedroom
unit with an average of 1,150 leasable square feet.
The building core area is approximately 15% of the
gross building area and is expected to remain the
same in the renovation.

Existing rents for a two-bedroom unit are approxi-
mately $1,400 per month or about $1.22 per square
foot. After the renovation, the owner is proposing
rents of approximately $1,750 per month or approxi-
mately $1.50 per square foot.

Due to the limited scope of the project, it is ex-

empt from Adequate Public Facilities (APFO), forest
conservation, and impact fees. It is assumed that his-
toric preservation review will be under the Admin-
istrative Review Process, given the limited exterior
renovations.

Process:

=0 1:r

Ie r Ie -—\ ¢ 5 e with HPC P
[ pojea L { scateand ) [ etermine ) Determine _) ,
| Planning ] intensty =" ProjectType = Process Req'd

Concurrent Review

15, 2007,
0005 orless,

15,0005 larger than

6: Forest Conservation 2l Eores]

Sec.721
L__.Eanm__ ey

- Prototype A

0 NEW Dwelling Units

Review Process
April 22,2017

J

grading and/orsediment control permittng.

tive Approval

|
% 1 0: Zonina & Buildina Permits. Impact Fees

Certificate of '} proceed to Zoning Certificate and/or Building Permits, >
Aciinistra B e s ot o s et e e o e e 1 e e e s

———
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| Minor Changes

|\ Proceed to Zoning Certificate and/or
Building Permits.
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i

uuuuuuuu

ACAPF-PW or CAPF-SBT 15,2007.

'b 1 1 + Construction, Inspections, Use and Occupancy Certificates

i

—— - —
(Respond to

Review Approved &
| comments Issued

cates for SFD, Duplex and Townhouse.

[ [e Ig Building Shell {individual Unit )
Approved & e ]-l  Sullding .>I Inspa(lbns}>-{ Certificnte of ->4 Certificate of
Issued [§ [Construction; 8 Occupancy Issued. Qccupancy Issued

n permitissuance,
proceedtoStep 11.

A: Simple Interior Renovation
5 Existing MF DUs / No New DUs

O

Estimated Fees & Costs:

Land Acquistion/Basis: $555,000
Design: $17,180
Governmental Fees:
Development Approval: $250
Engineering/Subdivision: $2,056
Impact Fee Total: $5,586
Library Impact Fee: S0
School Impact Fee: SO
School Constr. Fee: S0
W/S Impact Fee: SO
MPDU Housing Fund: S0
Parkland Facilities Fee: S0
Parkland Fee-in-Lieu: S0
Parking Fee-in-Lieu: S0
Forest Fee-in-Lieu: SO
Fire Code Rev. Fees: $2,679
Zoning/Building (Other) $2,907
Off-Site Improvements: SO
Demolition: S0
Construction
Residential: $276,000
Commercial: S0
Parking: S0
Site/Landscape: $7,500
Other: $16,800
Soft Costs: $41,697
Financing $58,465
Total Project $986,120
ESTIMATED SCHEDULE Months
Pre-Development Phase: 3
Construction Phase: 6
Lease-Up Phase: 3
PERFORMANCE METRICS
Net New Dwellings Achieved: 0
Density Achieved (DU/Ac): 31.6
Govt Fee Per Dwelling Unit: $1,578
Affordability Index: $63,000
Market Rent - Multifamily: $1,750
Projected Annual Revenue: $84,000
Return on Investment: 8.6%
Estimated CAP Rate: 8.50%
Market Valuation: $988,235
Market Valuation per DU: $197,647
Project Cost per DU: $196,107



A-1: Maximum Yield

11 Total MF DUs

Estimated Fees & Costs:

Land Acquistion/Basis: $555,000
Design: $67,400
Governmental Fees:
Development Approval: $6,450
Engineering/Subdivision: $24,484
Impact Fee Total: $165,565
Library Impact Fee: $2,310
School Impact Fee: $35,652
School Constr. Fee: SO
W/S Impact Fee: $47,170
MPDU Housing Fund: SO
Parkland Facilities Fee: $9,548
Parkland Fee-in-Lieu: $6,000
Parking Fee-in-Lieu: SO
Forest Fee-in-Lieu: S0
Fire Code Rev. Fees: $5,313
Zoning/Building (Other) $59,572
Off-Site Improvements: S0
Demolition: SO
Construction
Residential: $1,215,000
Commercial: SO
Parking: SO
Site/Landscape: $10,000
Other: $65,450
Soft Costs: $108,114
Financing $157,421
Total Project $2,540,449
ESTIMATED SCHEDULE Months
Pre-Development Phase: 10
Construction Phase: 10
Lease-Up Phase: 3
PERFORMANCE METRICS
Net New Dwellings Achieved: 6
Density Achieved (DU/Ac): 69.4
Govt Fee Per Dwelling Unit: $17,864
Affordability Index: $54,000
Market Rent - Multifamily: $1,500
Projected Annual Revenue: $158,400
Return on Investment: 6.7%
Estimated CAP Rate: 8.50%
Market Valuation: $1,863,529
Market Valuation per DU: $169,412 D
Project Cost per DU: $215,899

A-2: 2 New Units
7 Total MF DUs

Estimated Fees & Costs:

Land Acquistion/Basis: $555,000
Design: $27,875
Governmental Fees:
Development Approval: $250
Engineering/Subdivision: $2,056
Impact Fee Total: $38,687
Library Impact Fee: $770
School Impact Fee: $11,884
School Constr. Fee: S0
W/S Impact Fee: $15,723
MPDU Housing Fund: SO
Parkland Facilities Fee: $2,872
Parkland Fee-in-Lieu: SO
Parking Fee-in-Lieu: SO
Forest Fee-in-Lieu: S0
Fire Code Rev. Fees: $3,831
Zoning/Building (Other) $3,607
Off-Site Improvements: SO
Demolition: SO
Construction
Residential: $450,000
Commercial: SO
Parking: $0
Site/Landscape: $10,000
Other: $72,880
Soft Costs: $64,369
Financing $79,639
Total Project $1,339,445
ESTIMATED SCHEDULE Months
Pre-Development Phase: 6
Construction Phase: 6
Lease-Up Phase: 3
PERFORMANCE METRICS
Net New Dwellings Achieved: 2
Density Achieved (DU/Ac): 44.2
Govt Fee Per Dwelling Unit: $5,856
Affordability Index: $59,400
Market Rent - Multifamily: $1,650
Projected Annual Revenue: $110,880
Return on Investment: 8.5%
Estimated CAP Rate: 8.50%
Market Valuation: $1,304,471
Market Valuation per DU: $186,353
Project Cost per DU: $185,823

Live Downtown Frederick Case Study Project

do r\éow
Tredens

PARTNERSHIP

ALTERNATIVE SYNOPSIS:

Alternative 1:

Alternative 1 analyzes the impact of adding six (6) new resi-
dential units in order to achieve the maximum density allowed
under the Downtown Business (DB) zoning district.

This alternative increases the number of potential dwelling units
by redesigning the existing units into smaller one-bedroom and
studio efficiencies within the existing building. This change in-
creases the total number of units from 5 to 11. There is no new
exterior construction as a part of this alternative and limited site
improvements.

This alternative increases the annual revenue but incurs several
fees, costs and review processes that are not required under the
base project. Due to smaller units, the rent per square foot rises
but the overall rent per unit only rises slightly to $1,500. The
Return on Investment (ROI) is lower than the base project and
costs incurred by this project exceed the market valuation.

At sites where the market demands larger units, another ap-
proach could include new construction to the rear of the existing
building with six (6) additional units included in the new build-
ing. This approach would allow the unit sizes to be larger but
would add additional fees and reviews and increase the con-
struction costs on a per unit basis. It is estimated that the ROI
for this alternative would be slightly higher than the base project
but the market to cost valuation is still negative. This alternative
is not listed in the charts to the left.

Alternative 2:

Alternative 2 makes a more modest increase in density by adding
two (2) new residential units without making any major exterior
improvements or additions. The average unit size after construc-
tion is approximately 975 square feet, with an average rent of
about $1,650. This approach increases the projected annual
revenue but does not improve the ROI or the market valuation.

However, when the two new units are added without an in-
crease in impact fees, the ROl increases incrementally from 8.5%
to 8.8% and the market to cost valuation improves slightly due to
the lesser cost structure.

Poor Marginal Fair Good
Legend Red Orange Yellow | Green
Return <6.0% 6.0%to 7.5% | 7.5% to 9.0% >9.0%
Valuation || Negative | 0to 7.5% 7.5%to 15% | >15%
vs. Cost

KEY FINDINGS:

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

The base project is predictable and generally cost effective, with a
return on investment in the mid-8% range, however, this approach does
not increase housing in Downtown Frederick.

The current fee structure and the Land Management Code limit costs
and shorten review time frames for the base project. Fees and length-
ened reviews are added when new dwelling units are proposed.
Governmental fees and review time frames for this project are inciden-
tal to the overall project’s financial feasibility and do not play a substan-
tial role in project viability.

The limited nature of the project allows the Historic Preservation review
to be provided through the Administrative Review Process, saving time
and expense for the applicant/owner.

Alternative 1 provides ‘micro-units’ as a way to increase the overall proj-
ect density, but the added construction cost and fee structure dispro-
portionately impact this project.

Alternate 2 proposes a modest increase in units that avoids a substantial
increase in construction costs. It is assumed under this scenario that

for two additional units, the City would not require substantial and cost
prohibitive improvements such as an elevator and/or sprinkler system.
If the City were to require such improvements, this alternative project
would incur disproportionate costs that it most likely could not support.
A project of this scale is very price/cost sensitive. Even small cost
increases and/or unanticipated off-site improvements would have a
substantial impact on project viability.

Small incremental density bonuses, such as one, two or three additional
residential units at this scale make a demonstrable financial benefit to
the project.

If the fee structure, construction costs and review processes do not
increase disproportionately, an addition of bonus units can increase
housing in downtown. The addition of these units most likely will be

a combination of strategic design to avoid substantial cost increases,
reasonable building code implementation, and a modified fee structure
that doesn’t penalize modest additions of housing.

Fees assessed on a ‘per unit’ basis discourage the investment in housing
at this scale.

The incremental cost to provide additional housing is disproportionate
at this scale.

Many fees start at the first new unit of development, discouraging new
housing.

Smaller projects, such as this prototype, are a cost effective, immediate,
and readily available strategy to increase housing downtown. If an om-
budsman or facilitator is available for all downtown projects, then more
small-scale builders and renovation specialists would have a resource to
reduce costs and review time-frames.
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Prototype: B Adaptive Reuse of an Existing Building

0 Existing Apartments
5 New Apartments
5 Total Apartments

Existing Condition:

Proposed Project:

Prototype B features an existing four-story commer-
cial building that is approximately 8,500 SF on a 3,400
SF lot of record. The property is located within the
Historic District and is considered a contributing re-
source. The existing zoning is DB, Downtown Business,
which allows up to 75 dwellings per acre (du/ac). The
existing floor area ratio (FAR) is approximately 2.5.
There is no existing parking on the property.

The upper floors have not been in active use for sev-
eral decades and are largely vacant with no significant
improvements. The intent of this project is to reno-
vate the upper floors in order to use them as either
office or residential as the market demands. This
study assumes that this renovation is to a residential
use. The ability to change use between residential

to office is of critical concern to the owner. The total
pre-improvement value for the land and the building
is $850,000.

Existing Commercial Building
8,500 SF Building

4 Story / Contributing

1st Floor Commercial to Remain
3,400 SF Lot of Record

i T ﬁ?-uf FLE
g

The project proposes a ‘change of use’ to the existing
commercial building in order to add new residential
units. There is no parking on the property and no new
parking is proposed. All improvements are interior to
the structure.

Zoning allows up to five (5) residential dwellings on
the lot. The base project proposes the addition of five
new apartments in order to achieve full density. Each
of the proposed apartments is a two-bedroom unit
with an average unit size of approximately 1,175 leas-
able square feet. The renovation includes hallways and
egress improvements that require a small demolition
area for access to upper floors. There are improve-
ments on the first floor in order to accommodate
access.

After the renovation, the owner is proposing rents
of $1,750 per month or approximately $1.50 per net
leasable square foot.

Due to the limited scope of the base project, it is
exempt from some Adequate Public Facilities (APFO)
testing and forest conservation.

Poor Marginal Fair Good
Legend Red Orange Yellow | Green

Return <6.0% | 6.0%t07.5% | 7.5%t09.0% | >9.0%

Valuation | Negative 0to7.5%
vs. Cost

7.5% to 15% >15%

Process:
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Estimated Fees & Costs:

Land Acquistion/Basis: $850,000
Design: $77,850
Governmental Fees:
Development Approval: $815
Engineering/Subdivision: $13,270
Impact Fee Totals: $89,121
Library Impact Fee: $1,925
School Impact Fee: $29,710
School Constr. Fee: S0
W/S Impact Fee: $30,717
MPDU Housing Fund: S0
Parkland Facilities Fee: $4,340
Parkland Fee-in-Lieu: $5,000
Parking Fee-in-Lieu: $6,500

Forest Fee-in-Lieu: S0

Fire Code Rev. Fees: $3,580
Zoning/Building (Other) $7,349
Off-Site Improvements: SO
Demolition: $2,550
Construction
Residential: $924,375
Commercial: S0
Parking: S0
Site/Landscape: $20,000
Other: $148,920
Soft Costs: $178,839
Financing $134,321
Total Project $2,529,182
ESTIMATED SCHEDULE Months
Pre-Development Phase: 3
Construction Phase: 8
Lease-Up Phase: 3
PERFORMANCE METRICS
Net New Dwellings Achieved: 5
Density Achieved (DU/Ac): 64.1
Govt Fee Per Dwelling Unit: $20,641
Affordability Index: $63,000
Market Rent - Multifamily: $1,750
Projected Annual Revenue: $147,750
’ Return on Investment: 6.1%
Estimated CAP Rate: 7.50%
Market Valuation: $1,970,000
. Market Valuation per DU: $394,000
Project Cost per DU: $488,012



B-1: Int. Reno./1 Bonus Unit

6 Total MF DUs

B-2: Int. Reno./2 Bonus Unit

7 Total MF DUs

B-3: Int. Reno./3 Bonus Unit
8 Total MF DUs

Live Downtown Frederick Case Study Project

do r\éow
Tredens

Estimated Fees & Costs:

Estimated Fees & Costs:

Land Acquistion/Basis: $850,000 Land Acquistion/Basis: $850,000
Design: $77,850 Design: $77,850
Governmental Fees: Governmental Fees:
Development Approval: $815 Development Approval: $815
Engineering/Subdivision: $13,270 Engineering/Subdivision: $13,270
Impact Fee Totals: $89,121 Impact Fee Totals: $89,121
Library Impact Fee: $1,925 Library Impact Fee: $1,925
School Impact Fee: $29,710 School Impact Fee: $29,710
School Constr. Fee: SO School Constr. Fee: SO
W/S Impact Fee: $30,717 W/S Impact Fee: $30,717
MPDU Housing Fund: SO MPDU Housing Fund: SO
Parkland Facilities Fee: $4,340 Parkland Facilities Fee: $4,340
Parkland Fee-in-Lieu: $5,000 Parkland Fee-in-Lieu: $5,000
Parking Fee-in-Lieu: $6,500 Parking Fee-in-Lieu: $6,500
Forest Fee-in-Lieu: SO Forest Fee-in-Lieu: SO
Fire Code Rev. Fees: $3,580 Fire Code Rev. Fees: $3,580
Zoning/Building (Other) $7,349 Zoning/Building (Other) $7,349
Off-Site Improvements: SO Off-Site Improvements: SO
Demolition: $2,550 Demolition: $2,550
Construction Construction
Residential: $924,375 Residential: $924,375
Commercial: S0 Commercial: S0
Parking: SO Parking: SO
Site/Landscape: $20,000 Site/Landscape: $20,000
Other: $148,920 Other: $148,920
Soft Costs: $178,839 Soft Costs: $178,839
Financing $134,321 Financing $134,321
Total Project $2,529,182 Total Project $2,529,182
ESTIMATED SCHEDULE Months ESTIMATED SCHEDULE Months
Pre-Development Phase: 3 Pre-Development Phase: 3
Construction Phase: 8 Construction Phase: 8
Lease-Up Phase: 3 Lease-Up Phase: 3
PERFORMANCE METRICS PERFORMANCE METRICS
Net New Dwellings Achieved: 6 Net New Dwellings Achieved: 7
Density Achieved (DU/Ac): 76.9 Density Achieved (DU/Ac): 89.7
Govt Fee Per Dwelling Unit: $17,201 Govt Fee Per Dwelling Unit: S14,744
Affordability Index: $63,000 Affordability Index: $63,000
Market Rent - Multifamily: $1,750 Market Rent - Multifamily: $1,750
Projected Annual Revenue: $164,550 Projected Annual Revenue: $181,350
Return on Investment: 6.7% Return on Investment: 7.4%
Estimated CAP Rate: 7.50% Estimated CAP Rate: 7.50%
Market Valuation: $2,194,000 Market Valuation: $2,418,000

Market Valuation per DU:
Project Cost per DU:

$365,667
$406,677 .

Market Valuation per DU:
Project Cost per DU:

$345,429
$348,580 D

Estimated Fees & Costs:

Land Acquistion/Basis: $850,000
Design: $77,850
Governmental Fees:
Development Approval: $815
Engineering/Subdivision: $13,270
Impact Fee Totals: $89,121
Library Impact Fee: $1,925
School Impact Fee: $29,710
School Constr. Fee: SO
W/S Impact Fee: $30,717
MPDU Housing Fund: S0
Parkland Facilities Fee: $4,340
Parkland Fee-in-Lieu: $5,000
Parking Fee-in-Lieu: $6,500

Forest Fee-in-Lieu: SO

ALTERNATIVE SYNOPSIS:

Fire Code Rev. Fees: $3,580
Zoning/Building (Other) $7,349
Off-Site Improvements: SO
Demolition: $2,550
Construction
Residential: $924,375
Commercial: S0
Parking: SO
Site/Landscape: $20,000
Other: $148,920
Soft Costs: $178,839
Financing $134,321
Total Project $2,529,182
ESTIMATED SCHEDULE Months
Pre-Development Phase: 3
Construction Phase: 8
Lease-Up Phase: 3

PERFORMANCE METRICS

Net New Dwellings Achieved: 8

Density Achieved (DU/Ac): 102.5
Govt Fee Per Dwelling Unit: $12,901
Affordability Index: $63,000
Market Rent - Multifamily: $1,750
Projected Annual Revenue: $198,150
Return on Investment: 8.1%
Estimated CAP Rate: 7.50%
Market Valuation: $2,642,000
Market Valuation per DU: $330,250
Project Cost per DU: $305,008

Construction costs far exceed

the estimated market value after
construction for the base project
and the lower density alternatives.
For the purpose of comparison
between the alternatives, rents
are held constant. All alternative
proposals assume no triggering of
additional APFO testing or costs.

Alternative 1:

Alternative 1 analyzes the benefit
of allowing one additional unit
without the addition of associ-
ated impact fees. Project density is
slightly higher than permitted in the
underlying zone requiring a code
change to allow a density bonus.
This results in an ROl increase of
approximately 10% over the base
project but market valuation as
compared to cost of renovation is
significantly negative.

Alternative 2:

This alternative adds two additional
‘fee-free’ units, approximating a
density roughly equivalent to the
MPDU bonus density (89.7 du/ac).
The additional ‘fee-free’ units pro-
vide an ROI that is approximately
21% better than the base project.
The market valuation to cost rela-
tionship is about even.

Alternative 3:

This alternative adds three ‘fee free’
units, exceeding MPDU bonus den-
sity standards. The project has an
ROI that is 33% better than the base
project and has a positive market
valuation as compared to cost.

KEY FINDINGS:

The base project is not feasible due to costs
associated with building code upgrades,
impact fees, and potential infrastructure
upgrades required for change of use applica-
tions.

The revenue from the commercial first floor
tenant is included in the financial analysis
and has a noticeable beneficial effect on the
project’s feasibility.

The additional cost to provide new housing is
disproportionate to estimated annual revenue
due to the limited size of the project.

Per unit assessment of fees for all new units
discourage investment in housing at this scale.
The limited nature of external alterations as-
sociated with the project allows the Historic
Preservation review to be provided through
the Administrative Review Process. Therefore
historic review is not a determinant factor for
project feasibility in this instance.

A project of this scale is very price/cost sensi-
tive. Even small cost increases and/or unan-
ticipated off-site improvements would have a
substantial impact on viability.

Small incremental density bonuses, such as
one, two or three additional units, make a
demonstrable financial benefit to the project.
If the fee structure, construction costs and re-
view processes do not increase disproportion-
ately, the addition of bonus units can increase
housing downtown as a part of these project
types.

The addition of bonus units in combination
with strategic design to avoid substantial cost
increases, reasonable building code imple-
mentation, and a modified fee structure can
provide incremental housing throughout the
downtown in a decentralized and contextually
sensitive manner.

Density bonuses have positive benefits and
should be utilized on these project types.

PARTNERSHIP
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Prototype: C Infill / Redevelopment - Small Site & Existing Building

0 Existing Apartments
63 New Apartments
63 Total Apartments

Existing Condition:

Proposed Project:

Prototype C features an existing two-story commercial
building that is approximately 20,000 SF on a 22,000
SF lot of record with an adjacent 22,000 SF lot of re-
cord that is vacant and used for parking. The property
is located within the Historic District and the existing
building is considered a contributing resource.

The existing zoning is DB, Downtown Business, which
allows up to 75 dwellings per acre (du/ac). The exist-
ing floor area ratio (FAR) on the overall property is
approximately 0.5.

The building recently was used for offices. There are
approximately 63 existing parking spaces on the prop-
erty. The total pre-improvement value for the land
and the building is $1,100,000.

Existing Commercial Building
2 Story / Contributing
20,000 SF Building

Two Lots of Record

The project proposes a renovation of the existing
building in order to add 17 new apartments and the
construction of a new 46-unit apartment building on
the adjacent lot. The new structure includes a roof-top
deck as an amenity.

In order to meet a market minimum of 1 parking space
per residential unit, some of the existing surface park-
ing is maintained and the building utilizes a partial
podium in order to build over some of the existing
parking. Access to the parking is maintained on the
frontage street with an access drive under the building
with key card control.

The new apartments are proposed as two-bedroom
units with an average size of 1,022 leasable square
feet. The building core area is approximately 15% of
the gross building area.

Due to the scale of this project, it must meet Adequate
Public Facilities (APFO) requirements, forest conser-
vation, impact fees, major site plan review and full
historic review by the Historic Preservation Commis-
sion. The process chart includes a minor subdivision or
Consolidation Plat to either combine the existing lots
or move the internal lot line in order to accommodate
the new structure.

Access to the property is problematic and conflicts
with the overall objective of building along the entire
frontage. The access also increases costs of construc-
tion of the building, or in the alternative would restrict
the amount of development.
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C: Infill and Renovation

63 Total MF DUs

Estimated Fees & Costs:

Land Acquistion/Basis: $1,100,000
Design: $632,170
Governmental Fees:
Development Approval: $13,757
Engineering/Subdivision: $76,959
Impact Fee Totals: $1,423,423
Library Impact Fee: $24,255
School Impact Fee: $374,346
School Constr. Fee: $247,149
W/S Impact Fee: $468,333
MPDU Housing Fund: $140,000
Parkland Facilities Fee: $54,684
Parkland Fee-in-Lieu: $63,000
Parking Fee-in-Lieu: SO
Forest Fee-in-Lieu: $2,640
Fire Code Rev. Fees: $49,016
Zoning/Building (Other) $192,499
Off-Site Improvements: $250,000
Demolition: $15,000
Construction
Residential: $11,432,500
Commercial: SO
Parking: $375,000
Site/Landscape: $775,000
Other: $657,589
Soft Costs: $1,250,356
Financing $2,236,935
Total Project $20,431,187
ESTIMATED SCHEDULE Months
Pre-Development Phase: 15
Construction Phase: 15
Lease-Up Phase: 12
PERFORMANCE METRICS
Net New Dwellings Achieved: 63
Density Achieved (DU/Ac): 62.4
Govt Fee Per Dwelling Unit: $27,089
Affordability Index: $68,886
Market Rent - Multifamily: $1,913
Projected Annual Revenue: $1,157,280
Return on Investment: 5.3%
Estimated CAP Rate: 6.75%
Market Valuation: $17,144,889
Market Valuation per DU: $272,141
Project Cost per DU: $346,899



C-1: Density Increase

69 Total MF DUs

C-2: Density Incr. & Fee Red.

75 Total MF DUs / 25% Fee Reduction

C-3: Density Incr. & Fee Red.

84 Total MF DUs / 50% Fee Reduction

Estimated Fees & Costs:

Estimated Fees & Costs:

Estimated Fees & Costs:

Land Acquistion/Basis: $1,100,000 Land Acquistion/Basis: $1,100,000 Land Acquistion/Basis: $1,100,000
Design: $632,170 Design: $632,170 Design: $599,998
Governmental Fees: Governmental Fees: Governmental Fees:
Development Approval: $13,817 Development Approval: $13,877 Development Approval: $13,967
Engineering/Subdivision: $77,079 Engineering/Subdivision: $77,199 Engineering/Subdivision: $77,379
Impact Fee Total: $1,562,601 Impact Fee Total: $1,131,980 Impact Fee Total: $970,860
Library Impact Fee: $26,565 Library Impact Fee: $21,656 Library Impact Fee: $16,170
School Impact Fee: $409,998 School Impact Fee: $334,238 School Impact Fee: $249,564
School Constr. Fee: $270,687 School Constr. Fee: SO School Constr. Fee: SO
W/S Impact Fee: $515,503 W/S Impact Fee: $422,005 W/S Impact Fee: $316,714
MPDU Housing Fund: $157,500 MPDU Housing Fund: $175,000 MPDU Housing Fund: $210,000
Parkland Facilities Fee: $59,892 Parkland Facilities Fee: 548,825 Parkland Facilities Fee: $36,456
Parkland Fee-in-Lieu: $69,000 Parkland Fee-in-Lieu: $75,000 Parkland Fee-in-Lieu: $84,000
Parking Fee-in-Lieu: o) Parking Fee-in-Lieu: SO Parking Fee-in-Lieu: SO
Forest Fee-in-Lieu: $2,640 Forest Fee-in-Lieu: $2,640 Forest Fee-in-Lieu: $2,640
Fire Code Rev. Fees: $50,816 Fire Code Rev. Fees: $52,616 Fire Code Rev. Fees: $55,316
Zoning/Building (Other) $199,591 Zoning/Building (Other) $206,683 Zoning/Building (Other) $217,321
Off-Site Improvements: $250,000 Off-Site Improvements: S0 Off-Site Improvements: S0
Demolition: $15,000 Demolition: $15,000 Demolition: $15,000
Construction Construction Construction
Residential: $11,504,500 Residential: $11,504,500 Residential: $11,471,500
Commercial: SO Commercial: S0 Commercial: SO
Parking: $105,000 Parking: $105,000 Parking: $105,000
Site/Landscape: $775,000 Site/Landscape: $775,000 Site/Landscape: $775,000
Other: $2,452,891 Other: $2,440,391 Other: $2,437,009
Soft Costs: $1,260,082 Soft Costs: $1,245,398 Soft Costs: $1,239,377
Financing $2,257,583 Financing $2,226,412 Financing $2,174,541
Total Project $22,205,314 Total Project $21,473,609 Total Project $21,196,951
ESTIMATED SCHEDULE Months ESTIMATED SCHEDULE Months ESTIMATED SCHEDULE Months
Pre-Development Phase: 15 Pre-Development Phase: 15 Pre-Development Phase: 9
Construction Phase: 15 Construction Phase: 15 Construction Phase: 15
Lease-Up Phase: 12 Lease-Up Phase: 12 Lease-Up Phase: 12
PERFORMANCE METRICS PERFORMANCE METRICS PERFORMANCE METRICS
Net New Dwellings Achieved: 69 Net New Dwellings Achieved: 75 Net New Dwellings Achieved: 84
Density Achieved (DU/Ac): 68.3 Density Achieved (DU/Ac): 74.3 Density Achieved (DU/Ac): 83.2
Govt Fee Per Dwelling Unit: $26,856 Govt Fee Per Dwelling Unit: $19,063 Govt Fee Per Dwelling Unit: $15,232
Affordability Index: $68,217 Affordability Index: $68,232 Affordability Index: $67,929
Market Rent - Multifamily: $1,895 Market Rent - Multifamily: $1,895 Market Rent - Multifamily: $1,887
Projected Annual Revenue: $1,255,200 2 Projected Annual Revenue: $1,364,640 3 Projected Annual Revenue: $1,521,600
Return on Investment: 5.7% Return on Investment: 6.4% Return on Investment: 7.2%
Estimated CAP Rate: 6.75% Estimated CAP Rate: 6.75% Estimated CAP Rate: 6.75%
Market Valuation: $18,595,556 Market Valuation: $20,216,889 Market Valuation: $22,542,222
Market Valuation per DU: $269,501 Market Valuation per DU: $269,559 Market Valuation per DU: $268,360
Project Cost per DU: $321,816 .Project Cost per DU: $286,315 D Project Cost per DU: $252,345

Live Downtown Frederick Case Study Project
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ALTERNATIVE SYNOPSIS:

Alternative 1:

Alternative 1 analyzes the financial benefits
of increasing the yield of the project by ap-
proximately 10%. There was no increase in

parking which resulted in a parking ratio of
0.91.

Alternative 2:

Alternative 2 analyzes the financial benefit
of increasing the yield to approximately 20%
over the base project. It also includes the
reduction in fees by eliminating the School
Construction Fee and a $250,000 off-site im-
provement. Other impact fees were reduced
by 25%. There was no increase in parking
which resulted in a parking ratio of 0.84.

Alternative 3:

Alternative 3 builds upon the savings in Al-
ternative 2 and further reduces impact fees
to 50% of the current rates. Nine additional
units are added to maximize the parking
ratio of 0.75 spaces per dwelling unit. The
pre-development phase was shortened by
six months, assuming an expedited review
process and/or City facilitator. The shortened
process saved both design and financing
costs.

Alternative 4:
This alternative is not shown, but is identi-
cal to Alternative 3 with the exception that
all impact fees and fees-in-lieu are elimi-
nated. In this instance ROl increases to 7.5%
(marginal to fair) and the market valuation
compared to project cost improves to +11%
4 (fair). When a small (2,500 sf) commercial
component is added, the ROl increases to
7.9% (fair) and the market to cost valuation
D increases to +17% (good).

Poor Marginal Fair Good

Legend Red Orange Yellow Green

KEY FINDINGS:

Return <6.0% 6.0%to 7.5% | 7.5%t09.0% | >9.0%

Valuation | Negative
vs. Cost

0to7.5% 7.5% to 15% >15%

The base project is not financially feasible, with
a return on investment under 6% and construc-
tion costs well in excess of market valuation.
This analysis illustrates how no one change or
benefit can make this project type feasible.
However, the additive effects of many incre-
mental solutions can bring it to a level of return
that approaches matching the risk of building in
a constrained downtown environment.

Fee reductions or elimination move the needle
but are not the entire solution.

Inefficiencies in utilizing existing historic struc-
tures plus the cost of renovation dispropor-
tionately increase costs and decrease project
revenue.

When a project is hitting the upper limit of the
market rent, the addition of bonus units with-
out associated impact fees provides significant
benefits and efficiencies.

The inclusion of an expedited review/facilita-
tor and joint workshops for this project saves
time, interest payments and consultant fees.
However, this was not a major factor affecting
feasibility.

Providing parking on-site is a major cost compo-
nent. Alternatives 1 through 4 assume a parking
ratio of between 0.75 and 0.92 in order to limit
parking cost impacts and maintain minimum
standards.

The addition of a small commercial component
provided a net positive contribution to the proj-
ect’s financial viability. Where feasible, the in-
clusion of a commercial component to support
residential development should be encouraged.
Additional density helps feasibility but may re-
quire additional height and/or more significant
changes to historic resources.

Additional incentives are needed to encourage
this scale of development. Financial incentives
may include property tax exemptions, reduc-
tions and/or deferrals. Additional State and
federal revenue sources, such as Low Income
Tax Credits and the Maryland Historical Trust’s
Non-Capital Grant Program may also add to
project feasibility. Additional programs and
resources should also be considered (see Ap-

endix for partial list).
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Prototype: D Infill / Redevelopment - Large Site & Existing Buildings

0 Existing Dwellings
6 New Townhouses
84 New Apartments

Existing Condition:

Proposed Project:

Prototype D features a site that includes existing com-
mercial buildings that house a total of 36,000 square
feet of former office space, all in single story buildings.
The total parcel size is 97,000 square feet. The existing
floor area ratio (FAR) is approximately 0.4.

The property is located in the Historic District. Some
portion of the buildings may be eligible for demoli-
tion. A portion of the existing buildings will need to be
incorporated into the new site design.

The existing zoning is DBO, Downtown Business Of-
fice, which allows up to 75 dwellings per acre (du/ac).

There are approximately 150 existing parking spaces
on the property. The property is a corner lot with
excellent access to both streets.

The total pre-improvement value for the land and the
building is $1,000,000.

Existing Commercial Buildings
1-Story / Contributing / Demo
36,000 SF Buildings

97,000 SF Parcel

18 Page

The project proposes a partial demolition and renova-
tion of the existing buildings in order to add a total of
90 new dwelling units. The unit breakdown is 6 town-
houses, 24 apartments within the renovated historic
structures, and 60 apartments in a new residential
building. On-site amenities include a roof-top deck and
fitness facility.

Parking is provided at 1.2 spaces per unit, through
surface parking, tuck-under spaces and individual
garages. Access to the parking is provided via drive
connections to both frontage roads.

The new apartments are proposed as a combination
of one and two-bedroom units with an average size of
975 leasable square feet. The units in the renovated
historic structure are slightly larger than the average
due to the inefficiencies of the building layout. Town-
houses are assumed to be rentals with approximately
2,400 gross square feet including the garage. Building
core area is assumed to be 15% of the gross building
area. Rents are proposed at $1.80 per square foot.

Due to the scale of this project, it must meet Adequate
Public Facilities (APFO) requirements, forest conserva-
tion, impact fees, major site plan review and full his-
toric review by the Historic Preservation Commission.
Individual lots are proposed, so a major subdivision
process is anticipated.

90 Total Dwellings
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D: Partial Demolition
Base Project: 90 Total DUs

Estimated Fees & Costs:

Land Acquistion/Basis: $1,000,000
Design: $796,030
Governmental Fees:
Development Approval: $19,967
Engineering/Subdivision: 588,934
Impact Fee Totals:
Library Impact Fee: $36,510
School Impact Fee: $584,370
School Constr. Fee: $385,980
W/S Impact Fee: $672,512
MPDU Housing Fund: $210,000
Parkland Facilities Fee: $51,120
Parkland Fee-in-Lieu: $90,000
Parking Fee-in-Lieu: SO
Forest Fee-in-Lieu: $5,820
Fire Code Rev. Fees: $53,012
Zoning/Building (Other) $351,809
Off-Site Improvements: $250,000
Demolition: $189,000
Construction
Residential: $13,933,500
Commercial: S0
Parking: $630,000
Site/Landscape: $825,000
Other: $2,231,848
Soft Costs: $1,541,925
Financing $2,603,578
Total Project $26,550,915
ESTIMATED SCHEDULE Months
Pre-Development Phase: 15
Construction Phase: 15
Lease-Up Phase: 12
PERFORMANCE METRICS
Net New Dwellings Achieved: 90
Density Achieved (DU/Ac): 40.4
Govt Fee Per Dwelling Unit: $28,334
Affordability Index: $61,200
Market Rent - Multifamily: $1,700
Market Rent - Townhouse: $2,450
Projected Annual Revenue: $1,854,720
Return on Investment: 7.0%
Estimated CAP Rate: 6.75%
Market Valuation: $27,477,333
Market Valuation per DU: $305,304
Project Cost per DU: $295,010



D-1: Limited Development
ALT. 1: 37 Total DUs

D-2: Density Incr./Struct. Parking

ALT. 2: 149 Total DUs

Estimated Fees & Costs:

Land Acquistion/Basis: $1,000,000
Design: $530,350
Governmental Fees:
Development Approval: $19,437
Engineering/Subdivision: $90,015
Impact Fee Total: $1,013,679
Library Impact Fee: $17,655
School Impact Fee: $310,769
School Constr. Fee: $205,486
W/S Impact Fee: $267,073
MPDU Housing Fund: $87,500
Parkland Facilities Fee: $32,116
Parkland Fee-in-Lieu: $37,000
Parking Fee-in-Lieu: SO
Forest Fee-in-Lieu: $5,820
Fire Code Rev. Fees: $50,260
Zoning/Building (Other) $298,737
Off-Site Improvements: $250,000
Demolition: S0
Construction
Residential: $8,827,500
Commercial: $324,000
Parking: $390,000
Site/Landscape: $975,000
Other: $1,589,983
Soft Costs: $1,207,077
Financing $1,875,159
Total Project $18,390,936
ESTIMATED SCHEDULE Months
Pre-Development Phase: 12
Construction Phase: 15
Lease-Up Phase: 12
PERFORMANCE METRICS
Net New Dwellings Achieved: 37
Density Achieved (DU/Ac): 16.6
Govt Fee Per Dwelling Unit: $38,429
Affordability Index: $63,000
Market Rent - Multifamily: $1,750
Market Rent - Townhouse: $2,450
Projected Annual Revenue: $873,480
Return on Investment: 4.7%
Estimated CAP Rate: 6.75%
Market Valuation: $12,940,444
Market Valuation per DU: $349,742
Project Cost per DU: $497,052

[

Estimated Fees & Costs:

Land Acquistion/Basis:

Design:

Governmental Fees:
Development Approval:
Engineering/Subdivision:
Impact Fee Totals:

Library Impact Fee:
School Impact Fee:
School Constr. Fee:
W/S Impact Fee:
MPDU Housing Fund:
Parkland Facilities Fee:
Parkland Fee-in-Lieu:
Parking Fee-in-Lieu:
Forest Fee-in-Lieu:
Fire Code Rev. Fees:
Zoning/Building (Other)

Off-Site Improvements:

Demolition:

Construction

Residential:
Commercial:
Parking:
Site/Landscape:
Other:

Soft Costs:

Financing

$1,000,000
$1,584,492

$20,557
$97,602
$3,522,443
$61,085
$984,538
$650,347
$1,149,830
$332,500
$84,632
$149,000
$0

$5,820
$104,692
$442,137
$250,000
$394,200

$21,447,300
$324,000
$4,995,000
$1,375,000
$698,269
$2,425,760
$4,544,952

Live Downtown Frederick Case Study Project
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Total Project

$43,121,711

ESTIMATED SCHEDULE Months
Pre-Development Phase: 24
Construction Phase: 15
Lease-Up Phase: 12
PERFORMANCE METRICS

Net New Dwellings Achieved: 149
Density Achieved (DU/Ac): 66.9
Govt Fee Per Dwelling Unit: $27,401
Affordability Index: $63,000
Market Rent - Multifamily: $1,750
Market Rent - Townhouse: $2,150
Projected Annual Revenue: $3,232,680
Return on Investment: 6.9%
Estimated CAP Rate: 6.75%
Market Valuation: $47,891,556
Market Valuation per DU: $321,420
Project Cost per DU: $313,048

Alternative 1:
Alternative 1 analyzes the impacts of a denial of demolition permit
for all of the buildings and the inefficiencies of retaining and reusing
all existing buildings. This alternative proposes commercial uses in
the two smaller retained buildings at the corner, focused on a new
urban park with the opportunity for outdoor dining. Project yield is
reduced to 37 total units.

ey

Alternative 2:

Alternative 2 also looks at the impact of a substantial demolition
resulting in a much higher yield. Free-standing structured parking
is proposed at the interior of the site in order to achieve a parking
ratio of 1.2, similar to the base project. The total project yield is
149 residential units. This proposal also increases building height
to 6 stories requiring more expensive construction standards. The
annual revenue is higher but the ROl is similar to the base project.
However, when the parking structure is eliminated and a small
amount of ground floor retail (3,600 sf) is introduced (Alternative
2-B, not shown), the ROI for this 149-unit project increases to 7.9%
(fair), and the market valuation to cost relationship improves to
+16% (good).

KEY FINDINGS:

O

eric

1. Integration with existing historic resources and the reha-
bilitation of those resources is a challenging and expensive
proposition. There are no current off-sets in the system to
mitigate these extra costs except the Heritage Structure
Rehabilitation Tax Credit.

2. Retaining, rehabilitating and integrating existing historic re-
sources is an important component to project feasibility and
the ability to increase housing. The retention and rehabilita-
tion of historic resources, as is the case in Alternate 1, may
greatly limit the inclusion of new housing and impact the

return on investment and market valuation.

3. Adding structured parking in order to increase density,
increases annual revenue but does not necessarily increase
return on investment, as is the case when comparing the
base project to Alternate 2.

4. Infact, the ROl is similar to a lower density project with
surface parking, such as the base project.

5. Adding additional housing may not be justified where sig-
nificant costs such as structured parking are required but

cannot be supported with the current rent levels.

6. Larger properties, such as this site, have the opportunity to
provide a significant portion of the overall housing goal.

7. The larger, surface-parked design of Alternative 2-b has the
best return on investment and market to cost valuation of
the alternatives studied. This supports the cost benefit of
larger, unconstrained sites.

Poor

Marginal
Orange

Fair
Yellow

Good
Green

6.0% to 7.5%

7.5% to 9.0%

>9.0%

Legend | ged
Return <6.0%
Valuation Negative
vs. Cost

0to7.5%

7.5% to 15%

>15%
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Prototype: E New Infill Development - No Existing Buildings

3,200 SF Commercial
plus
24 Apartments

Existing Condition:

Proposed Project:

Prototype E features a vacant one-half acre parcel
that is currently being used as a parking lot. There
are approximately 50 existing parking spaces. The
project is not in the Historic District.

The existing zoning is DB, Downtown Business,
which allows up to 75 dwelling units per acre (du/
ac). This would allow up to 37 dwelling units, or 45
dwelling units including the MPDU bonus.

There is a planned commercial component for the
first floor. The total pre-improvement value for the
land is $350,000.

Legend
Marginal Fair Good
Orange Yellow Green
Return 6.0%to 7.5% | 7.5% to 9.0% | >9.0%
Valuation 0to7.5% 7.5% to 15% >15%
vs. Cost

21,780 SF Vacant Parcel
Not in Historic District
Mixed Use Proposal

20 Page

The proposed apartment building is built to the street
line and is four stories with an opportunity for ground
floor retail. Parking is to the rear and includes some
tuck-under spaces behind the potential commercial
space. Access to the parking field is key-card controlled
via an access drive from the frontage street.

The apartments are a combination of one and two-
bedroom units with average size of approximately 910
leasable square feet. The building core area is ap-
proximately 15% of the gross building area. Rents are
proposed at approximately $2.15 per square foot, at
the higher limits of the current market.

This project, although relatively small, requires subdi-
vision approval to create a buildable lot, testing under
the Adequate Public Facilities (APF) review, payment
of impact fees, and review as Major Site Plan applica-
tion. The project is exempt from forest conservation
and is not subject to Historic Preservation review
since it is not located in the Historic District. Parking

is provided at the rates required in Table 607-1, which
has a minimum of 1.5 spaces per unit, plus parking for
the commercial use. MPDUs are not required for the
base project but would be required if the project was
to increase to 25 or more units.

This base project assumes the building is completely
residential with some apartments and amenity space
on the first floor. Alternative 1 includes commercial
space on the ground floor and slightly smaller residen-
tial units on the upper floors.
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Land Acquistion/Basis: $350,000
Design: $228,698
Governmental Fees:
Development Approval: $11,161
Engineering/Subdivision: $75,427
Impact Fee Total: $403,631
Library Impact Fee: $9,240
School Impact Fee: $142,608
School Constr. Fee: S0
W/S Impact Fee: $188,681
MPDU Housing Fund: SO
Parkland Facilities Fee: $20,832
Parkland Fee-in-Lieu: $24,000
Parking Fee-in-Lieu: SO
Forest Fee-in-Lieu: S0
Fire Code Rev. Fees: $18,270
Zoning/Building (Other) $136,878
Off-Site Improvements: $100,000
Demolition: SO
Construction
Residential: $3,709,100
Commercial: SO
Parking: $240,000
Site/Landscape: $360,000
Other: $406,305
Soft Costs: $426,977
Financing $716,594
Total Project $7,164,771
ESTIMATED SCHEDULE Months
Pre-Development Phase: 15
Construction Phase: 15
Lease-Up Phase: 12
PERFORMANCE METRICS
Net New Dwellings Achieved: 24
Density Achieved (DU/Ac): 48.0
Govt Fee Per Dwelling Unit: $26,129
Affordability Index: $70,200
Market Rent - Multifamily: $1,950
Projected Annual Revenue: $449,280
Return on Investment: 6.3%
Estimated CAP Rate: 6.50%
Market Valuation: $6,912,000
Market Valuation per DU: $288,000
Project Cost per DU: $298,532



ALT. 1:

3,200 SF Commercial plus

30 MF Dwellings

ALT. 2:
18 Townhouses

Estimated Fees & Costs:

Estimated Fees & Costs:

Land Acquistion/Basis: $350,000 Land Acquistion/Basis: $350,000
Design: $274,058 Design: $300,140
Governmental Fees: Governmental Fees:
Development Approval: $11,161 Development Approval: $11,101
Engineering/Subdivision: $75,463 Engineering/Subdivision: $80,761
Impact Fee Total: $419,144 Impact Fee Total: $490,552
Library Impact Fee: $9,240 Library Impact Fee: $12,510
School Impact Fee: $142,608 School Impact Fee: $255,726
School Constr. Fee: S0 School Constr. Fee: S0
W/S Impact Fee: $203,281 W/S Impact Fee: $181,942
MPDU Housing Fund: S0 MPDU Housing Fund: S0
Parkland Facilities Fee: $20,832 Parkland Facilities Fee: $15,624
Parkland Fee-in-Lieu: $24,000 Parkland Fee-in-Lieu: $18,000
Parking Fee-in-Lieu: SO Parking Fee-in-Lieu: SO
Forest Fee-in-Lieu: S0 Forest Fee-in-Lieu: S0
Fire Code Rev. Fees: $19,182 Fire Code Rev. Fees: $6,750
Zoning/Building (Other) $137,334 Zoning/Building (Other) $135,726
Off-Site Improvements: $100,000 Off-Site Improvements: $100,000
Demolition: SO Demolition: S0
Construction Construction
Residential: $4,201,100 Residential: $4,228,000
Commercial: $288,000 Commercial: S0
Parking: $225,000 Parking: $225,000
Site/Landscape: $360,000 Site/Landscape: $360,000
Other: $542,775 Other: $431,500
Soft Costs: $479,939 Soft Costs: $460,567
Financing $829,002 Financing $787,863
Total Project $8,292,975 Total Project $7,961,211
ESTIMATED SCHEDULE Months ESTIMATED SCHEDULE Months
Pre-Development Phase: 15 Pre-Development Phase: 15
Construction Phase: 15 Construction Phase: 15
Lease-Up Phase: 12 Lease-Up Phase: 12
PERFORMANCE METRICS PERFORMANCE METRICS
Net New Dwellings Achieved: 30 Net New Dwellings Achieved: 18
Density Achieved (DU/Ac): 60.0 Density Achieved (DU/Ac): 36.0
Govt Fee Per Dwelling Unit: $21,437 Govt Fee Per Dwelling Unit: $39,897
Affordability Index: $67,680 Affordability Index: $93,400
Market Rent - Multifamily: $1,880 Market Rent - Townhouse: $2,594
Projected Annual Revenue: $618,240 Projected Annual Revenue: $448,320
Return on Investment: 7.5% Return on Investment: 5.6%
Estimated CAP Rate: 6.50% Estimated CAP Rate: 6.50%
Market Valuation: $9,511,385 Market Valuation: $6,897,231
Market Valuation per DU: $317,046 Market Valuation per DU: $383,179
Project Cost per DU: $276,432 Project Cost per DU: $442,290
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site and mitigation costs.

Alternative 1:

This alternative proposes six (6) additional micro-units over garage park-
ing at the rear of the property and 3,200 square feet of ground floor retail
in addition to 24 units proposed in the base project. This results in slightly
smaller average unit sizes and slightly lower rents.

1. A project of this size has all the costs and complications of larger
projects without the economies of scale. The scale of this proj-
ect as a residential multi-family rental building is a challenge.

2. This analysis (Alternate 1) assumes fee reductions, income from
the commercial component and rents at the higher end of the
market. It also assumes an optimistic and minimal level of off-

3. Not being within the downtown parking district requires a
substantially higher parking standard without the relief offered
in the parking district. Shared parking with adjacent proper-
ties would be helpful. This leads to a general conclusion that
the ability to consolidate smaller parcels, whether under single
ownership, or through joint ventures, will improve value and

financial viability. The City may be able to play a role in consoli-

Impact fees are only assessed against the base project 24 units. The six dation opportunities.

new units also are exempt from the MPDU fee-in-lieu. These changes, plus 4. As was the case for Prototype C, these ‘missing middle’ projects

the addition of the revenue from the commercial space increases the ROI
from 6.3% to 7.5%. The market valuation as compared to the project costs
goes from a negative relationship approaching +15%. The elimination of
off-site improvement expenditures and an expedited schedule would fur-
ther improve this project’s financial viability.

Alternative 2:

This alternative assumes a for-sale project of 18 townhouses. It includes both stacked and slab-on-
grade townhouses. For purposes of comparison, the project was modeled as a rental community,
but due to the substantial negative delta in valuation as compared to cost and low ROI, the project
was deemed unfeasible.

If the project was to be developed as a for-sale community, it is estimated that the average sales
price would need to be approximately $550,000, or nearly $300 per square foot. Comparable and
recent sales in downtown were approximately $250-260 per square foot.

Additionally, the small number of product offerings is not consistent with the programing of most
builders, thus reducing the number of builders that would be attracted to such a project.

may need additional resources beyond fee reductions and den-
sity increases in order to move forward.
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Overview.

This Live Downtown Frederick Case Study Project, in addition to gen-
erating policy and cost-related data for each prototype, looked closely

at broadly held perceptions regarding building in Downtown Frederick.
This review included an evaluation of the relative efficiency of the City’s
project review and approval process, the effects of City imposed fees and
costs on the feasibility of new housing, and the net impact of the appli-
cation of Historic Preservation guidelines on the cost and complexity of
providing housing. This study analyzed these issues across the full range
of project types and scales.

The analysis involved a detail review of over a dozen City project case
files, multiple interviews with City staff, and outreach to housing experts,
local builders, and other real estate professionals and consultants familiar
with the downtown market.

General Observations.

There are general trends and existing conditions in Downtown Frederick
that have a significant effect on the ability to deliver new housing. Some
of these trends are either out of the scope of this study or are beyond
the stated objective of policy and regulatory changes that the Consultant
Team was tasked with. Other trends are not yet manifest in the data, but
have potential long-term benefit to the goal of providing more housing in
Downtown Frederick. Where appropriate, these trends are captured in
the recommendations section of this document.

Included in this list are the general rental and for-sale pricing that is
present in downtown. There are some areas of gentrification that would
suggest continued optimism in the long-term prospects for the market.
Regardless, the market valuations struggle to keep pace with the cost and
complexity of building in a physically constrained, historic context. Many
of the projects that are moving forward, are doing so only because they
have been able to offset these costs by accessing third-party sources of
funding. While that will likely continue, in order to achieve broader indus-
try participation, more sustainable approaches also are needed.

Key Takeaways.

In the context of the stated objectives for this project -- that being the
identification of cost, processing, and regulatory changes that can posi-
tively affect new housing in downtown -- there are several key takeaways
that can be gleaned from the data.

1. The modeled prototype examples exhibited similarities to recently
built projects in the study area, in terms of overall configuration,
building types, and unit yields. This similarity lent credibility to the as-
sumptions on which the models were based, as well as to the consul-
tant’s interpretation and application of the regulations governing each
type. The one exception to this was the prototype example alternative
D2, which was used to test the cost of structured parking relative to

the value of the additional units using that parking allowed. There are
no comparable recent examples of this model downtown.

Regardless of the similarities between the prototype examples and
recent built projects, it is reasonable to conclude that, given the large
number of variables and potential unknowns, there is no such thing as
a “typical” downtown project. This lack of predictability adds uncer-
tainty and risk to the potential for return, limiting the Frederick hous-
ing market’s appeal to institutional investors, while favoring smaller,
local builders and entrepreneurs, who are often more willing to put in
the time and effort to both learn and adapt to the market’s intricacies.

For larger builders and investors, a further challenge to building
downtown remains the scarcity of large parcels, especially in the
downtown core. This limits the opportunities for achieving competi-
tive economies of scale relative to the risk involved, and for offsetting
the fixed costs and operational inefficiencies associated with smaller
projects.

On the other hand, the data indicated that, in terms of both risk and
return on investment, smaller renovation and remodeling projects
had the best results, though still below the returns found favorable to
many housing providers. However, the smaller builders and reha-
bilitation experts who specialize in this niche are well positioned to
provide needed housing. Regardless, once there is a change of use,
or the addition of new units, these niche builders also are impacted,
and in a disproportional manner, by the complexity and costs of the
current review and approval process, relative to the modest size of
the project.

The most challenging project size, in terms of cost and complexity, are
the mid-sized projects, which have the complexity and cost of large
projects, without their economies of scale. This is reflected both in
the Consultant Team’s findings, and also the fact that the built proj-
ects in this size range would not have been feasible without additional
funding/subsidy resources, or some other type of cost reduction
strategy.

Portions of the study area do have parking incentives built into the
code. However, the availability of parking on-site is a significant factor
in rent structure and property valuations. Even so, newer units with
dedicated off-street parking can quickly reach the upper limits of
market rents, and thereby have a dampening effect on rehabilitation
projects.

The Land Management Code provides some incentives for building
downtown. However, much of the governing regulations apply a “one-
size fits all” approach which does not acknowledge the uniqueness of
the downtown context.

8. Inreviewing comparable rents in the market, there appears to be a
significant rent premium, on a per-square-foot basis, for smaller units
and studio apartments. However, assessing fees on a per-unit basis,
as is the current City practice, discourages investment in smaller unit
sizes. Applying impact fees to accessory dwelling units is the extreme
example of this counterproductive policy.

9. Policy changes which help to address any of these issues, either indi-
vidually or collectively, could help to lower the threshold of project
feasibility to move an otherwise infeasible development opportunity,
move closer to financial viability, or make a marginal one, better,
thereby encouraging the building of more housing downtown.

10. While the downtown is not a homogenous monolith, the historic
core will likely remain a niche market. Opportunities for institutional
investors and larger regional or national builders will occur on larger
parcels on the emerging edge of downtown and in the East Street
corridor. Although each area would have a different approach, there
was widespread agreement that new construction should be a logical
addition to, and/or extension of, the downtown fabric and context.

Recommendations

The following recommendations are offered within the umbrella objective
of increasing housing in Downtown Frederick. As stated previously in this

document, the focus of these recommendations are specific to policy and
regulatory enhancements.

These recommendations include proposed solutions that offer both cost
and time-savings, reduce uncertainty, better define City expectations,
streamline the process, avoid redundant requirements, or otherwise en-
hance project feasibility within the downtown context.

In the downtown:

Recommendation 1: Bacommendation 1
Implement Aspects
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housing at prices that reflect the
range of incomes within the City, the City should, in addition to the MPDU
program, “explore...options and incentives to produce more modestly-
priced units. These options could include, but are not limited to, priority
permit processing, performance standards, fee exemptions, and property
tax deferral.”



The policy objectives of the Comprehensive Plan further define how new
housing in Downtown Frederick can be accomplished. These objectives
include specific strategies such as:

1. Make the process more predictable (Housing Element Policy 1.1);
2. Introduce priority permitting (Housing Element Policy 2.2);
3. Implement fee exemptions (Housing Element Policy 2.2);

4. Allow fee and tax deferrals in order to infuse new residential develop-
ment (Housing Element Policy 2.2);

5. Promote higher-density residential and pedestrian-friendly develop-
ment (Housing Element Policy 4.1);

6. Encourage infill and redevelopment with flexible standards (Housing
Element Policies 5.2 & 5.3);

7. Add housing through adaptive reuse (Housing Element Policy 5.4);
8. Add new residential housing (Housing Element Policy 6.1).

Recommendation:

The implementation of some or all of the stated strategies in the Housing
Element will further the goal of new housing in Downtown Frederick. As
stated elsewhere in this report, there are several specific ways the City
can positively affect housing construction though higher densities, flexible
standards, fee exemptions, tax deferrals, and expedited reviews.

Live Downtown Frederick Case Study Project

existing uses. The intrinsic efficiencies of this model should be reflected in
the graduated assessment of impact fees and other relevant standards.

Recommendation:

Recognize the inherent differences of the historic downtown core and the
emerging downtown edge and adjust testing and fee assessment accord-
ingly, including:

1. Implement a specific approach that demonstrably reduces and/or
eliminates fee and regulatory barriers to new housing. There should
be different approaches for the historic core and the emerging edge,
which reflect the conditions unique to each.

2. Implement APFO standards that encourage mixed-use, pedestrian-
scaled development and reduce housing costs. Emphasize pedestrian,
bicycle and transit planning and deemphasize vehicle lane capacity
standards in CAPF-R review.

3. Reassess the requirement for traffic impact studies for downtown
properties. If it is found to be unnecessary, there should be a simple
CAPF-R certification process.

4. Eliminate APFO intersection improvement requirements and escrow
payments in areas where the existing historic fabric makes it unde-
sirable or highly unlikely to provide wider and faster roads that are
inconsistent with a pedestrian-scaled environment.

Recommendation 2: 3 o
Modify APFO Reviews and Fee | we /)
Assessments. Reitews zf/"/
Impact Fees [ !’ 4
Currently, the Adequate Public o\
Facilities Ordinance (APFO) N/
is administered uniformly
throughout the City. Impact
and other fees are also uni-
formly assessed. All fees are based on unit type and use, without defer-
ence to unit size or affordability.
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Recommendation:
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4 edge and adjust testing
and fee assessment
accardingly.

The City is a complex and sophisticated network of interrelated, yet dis-
tinct neighborhoods, each with its own unique characteristics. The most
mature of these areas is downtown, containing a street and pedestrian
system that is comprehensive, interconnected, and complete. This pattern
has the ability to facilitate and accommodate an incredible variety of co-
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unit types and size.
project location, unit size or context. This approach favors building fewer,
and larger units, often outside the historic core, contrary to the goals of
achieving more housing units in Downtown Frederick.

Current policies discourage
the construction of smaller
unit sizes. Impact fees, as an

would incentivize smaller unit

J  infill development

Recommendation:

Where fees are applied, adjust to accommodate differences in unit types
and size, consistent with policy goals. One approach is the application of
fees on a square foot basis, rather than a unit basis. This would incentivize
smaller unit infill development.

Recommendation 4: His-
toric Preservation Review.

Projects within the Historic
District are often subject to both
Planning Commission and Historic
Preservation Commission over-
sight and review, which can com-
plicate and lengthen the project
planning, design, and approval
process. Steps to simplify and
facilitate coordination between
these two reviews could help to
reduce project cost and incentiv-
ize housing.

TABLE OT

Reasonable and modest changes
to the application of applicable
standards for buildings within
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the Historic District could also
encourage the improvement of existing structures to include more hous-
ing units.

Recommendation:

1. Prioritize the application of preservation and rehabilitation standards
by utilizing a pre-application determination of primary, secondary and
tertiary facades with proportional standards for each.

2. Simplify reviews and reduce time frames through the implementation

of joint workshops between the Planning Commission and the Historic

Preservation Commission.

3. Research the expanded use of synthetic materials, consistent with the
Secretary of the Interior’s standards, on historic facades where there
is no reasonably discernible aesthetic difference in application or in
areas not in close proximity to the general public.

Page 23



Recommendation 5: Bonuses and Incentives.

Incentives

WJ"_".S!MHE!I_SI

Bonuses and

Bonus units and housing incentives
can encourage new downtown hous-
ing. However, the approach needs to
align with the scale of development
and the uniqueness of each project

type.

New development and rehabilitation
in downtown can be subdivided into
three general scales: small infill and rehabilitation projects, mid-sized infill
projects, and larger-scaled projects on larger parcels with fewer contex-
tual issues. Our recommendations are focused on these three scales.

Recommendation 5.1: Bonus and Incentives for Small Infill and Renova-
tion Projects.

Managing costs to enable modest density increases can have a significant
impact on the viability of small infill and renovation projects. Fees are
typically assessed at the first unit built which disproportionately affects
these smaller projects.

Recommendation:

In order to incentivize these project types, it is recommended that a ‘fee-
free’ density bonus of one to three new housing units be permitted. It is
recommended that these fee-free bonus units be allowed in proportion
to the project size. Additionally, it is proposed that a density bonus above
existing zoning limits be permitted when deemed appropriate to do so,
with standards and procedures adopted to make that determination.
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Bonuses and
Incentives i

Recommendation 5.2: Bonus and
Incentives for the Missing Middle.
Mid-sized projects have the com-
plexity and cost of their larger coun-
terparts, but not the economies of
scale over which to spread that cost
and risk. Properties within walking
distance of municipal parking are
inherently more feasible, due to the
ability to reduce on-site parking as a component of their cost structure,
but many candidate sites don’t have this option.

Recommendation:

Based on our analysis, this project scale struggles to achieve feasibility,
even with substantial reductions in review time frames, costs and fees.
On-site parking adds to the burden, limiting the ability to achieve reason-

able densities at reasonable costs. This size project may require outside
resources in order to be viable in the current market. This is the scale of
project that would benefit the most from the policy recommendations in
the Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan. Potential strategies that
should be studied further on select projects include:

[y

Deferral of taxes and major fees;
2. Exemption of fees;

3. Implementation of a sliding scale of development requirements that
require a lesser standard and cost structure based on project size;

4. Allow the transfer of unused value where historic resource protection,
and/or other development constraint, limits new housing construc-
tion; and

5. Permit micro-units and accessory units that are fee-free.

Recommendation 5.3: Bonus and Incentives for Larger Properties.
Due to their scale, larger projects have significant up-front costs and

challenges. However, larger
projects have the potential to
infuse significant amounts of
new downtown housing.

Bonuses and
Incentives

Our study indicated that the
retention of contributing his-
toric structures often reduces
overall housing potential.
Therefore, where there are open parcels and limited restrictions, major
development should be encouraged. Additionally, due to the substantial
cost and complexity of these projects, the City should facilitate expedited
reviews. Where permissible, these larger parcels may also benefit from a
density transfer, consistent with policy objectives.

faciitation of an assigned staff peran.

Recommendation:

Encourage new housing on sites with limited constraints and contextual
issues. This incentive could include:

1. Shared development or density transfers with constrained parcels;

2. Density and height bonuses; and

3. Expedited reviews with assigned staff to facilitate the process.

o 6: Between
downtown

Density Fdpecies

Transfer

& In the

Options alternative:
Allow an

or Optional Method
of Development

An Optiﬂﬂ!l on a case-by-

Method of cp.::fmll,;:‘i'::g

Development inereased height

and/or density

Recommendation 6: Density Transfer Options.

Many properties in Downtown Frederick are prevented from achieving
the theoretical maximum number of housing units allowed by zoning,
regardless of the extent of policy-based incentives applied. This is often a
function of limits associated with the historic district overlay and neigh-
borhood context.

To help meet the policy goal of increased downtown housing, one ap-
proach would be to allow the theoretical density allowances allocated to
constrained properties to be transferred to other properties within down-
town, that are better able to make use of this allocation. This approach
would be subject to all the regulatory and policy controls already in the
City code.

In the alternative, the City could allow an optional method of develop-
ment that permits a pre-determined density reallocation and an increase
in height and density on appropriate sites. This process would be decided
on a case-by-case basis, consistent with current policies of the Compre-
hensive Plan and the principles of walkable, transit-supportive mixed-use.
Height and density increases would still need to meet established neigh-
borhood compatibility criteria.



Conclusion

Surprisingly, given the number of policy options considered, the case
study alternatives showed only modest incremental benefits in terms

of return on investment and overall valuation, even when those options
were most favorably applied. Yet even these modest changes, when
cumulatively applied, positively ‘moved the needle’ of feasibility. Regard-
less, our analysis concluded that the theoretical returns achievable, rela-
tive to the level of risk, were often insufficient to meet generally accepted
market thresholds of feasibility.

In other words, the recommendations within this report, if implemented,
would have a positive effect on the ability of the marketplace to provide
more housing in Downtown Frederick, but in many instances it is still not
enough to overcome inherent challenges outside the control of the regu-
latory process.

Also, infill efforts focused exclusively on increasing project yield (num-
ber of units) to the maximum allowable under zoning, based on higher,
denser, and more complex building types, frequently could not overcome
the disproportionate costs and complexity associated with those develop-
ment models. This indicates that the current Frederick market is not yet
able to support these more complex building types.

What the analysis does confirm is that project viability, as modeled on
current policies and standards, tends to occur primarily at either end of
the spectrum: modest and simple small-scale projects, or projects large
enough to achieve meaningful economies of scale. In the first case how-
ever, the housing contributed per project completed is modest, at best,
and in the latter, there are few parcels in the downtown core well suited
for the kinds of large projects that could provide meaningful additions of
housing.

The independent entrepreneurial builder/developer, or private investor,
working at the smaller end of the market, would likely benefit most from
the proposed policy recommendations, and may still represent the best
short-term option for delivering more housing in the downtown core,
working consistently at an effective, incremental level. Regardless, policy
changes such as shifting fees from a per-unit basis to one that is square-
footage based, would help not only those entities already working down-
town, but could also help to make mid-size and large scale projects more
viable, thereby encouraging the development of more units consistent
with stated policy objectives.
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Post Script

The general findings of this report were presented on April 28, 2017 at the
Housing Symposium hosted by Downtown Frederick Partnership and held at
the Delaplaine Visual Arts Center located at 40 South Carroll Street. There
were approximately 75 to 100 persons in attendance.

Feedback at that meeting included several suggestions and/or concerns by
participants that are not necessarily covered in this report. These concerns
should be considered by the City of Frederick in future policy and/or regula-
tory updates. Generally, concerns can be summarized as follows:

1. Accessory Dwelling Units, or ADUs, are an excellent method to provide
affordable housing for new downtown residents. However, the current
restrictive policies relative to the construction of ADUs, such as the
application of impact fees, makes construction infeasible. Participants
suggested the City review and amend their policies associated with
ADUs.

2. The introduction of a form-based code as an alternative approach
to the current application of the Land Management Code (LMC) was
suggested. It was discussed as a superior approach to the technical
methodologies that underpin the LMC. It was also suggested that a
form-based approach would better deal with issues such as building
massing, architectural design, and neighborhood compatibility.

3. Participants identified
the return on investment
thresholds developed by the
Consultant Team as low and
not adequately reflecting the
relative risk associated with
downtown development.
It was suggested that new
approaches were needed to
reduce risks and costs associ-
ated with downtown devel-
opment in order to incentiv-
ize new construction.
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Appendix

1. Prototype Development Data
2. Process Flow Charts

3. Funding and Other Resources



EXISTING CONDITIONS

Exist. Existing Exist.
Property Bldg Exist. Number  Units Rental vs. Exist. Bldg. Ht Contrib.  Within
PROTOTYPE | Value / Basis Type  Size (sf) Zone Lots (du) Existing Use  Proposed Use Own  Parking (stories) Demo. Resource HDO
A S 555,000 LotRec 6900 1 5 Resid. Resid. Rental 0 3 No Yes Yes
B S 850,000 LotRec 8500 DB 1 0 Ret/Office Retail/Resid. Rental 0 4 No Yes Yes
C S 1,100,000 LotRec 20000 2 0 Office/Vac. Resid. Rental 63 3 No Yes Yes
D S 1,000,000 Parcel 36000 1 0 Office Resid. Rental 150 1 Partial  Partial Yes
E S 350,000 Parcel 0 DB/DR 1 0 Vacant Retail/Resid. Rental 50 n/a n/a n/a No
THEORETICAL YIELDS
Density Max. Potential
Density per Density Max. Max. Theo. Yield Based
per Zone perZone| Theo. MPDUs | MPDU MPDU MPDUs| on Aver.
Parcel Parcel [Zone DB DBO DR Yield per | Reqd. | Bonus Yield Reqd. | Size: 950 sf
PROTOTYPE |General Description PROTOTYPE |Size (sf) Size (ac)| (du/ac) (du/ac) (du/ac) |Zone (du)| (du) (%) (du)  (du) | 50% 2Bed
A Rehabilitation of existing units, no additioal units. A 6900 0.158 75 75 11 0 7
A-Alt 1 Max. per zone, all interior renovation into micro-units. A-Alt 1 6900 0.158 75 75 11 0 7
A-Alt 2 All interior renovation, only 2 additional units. A-Alt 2 6900 0.158 75 75 11 0 7
B Change of use, interior renovations, access reqd. B 3400 0.078 75 5 0 6
B-Alt 1 Change of use, interior renovations, access reqd., one bonus fee free unit, requires code change. B-Alt 1 3400 0.078 75 5 0 6
B-Alt 2 Change of use, interior renovations, access reqd. two bonus fee free units, requires code change. B-Alt 2 3400 0.078 75 5 0 6
B-Alt 3 Change of use, interior renovations, access reqd., three bonus fee free units, requires code change. B-Alt 3 3400 0.078 75 5 0 6
C Renovate ex. office and construct new residential building, partial podium. C 44000 1.010 75 75 75 10 15% 92 14 79
C-Alt1 Renovate ex. office and construct new residential building, partial podium, add'l units. C-Alt 1 44000 1.010 75 75 75 10 15% 92 14 79
C-Alt 2 Renovate ex. office and construct new residential building, partial podium, add'l units, fee reduct., no off-site, no sch C-Alt 2 44000 1.010 75 75 75 10 15% 92 14 79
D Renovate ex. Commercial to residential, new construction, partial demolition, surface parking. D 97000 2.227 75 75 167 21 15% 203 31 120
D-Alt 1 Renovate ex. Commercial to residential, new construction, NO demolition. D-Alt 1 97000 2.227 75 75 167 21 15% 203 31 63
D-Alt 2 Renovate ex. Commercial to residential, new construction, aggressive demolition, parking deck. D-Alt 2 97000 2.227 75 75 167 21 15% 203 31 148
E 24 MF units, new construction, with 3,200 sf comercial. E 21780 0.500 75 75 40 37 5 15% 45 7 23
E-Alt 1/2/3 (24 MF units, new construction, plus 6 units and 3,200 sf commercial, various levels of fee and processing reductions. E-Alt 1 21780 0.500 75 75 40 37 5 15% 45 7 26
E-Alt 4 18 for sale towns. E-Alt 2 21780 0.500 75 75 40 37 5 15% 45 7 n/a
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Summary of Development Data

The following three tables are a summary of the development data for
each of the studied prototypes.

The information in the first table lists the existing conditions established
for each prototype prior to design and analysis. The Consultant Team
used this data to create representative base maps.

The second chart includes a brief description of each base project and
alternative design and calculates the theoretical yield and density of the
various base prototypes and alternative designs.

This information was useful in analyzing the relative efficiencies of the
prototypes and alternative designs. It also identified sites or designs that

The final chart illustrates the actual yield and detailed data for each
prototype and alternative design. It includes the overall dwelling unit
yield and the required number of moderately priced dwelling units, the
proposed gross square footage of commercial and residential building
area, the average unit size, required and provided parking, proposed
building heights, proposed building construction types, floor area ratio,
and density.

Each of these values were used to inform the financial analysis with
greater detail utilized as needed to better define costs and revenue. For
example, the financial analysis further defined the amount of surface

can achieve MPDU bonus densities and those that cannot. It should be
noted that none of the studied alternatives included an MPDU bonus.
This was primarily a function of the limits of the rent structure in down-
town, the constraints of smaller building sites and the extraordinary cost
of providing on-site parking.

parking, podium parking and structured parking proposed in each
alternative in order to better reflect the cost structure for the project.
Similarly, building construction costs were further defined by type of
construction including minor rehabilitation of existing historic structures,
major renovations of existing historic structures, and new construction.

Live Downtown Frederick Case Study Project
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Legend:

DU:
Du/Ac:
FAR:
GSF:
MPDU:
NLSF:
SF:

SP:

Dwelling Unit

Density Expressed as Dwelling Units per Acre.

Floor Area Ratio
Gross Square Feet

Moderately Priced Dwelling Unit
Net Leasable Square Feet

Square Feet
Parking Space

Sp/Du: Parking Ratio Expressed as Parking Spaces per Dwelling Unit

ACTUAL YIELD
Prop. Prop. Prop. | Average | Average
Exist. [Prop. MF| Prop TH | Prop MF Bldg. Bldg. Total Resid. Resid. Min. Parking Current | Prop.
Prop. DU to DUin | DU New | DU New Area- | Area- Bldg. [Unit Size {Unit Size -| Reqd. Spaces Parking Prop. FAR FAR | Current| Prop.
Demo. | Rehab.| Reno. |Construc|Construc| Total | MPDU | Comm.| Resid. Area TH MF Parking | Provided Ratio Height Constr. |(bldg sf/| (bldg sf | Density | Density
PROTOTYPE |Area (sf)| (du) (du) [tion (du)|tion (du)| (du) (du) (GSF) (GSF) (GSF) (NLSF) (NLSF) (sp) (sp) (sp/du) | (stories) Type lot sf) [ /lotsf) | (du/ac) | (du/ac)
A 0 5 0 0 0 5 0 0 6900 6900 n/a 1104 4 0 0.0 3 [-A 1.0 1.0 31.6 31.6
A-Alt 1 0 0 11 0 0 11 0 0 6900 6900 n/a 502 9 0 0.0 3 I-A 1.0 1.0 31.6 69.4
A-Alt 2 0 5 2 0 0 7 0 0 6900 6900 n/a 789 6 0 0.0 3 I-A 1.0 1.0 31.6 44.2
B 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 2125 6375 8500 n/a 1084 4 0 0.0 4 V-A 2.3 2.5 0.0 64.1
B-Alt 1 0 0 5 0 1 6 0 2125 6375 8500 n/a 850 5 0 0.0 4 V-A 2.5 2.5 0.0 76.9
B-Alt 2 0 0 5 0 2 7 0 2125 6375 8500 n/a 774 6 0 0.0 4 V-A 2.5 2.5 0.0 89.7
B-Alt 3 0 0 5 0 3 8 0 2125 6375 8500 n/a 677 6 0 0.0 4 V-A 2.5 2.5 0.0 102.5
C 0 0 17 0 46 63 8 0 75700 75700 n/a 1022 48 63 1.00 4 and 2 [-A 0.5 1.7 0.0 62.4
C-Alt 1 0 0 17 0 52 69 9 0 75700 75700 n/a 933 52 63 0.91 4 and 2 [-A 0.5 1.7 0.0 68.3
C-Alt 2 0 0 23 0 52 75 10 0 75700 75700 n/a 858 57 63 0.84 4and 2 I-A 0.5 1.7 0.0 74.3
D 12725 0 24 6 60 90 12 0 114300 114300 2400 975 68 106 1.2 4and 1 I-A 0.4 1.2 0.0 404
D-Alt 1 0 0 26 11 0 37 5 3600 59900 63500 2500 1060 28 74 2.0 3and 1 [-A 0.4 0.7 0.0 16.6
D-Alt 2 26100 0 10 12 127 149 19 3600 141000 144600 1050 975 112 198 1.3 6 [1I-A w Pod. 0.4 1.5 0.0 66.9
E n/a 0 0 0 24 24 0 3200 22380 25580 n/a 906 18 40 1.7 4 V-A 0.0 1.2 0.0 48.0
E-Alt 1/2/3 n/a 0 0 0 30 30 4 3200 24780 27980 n/a 793 23 38 1.3 4 and 2 V-A 0.0 1.3 0.0 60.0
E-Alt 4 n/a 0 0 18 0 18 0 0 34400 34400 1911 n/a 14 38 2.1 3and 4 [-A 0.0 1.6 0.0 36.0

OouJ
ericC

PARTNERSHIP

Page 29



“asnoyumoy pub xajdnq ‘g4s 10j saipd

Y1432 pup Jjuiiad ajbuls spy ssad0.d ‘buljjamp Ajiwipy-njnw b 1oj sainp
-a204d Aoupdn220 Jo 312Y11433 puUD UOIIAdSUI Y] SUI[INO SSa204d SIY |

panss| sjusaWWo) _ e -

3 panoiddy M3IARY _ apel]-qns _

31w spesl-gnst 03 puodsay ) 10} 31wqgns j
T ]

e e e e e s

panss| A>uednddQ panssj A>uedn>dQ
jo ?jenypie) A‘ jJo ajenypnia) A m-—O-uUW&mﬂ_
yun enpiaipu | 1194s uipiing |

ﬂ uoidNIISUo; d
_IA A ma:.u_ﬂ:m U_I

N |eoud9|3 ipz 4vadeyd
| Buiquinid 3y 193dey>
a4 :6 43deyd

panss|
1 panoiddy
) Jwiad n:.u.:mn_

jonuo) -
JusWIpas

e e s e e e

sajeoynia) A>uednidQ pue asn ‘suondadsu] ‘uoidnisuo) © —. —.

*/00Z ‘S| [14dY 210§2q paindaxa 12pi3u02 1a1om D Y3im 133foid b 10j paiinbai 10U s] 19S-4dYD 10 Md-4dVD V
‘sywiad buipjing jo a>upnssi 03 Joud pipd aq 1snw s33) U01IPI0|IL pup 1IPdW] |jy “sHwad bulpjing/buiuoz Aup Jo uoissiuqns 03 Jold pajndaxa pub
panoiddp Ajjpuonipuodun aq j|p 1snw ‘ajqpaiddp sp ‘1oyd [puy S\tcu “s22)upIpnb [DIDUDUY’SIUdWS1BD S310M J1)GNnd ‘S|pAoIddp upid a)1sinbasaid |y

1p|ing :g Ja3deyd

13113333 :pz 193deyd
Buiquinid :pL 423deyd

*S31}A112D BUIQIN)SIp-puUD| Pa1DI20SSD Y3IM JUBWAO[2A3PaI 10 JuaWdo]2A3p MU ‘asn pubj uj 6UbY> D 3p|OAU] JOU OP IDY} SI3JSUDI]--
'S 000’0 UDY] $S3] JO pUD| JO SHUN UO [PACIAdD [013U0D JudWIP3S 10 bulppib ‘subjd 133foid ‘supjd ayis ‘suoisinipqns 0 Ajddp jou sa0g--
“bunywiad jo4)u0d Juawipas Jo/pup buippib

14 dey> -
1 uonedyddy | sead ) 1 moIAsy ) 311416 433
Nusd Aantem u En< Bujuoz T 19S-4dVD> B Buipjing :g 4a3deyd -
I uauo uonedo|y i
Bujuoz \_ Aypaop MT e s AT \_ — v ﬂ Md-4dVYD —I o1 | momo“n_aﬂm.w“wwn%&w_ -
*1 L dajs 01 paadoid — -
‘adupnss) ywiad uodn panssj yuuad) | siuswwod mamay | — panoiddy 1 — 1 pred E_E‘_ma_ 1 — f :
Buipyy MIIARY HUSd  [m— iy e saa4 -
JIuiag - JuLiag - 3 buluoz ) 03 puodsay s Buipjing ) ) ) :o_uwu__nn<; a_En:m ) -
uun + 11RYs Q

wpur s_ Buipiing g_ $994 }odeduw] ‘s}iuiad bulpjing i3 buiuoz uo —‘
~ fAoyin |
sywiag buipiing /K sebueys souny / e I E—— >.u._=m__m__m ! m>oh—u_o_ 7 i
10/pup 3102413430 buiuoz 03 paadoid 10} [ercaddy yeis / ‘swiad buipjing 10/pup 3102y1343) buiuoz 0] paadoid 0 aum.u_w_- ‘_m_.u e ..\ M3y \_ b:%% \_ | ' -
T SAlessiuiwpy -

alinbai Jou op 10y pup 1230316 10 §'S 00 0% 24D IDY) PUD] JO SHUN UO 35N JO IBUDYD J0/pUD SUCIIDAOUAI bulp|ing 0} Ajjddp Jou saog--
J'S 000°0% UDY} SS3] JO PUD JO SHUN UO 35N Jo aBUDY 10 suolIPAOUR. Bulpjing 03 Ajddp Jou sa0g--

12y buisnop 4104 3y ul paipjndis sp suosiad Japjo oy buisnoy sp sayiipnb 1py1 123foid Aup 40 ‘s1un [DIUAPISaL JaM3) O § 210242 1DY] S123[04d J0J paJinbai 10U S| HDS-4dVD--
'sdli) a]21yaA Jnoy Ypad mau §| upy) 210w ou sa1piauab 1py) 133foid b Joy paiinbai Jou si Y-4dyd--

upy3 1261D] §'S 000'S UDY2 2/0W JOU 2INIINIIS D YIIM JUBWID|AR1 pUD UOLIJOWSP (( ‘SS3] 40 §S 000S JO UOIIPPD UD JO UOIIINIISUOD (D 2603004 210Nbs [DUORIPPD OU YIIM

uonpAoURI D (g 35N Jo abupyd b (v :bUIMO||Of 31 JO 2J0W 40 2UO JO Aj3]0s bulsIsuod pub ‘/00Z ‘S| [14dy uo buisixa Juawdojanap buiisixa ayi 1aA0 Audpdpd ppou io ‘A11dbdpd
2Ul[ 13M3S 10/pUD 3Ul| J1DM UJ 35Da.dul Ju24ad (07) A1uam) uby) aiow aJinbal Jou saop 1yl 123f0.d JuawdojaAap pi033i JO 10| D 10§ paiinbai J0U 3iD Y- pup 1S- “IM-4dVI--

(HDS Pue Y “IS “IM-4dVD) sanilded d1qng 23_3_2 jo eI ;G

:suondwaxy

*bullsa) 04dY woiy 1dwaxa aip s32afoid panoiddp-Ajsnoinaid uipriad--

-15IX2 24n12N.1s D JO ‘26D)00) 21DNbs JO UCIIPPD OU YLIM ‘UOIIDAOUSI /-~

'sy1un bujjjamp [puoppp a1paid Jou sa0p 1py] 133foid [piuapisal Auy--

“ywiad buipjing 1o/pup AuAndp Juawdojanap pupj ‘ubjd a)is ‘uolsiAIpGNs 3|qpd
-ljddp ay3 yum A3ua1induod un subjd UOIIDAIISUOD 153104 :MIAY JUBLINIUOCD)

Jlwadd 10 |ea J
-10ddy DdH a41nbay _
jou Aew adueu _
-ute 3 qeysy |
Buip|ing uieys) _

— r.«m_._ ‘qeyay Jouly J

| N\ —————=
asuueld dH - -
yum a:.uwms_1 :o._w”_—”_w._n_ _

Jeuondo J foid )

saulapino ul

L-LO€ d|qeL
€TY 9S

MIIAY D110)SIH uh

49

ydwax3y —

LzLd9s
UOI}BAIDSUO)) )S9404 "o

“uonljowap ay)

:suondwaxz dynads
'£00Z °S 1 J1udy jo sp bul

/002 ‘S| 11y Jo sp bunsixa buipjing b 10j asn jo abubyd y--
*S)UN [DIIUBPISAI MAU JaM3Y 1O § $a1D3I 1bY] 193f0id Auy--

:suondwaxg [piauan
———
ydwaxgy
MmaInay tSm- nedjddy -
04dY a._m.._o‘i | reenss
J ) viadeyd A
=)
S
[a}
g
=~
0
S
~
=
n
S,
g

£10T ‘zz jdy

$S330.44 MIIAJY

syun buijamg MIN O

9dAj0310.4d

meines uvig ysor>
Aipyunjon saiisap Jupdiyddp up j1 10 pasinbai s1 ubjd Y2124S D i ujw)ap 03 Z da3s 01 paadoid--
's|ip1ap 10f £ da3s 335 ‘|proiddp HdH bulinbai sy3foud [p1ubIsqNs 210w Jay10 pup s333foid asayl

104 "UOIIDIYLID|D 10§ I2UUD]H DdH Y} YIIm 3]y UO IsIy23yd A1ioyiny [prosddy aAIDASIUIWPY 01 12JaY
‘Joaoddbp ypis 1oy 311612 2q Abwi 3517 UCLIDIIQDYSY JOUIW 3y3 puoAaq 2dods Ul 1app0iq 53230~
“prafoad inof yym paasosd

Apw nof ‘asay dojs ‘paiinbai Jou aip A1) ay1 woly sywuad pup (pAoIddD JdH ‘(1UUD|d DdH YIM 3JY
U0 ISIT UORDH[IQDYY OUJ 335) KHARID 2DUDUSIUIDW 10 YI0M UORDH[IQDYY JOUIIN UID}II3D SO

'2115Gam syd1apaid Jo A1) ay uo punoy sdoyy bujuoz ay1 uo
Ppapnjau 51 doyy 1UISIQ 241 IUISIC HOISIH UMOL Y213PAI] 34} JO SLIDPUNOQ 3y} UIYIIM S[[Df 193foid y1 I |
A1) ay1 Aq pasinbai ssadoud mainal ayy pup adAy 13afoid ayy auiuiaiap fjim 13afoid ay Jo Aisuaut pup ajpds ay -y |

I ),bay mmwu?_._
auluLag w

ad£ 303foid - Kysuazup
NI EY | \1 pue aje>s

d bujuueld -
1 13foag _
J J

Bujuuelq uoissiuqns-aid ® L O=



‘asnoyumoy pup xa(dnq ‘g4s 404 sa3pd panss| X sjuswwo)d d s)wiad d

-y11432 pup ywiad ajbuls spy $s3201d “bulljamp Ajiwby-Iinw b Joj sainp 7 panoaddy MaInay _ apeil-qns _

-a204d Aoupdn220 Jo 1p2Y11ID pUD UONI3dSUI aY) SaUIINO S52204d SIY | }iwadd spea)-gns} 0} puodsay J 10§ 3wqns j
L} |

30 jedY ) -
aun fenpiaipu |

panss| AduedndQ d ~ - panss| N\ [ed1339)3 :pz 493deyd
Jo 33e241349) _IA suondadsuj _IA :ow.“_:n‘__””“ou_l a.__wn_”.p__owm mponoiddy | Buiauinig L soadey
lioys Suiping | J J P°S )\ atwseg buiping | e e

s91edy1149) AouednddQ pue asq ‘suondadsul ‘uodnaisuo) : F —.

*£00Z ‘51 [14dYy 210§2q paindaxa 1pi3u0 Ja1oM b Yaim 133foid b Joj painbai 10U s] 19S-4dYD 10 Md-4dVD ¥ ‘
‘sywiad buipjing Jo 2>upnssi 03 Joud pipd aq 1snwi $33) U0IIPI0J|L pup 1pdW [jy “suwiad bulpjing/buiuoz Aup jo uoissiuqns 03 Jold paindaxa pub |e211339]3 :pz 4o3dey -
panouddp Ajjpuonipuodun aq [jp 1snwi ‘ajqpyjddp s ‘1pjd jpuy 10/pup ‘s3a3upILNB [DIDUDUY SIUBWIBD syi0M dljgnd ‘sjpaoiddp upyd ayisinbaiaid [y m:_m_E-__ d b1 193deyd -
dd SIAD! 2414 :6 191deyd
1nepm _.IH v _ﬂ,wu _T :oﬁ.ﬂ_wN ' d_ 195-4dvD d-_l :Buh.u.o”_i “ Buipiing : sa1dey> [ |
JSTIETN : - y iy 493de!
J \_buwoz ) \_uwans ) Md-ddvd J \_siem_ ) €06 8 208 96 W1 i
*L L dajs o1 paadoid — e -
‘aoupnss; Jwaad uodn panssj yuusd) f swuswwod | mamay | — Ty 1 . 1 pied 1 syuRd | _ ,
Buipjing momay wiag  [— vy e (] se24 | Guipjing - | Lt -
FITTICY - Hwidd - 3 buoz j '\ o1puodsay Suiping ) J J uonenddy J pIEIISE Q -
aun + 113Ys I
enpmpur |\ _supung_) s924 3oeAW]| ‘S}IWIad bUIP|INg B buluoz ) | m
~ fAuoyiny
syuued buipiing /K sebueys souny 1 /. ot [ >.u._____u__ ol m»o._.._v_n_
10/pup 33poy134a) bujuoz 0} paaoid 40y jenoaddy yeis | N\ ‘sHuwud buipjing 10/pup 2303413133 buiuoz 03 paa20id | o Em.uw_:ww o J monoy | £y wu% I v
————— \ - J : J annensiuiwpy

Jlwad Jo [ea N\
-10ddy DdH a4inbay _
jou kew adueu |
-autein B qeyay |
Suipiing uteysa) |
317 °qeyay Jouw

Jsuueld dH
| wm m.__umws_-1 :a_-m‘_qunwhm “
jeuondo j 19foid )

sauljapIND ubisa@ OdH

zo0LL 395

- - 1-L0€ 31qeL

i £zp 39S

M3IABY D1I0ISIH ¢ N

A

'Sa131A12D bUIQINISIP-pUD]| PaIDI0SSD YiM JUdWAO[aAIPaI 10 JUBWIAOJaASP MU “aSN puD| Ul 9BUDYD D 3PJOAUI JOU Op 1DY) S19JSUDI]--
'S 000’0 UDYJ $53] JO pUD JO S}1UN UO [pAOIAAD [013U02 JUBWIP3S 10 bulppib ‘supjd 133foid ‘subjd ais ‘suojsialpqns o1 Ajddp jou sa0g--
‘buniwiad [013U0D JUaWIPas 10/pup bulppib

a1inbai Jou op 1by1 pup 4210316 10 J'S 000 0% 24D IDY1 PUD] JO SHUN UO 35N Jo abubYy> 10/pub suolpAouaJ buipjing o1 Aiddp Jou saog--
'S 000°0 UDY} $53] JO pUD] JO S31UN UO 35N JO abUDY? 10 suoIPAOUa bulpjing 0} Ajddp Jou s30g-- s o — — —

:suondwaxy ydwax3y —

‘ywiad buip|ing 1o/pub AAID JuaWdO[AIP pubj ‘ubjd IS ‘UOISIAIPQNS 3|qDI
-ljddp 2y yum Aj3uaiinduod uni subjd UOIIDAIISUOD 15310 :MIIASY JUBLINIUOCD)

- LzL9s
UoIjeAI9sUO) )S9.104 "o

12y buisnop 4ip4 ay1 uj paipjndns sp suosiad 1apjo oy buisnoy sp sayipnb 1oyl 123foid Aup 10 ‘s1un [D1IUSPISAI JaM3Y O § 210212 DY) S123(04d 40J paJinbal 10U S| HDS-4dYD--
'sdli] 3j214yaA noy ypad Mau § | UbY) 10w ou saipiauab 1oy 123foid b 10j paiinbai J0u s1 Y-4dyd--

‘uonljowap ayl

uby) 4abip| J's 000’S UbY 2J0W JOU 21N1INJIS D YUM JUSWAID|da] pUD UOII[OWaP ({ ‘553|410 J'S 000G JO UOIIPPD UD JO UOIIINIISUO (D 26D100J 21DNbS [DUOIIPPD OU YIIM
UoIIDAOURI D (g 95N Jo abuby> D (Y :BUIMO]|04 aY3 JO 210W 10 U0 JO AJ3|0s bullsISuod pup ‘400z ‘s | [11dy uo bulisixa Juawdojarap bunsixa ayl 190 A3120dpd ppou 1o ‘Aud>odos
2Ul[ 12M3S 10/pUD 3Ul| J21DM UJ 25D2.2ul JUa2Jad (07) A1uami uby] 10w a4inbal Jou saop 1by] 133f0.d JuawidojaAap pi03ai O 10| D 10j paiinbai 10U 24D Y- pup 1S- “TM-4dVI--
:suondwaxz doynads

'bu1isa) O4dy wouy 1dwaxa aip s323foid paroiddp-Ajsnoinaid uipiad--
*£00Z ‘S| 1dy jo s bur

-15IXa 24n12N.3s b JO ‘26D]00J 21DNbS JO UOIIIPPD OU YIIM “UOIIDAOURI V-~
e *£00Z ‘S| [11dy Jo sp bunsixa buipjinq b 10} asn Jo abupypd y/--
'SJUN [DIIUBPISI MU JaM3Y JO § S31DaID 10y 123foid Auy--

's31un bujjjamp [puonIppb 31paid 10U saop 1oy 13afoid [piuapisal Auy--

..nno..._nEuxEEu:mu
III
ydwax3y H

4dvd — M3INDY tmum- .M: jddy w :o_unu__q_..._<—

leus I Y4 1S “IM 11V SSe osav I —l u._un?__ﬁm.umm
s Gos s Ima ssed { ] ) B oiden>

(HDS PUe 4 IS “IM-3dYD) SaRII>ed J1jqnd ienbapy jo a1edyniad ;¢

Y 3U3LINdUO0)

M3IN3

“uonpaiddp yuwiad buipjing
0] paasoid ‘|proiddp uodp

£10T ‘zz jdy

$S910.4d MIINDY :
syun buljamag man

meios wvig yoo>
Aipjunjon saiisap Jubdyddp up J1 10 paiinbai s ubjd Yy21axs b Ji aujwi2)ap 0) Z dajs 01 paad0id--
m ° o h *s|ip3ap 104 £ da3s 335 ‘|proiddp HdH bulinbai s333fo.d [p1UDISqNS d10W 1aY30 pup $333f0id asay)
104 "UONDIYLID]D 10} 12UUD] JdH Y1 YAIM 3]y UO ISIPAY? Aioyany [pAoiddy aARDASIUILPY 01 J3jaY 1 1 1 \

"[prosddp yypis 10 3)qib1ja 2q Abwi 1517 UOCHDIIQDYRY Joul 3yl puoaq adods ul 1appo.q s123foid-- o ),bay ssadoid adA} 3dafoug Kyisuayup Bujuuelq
*122f0d anof yym paarosd aulwialaqg w auluialeg pue ajes>s 13foad _
Apw nof “a1ay dojs ‘pasinbai jou a1 A1 ay1 wioy sywiad pup [proiddp DdH ‘(12uubjd DdH Yiim 3y J J J

U0 J5/7 UODNJIGDYY JOUIY 335) AYANID 2IUDUSIUIDUI 10 YIOM UODIIGDYSY JOUIN UID1IA) JO4--

")15qaM $y21Uapai4 Jo A31D 3y uo punoy sdoyy bujuoz ayy uo m—._ _ u :m-& :o_mm_Ensmlw\_& " F ?

Ppapnyouy si dpjy 12351 3Y L 11AISIQ IHOISIH UMO] ¥21SPald Ay} JO SALDPUNOQ Y1 UIYHM S|[Dy 193f0.d i aUIWIRIZg--g |
KD 31 Aq paiinbai ssad01d mainal ayy pup adA} 10afoid ayp aujwiiap Jjim 123f0id 3y jo Aysuarul pup 3jpds 3y -y |



‘asnoyumoy pup xajdng ‘q4s 4104 sa10>
Y1422 pup jjuwiiad ajbuls spy ssad0id “buijjamp Ajiwpy-1ninw p ioj sainp
-a204d Aoupdn20 Jo 31D2Y11433 puD UO1IAdSUI Y] SAUI[INO SS3204d SIY |

30 238241349
113Ys Buipjing

J0 9jedy343)
31un [enpiapul

TAAE._.EE_

panss| R sjuswwo) - syudd -
3 panoiddy MaInay _ apeuj-qns _
1wiad apes-qns) 0} puodsay J 103 ywiqgns
T ]
H dey>
| =o.uu...=m=ou_ [FEIE] R I e
|onuo) |  Buiqunig:pi 1o3de
_IA buipjing _I jJuswWIpas - QIR | .._ w_,..n__ 6 .wunn“w
) © ) Jwiad buiping } ~ =

sajedynta) AouednidQ pue asn ‘suoidadsuj ‘uoidnisuo) —. —.

*£00Z ‘S| [1dY 210§2q paindaxa 12D13u02 121om D Y3m 133foid p 10j paiinbai 10U S| 19S-4dVD 10 Md-4dVD V
‘sywiad buipjing jo a>upnssi 03 Joud pipd aq 1snw s33) U01ILI0JIL pup 1IpdW Iy “sywuad bulpjing/buiuoz Aup Jo uoissiuqns 03 Jolid paindaxa pub

1p|ing :g 1a1deyd

[es>1323)3 :pz 49ydeyd -
panoiddp Ajpuonipuodun aq |jp 1snw ‘ajqpdyjddp sp ‘ojd [puy 1o/pub ‘saa3ubipnb [pIUDUY SIUBW16D Syi0m d1jgnd ‘sppaoiddp upyd aysinbaiaid |y Buiquiniq | 193deyy -
: deyy
, } momnay | e ) 1 Moy ) 341416 433
HL x3/dng ‘G4 Nuwad 1 Janem — 195-4d¥D B Buipjing :g 1aadeyd
suoz | fop b WPY uoneso|y uoneoqly | — -
o - luoz ) buuoz ywqns  j fed \ﬂ Md-1dYD 1 Jaem_ MOMOM.*NMM.“MM Um_\.“” -
*1 1 da3s 01 paadoid wipjing |
‘aupnssj jiwaad uodpn IIII panss| u_E..wm- sjusWIWo) MmaInay dd - o - pred spwIad - sjeaoaddy panoaddy d panoiddy a -
Buipjing M3INDY Juuad I panoicdy uww“ﬂv“..E_ s9a4 Buipjing aysinbaiaigd 99juienn _ pUCTITEEY TV * -
nwisd | Juwiag 3 buuoz j '\ o1puodsay s Buipjing \ Advo IV ) J '\ uoneoyddy \ nwuqns nw _lepueury SYioM 2liqnd ) -
uun + 1124S 1 Q
T h Guipiing ) s394 oeduw] ‘syiwaad buipjing 3 buiuoz n° —.
Awo4-yiny 4 ‘
*01 dajs ‘ssasoud yjuwiiad buipjing o) paadoid juajsisuo)
‘s1pjd Jo uojppI0aJ uodn “
JUa)sISUOIU| .‘OJ -
TO0LL 23S =1
—— [RYSTEE W |
S apIyY m -
‘[pAoaddp uojssiwwo) bujuup|d pup sbunaaw HYq a4inbal 10y) (s10] 1M3J 1O 1) SID|d UOISIAIPGNS JOUI}A 10J IO ~
“(NSd) 10]d UOISIAIPGNS AIDUIWIR1 Y1 YIM JUBISISUODUI 3D 1DY] SIp|d [bUY UOISIAIPQNS Jofbwi 104 paiinbai Ajuo si ssa20.d siy | HN_& _Nc_m Co_w_>_ v&:m . .W -
~
ddy b h) dd h) b w “
eroiddy buipein |eroiddy uejd 03 Jolid uipeln pue juswabeuepy
01 10114 paainbay jenoiddy b pasnbay jenosddy jeuonipuosun | 103§ ‘sue|d | ._o_m>obwuﬂu.“ _m””__u..mﬂ.__ww _ S. i
_(@s)usig sueios | — — uossiuwo) buuerg | SPnpul sodhy vejg/moiney_ b s |
‘01 da3s 'ssa20id Juuad buipjing A — jenoddy | Ayundag __lﬁ MaInBY __iﬁ uonesyddy __.IH [REEER __iﬁ sueid “ |
y uej epueul u0dd St 3|yo., asedau,
0] paadoid ‘jproiddy upjd Jayy Id J ler IE] )] p S ] J Iyoid ) d ) -
sue|d Juawanoiduw] burieauibug uw i
L]
sabuey) Joulpy d -
Joj jenoiddy tﬂ.m\— -
||.—|||| -
. n,
mmtzt.w& buiping Jenosddy 1 m::mw: - bunsogq :c_amocaczf doysspiom 1 :o_.uu__n.;- ,.m_.s_h_._am—“”_w_w: 1 :o_-u‘_unw._n_- suohelljiqeysy -
\\O\tﬁﬁcuc.\tmu u1uoZ 03 paadoid j0 w.mu:_u._wu :m_m 1qnd J JdH s—_ A w a_m:o:“.os_ r pofosg | . B suolippy -
IbAoaddy [pUOIIPUODUN T [9A3T JaYY ! ) n W«uw.qo._n_ ue|d ais-uoN I -
[ L EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE e nnnnee e el 4L
" |
. M3IN3Y DdH T [2427 01 paa20id /| . - |eaocaddy _l m::uw: “l_ bunsod \ :o_auu..—_«o-“- Sjuswauyey “ doysxyiom -—. uonedddy a—u ._“wh:mﬂunw_._sd uonesedaid - -
‘Ipaoiddy ub|d d1IS DUl [DUOLIPUOUN JOYY - jo u-uuc_a._au 1 ubis anqnd _ J JdH J [NEIES | [euopdo \_l 13foid s_ “

‘sywiad buippib jo a3upnss| 10/pub sjproiddp upjd yuawanoidwi oy soud pipd st 0714
“uoIDbIIW JO poylaw 3jos ayl sI (0714) Nalj ul 33y b jo JuawAod ay3 J1 paiinbai 10u s1 D44 v

B oL dajs ‘Nwuad buipjing 03 paasoid

pa4inbay uejd 9)1S Dd pue UORINIISUOD MBI : | [9A31

—— — — —
narj-ul-994
- ueid "'-'l" L2L 99s

ssulapInD ubisag 0dH

- zoLL"33s
; 1-L0€ 3|qeL

£2p 9s

M3IABY D1I0ISIH ¢ N

4

uorspuigns poves UOI}BAISSUO)) }S104 .

‘JoAoaddp uoisinipqns [puy Jo Aipuiwijaid ay3 Jo 1od sp pauinbai si buiisal saiijiop) 21jqnd aypnbapp
juaiinduo) _ a3 ‘|proiddp upyd 3315 pup UoISIAIPQNS [puUY 40 AIbUjWIfa4d JU1IN2U0D bUIY23S SI 12d0JaAP D J--

)

— Bunieal Hd 03 Jo1id

r 4dV? [RUOISIAOAG 0 [euly

Burieay
>d

LR [eniwqns-ay doys)iom

puodas 2d

duy paid
2d

“lennugns-2y JRYEIN

ueid ajis
‘puodun

10T ‘zz jdy

$S910.1d MIIADdY
syun buyamg MIn m.w

9dAj0310.4d

“M3IABI UD]d Y2IDYS

Aipyunjon saiisap Jupdijddp up J1 10 paiinbai 51 upjd Y21axSs D JI auIWII3P 01 Z dajs 0) paadoid--
's|Ip1ap 104 £ da3s 235 ‘|pAoiddp JdH burinbai spafoid [plupIsqns 210w ay10 pup spafoid asayy

104 “UOLIDIYLID]D 10} UUDI] DdH Y3 YIIM 3]y UO ISI|y3y> KoYy [pAoIddY 2AIDASIUILIPY 01 12J3Y
‘IpAoaddp ypis 10j 3|qiblja aq Abwi 1517 UoND|IGDYRY Joul 3yl puoAaq adods ui 1appoiq s123[oid--
*p23f0.d inoA yym paaroid

Apw noA “aaay doys ‘painbai 10u a1p A1) ay1 woly sywad pup [pA0IAdD JdH ‘(12UUD|d IdH YIIM 3y
1GDYaY JOUIN 335) AHAIOD 2IUDUSIUIDU 1O YIOM UOHDHIGDYDY JOUI UIDLIAD IO

"2115QaM S 213pai4 J0 A1) ay1 uo punoy sdpjy bujuoz ay1 uo
Ppapnpul s| dojy 1214351Q 24 1214151 JHUOISIH UMOL ¥2L3Pal] 3Y3 JO SALIDPUNOQ 3y} UIY3IM S|jpj 13f0id ji dujuL)g--g L
‘A1) 21 Aq paiinbai ssa201d mainai ay1 pup adA3 13301d 3y auiuuaiap Jjim 13f0id ay3 jo Aisuaiul pup 3jp3s 3y -y |

(L°1-%) AjUO HIS-4dV. 934 | [auswoaiby )
uopINLIsUOD| spom |
loows ) algqnd )
> : d
| (£1-5) 1uO ¥-4dV. feg | .muu:am:ou |
| Mobs3 |enueuly \_
usawIAp|y ue|d o
0 paeog ! doysyiom __ EaEno_gun_ e @ 4dvd )| ue|d | . _ (HDS pue Y “15 “1M)
pue tofew ) J \eroiddy 3q | I ey (21 6Y 10 (9L-¥) UoneBIIN Yam ssed |
vyya 1o |enoaddy jo sieap 7 —
bunsog -—- JusweaIBY _ Iy Burpung -_ _—. M3y tmum .._o_uuu__o_n<— :o_unu__nn_<- .
puea>ioN ) nebRIN ) a J I 1 04dv 04dv siedasg | 1zE"ss
iM3INDY — ) taisadeyd

(HDS Pue Y “IS “IM-4dV¥D) senided digng 33_8_2 jo a0 1 ¢

‘Jonupyy 311 42d sduy Ajipp abo1aAp 10w 10 00 | S310Iau2b DY) asn Auy--
*$2}1S padojaAapuN UO UOIIINIISUOD [DIJUIPISII-UOU M3U [y~

V4D Ul 2SDRIDUI 2IOWI 1O 957 PUD 3I0W 10 J'S 000’S dUDGINISIP

PUD] Y)M 23S [DIIUBPISaI-UOU BUIISIXa JO JuaWdO[aAaPaL/UoISUDAXT--
'SHUN 210W 10 § Yum 123foid 4y 10 ‘PPN ‘H JO UOIIINIISUOD--
Isa14 AYOLYANYW 240 sbunaaw uonpdyddy-aid--

— bunaap Bunsay
o o Y |
gg S

:supjd a31s 10fop

01 dajs 0} pa2>0.d ‘sprafoid Jay10 |p 104~

‘g dajs 0] paa20.d ‘MaInai ubjd buliaaulbug yum s103/oid 104--

‘£ dajs 01 pa220.d ‘MaIAdY 3314351Q 2110ISIH 104~

‘¢ da}s 0] paadoid ‘subjd a}1S 104--

‘€ dajs 0] paa20.d ‘s3p|d UOISIAIPQNS AIDUIWI|ad 104~

‘IpuondQ s1 mairay uonvdlyddy-aid ay1 ‘s12afoid 13y10 b 104--D7

“UD|d Y212XS Y2 YIM PRGNS 3G [[IM UO)

‘A101ppupy 51 s59201d MaiAay uonplddy-ald 3y ‘sIpjd UOISINIPQNS KIpuIWwIjaid 10/pup ‘supjd 2115 10Dl ‘subjd 421spiy 24inbal 1py) s13afoid 104--"YZ

'ap0> Aq paiinbai 1ou a1 sabubyd 3)is UdYM asn Jo BUDY D)~
508 35 01122[qns J's 000’E UDY) $S3] JO asnal AdDPY--
'sa1n3on.3s 10553230 J12y3 pup xajdnp ‘paypiap Ajiwby ajbuis--
:suondwiaxg [p4auan

Bunsod [ uonesynoN aueydarny ueld as uonesedaid Z0LL 23S
ubis J1qnd Jo d1oN Jjwqgns uejd aus L-Lo€ 3|qeL
60€ 23S

?

ueld aus 34

paadoid \ Bunsapy

uejd y21)s 1
oyanopN { ddy-aid 1

uejd Ya3ys 1
nwgns |

aaedaid

J (e)oges

Q

wa Joj 15anbay b ‘(0)z 235 Aq paunbai gz

MIIARY uonedijddy-aid uN

o
i

e ,bay mmwuohu — ad£} 3>8foid — Aysuayu|
auluRleg auluLg 5 pue 3jeds

Buluue|d uoissiwmqgns-aid . F

1 ujuue) )|
\1* maur.qo..n__n_ _

J

?



‘asNoYuMO] pup Xajdng ‘q4s 104 sa10> panss| sjusawwod - sywIRd -

Y1432 pup jjuiiad ajbuls spy $sad0id “buijjamp Ajiwpj-njnw p 1oj sainp 3 panoiddy MIIAY _ apeil-qns _

-a20.d Aoupdn220 Jo 31D2Y11433 puUD UOIAdSUI Y] SUI[INO SS304d S| }iwidd spes)-gns} 0} puodsay J 10} 31wqns j
H |

30 21dY313)

| uonsnnsuos) onuoy | panss| Ad (2410313 2 J23deny
Rl rA suopasdsul _IA Buipjing _I u__.wE_ = ElRencidy) Butquunid :vL s23dey
113ys Buipying | ) o 5 ) uwiad buiping | 2l :6 4a3deyd

Jun |enpialpuj s 6 1g soydey
s331edy1349) AouednddQ pue asf ‘suondadsuj ‘uoidnNiIsuUo) © —. —.
/002 ‘S| [11dy 210§2q Pa1n2aXa 12D41U02 J2JDM D YliM 133[0.d D J0j paiinbai Jou si | gS-4d¥D 10 Md-4dVD V¥
‘sywiad buipjing jo a>upnssi 03 Joud pipd aq 1snw s33) U01ILI0JIL pup 1IpdW] |fy “sHwad bulpjing/buiuoz Aup Jo uoissiuqns 03 Jold paindaxa pub |esu13913 1z so3dey>
panoiddp Ajjpuonipuosun aq jjp 3snw ‘ajqpdijddp sp ‘yoyd [puy J0/pub ‘saa3ubipnb [pI>UDUY SIUBWI6D YoM 1jgnd ‘sipaoiddp upjd aysinbaiaid ||y m:_mEs_ d:plL 19deyd
: dey>
maney | uopedyddy | 94 ) 1 MoIASY ) 311416 433
Hl1 X3jdn@ ‘g4 a_E‘_wA_ ~ Aanrepm . Buipjing :g 191de
f—— Aguap TA EVa atn? | uoneojly = N un_<uud [ voneelv | Mu_n_< B4 hw-nm”__w
\ J 6ujuoz nuqns feg ) | Mdddv 1918 .
Hudd — €0€ 8 ZOE "I9S D1
*1 1 da3s 01 paacoid png |
‘aupnssi jwiad uodn L panss| u_Ehwm— sjuUaWIWO) JLETNEN] - - pred sywiad - sjeaoaddy panoaddy w panoaddy d
1 e e e g panoaddy pled 6 b [
Buipjing M3y Hwidd I s994 poeduy] s994 uipjing 9sinbaldid 93jusens _ Juawaaiby 1
yued | ywid | 3 buluoz j '\ 03 puodsay \ Buipjing \ ZERRIN )\ uoneoyddy \ nwqns nw _lepueury SHioM 2liqnd )

|enpiaipul buipiing

wn 4] deus s934 1deduw] ‘syiwadd buipjing 3 buiuoz no —.

Ajiwos-ninpy
*01 dajs ‘ssax0.d yiuad buipjing o3 paadoid Jud3sisuo)y
‘s1pjd Jo uoppI0al uodpn

T0LL 23S

L-L0€ 3|qeL

S 3Py

‘IpAoaddp uojssiwwo) bujuup|d pup sbuiaaw HYq a4inbal 1Y) (s10] 1M3J JO 1) SID|d UOISIAIPGNS JOUI| 10f 1O

“(NSd) 10]d UOISIAIPQNS AIDUIWI[a1d Y2 YUM JUBISISUOIUI 34D IDY] S1p|d [bUY UOISIAIPQNS Jofowi 404 paiinbai Ajuo si ssa204d siy | Hﬁ_n_ _ﬂ—.__m - —.—O_w_>_ —..vﬂ —.—W ° m

jeaoaddy buipein h) Jenoaddy uejd 03 Joud h) bujpeln pue juswabeueyy A\ 1)
03 Jold paiinbay jeacaddy _ paiinbay jeaoiddy jeuonipuodun _ 10}S ‘sue|d “ ..w_mOohM“_hpuhhm”o_u_mﬂ.__MwE _ M.

__(@2s) »dusig 'suod j1os | ____ uoissiwwio) fujuueld |l_ spnpu| sadAL uejd/maInay Y d 1dv | ._Mo

Y JU31INdU0) 4?
T I r e T T |

Jeaoaddy _ papio>3y YMd pue -

01 dajs ‘ssa20.d }uwiiad buipjing

JuswRaIbY ) 1
Siom fundas w*
J

s s e s

0] paado.d ‘iproiddy upjd Jayy ueld J Sjuawasey 3sa104/311qnd 5] oand |epueuly ) J ) -
sue|d Juawanoiduw] buriesuibuz .w ?-
‘s)wiiad buipjing sabuey) Joulpy 1 |
10/pub 2302y13437 buIu0Z 03 paaoid N\ | o4 jenciddy ta.m\_ I
||._||||
'sywuad buipjing 1 1 1 IsuuE|d dH | 1 suonelljiqeyay
Jenosddy m:.._uw: bunsod :o_acuc_aoz doysxaom :o_umu__n..f uonesedaid
10/pup 210213433 buju0Z 03 paad0ig & ==l oo oo -I— 1=} ubis \ >yand san I zions1 i m.__.«_wms. F1  efoug @ 3 suonippy
‘Ipaoaddy [puolpuodUN 7 [2A37 1YY J < _ J Jeuondo J n isy2afoig ue|d a3S-UoN .
L] EEEEEEEE NN SN NN lllllllllllllllll- 4L
|

\ asuueld dH
. M3IN3Y DdH T [2A87 0] paadoid . - Jeacaddy _I* uE‘_mm: —l az_uwon uonedyioN mucwEaE.—aza_ doysxaom d *:o_amu__u.:\d wam a—“.uwws_f :o_an._mna.&“
\

JO 33e041343) JdH [NELES | »afoid

‘Iproiddy ubjd 23S [puld [pUOLIpUOIUN 12}y _a_m ) ) jeuondo  j : )
EEEE EEEEEEEEEEEEE T ITIIIIL _uw,__:_uwm ue|d 33IS Dd pue uoidNIIsuo) Man :| [9As]
| |
119pInD ubisaq OdH
B dd: o
“ m“w MM M“ﬁmﬂwu ALY d  — — :_M_“_o_‘_on._uun -— _m>o._n.._< dv _E““__n_ v aT u:::ﬂb:ou- Bupiesy 1 b _unon_ :o_.uuc_uo,w o d doysxiom - uonijowag “ Z0LL "3S
! 13 - I L-LO€ d|qeL
| ] sywiad uonijowaq H@.Hw“ 30 1e2y13I3) Juswadejday y St ) \ 2L :m_m 2nand _ X1 ) e ) €2 29S
. " o=
- “a|npayas io/pup = )] TE | lenoiddy | T 1 1 JdH :sisenbay uonijowsq MBIADY DLI0ISIH "h
n aoualajaid supdiddp 3dH PIE —- H.Hd 03 @4nosay ueld 5dH puz _ Bfunnquauo) —
™ 4sad payinbaiaq fow \ ______) a) 17°4) J
sbuLipay [puonIppy
Jwad buipjing ao/pup A Juawdojaaap pupj ‘ubjd a}is ‘UoISINPQNS 3|qpd
-ljddp ay3 yum Apua.1induod un subjd UOIIDAIISUOD 13104 :MIAY JUBLINIUOD)
‘sywiad buippib jo a>upnss) 1o/pub siproiddp ubyd yuawanoiduwi 03 soud pipd si 0714 IIIIIIIII'

o o — —
“uonpbIIW JO poyIaW 3]0s 3yl I (O7/4) Nalf Ul 334  Jo JuawApd ay3 J1 paiinbai J0u sI dJ44 v narj-ui-aa4 '
. e LzL"d3s

worspuigns pavgies :o_umiwmcou 3sa404 .

B 0L da3s ‘Nwuad buipjing 03 paadoid

(L°£L-t) AJUO HIS-4dV. sad ) [[usuisaiby’)
uopanasuod| spom |
oows j \_auand_ )

L]

_ (£1-%) Aju0 ¥-4dVIY uswikey
1 Mmouds3 1
uauLRply | 1 ueld 5
jo pieog doys)iom _ juawdojanag _ w ue|d - Sua - (H2S Pue § “1S “1M)
pue ‘_oanE.\ ) ' 1enoaddy >4 | _ uonebmn ) \_ (£1-p) uswaa.by 410 (91L-F) uonebni Ym sseqd —
vyya 10 dy Josieax z ) I
bunsog d—- JusweaIBY d_ g Burpung _ ) —. MaInay tmum— uonesddy — :e_uuu__n._<- .
pue 130N ) uonebuIw ) sjensuowsg | 04dv —l 04dv _I aJedaid s_ b "Mamnmu“w
iM3IndY d_ ‘[pAosddp uoisinipqns [puy Jo Aipujwijaid ay3 Jo 1pd sp pasinbai si buiisa) saiijiopy 21jqnd a1pnbapp
p 4 ' £
erh-w.Mu\ ay1 ‘Iproiddp upyd 2315 pub UoISIAIPQNS [DUY 10 AIDUILIRId JUBLINIUO BUIY3S S| 120N D 4l (HDS pue ‘Y 1S “TM-4d VYD) senljided dijqnd Wuﬁ5—90“v< jo 9jeoynie) °© m

‘Jonuply 31/ 43d sdiy Ajibp a601AD di0wW 10 00| S31012UAB 1Y) asn Auy--
*$2}1S padoj2AapuN UO UOIIINIISUOD [DIIUSPISI-UOU MU [y~

V4D Ul 3SD2IDUI 2IOW IO 957 PUD 2I0W IO §'S 000’ dUDGINISIP

PUD| YaIm 3)1s [DIUBPISAI-UOU BulISIXa JO JuaWdO[aAdPal/UOISUDAXT--
[eniwuqgns-ay doys)iom © |eniwqgns-ay ‘_0_.&2 'S)UN 210W 10 § Yaim 123foid 4y 10 pONY ‘HJ JO UONINIISUO)--
puodas 2d . IS4 AYOLYANYW 240 sbuniaaw uonpdijddy-aid--

— BupieaH Hd 03 JoLid

r 4dV) [RUOISIAOAG 40 [euly

Burieay
>d

Jenoiddy

duy pjaiy
2d

ued ajs
*puodun

:supjd a31s Jofoy
Bunssiy Bunaapy bunsod [ uonesynon aueydarny uejd Ais uonesedaig TOLL 23S
pLld JVN ~ ubig 1qnd 30 @dnoN nwqng P L-LOE 2IqeL

60€ 23S

: ueid s 34

uonvdyyddy up|d a31s [puld / UOISIAIPQNS AIDUlWIBId PaUIqQUIO)

] |

! 1 t _ *SUOISINIPQNS JOUIA 104 TYNOILJO 240 s1ojd Aipujwijaid pup sbunaaw uonpdiddy-aid--gy

*g dajs ‘Majnay ubjd buliaauibul yiim paadoid _w__ouam . | 1saig . . g ;
pr0Iddy 3D1d AIDUILIAIG [DUORIPUOSUN 131y ) o ) SUOJISIAIPQNS JO[DI 21D SUOISIAIPQNS J3U10 ||y *SUOISIAIPQNS JOUI|A P213PISUOD 31D S1O] $53] JO ¢ JO SUOISIAIPGNS--"/f

]
|enoaddy _u>u9.u_.“n< | BuriesH 1 duy ppar4 _ doysyiom 1 a:_uaas. d n::aos_ GED | Bunsogd :o_aﬂuc_asz wucuanwu"id 1e1d "]2ad )| :o_am._mnw..ud ToLL™3s
jeu :8.5_. F od u_l 4] d g_l JVN 1 ubis [ diand J L onen | nwqns g_u Ield ‘Ja1d _F LOE 219eL

Kieunwipad ) S 9pnIY
"MIA3Y UOISSILWIOD) butuubyd 10) no:&to\s od Hﬂ_& >LNC_E__0.~& _ —.—O_m_>_3n=m ° m
Lhaet) Lt e} °

21 10 M3IA3Y JDIS 10§ DY 2yl pub uonpdIddp upjq
4212)S Uaam1aq awnAup 4n220 upd buidaw HYN 210N

N h QN sNN sm&&—\ *01 da3s 0} paadoid ‘s123/oid 1ay1o ||p 104--

‘g dajs 0] pa220.d ‘Mainai ubjd butiaaubug yum s1oafoid 104-- \
m m wu o h & ;w — >w m ‘£ days 01 paadoid ‘MalASY 1143510 J1OISIH 104~ [PEELEY] m::aos_ ue|d yaaxs 1 uejd yoxs 1
° ‘¢ dajs 0] paadoid ‘subjd a31S 104-- o wu_uez ddy-aid Jwgns aaedaid _
.mnwumewmmuoi5!&:o.ﬁ.:...va:mAEEE.:m.ESuF 4 J J (e)og~as

m ‘IpuondQ st maray uonvdiyddy-aid ay1 ‘s12afoid 12410 J|p 104--D7 _
sjiun builjjamg M3IN ° m sy s U MBIASY uopesy|ddy-aid 3 7

Al 51 55220.4d M3IA3Y UONDI) -ald 3y} 's1p|d UOISIAIpQnS Aipuiwy 10/pup ‘supjd als ofbyy ‘subjd 121spjy a4inbai 1oy} s123f0id 104--v7

AQ 4?

“M3IABI UD]d Y2I2YS
Aipyunjon sauisap Jubdiddo up J1 10 paiinbai s1 ubjd Y213YS b ji aulw)3ap 01 Z dajs 01 paad0id--

's|ipI3p 10§ £ nw.«w EZY \E.\.Eqnw umI m::..SvE M.Ew.\oi E.::EE:M.EQE Jay10 pup sydafoid asayy
104 “UOIIDIYLID]D 10} UUDI] DdH Y3 YIIM 3]y UO ISIy3Y2 KoyIny [pAoiddy 2AIDASIUILPY O} 12J3Y A

‘Joaoiddbp ypis 1oy 21q1b1j2 3q Abw 1517 UOLIDHIQDYSY JOUI 2Y3 puoAaq 2d0ds Ul 1apD0Iq 53I3[0Id-- I ,bay ssax0.d
“p33fo.d inoA yym paasroid aulwialeq

Apw noA ‘aiay doys ‘paiinbai 1ou a1p A1) ay1 woly sywiad pup (pAoIddD JdH ‘(1UUD|d DdH YIM 3JY

U0 3517 UORDI[IQDYY JOUI 335) AHARID 2DUDUSIUIDW IO YI0M UORDH[IQDYY JOUIIA UID}II3D JOf--

“2315QaM S213paild J0 A1) 3y1 uo punoy sdpjy bujuoz ay1 uo m: _ uu “—m :O_WW_ En :mlw-—m " F

ad£} 333foid — Ansuayu| - bujuueld -
auluLaq F pue 3jeds I 18foid |
J J J

?

Ppapnppul s| doy 114351 24 1211/ JHUOISIH UMOL Y2113Pald dy3 JO SALIDPUNOQ 3y} Uyl s|jpj 13f0id j1 dujuLag--g 1
A1 ay1 Aq pauinbai ssadoid manal ay pub adAy 13afoid ayy autwaiap fjim 133foid ay3 Jo Ayisuaiul pup ajpas ay |-y |

Y JU34INdUO0)

M3INo,



‘asnoyumoy pup xajdng ‘g4s 104 sa1p> panss| sjudawwo) d sywiad ~

-y13422 pup Jjuriad ajbuls spy ssadoid "buljjamp Ajiupj-13jnw b 10§ sainp 3 panoiddy MIIAY _ dpesl-qns _

-a204d A2updn0 Jo 2)1D2Y11432 pub UON3dSUI Y] SaUI[INO $S3204d SILY | 1Widd apeal-gns) 0} puodsay J 103 31uqns
) |

panss| AduedndQ —l - :o_au?.um:ou- jo3uod - panss| Am m_mv_.:uw_w .QN..w—“msu
Jo 3jedyId d! dd! uiquind ;L 193deyd
wousupra | Auco_uuw u-.-\—* A Buipjing T juawipas N1H u.N_‘_thM.”:—uu.m»_ 2114 :6 403dey)
1p|ing :g Jaydeyd

sajeoyna) AouednidQ pue asn ‘suondadsu] ‘uoi3dNIIsuUo) © —. —.

/00 S| \.:N}\ 21042q pa1N3axa }20J3U0D I2]JbM b YIIM guw.bu\i bJojJ .wmg.swm\ Jou si 19S-4d¥D 10 Md-4dVD ¥V

Jo ajedypaa) -
aun enpiapu |

‘sywiad buipjing jo a>upbnss; 03 Jold pipd aq 1snwi 33y U0/IPIOJIL pup 1AW |y *sHwiad bulpjing/bujuoz Aup jo uoissiuqns 03 Jold paindaxa pub |e>132(3 1z sardey>
panoiddp Ajjpuonipuodun aq jjp 1snw ‘3jqp1jddp sp ‘Ipjd [puy 10/pup ‘s323uDIPNB [DIDUDUY'SIUBWAAIBD Syi10M dljqnd ‘sjpAroiddp upjd ayisinbaiaid |y m:_mE-__ d v L 193deyd
14 :6 4a1dey>
mamay | [ uonesnddy ) s%d ) 1 Mooy )| 2114 :6 193
HL x3)dng ‘4 Nuusd ~ LAY . Buip|ing :g 1a3de:
1dng ‘a4S Buniog | fuon b PY Buuoz | — uonedojly | 18S-4dV¥D> B _I uonedolly | M__ e Laugn;w
\ I J U ) fuiuoz ywgns e, Md-3dvD 1em i u
Nuuag d__J L £0€ 8 ZOE 295 DI
*1 1 da3s 03 paadoid Pl | —
‘aoupnssy Jiwiad uodpn o panss| ._Ehwn- sjusWIWOoD MaInaY d d pred sywiad d — sjeaoiddy panoaddy - panoaddy —
P — panoiddy pred
M3IADY Nwisg I R s994 Buipjing ausinbasaig aajuienn _ JuswaIby w
yuusd ) yuRd ) 3 6uluoz j | 03 puodsay ; buipjing \ EERINY )\ vonesddy \ nwqns n _lepueuty SHIoMliand )
nun + 11’ys 1
_sa;__zC_ Bupng ~_ $934 1dedw| ‘sywadd buipjing i buiuoz uo F
Awio-ninpy
Jud)sisuodu
0Ll I3s
.A L-LoE 21qeL
S 9pPnIY
‘Jproiddp uoissjwwio) bujuup|d pup sbunaaw HYq a4inbai 1oy1 (s10] JM3J 10 ) SID|d UOISIAIPGNS JOUI| JOf JO O
(NSd) 1|d UOISIAIPQNS KIDUIWIa1d 241 YIIM JUdISISUOIUI 24D 3Y] SIpjd [DUY UOISIAIPQNS Jofbw 10j paiinbai Ajuo si ssaxo.d siy | le _n_ _m u _E uo _ S _>_ _Un n W
h) h)
_m>2._._< buipein ] _u>9_nn< _..u_m 03 Jolid _ buipeip pue juswabeuepy _ [EACIddy > [EUOnIpUaD _
03 Joud painbay jeoiddy paainbay | BIE n 103s ‘suejd |
| ._w=< M31AY 10j uonedijddy _
(@Js) PIsIg "suo) jlos I\_ 'lﬁm_ﬁ—:loulm:l:.:lmﬁll\_ apnpuj sadA) uejd/mainay
*01 dajs ‘ssad0id Nwiad buipjing Jeacaddy | Papi033Yy YMd pue ] ety fundag | M3INDY -—- )| Malnay - eRE |y |enoaddy | sueld |
0] paad0id ‘jproiddy ubjd 131y ueld ) sjuswaseq 3s3404/311qnd ] dand 1et L gﬁ P ) T g_- 8414 —. 3Jyoud \—. aiedaid \_

mcm_n_ EwEw>o..nE_ bunisauibug nw

'Sa11A12D BUIQINISIP-pUD]| PaIDI0SSD YNM JUWAO[aAIPAI 10 JUSWAO2ASP MAU “aSh puD| U] 9BUDYD D 3PJOAUI 10U Op 1DY) S13JSUDI]--
4'S 000’0 UDY] 53] JO pUD| JO S)UN UO [pACIAdD [013U0D JuBWIPaS 10 bulppib ‘subjd 13afoid ‘supjd ayis ‘suoisinipqns o) Ajddp Jou sa0g--
‘bumwiad j043u0d Juawipas Jo/pup buippib

a14inbaJ J0u op 1bY1 pup 4210316 10 J'S 000 0% 24D IDY] PUD] JO SHUN UO 35N Jo abupy> 10/pub suolipbAouai buipjing o1 Ajjddp Jou saog--
'S 000°0% UDY] $53] JO pUD) JO S}IUN UO aSN JO aBUDYD 10 suolPAOUaI buipjing 0} Ajddp Jou sa0g-- s — S—

:suonpdwiaxg ydwax3y —

Juwad buipjing 1o/pup AUALID Juawidojaaap pubj ‘upjd a3is ‘UoISIAPQNS 3|qpd
-1jddp ay1 yaim AjpuaLinduod un. subjd UOIIDAIISUOD 152104 :MBINBY JULINIUOD)

5 uejd LZLD3S
UOIJBAIDSUO)) }S09.404 oo

5 ‘uonp2yjddp ywiad buipjing 4dvD d M3INRY tuam _
0} paasoid ‘|proiddp uodpn leuty (HDS ‘d “1S “IM 1Y ssed 0ddv Oum< _I o‘_mum‘.._ _ _.Nmu.uwm
19yde
imalnay - ‘[pA0IddD UOISIAIPQNS [DUY JO AipUlwiaid 3yl JO 1bd SD paJinbal S| bulisal salij1dby 21jgnd a1pnbapp Illl\ B vaeided
u_..e._‘:.u_..ou\_ ay1 ‘{paoaddp ubyd a1is pup uoisiAipqns [puy o Aipuiwijaid Jua.4inauod buiyaas s 1adofaap b jj-- AIUW Hvr_ﬁ ~I ?—W ?_>>|m&<uv WU_H___UNu_ U-—QS& 0#&570ﬂ< mo WHQU_.._.;LWU ° m
e e s * * * * [ ]
BurieaH Hd 03 Jold ‘[onupyy 311 42d sd1iy Ajipp ab01aAD a10w 10 00 | Sa1I2UB 1Y) 25N Auy--
1' ‘4dV¥D |_UOISIAOA{ 10 [euly 's3)is padojaAapun Lo UOIINIISUOD [DIIUBPISI-UOU MU [[y/--
V4D Ul 3SD2IDU] 210U IO 967 PUD 2I0W IO J'S 000'S IUDGINISIP
enosdd PUD] Y3m 2315 [D13UBPISI-UoU bulisixa 0 JuaWdo]aA3pal/uoisubdx3-- 'apod Aq paiinbai Jou a1p sabUDY> 2)is UdYM asn Jo abUDYD -~
_:m wu_< Bupeay duy pjai4 - [eniwqns-ay - doysyiom [eniwuqgns-ay .—Oqﬁs_ 'SHUN 2J0W 10 § yum 123foid ) 10 ‘PoNY ‘HJ JO UOIINIISUO)-- 'b08 23S 01123[qNs J's 000’E UDY) $$3] JO asnal aANADPY--
. —“Mu:.m 2d 2d puodas . 2d 3s1 N AYOLYANYW 240 sbunjaaw uonpdyddy-aid-- '$24n12n41s A1055222D 41243 pub X3|dnp ‘paydplap Ajiwipy ajbuis--
P! [ :subjd ays 1ofopy :suondwaxg [piauan
— Bunsa bunsapy Bunsog | uonesynon B adueydardy - ueldas - uopesedaig JEAIIREEH
o s t
— J4a JVN ubis 1qnd . joadmoN . jnwgqng IR FESTI L-LOE 2IqeL
— 60€ 23S

ueld aus 34,

N h QN \N N F—LQ< *01 dajs 01 paadoud ‘s123foid 1ay10 [|p 104~

‘g dajs 0] paa20.d ‘Malnai ub|q butidauibug yim s1rafoid 104--

m m w U o h m ;w - >w m ‘, dajs N.z paadoid s._m.:.wb t..,an...n u.:ewn.i 104 e — paa>0.d \ w“_uwas_
° '/-24d

R [ — “

“p dajs 0] paado.d ‘supjd a3Is 104 03 310N Jwgns asedaig
‘€ da)s 01 paa201d ‘s}pjd UoISIAIPQNS Aipuwiaid 104-- J J (e)ogss

m ‘Jouondo s Manay uonpdlddy-ald ays ‘s133foid 1ayo j|p 104--D7 _
syun ouljjamg Mm3IN v N g T S MOIASY uoheal|ddy-2id s

“Aio)ppupyy si ssaoid mainay uonvdiiddy-aid ay1 ‘sivjd UoIsIApgns Aipuiwijaid 10/pup ‘subjd s J0lbyy ‘supjd 4a1spyy 24inbal Jpy) s1dafoid 104--yz

"MaIADI UD]d Y212
Aipyunjon saiisap Jubdyddp up J1 10 paiinbai s ubjd Y21aYS D Ji aulw2)ap 0) Z dajs 01 paad0id--
*s|ip3ap Joj £ da3s 33 ‘|proiddp HdH bulinbai s333foid [pRUDISQNS 210W JaY30 puD $323foid asay)
104 "UOLIDIYLID]D 10§ I2UUD]] DdH Y YHM 3]y UO IsIjyP2y> ALioyIny [pAoiddy aAnpAsIUILPY 01 13j2Y - d
‘Jproaddp ypis 104 31q1b1ja 2 Abwi 117 UOADIIIGDY3Y JOUI dY3 pUOAaq ad0dS Uf 1apD0IQq $123[0id-- AI — A ), bay ssaxoud Aan;._. 1afoid A Kjsuayug *
“123fod nof yym paarosd q aulwiLleq pue aje>s
Avw nof “a1ay doys ‘pasinbai Jou 210 A1) a3 wouy syuwiad pup [pAoIddD JdH ‘(12UUD|d IdH YHM 3Jy J J
UO JS/7 UOHDIJIGDYY JOUI 335) ANAIIID 2IUDUSIUIDW 0 YIOM UOHDIIGDYSY JOUIN UID1IDD JO4--

*3315Qam 5 y1uapai4 Jo A ay3 uo punoj sdpjy bujuoz ays uo m—.—_::m—m F—O_WW_En:mlw.hm " F

Buluuelq -
339foag _
J

aulwieleg

Ppapnypuy s doj 123s1Q 3Y L 1141 JHI0ISIH UMOL ¥213Pald 33 JO SIDPUNOQ Y1 UIYHM S[Dj 193f01d 1 dUIWII2F—-g L
A1) 2y1 Aq paunbai ssa01d Malaa1 2y pup adAy 13f0id ay3 aujwaiap jjim 13foid a1 Jo Aysuarul pup ajp3s 3y --y/ |

?

IA3Y JU1INJU0) 4‘

29,z

Y JUa1INdU0)

MD3INd,

AQ

Y49

?



Potential Funding Sources for Preservation Projects

Below is a list of public and private entities that have previously funded heritage preserva-
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tion projects. This list is not exhaustive, and organizations may change their programs, so be
sure to review the materials on the websites indicated below for more information.

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SOURCES

Grants.gov (www.grants.gov) is a website that allows orga-

nizations to electronically find and apply for competitive grant
opportunities from all federal grant-making agencies. The site
is a single access point for more than 900 grant programs of-
fered by 26 Federal grant-making agencies. It is a very good

starting point for research on federal grants.

The Department of Agriculture’s Rural Development Pro-
gram (www.rurdev.usda.gov) offers a range of nationally com-
petitive grant programs, including Rural Business Opportunity
Grants which provide planning or technical assistance funding
to public bodies, nonprofit corporations, and rural cooperatives
to promote sustainable economic development in rural com-
munities, and various community development grants which
support housing, community facilities, and economic develop-
ment projects.

The Department of Education (www.ed.gov) offers an abun-
dance of programs that are of interest to heritage preserva-
tion groups. The website can be accessed by organization type
(nonprofit, local or state government).

The Department of the Environment (http://www.epa.gov/
epahome/grants.htm) offers assistance for the assessment and
cleanup of contaminated industrial sites through programs like
the Brownfields Assessment Grants Program.

The Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program
can fund historic preservation and heritage tourism projects.
Their brochure, Historic Preservation and Heritage Tourism

in Housing and Community Development: A Guide to Using
Community Development Block Grant Funds for Historic Pres-
ervation and Heritage Tourism in Your Communities, can be
accessed at: https://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/documents/
huddoc?id=DOC_14212.doc. Information on the CDBG Pro-
gram can be accessed here: https://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/
HUD?src=/program_offices/comm_planning/communitydevel-
opment/programs.

The National Archives and Records Administration oper-
ates the National Historical Publications and Records Commis-
sion (NHPRC) (www.archives.gov/nhprc/) which supports a
wide range of activities to preserve, publish, and encourage
the use of documentary sources relating to the history of the

United States. Through its grant program, training programs,
research services and special projects, the Commission offers
advice and assistance to individuals, institutions and non-fed-
eral agencies committed to the preservation and use of Ameri-
ca's documentary resources.

The National Park Service (NPS) (www.cr.nps.gov) offers

grant programs for heritage preservation projects including:

e The American Battlefield Protection Program (https://
www.nps.gov/abpp/index.htm) which offers grants to feder-
al agencies, tribal, state, and local governments, education-
al institutions, and nonprofit historic preservation and other
private sector organizations for projects that lead directly to
the identification, preservation, and interpretation of battle-
field land and/or historic sites associated with battlefields.

e The National Center for Preservation Training and
Technology (https://www.ncptt.nps.gov/) which supports
research, training, meetings, conferences and publications
related to archeology, historic architecture, historic land-
scapes and materials conservation.

e The Historic Preservation Fund Grants Program
(https://www.nps.gov/preservation-grants/) are generally
focuses on special initiatives such as disaster recovery, Civil
Rights heritage, etc.

The National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) (https://www.
arts.gov/grants) offers several types of grants that can benefit
heritage preservation projects, including:

e Challenge America (https://www.arts.gov/grants-orga-
nizations/challenge-america/grant-program-description)
supports small and mid-sized organizations for projects that
extend the reach of the arts to under-served populations.

e Our Town (https://www.arts.gov/grants-organizations/
our-town/introduction) offers support in the areas of arts
engagement, cultural planning, design projects, and proj-
ects that build knowledge about creative place-making. .

The National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH) (www.
neh.gov/grants/index.html) offers several programs that can
fund heritage preservation projects, including:

e Public Humanities Project (https://www.neh.gov/grants/
public/public-humanities-projects) supports the realization
of interpretive exhibitions (both long-term and traveling),
the interpretation of historic sites, associated interpretive
project components (such as publications and public sym-

posia), public programming, and websites;

e Preservation Assistance Grants for Smaller Institu-
tions (https://www.neh.gov/grants/preservation/preser-
vation-assistance-grants-smaller-institutions) helps assist
both small and mid-sized institutions such as libraries,
museums, historical societies, archival repositories, etc.
This grant helps improve the ability to preserve and care for
significant humanities collections.

e Sustaining Cultural Heritage Collections (https://www.
neh.gov/grants/preservation/sustaining-cultural-heritage-
collections) assists institutions in preserving large and/or
diverse humanities collections; and supports institutional
resilience to preserve collections for future generations.

The Naval History and Heritage Command, a part of the
Department of the Navy, offers The Vice Admiral Edwin B.
Hooper Research Grant (https://www.history.navy.mil/get-
involved/grants-and-fellowships/hooper-research-grants.html)
to assist scholars in the research or writing of books or articles
by helping to defray the costs of travel, living expenses, and
document duplication, related to the research process.

STATE GOVERNMENT RESOURCES

The Governor's Grants Office (http://www.grants.maryland.
gov/) assists state and local governments and community-
based organizations in identifying federal grant opportunities
while ensuring these groups are aware of assistance that may
be available through state or private foundation grants.

The Maryland Department of Housing and Community
Development (DHCD) (http://dhcd.maryland.gov/Pages/
default.aspx , http://projectportal.dhcd.state.md.us/Login2.
aspx?APPTHEME=MDDHCD) provides an array of funding pro-
grams for community revitalization and heritage preservation.
e Community Legacy (http://dhcd.maryland.gov/Communi-
ties/Pages/programs/CL.aspx) which provides flexible capi-
tal and operating resources to assist local governments and
their nonprofit partners in planning and realizing community
revitalization and heritage preservation initiatives;

e The Community Investment Tax Credit (http://dhcd.
maryland.gov/Communities/Pages/programs/CITC.aspx)
which supports nonprofit projects by awarding allocations of
state tax credits to projects such as redevelopment assis-
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tance, and supporting physical improvements to upgrade areas.

e The Technical Assistance Grants Program (http://dhcd.
maryland.gov/Communities/Pages/tag/default.aspx) provides
funding to nonprofit organizations, local governments, local
development agencies and local development corporations to
obtain or provide advisory, consultative, training, information,
and other services which can include preservation activities.

e The Nonprofit Assistance Fund (Operating Assistance
Grants) combines the Main Street Improvement Program, the
Nonprofit Assistance Fund, and Technical Assistance Grants.

The Maryland Department of Planning (MDP) (http://planning.
maryland.gov) does not provide direct grant funding, but manages
the Maryland InfoPortal (http://planning.maryland.gov/Our-
Work/MarylandInfoPortal.shtml), a database of financial and non-
financial assistance.

The Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) (http://mht.maryland.
gov/), an agency of the Maryland Department of Planning, pro-
vides funding for heritage preservation projects through several
grant and loan programs including:

e African American Heritage Preservation Grant Program
(https://mht.maryland.gov/grants_africanamerican.shtml),
administered as a partnership between MHT and the Mary-
land Commission on African American History and Culture
(MCAAHC). The grant provides support for the acquisition,
construction, and capital improvement of buildings, sites, or
communities of historical and cultural importance to the African
American experience in Maryland.

e Capital Historic Preservation grants are available to eligible
applicants for projects including acquisition, rehabilitation, or
restoration of historic property. A historic property is defined as
any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or
object included in the Maryland Register of Historic Properties.

e Non-Capital Historic Preservation grants are available to
non-profit organizations and local governments for research,
survey, planning and educational activities involving architectur-
al, archeological or cultural resources. Eligible activities include,
but are not limited to, the development of preservation plans,
architectural, archeological, or cultural surveys, educational
outreach programs and National Register nominations.

e The Certified Local Government (CLG) Program (http://
mht.maryland.gov/grants_clg.shtml) supports a variety of proj-
ects such as historic site research and survey work, National
Register nomination development, archeological investigations,
community planning, and public education.

e The Historic Preservation Loan Program (http://mht.mary-
land.gov/loans.shtml) provides loans to nonprofit organizations,
local jurisdictions, business entities, and individuals to assist in
the protection of historic property. Loan funds can be used to
acquire, rehabilitate, or restore historic property. They may also
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be used for short-term financing for studies, surveys, plans and
specifications, and architectural, engineering, or other special
services directly related to pre-construction work.

e The Heritage Structure Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program
(http://mht.maryland.gov/taxCredits.shtml) provides Maryland
income tax credits equal to 20% of the qualified capital costs
expended in the rehabilitation of a “certified heritage structure,
which can include structures listed in the National Register of
Historic Places, designated as a historic property under local
law, located in a historic district, and certified as contributing to
the district's significance. The credit is available for owner-occu-
pied residential properties as well as income-producing proper-
ties. The rehabilitation must conform with the Secretary of the
Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation.

e The Federal Historic Preservation Tax Incentive Program
(https://www.nps.gov/TPS/tax-incentives.htm) is administered
by MHT and enables the owners or long-term lease holders of
income-producing certified historic structures (those listed in
the National Register of Historic Places, or a contributing ele-
ment within the boundaries of a historic district listed in the Na-
tional Register), to receive a federal tax credit amounting to 20
percent of the cost of a rehabilitation that meets the Secretary
of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation.

4

The Maryland Heritage Areas Authority (MHAA) (http://mht.
maryland.gov/grants.shtml) provides support for historic preserva-
tion, cultural traditions and special natural landscapes in order to
stimulate economic development through tourism. Most Maryland
Certified Heritage Areas have mini-grant programs. A list of cer-
tified heritage areas and their contacts can be found on the MHT
website at: http://mht.maryland.gov/heritageareas.shtml.

The Governor's Commission on Maryland Military Monu-
ments (http://mht.maryland.gov/monuments.shtml) administered
by the Maryland Historical Trust, obtains the services of profession-
al conservators and historic preservation professionals to deter-
mine and carry out appropriate treatments to care for monuments.

The Maryland State Arts Council (MSAC), www.msac.org, offers
several funding programs that can benefit folk life projects and art
and performance related projects at history museums and other
heritage organizations. These include:

e Maryland Traditions (https://www.msac.org/grants/mary-
land-traditions-project-grant), with funding from the National
Endowment for the Arts, seeks to develop statewide infrastruc-
ture for folk arts and folk life. Maryland Traditions partners
with organizations to develop folk arts and folklife programs
and projects. It offers a Folk Arts and Culture Apprenticeship
grant to support master-apprentice teams that practice folk and
traditional arts and traditional occupational skills. It also offers
Project Grants that support projects that help to preserve and

sustain Maryland Traditions;

e The Grants for Organizations (https://www.msac.org/pro-
grams/grants-organizations) is a program which awards fund-
ing to non-profit organizations that produce or present arts
in Maryland for the public in any of the following disciplines:
children's events, dance, folk arts/heritage, literature, media,
multi-discipline, music, theater, and visual arts. Organizations
that do not present or produce the arts but serve artists and
organizations may apply for service grants.

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) (www.
marylandroads.com) offers several funding programs that can ben-
efit historic preservation projects. These include:

e The Transportation Enhancement Program (http://www.
sha.state.md.us/Index.aspx?Pageld=144) is administered by
the State Highway Administration and provides funding for
transportation-related community amenities. Eligible catego-
ries include: acquisition of scenic easements and scenic or
historic sites; scenic or historic highway programs (including
the provision of tourist and welcome center facilities); historic
preservation; rehabilitation and operation of historic transporta-
tion buildings, structures or facilities (including historic railroad
facilities and canals); archeological planning and research; and
the establishment of transportation museums;

e The Maryland Scenic Byways Program (http://www.sha.
state.md.us/index.aspx?Pageid=97) funds the development of
community-based corridor management plans (CMP), which
make scenic byways eligible for additional grants as well as Na-
tional Scenic Byway designation.

e The National Recreational Trails Program (http://www.
fhwa.dot.gov/environment/rectrails/) funds the development of
community-based, motorized and non-motorized recreational
trail projects. The program provides funds for all kinds of rec-
reational trail uses, such as pedestrian uses, bicycling, in-line
skating, equestrian use, cross-country skiing, off-road motorcy-
cling, all-terrain vehicles, and four-wheel drive vehicles.

The Rural Maryland Council (www.rural.state.md.us) adminis-
ters the Maryland Agricultural Education and Rural Development
Assistance Fund (MAERDAF) which offers financial support to rural-
serving nonprofit organizations that promote statewide and region-
al planning, economic and community development, and agricul-
tural and forestry education efforts.

NATIONAL NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS

The 1772 Foundation (www.1772foundation.org) seeks to pre-
serve and enhance American historical entities for future genera-
tions to enjoy with particular interest in farming, industrial devel-
opment, transportation and unusual historical buildings.



The Getty Foundation (www.getty.edu/grants) provides support
to institutions and individuals, funding a diverse range of projects
that promote the understanding and conservation of the visual
arts.

The National Trust for Historic Preservation (http://www.
preservationnation.org/resources/find-funding/grants/) has several
grant funds that have assisted innovative preservation projects
that protect a community’s continuity, diversity, and beauty.

e The Henry A. Jordan, M.D. Preservation Excellence Fund
which provides funding to organizations demonstrating commit-
ment to the protection of natural and cultural resources in the
Mid-Atlantic region;

e The Johanna Favrot Fund for Historic Preservation for
projects that contribute to the preservation or the recapture of
an authentic sense of place;

e The Cynthia Woods Mitchell Fund for Historic Interiors
which assists in the preservation, restoration, and interpretation
of historic interiors;

e The Battlefield Preservation Fund assists with legal and
research fees to mitigate development threats, fund-raising and
media plans, feasibility studies for endangered buildings and
sites, archeological studies, landscape research and planning,
viewshed protection, and easement planning;

e The Emergency/Intervention Fund is awarded in emergency
situations when immediate and unanticipated work is needed to
save a historic structure, such as when a fire or other natural
disaster strikes.

e The National Fund for Sacred Spaces (http://www.fund-
forsacredplaces.org/) provides training, planning grants, and
capital grants for congregations of all faiths.

e The National Trust Community Investment Corporation
(NTCIC) (http://ntcic.webfactional.com/) enables tax credit
equity investments that support sustainable communities na-
tionwide. NTCIC places qualified tax credits for federal and
state historic (HTC), new markets (NMTC), solar (ITC) and low-
income housing (LIHTC). NTCIC is a for-profit, wholly-owned
subsidiary of the National Trust for Historic Preservation. Since
its inception in 2000, NTCIC has raised over $1 billion in capital
for HTC, NMTC, ITC, and LIHTC investments for 134 transac-
tions with over $4 billion in total development costs.

STATEWIDE NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS

Maryland Humanities (http://www.mdhumanities.org/) offers a
grant program that supports public humanities programs that en-
gage Maryland’s residents in exploring the rich and varied aspects
of the human experience. Public humanities programs can take

many forms, including lectures, seminars, interpretive exhibitions,
films, local histories, living histories, public archaeology, or any

other format that effectively engages residents in the humanities.
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Preservation Maryland (www.PreservationMaryland.org) founded
in 1931, is dedicated to preserving Maryland's rich and diverse
heritage of buildings, landscapes, and archeological sites. Fund-
ing from Preservation Maryland grants and loans assists individuals
and communities with efforts to protect and utilize their historic
resources. Funding programs include the Heritage Fund which
provides grants up to $5,000 for the stabilization of endangered
historic properties; feasibility studies, architectural plans, struc-
tural assessments and historic structure reports; “bricks and mor-
tar” repairs and restoration; and, educational and planning efforts
related to resource preservation.

LOCAL RESOURCES

The City of Frederick’s Historic Preservation Department
https://www.cityoffrederick.com/225/Historic-Preservation, offers
preservation expert reviews of plans, rehabilitation resources and
grant assistance for potential rehabilitation projects. The City of
Frederick (https://www.cityoffrederick.com/167/Incentives) offers
several incentives and programs including the:

e Vacant Commercial Property Tax Credit. The Vacant Com-
mercial Tax Credit encourages properties to be rehabilitated
and placed back into active use. All commercial properties that
have been vacant and marketed for at least 18 of the last 24
months prior to the start of rehabilitation are eligible for the tax
credit. This rehabilitative tax credit can be claimed for 7 years.
For complete details, contact the Department of Economic De-
velopment at 301-600-6360.

e Downtown Frederick Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit.
Properties located within the Historic District may be eligible for
tax credits on both City and County real property taxes. Visit
the Historic Preservation Department for additional information:
http://www.cityoffrederick.com/226/Applications-Fees-Tax-
Credits.

e High Performance Building Tax Credit. In order to encour-
age the construction of energy efficient and sustainable build-
ing, the City of Frederick provides a High Performance Building
Tax Credit for LEED certified (or equivalent) buildings. For ad-
ditional information and to apply for the credit, contact the City
Planning Department at 301-600-1499.

o Arts & Entertainment District Tax Credit. Downtown Fred-
erick is a Maryland Arts & Entertainment District. The A&E
District offers several incentives, including an A&E Property Tax
Credit, an Artist Income Tax Credit, and the abatement of the
A&E tax for qualified arts and entertainment establishments.
Visit Downtown Frederick Partnership’s website for details:
http://www.downtownfrederick.org/a_e_district.

The Community Foundation of Frederick County (http://cf-
fredco.org/receive/grants) pools donations into a coordinated
investment and grant making facility dedicated primarily to the
social improvement, but also includes grants for historic preserva-
tion.

The Frederick County Arts Council receives support from the
Maryland State Arts Council through the Community Arts Develop-
ment program. Visit the Council’s web site for more information:
http://frederickartscouncil.org/.

MISCELLANEOUS RESOURCES

Many foundations, both local and nationwide, offer support for
heritage preservation projects. The Foundation Center, (www.
foundationcenter.org) offers advice on funding from private foun-
dations. In addition to information on foundations across the U.S,,
the center offers training programs for grant-writers and devel-
opers and publishes a directory available at public libraries. The
Enoch Pratt Free Library in Baltimore (www.pratt.lib.md.us) is a
"cooperating collection" with The Foundation Center and maintain
a core collection of Foundation Center materials and occasionally
offer free fundraising and grant writing workshops. The Foundation
Center also has a branch at 1627 K Street, NW, Washington, DC
20006-1708, that has a substantial library.

The Kodak American Greenways Awards Program (www.
conservationfund.org/?article=2106) a partnership between East-
man Kodak, The Conservation Fund, and the National Geographic
Society, provides small grants to stimulate the planning and design
of greenways in communities throughout America.

Members of Maryland Association of Nonprofit Organizations
(MANO) (www.marylandnonprofits.org) have access to the organi-
zation’s libraries and databases of funding sources in the Baltimore
and Silver Spring offices.

The American Institute for Conservation of Historic and
Artistic Works (http://www.conservation-us.org/grants#.WK8JU-
vkrIdV) provides several grants and scholarships that promote
development, outreach and conservation projects.
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