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Good morning DC Water Staff.
My name is Lisa Mallory, Chief Executive Officer of the District of
Columbia Building Industry Association (DCBIA).
As you know, DCBIA represents over 450 organizations and
thousands of real estate professionals in the District of Columbia
Metropolitan area. Our members are comprised of professionals in all
aspects of real estate development. You will hear directly from some today
and others have written to you as well. DCBIA is well versed in municipality
management with respect to its effect on a jurisdiction’s economic
development trajectory. Moreover, DCBIA is a staunch advocate for
improving the District’s water supply and treatment and adopting best
practices on wastewater and stormwater conveyance that we have
witnessed DC Water and DOEE undertake over the past several years.
We especially appreciate the opportunity to work with the DC Water
and we thank you for organizing today’s Public Open House to provide
comments on the System Availability Fee (“SAF”). This is an issue we, along
with AOBA, wrote to DC Water about in 2016 and 2017. We want to
ensure this fee and others like it are fully vetted and that DC Water
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understands the consequences of adding additional fees to the marketplace
as we all work toward improving the aging infrastructure of DC Water while
also dealing with the economic realities of construction in DC.
The purpose of my testimony today is to express DCBIA’s concern
with the System Availability Fee, which we feel is another label for a
development fee that will increase the cost of developing of both residential
and commercial properties, while also increasing the cost of living for DC
residents. It increases the cost of doing business for commercial tenants,
and hinders development and affordable housing overall in the District of
Columbia.
We first take issue with the process used to create the SAF. Several
of DC Water’s current board members were not on the Board when the
SAF was initially proposed. With so many new matters and requirements
facing DC Water, the SAF needs to first be properly vetted and considered
with equality across the current Board, while taking into consideration
current economic factors, and the litany of DC Water fees currently being
assessed by DC Water on all development in the District. When we wrote
as recently as November 2017 on this issue it was to the third Chair of the
Board. While we appreciate staff organizing this Open House to hear from
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so many on this issue, there is no doubt that the Board of Directors should
also take this issue up for further consideration.
Secondly, it is apparent that DC Water used a market-based analysis
in its decision to institute the System Availability Fee, when a cost-based
analysis is the more appropriate measure. DC Water’s evaluation of fees
imposed by surrounding jurisdictions involves no financial analysis and
makes unclear whether this new fee would cover costs associated with
water storage and wastewater and stormwater interceptors. As we have
pointed to in the previous letters, if the SAF is to be implemented, the
development community will no longer be able to continue to the current
practice of installing public infrastructure that is not directly impacted by
the building permit. You will hear more about this from developers who will
come before you today. When compared to other cities, DC’s reliance on
the private sector to foot the bill on public infrastructure projects is quite
unusual.
If a proper cost analysis were to be done, this entire conversation
would be more impactful and based on data which could support the need
for the cost. However, a market analysis without determination of which
fees are covered or not covered by other jurisdictions leads to frustration by
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the community as to why another fee -- and in this case a regressive tax by
another name -- is being imposed. The impervious surface fee, for example,
was created after careful financial analysis and included the actual cost for
compliance with EPA regulations. Comparably, the SAF remains, at best, an
arbitrary and incautious fee.
Furthermore, the District’s community does not have the same ability
to absorb this new fee as might other jurisdictions which have lower fee
structures for multi-family buildings and commercial development. The
District pays infrastructure fees, impervious surface fees, meter fees, clean
river fees and inspection fees, whereas Maryland and Virginia do not require
all these same investments. Some of these fees are also very new, having
been added or significantly increased in the last two years. The proposed
SAF, in conjunction with these continued increases in impervious surface
rates and other charges, would inevitably increase the District’s cost of
living and place us at an economic disadvantage in comparison to our
neighbors. The SAF does not replace any of these fees, and without an
offset, this is just an additional cost that will place a chilling effect on
development in the District.
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We hope DC Water will recognize that there will be an unintended
impact on the community by implementing this fee. The SAF will ultimately
result in developers having additional costs in their pro formas and thus an
increase in rent for the District’s residents and commercial tenants which
will hinder affordable housing and ancillary development of neighborhoods.
Moreover, development projects that are associated with charitable
organizations or contain an affordable housing component face tremendous
hurdles in coming to fruition. For charitable organizations, many financial
institutions are reluctant to support projects where there are limited parties
that can guarantee repayment. Projects that include affordable housing
units face similar barriers without government assistance in the form of tax
incentives or other assurances. Therefore, the proposed SAF will add yet
another challenge in the development process for similar altruistic projects.
Conclusion
DCBIA is committed to working with DC Water’s Board of Directors on
identifying a funding mechanism to address the impact of development
projects on the District’s water and sewer system; however, the proposed
SAF is not the answer and will only serve to severely inhibit the city’s goal
to ultimately replace aging infrastructure. Working with our regional
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partners, DCBIA strongly believes that we can identify an alternative
proposal that provides fairness among all rate payers. As we have stated
previously in letters to DC Water in both 2016 and 2017 — which the
DC | MD Chapter of NAIOP, the Commercial Real Estate Development
Association – signed on to just this week. And we reiterate here today, we
recommend a standardized system that allows developers to gain credits
from the SAF for each linear foot of public infrastructure that they install or
create. This way, the aging infrastructure is replaced and developers are not
paying twice for work that goes beyond the construction area of
disturbance.
The District has witnessed one of the most promising economic
renaissances in the nation with our existing fee structures despite some
turbulent economic times. We should not increase fees without thoroughly
considering its impact in conjunction with existing and other proposed costs
on development projects.
Thank you again for the opportunity to provide comments at this
Open House. If you have any questions related to our position or seek
further information on alternative funding sources, please do not hesitate to
contact me.
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Enclosure:
DCBIA and AOBA letters to DC Water in 2016 and 2017. Includes new
signature from NAIOP DC | MD (Added February 2018).
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November 13, 2017
Tommy Wells, Chair
Board of Directors
District of Columbia Water and Sewer Authority
5000 Overlook Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20032
RE:

DC Water System Availability Fee

Dear Chairman Wells,
The District of Columbia Building Industry Association (DCBIA) and the Apartment and
Office Building Association of Metropolitan Washington (AOBA) write jointly to express our
continued shared concerns on the implementation of the Water System Availability Fee (SAF).
Since 2016, AOBA and DCBIA have been engaged in the discussion of the proposed
establishment of the SAF and the decision to delay the implementation of the SAF until January
1, 2018. However, we believe that a number of the concerns that were raised in our individual
letters dated February 2016 and May 2016 and during AOBA’s briefing with then Chief
Financial Officer, Mark Kim, respectively, have not been adequately addressed during this
period. Specifically:
1.
Offset for development projects that are required to undertake public
infrastructure improvements that are not truly related to the development project.
The 2016 DCBIA letter recommended the establishment of a standardized system that will allow
developers to obtain “credits” from the SAF for each linear foot of public infrastructure that they
install or create. To our knowledge, such a system has not been created.
Recommendation: If such a system is not created at the time that the SAF is implemented, then
DC Water should stop the current practice of requiring a developer to undertake public
infrastructure improvements that are not truly related to the development project. A more
systematic approach to redeveloping the sewer system must be undertaken or development will
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be stifled in many neighborhoods because of a lack of desire to continue paying for fees that go
beyond the construction area of disturbance.
2.

Charitable Organizations and Affordable Housing Exemptions

As stated in the DCBIA letter, development projects that are associated with charitable
organizations or contain an affordable housing component face tremendous hurdles in coming to
fruition. For charitable organizations, many financial institutions are reluctant to support projects
where there are limited parties that can guarantee repayment. Projects that include affordable
housing units face similar barriers without government assistance in the form of tax incentives or
other assurances. Therefore, the proposed SAF will add yet another challenge such altruistic
projects face in the development process.
Recommendation: Exempt projects that include charitable organizations and affordable housing
components in their master plan from the proposed SAF. Alternatively, distribute directly
targeted revenue among ratepayers in monthly statements.
3.

Permission for Building Owners to “Neck-Down” Water Laterals

As DCBIA has stated earlier, DC Water requires that the lateral and meter must be the
same size. As a result, meters are within the high side of the range allowed. Moreover, monthly
meter fees are considerable alone and development projects are often faced with older, larger
meters that may have more capacity than the projects’ demand for service. Because SAF
differences between sizes can be significant, right sizing the meter is in everyone’s best interest.
Recommendation: Consider flexibility and “necking down” at the meter as an acceptable
practice.
4.
AOBA and DCBIA Members Face Increasing and Unpredictable Fees in
Challenging Economic Times
While AOBA and DCBIA are sympathetic to the economic pressures facing DC Water as
it embarks on expansive and costly capital investment plans, it is important that the Board of
Directors carefully consider the impact of the existing rates and fees and the recent adoption of
the Water System Replacement Fee on your multifamily and non-residential customers. Just as
residential customers are faced with enormous utility-related burdens, so too are AOBA and
DCBIA’s members. For example, just this past year, the commercial sector collectively spent
$756 million on electricity, $104 million on natural gas and $132 million on water. Utility costs
account for approximately 30 percent of the total cost of operating a commercial building. And,
commercial property owners are not always able to pass these costs through to tenants,
particularly in properties in which the U.S. General Services Administration is a tenant. Further,
as challenged as the office sector was in 2014-2016, multifamily owners also struggled with
increased operating expenses as they sought to operate within the rigid confines of the District’s
complex and recently changed Inclusionary Zoning and rent control programs.
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While it may seem that these increased operating expenses only impact the individual
multifamily or commercial property owners, these cumulative spikes in utility costs also hinder
the District’s ability to compete with neighboring jurisdictions for business and further damage
the District’s competitive position in the region. This is at a time when an especially vulnerable
office building market has yet to recover from the 2008 recession. Suburban jurisdictions with
double-digit vacancy rates and lower taxes are also aggressively courting DC tenants. The new
SAF fee in addition to the unpredictable nature of public infrastructure improvements DC Water
requires developers to take without offsets will only serve to further accelerate this problem and
enhance the attractiveness of neighboring and competing jurisdictions to businesses seeking to
reduce costs.
Recommendation: The Retail Water and Sewer Rates Committee should embark upon a Cost of
Service Study to verify that the projected SAF charges will recover the large investments these
projects are providing to the utility and identify alternative charges to relieve pressure on existing
rates and fees for multi-family and commercial customers. The study should also include the
impact of the public development projects DC Water requires private developers to take without
offset.
5.

Customers Have Received Inadequate Information about the Implementation of the
SAF

As we have expressed within the past few months, DCBIA and AOBA members have
contacted customer service inquiring about the specifics the fee (i.e., how it will be assessed;
when will they be billed; how will they know if they’re renovation project requires a new meter)
and the representatives were either unaware of the new fee and/or could only state that it will
begin in January. Further, they have accessed the DC Water website to also find minimal
information – a brief summary about the fee. This lack of information, especially as the effective
date is only months away, is extremely troubling as most are facing close to a one million-dollar
SAF assessment.
Recommendation: All DC Water customer service representatives should be provided with
information about the SAF and how it will be assessed. Further, the “Resources” tab of the DC
Water website should have a section specifically about the implementation of the SAF, including
Frequently Asked Questions and representative contact information if there are technical
questions that go beyond the knowledge of the customer service representatives.
Conclusion
DCBIA and AOBA are committed to working with DC Water’s Board of Directors to
address the impact of development projects on the District’s water and sewer system. Until the
issues outlined in this letter are adequately addressed, we do not believe that it is appropriate to
implement this fee in on January 1, 2018.
Thank you again for the opportunity to provide comments on the SAF. If you have any
questions about this letter, please do not hesitate to contact Margaret “Peggy” Jeffers at (202)
296-3390 or Lisa Mallory at (202) 966-8665. We are available to discuss with you or members
of your staff.
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Sincerely,

Margaret “Peggy” Jeffers
Executive Vice President
cc:

Lisa María Mallory
Chief Executive Officer

Adam C. Weers*
Leadership Committee
NAIOP DC | MD

DC Water Board of Directors
Rachna Butani, Chair, Retail Water & Sewer Rates Committee
Ellen O. Boardman, Principal Member
David Franco, Principal Member
Emile C. Thompson, Principal Member
Nicholas A. Majett, Principal Member
Bradley Frome, Principal Member
Timothy Firestine, Principal Member
Elizabeth Feldt, Principal Member
Linda Manley, Secretary
James Patteson, Second Vice Chair, Principal Member
Shirley Branch, Alternate Member
Kendrick Curry, Alternate Member
Ivan Frishber, Alternate Member
Anthony Giancola, Alternate Member
Howard Gibbs, Alternate Member
Bonnie Kirkland, Alternate Member
David W. Lake, Alternate Member
Sarah Motsch, Alternate Member
Adam Ortiz, Alternate Member
George Hawkins, General Manager
Brian Kenner, Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development
Councilmember Phil Mendelson, Chairman
Councilmember Kenyan McDuffie
Councilmember Mary M. Cheh
Councilmember Brandon Todd

*NAIOP DC | MD added as new signatory on February 8, 2018

4

2016 Board of Directors
Executive Committee
Lynn Hackney
President
Allyson Capital
Brad Fennell
Vice President
WC Smith
Bill McIntosh
Vice President
Balfour Beatty
Deborah Ratner Salzberg
Vice President
Forest City Washington
Michele V. Hagans
Secretary
Fort Lincoln New Town Corp.
Dwayne Holt
Treasurer
Baker Tilly
Sean C. Cahill
Immediate Past President
Property Group Partners
Chuck Asmar
Asmar, Schor & McKenna, PLLC
Donna Cooper
Pepco
Richard Lake
Roadside Development
Paul Tummonds
Goulston & Storrs
Directors
Brian Berry
Oak Point Investors
Buwa Binitie
Dantes Partners
Pamela Bundy
Bundy Development Corporation
Tanja Castro
CastroHaase+Brown, PLLC
Howard Chapman
Savills-Studley
J.R. Clark
Squire Patton Boggs
Peter Cole
Madison Marquette
William Collins
The Concordia Group
Vicki Davis
Urban Atlantic
Jerry Distefano
CohnReznick
Dan Duke
Bohler DC
Grant Epstein
Community Three Development
Gordon Fraley
Vornado/Charles E. Smith
Jeffrey Gelman
Saul Ewing LLP
Adam M. Gooch
Akridge
Matt Haas
Clark Construction Group, LLC
George P. Kreis
Manhattan Construction Company
Antonio Marquez
EagleBank
Deryl McKissack
McKissack & McKissack
Brett McMahon
Miller & Long DC, Inc.
Gregory B. Meyer
Brookfield Properties
Robert Miller
MILLER
Bryan Moll
The JBG Companies
Paola Moya
Marshall Moya Design
James C. Poff
Metropolitan Washington
Airports Authority (MWAA)
Amy Rice
Hines
Amy Rifkind
Arnold & Porter
Keith Sellars
Washington DC Economic Partnership
Steve Strazzella
The Bozzuto Group
Jake Stroman
Boston Properties, Inc.
Robert Taylor
Thoron Capital
Robert W. Ward
Skanska USA
Commercial Development
Gigi Webb
Gensler Architects
Roderick L. Woodson
Holland & Knight LLP
Counsel
Christopher H. Collins
Holland & Knight LLP

February 22, 2016
Honorable Matthew Brown
Chairman, Board of Directors
District of Columbia Water and Sewer Authority
5000 Overlook Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20032
RE:

DC Water System Availability Fee

Dear Chairperson Brown,
As you know, the District of Columbia Building Industry Association (“DCBIA”)
represents over 450 organizations and thousands of real estate professionals in the
District of Columbia Metropolitan area. Our members are professionals in all aspects of
real estate development. DCBIA is also well versed in municipality management with
respect to its effect on a jurisdiction’s economic development trajectory. DCBIA is also a
staunch advocate for improving the District’s water supply and treatment and adopting
best practices on wastewater and stormwater conveyance that we have witnessed DC
Water undertake over the past several years.
DCBIA respectfully submits for the record its opposition to Rule Number 21-112:
DC Water – Establish System Availability Fee (“SAF”). SAF, another label for a
development fee, will increase the cost of living for residents and increase the cost of
doing business for commercial tenants in the District. The proposed rulemaking also does
not take into consideration the existing investments development projects make toward
our water and sewer infrastructure. Furthermore, the Committee’s analysis of fee
structures in surrounding jurisdictions does not justify the proposed fees nor does it
consider other cost-attributing factors. Finally, the approaching effective date for the
proposed SAF would create unintended consequences for exempt projects and impede
numerous projects that have finalized their financing yet remain in the early stages of
design.
-more-
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The George Washington
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University
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DC Housing Authority
Bien/Paul Ventures, Inc.
Philip R. Miller
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MDC Land, Inc.
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WC Smith
CG Investments, Inc.
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Republic Properties Corporation
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Corporation
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Raymond A. Ritchey
Christopher J. Donatelli
Boston Properties, Inc.
Donatelli Development
Matt Ritz
Andrea Gourdine
WC Smith
Douglas Development Corp.
Berkeley Shervin
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Suman Sorg
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DLR Group | Sorg
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Chief Executive Officer
Lisa María Mallory

New fees on District residents and businesses
Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs (“DCRA”) Construction Applicants, in
addition to federal facilities, will be assessed fees for new water and sewer connections and
renovation or redevelopment projects for existing connections to the District’s potable water
and sanitary sewer systems based on the SAF meter size. Although the fees would be assessed
on new projects, the fees would ultimately be reflected in District residents and commercial
tenants’ rent, maintenance and other costs. Equally troubling, the new fees would not be
absorbed by DC Water’s Maryland and Virginia customers because there are no DC Waterowned or maintained lines in surrounding jurisdictions. District rate payers are already
responsible for Impervious Surface Charges, which are twice that would otherwise be imposed,
despite the fact that half of the impervious surfaces in DC are streets, sidewalks, and other
public space areas. The proposed fees, in conjunction with continued increases in impervious
surface rates and other charges, would inevitably increase the District’s cost of living and place it
in an economic disadvantage position in comparison to surrounding jurisdictions.
Recommendation: Explore alternate funding mechanisms that are shared equally by all three
jurisdictions.
Meter Size
Neighboring jurisdictions size a meter based on demand, and size the water service based
on velocity. DC Water requires that the lateral and meter must be the same size. As result,
meters are within the high side of the range allowed. Moreover, monthly meter fees are
considerable alone and development projects are often faced with older, larger meters that may
have more capacity than the projects’ demand for service. Because SAF differences between
sizes can be significant, right sizing the meter is in everyone’s best interest.
Recommendation: Consider flexibility and “necking down” at the meter as an acceptable
practice.
Charitable Organizations and Affordable Housing
Development projects that are associated with charitable organizations or contain an
affordable housing component face tremendous hurdles in coming to fruition. For charitable
organizations, many financial institutions are reluctant to support projects where there are
limited parties that can guarantee repayment. Projects that include affordable housing units face
similar barriers without government assistance in the form of tax incentives or other assurances.
Therefore, the proposed SAF will add yet another challenge such altruistic projects face in the
development process.
Recommendation: Exempt projects that include charitable organizations and affordable housing
components in their master plan from the proposed SAF. Alternatively, distribute directly
targeted revenue among ratepayers in monthly statements.
Existing Investments Triggered by Development
District projects often improve public infrastructure to ensure that the site’s existing
service lines can accommodate new developments or renovations. For example, projects that
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require zoning changes involve off-site improvements or direct monetary contributions to
utilities, including to DC Water and its available system capacity. In addition, District “by-right”
developments require water and sewer replacement investments even if they do not experience
or create capacity issues. Conversely, by-right projects in surrounding jurisdictions only require
off-site water and sewer replacements if there are known capacity issues or in the event that
water and sewer facilities are not contiguous to the property. The proposed fees simply do not
take into consideration other system replacement investments that are regularly associated with
development projects.
Recommendation: 1) Establish a standardized table for allowances (per linear foot) for new
infrastructure. 2) Incorporate water and sewer investments made by development projects
through zoning requests and other agreements toward SAF credits. If a project provides an
investment in water and sewer infrastructure that is the equivalent or higher than the SAF, waive
the SAF, accordingly.
Small Projects
The proposed rulemaking may create an even more substantial burden on smaller
projects. For example, an 8-unit building could require a 2" line, which would cost $38,000.
Smaller projects would simply be unable to absorb such a cost. Equally important, these projects
do not place the same volume of pressure on the existing or future common systems because of
their minimal proportional usage. As a result, utilities and other regulatory bodies create
necessary exemptions from city-wide policies, such as Inclusionary Zoning and the Green
Building Act, for small projects.
Recommendation: Establish a minimum square footage requirement to trigger the SAF, which
would exempt small projects that are unable to afford the proposed fees.
Other Jurisdictions
According to DCBIA’s research, surrounding jurisdictions do not offer substantially lower
rates to justify the proposed SAFs. Arlington’s fee structure, for example, appears to be
significantly lower for a multi-family building and or commercial development than the
District’s. Although Fairfax and the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission (“WSSC”) have
slightly higher fee structures for multi-family accounts, these jurisdictions do not require the
same investments mentioned previously that District projects make toward water and sewer
infrastructure. Despite the DC Retail Water and Sewer Rates Committee’s intention, the
proposed rulemaking does not bring the District’s fee structure in line with surrounding
jurisdictions.
A. Arlington County
4” meter service connection charge = $21,200.00, plus a $2,000.00 charge for a meter
installation and a water availability fee of $85 per Drainage Fixture Unit (DFU). For a
254-residential unit development, the water availability fee would be $21,336.00. The
total cost of installing water service to a new 254-unit development would be
$44,536.00.
B. Fairfax County
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4” meter = $131,700.00, or for a multi-family = $3,160.00 per unit. For a 254-residential
unit development, the fee would be $802,640.00.
C. WSSC
WSSC calculates its Residential System Development Charges (SDC) based on individual
apartment unit costs. For Non-Residential Development, it calculates SDC based on
individual fixture unit costs, including toilets, sinks and water heaters. 1 There is also no
requirement to replace existing infrastructure unless the existing service mains are
inadequate for the proposed development and an upgrade in size is necessary to service
the new project. Finally, WSSC does not charge for meters; it employs a unit count fee
structure.
For a 254-residential unit with each unit having 2 toilets:
i.
SDC:
$775,716.00
($3,054 per residential unit)
ii.
Service Connection Fee to the site: $3,600.00
($1800 for water connection + $1800 for sewer connection)
iii.
Total Connection & SDC:
$779,316.00
Effective Date
According to the proposed rulemaking, DC Water would only grant an exemption from
the new fee structure for Applicants that have paid their review fees and submitted plans prior
to the proposed effective date, April 1, 2016. Specifically, exempted projects would still need to
1) pay DC Water’s Engineering Review fees; 2) submit comprehensive plans to comply with DC
Water’s Engineering Review; 3) and receive a Certificate of Approval within one year of the
proposed rulemaking’s effective date. These requirements are stringent and do not take into
consideration a host of unforeseen circumstances that development projects face on a habitual
basis that interfere with their timelines to meet steps two and three.
There are also projects currently underway that have made critical financing decisions yet
have not completed their respective design processes. The design process can take several
months or longer, regardless of the project’s size or anticipated completion date. While this is an
inconvenience for some projects, it can be a deal killer for others. DC Water should consider a
longer phase in period or several phase in periods to lessen the impact to the development
community. A phased in approach would create conformity by also exempting Applicants that
have started the development process yet could not meet the requirements under the proposed
rulemaking.
Recommendation: Reschedule proposed rulemaking’s effective date to April 1, 2018.
Conclusion
DCBIA is committed to working with DC Water’s Board of Directors on identifying a
funding mechanism to address the impact of development projects on the District’s water and
sewer system; however, the proposed SAF rates are not the answer. Working with our regional
1

Copies of WSSC’s Residential and Non-Residential SDC are attached for the record.
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partners, DCBIA strongly believes that we can identify an alternative proposal that provides
equity among all rate payers. The District has witnessed one of the most promising economic
renaissances in the nation with our existing fee structures despite turbulent economic times. We
should not increase fees without thoroughly considering its impact in conjunction with existing
and other proposed costs on development projects.
Thank you again for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed rulemaking.
If you have any questions related to our position or seek further information on alternative
funding sources, please do not hesitate to contact me at (202) 966-8665.
Sincerely,

Lisa María Mallory, CEO
cc:

DC Water Board of Directors
Rachna Butani
Alan J. Roth
Ellen O. Boardman
Obiora "Bo" Menkiti
Nicholas A. Majett
Bradley Frome
Timothy L. Firestine
Elisabeth Feldt
James Patteson

Linda R. Manley, Secretary
Ana Harvey
Rev. Kendrick Curry
Howard C. Gibbs
Adam Ortiz
Shirley Branch
Bonnie Kirkland
David W. Lake
Sarah Motsh
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Copies of WSSC’s Residential and Non-Residential SDC
ATTACHMENT 1 - DCBIA

Code

R0
4B
4C
R1
RW
RR
R2
68
F3
R5
GP
R7
RP
R9
RA
RC
RH
RI
MO
RJ
RK
RL
RM
RN
RF
RG
RB
WS
60
8F
XB
VP
87
VQ
VN
8T
6A
8N
85
8G

Residential SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGE
Rates Effective July 1, 1999
Fixture Code Revisions Effective May 1, 2007
Water
Drainage
SDC
Supply
Fixture
Fixture Description
Water
Fixture
Unit
Charge
Unit
Value
Value
Bathtub (Residential)
3.00 $
264
1.60
BFP - Testable
$
BFP - Non-Testable
$
Bidet
1.00 $
88
1.40
Clothes Washer Standpipe/Box
2.00 $
176
1.60
Clothes Washer (water only)
2.00 $
176
Dishwasher (Residential)
1.00 $
88
1.60
Ejector Pump
$
Faucet - Pot Filler
1.00 $
88
Floor Drain (primed)
$
Grinder Pump - Unknown Type
$
Hose Bibb
3.00 $
264
Hose Bibb on Well
$
Humidifier (Residential type)
$
Ice Maker (Residential type)
$
$
Instant Hot
Lawn Sprinkler - 3/4" Water Supply
4.00 $
352
Lawn Sprinkler -1" & Larger Water Supply
10.00 $
880
Modular Unit
$
Pool Fill
4.00 $
352
Sauna (with water) / Steamer
0.50 $
44
Shower Stall
2.00 $
176
1.40
Sink (Bar)
1.00 $
88
1.40
Sink (Kitchen)
2.00 $
176
1.60
Sink (Laundry Tray)
2.00 $
176
1.60
Sink (Lavatory)
1.00 $
88
0.90
Water Closet (Flush Tank 1.6 gpf)
2.00 $
176
2.00
Water Conditioner
$
Water Heater - Not Gas
$
Gas - Boiler (under 200K)
$
Gas - Boiler (200K+)
$
Gas - Cooking Equipment
$
Gas - Dryer
$
Gas - Generator
$
Gas - Heater (Construction)
$
Gas - Heater (Decorative)
$
Gas - Heater (Pool)
$
Gas - Heating Equipment
$
Gas - Lab Burner
$
Gas - Other
$
-

SDC
Sewer
Charge
$
$
$
$
$

184
161
184

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

184
161
161
184
184
104
230
-

SDC
Combined
Charge
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

448
249
360
176
272
88
264
352
880
352
44
337
249
360
360
192
406
-

Permits must accurately reflect EVERY fixture code to be installed for ALL residential and apartment units,
and rennovation projects. Permits that do not reflect 100% fixture accuracy will FAIL inspection.
Modifications to the permit must be made and "updated" in the Permits system prior to scheduling an inspection.

Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission
14501 Sweitzer Lane, Laurel, MD 20707
(301) 206-4003 [Out-of-Area 1-800-828-6439]
OneStopShop@wsscwater.com
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ATTACHMENT 1 - DCBIA
Residential SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGE
Rates Effective July 1, 1999
Fixture Code Revisions Effective May 1, 2007
Water
Drainage
SDC
Supply
Fixture
Code
Fixture Description
Water
Fixture
Unit
Charge
Unit
Value
Value
XX Gas - Paint Booth
$
9D Gas - Test
$
8D Gas - Water Heater (under 200K)
$
XD Gas - Water Heater (200K+)
$
-

Dwelling Unit Type
Apartment (per unit)
1 - 2 Toilets / Residential Dwelling Unit
3 - 4 Toilets / Residential Dwelling Unit
5 Toilets / Residential Dwelling Unit
6 or More Toilets / Residential Dwelling Unit

SDC
Sewer
Charge
$
$
$
$

-

SDC
Combined
Charge
$
$
$
$

-

SDC
SDC
SDC
Water
Sewer
Combined
Charge
Charge
Charge
$
896 $ 1,140 $
2,036
$ 1,344 $ 1,710 $
3,054
$ 2,240 $ 2,850 $
5,090
$ 3,135 $ 3,991 $
7,126
Per Fixture Basis

Permits must accurately reflect EVERY fixture code to be installed for ALL residential and apartment units,
and rennovation projects. Permits that do not reflect 100% fixture accuracy will FAIL inspection.
Modifications to the permit must be made and "updated" in the Permits system prior to scheduling an inspection.
Fixture unit values shown in this chart shall be used only for calculating System Development Charges.
For system design and hydraulic calculations, use the fixture unit values shown in the International model codes.
For fixtures not listed, the Code Official shall use the value of a fixture with similar flow characteristics.

Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission
14501 Sweitzer Lane, Laurel, MD 20707
(301) 206-4003 [Out-of-Area 1-800-828-6439]
OneStopShop@wsscwater.com
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ATTACHMENT 1 - DCBIA

Code

7N
79
01
4B
4C
15
7M
96
9W
4V
4U
4W
4X
77
03
44
7F
71
DS
18
68
1B
1A
F1
F2
F3
F4
FH
73
UX
UM
FV
8F
XB
VP
87
VQ
VN
8T
6A
8N
85
8G
XX
8U

Non-Residential SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGE
Rates Effective July 1, 1999
Fixture Code Revisions Effective May 1, 2007

Fixture Description

Backwash Surge Tank (2" max. drain)
Baptistery
Bathtub
BFP - Testable
BFP - Non-Testable
Bidet
Booster Pump
Clothes Washer Standpipe/Box
Clothes Washer (Water Only)
Cooling Tower (Water Supply 1" & smaller)
Cooling Tower (Water Supply 1-1/4" & larger)
Dental Cuspidor to OSD
Dental Cuspidor w/drain
Dip Well
Dishwasher (Residential Type)
Dishwasher (Commercial)
Disposal (Commercial 2")
Disposal (Commercial 3")
Drain to Storm
Drinking Fountain
Ejector Pump
Emergency - Eye Wash
Emergency - Shower
Faucet - Commercial Kitchen
Faucet - Hand Sink
Faucet - Pot Filler
Faucet - Service Sink
Fire Hydrant
Fire Sprinkler Connection
Floor Drain (primed)
Floor Drain (not primed)
Flush Valve
Gas - Boiler (under 200K)
Gas - Boiler (200K+)
Gas - Cooking Equipment (All)
Gas - Dryer
Gas - Generator
Gas - Heater (Construction)
Gas - Heater (Decorative)
Gas - Heater (Pool)
Gas - Heating Equipment
Gas - Lab Burner
Gas - Other
Gas - Paint Booth
Gas - Sub-meter

Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission
14501 Sweitzer Lane, Laurel, MD 20707
(301) 206-4003 [Out-of-Area 1-800-828-6439]
OneStopShop@wsscwater.com

Water
Drainage
SDC Water
SDC Sewer
Supply
Fixture
Charge
Charge
Fixture
Unit Value
Unit Value
10.00
10.00
1.00
3.00
3.00
10.00
75.00
0.25
0.25
0.25
1.00
2.00
4.00
4.00
0.25
0.25
3.75
4.00
1.00
1.00
2.00
5.00
-
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$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

880
880
88
264
264
880
6,600
22
22
22
88
176
352
352
22
22
330
352
88
88
176
440
-

3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
0.50
2.00
4.00
3.00
5.00
0.50
-

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

345
345
230
230
345
58
230
460
345
575
58
-

SDC
Combined
Charge
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

345
1,225
1,110
318
609
264
880
6,600
22
80
22
318
636
697
927
80
22
330
352
88
88
176
440
-
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ATTACHMENT 1 - DCBIA
Non-Residential SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGE
Rates Effective July 1, 1999
Fixture Code Revisions Effective May 1, 2007

Code

9D
8D
XD
GP
69
6D
6F
9X
RP
67
75
04
BG
BH
BI
BJ
BK
M1
MO
65
MH
DG
DH
50
51
52
54
FC
FD
FE
FF
FG
FI
5E
97
RU
62
AC
AB
JH
JI
JJ
WG
26
WL

Fixture Description

Gas - Test
Gas - Water Heater (under 200K)
Gas - Water Heater (200K+)
Grinder Pump - Unknown Type
Grease Interceptor
Grease Recovery Device
Grease Trap
Hose Bibb (wall hydrant, etc.)
Hose Bibb on Well
Humidifier (Residential Type)
Ice Maker (Residential Type)
Instant Hot
Irrigation System w/3/4" supply
Irrigation System w/1" supply
Irrigation System w/1-1/4" supply
Irrigation System w/1-1/2" supply
Irrigation System w/2" supply
Mechanical Supply Closed Loop
Modular Building
Oil/Sand Interceptor
On-Site Manhole
Receptor Drain 1-1/4"
Receptor Drain 1-1/2"
Receptor Drain 2"
Receptor Drain 3"
Receptor Drain 4"
Receptor Drain 6"
Pool Fill (1/2" supply)
Pool Fill (3/4" supply)
Pool Fill (1" supply)
Pool Fill (1-1/4" supply)
Pool Fill (1-1/2" supply)
Pool Fill (2" supply)
Pre-Treatment Unit
Private Meter
Repiping
Roof Drain
Shell Permit Sewer Rough-In
Shell Permit Water Rough-In
Shower Stall (1-1/4" drain)
Shower Stall (1-1/2" drain)
Shower Stall (2" drain)
Shower, per head, gang/column
Sink - Clinical (Flush Valve)
Sink - Compartment (one faucet)

Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission
14501 Sweitzer Lane, Laurel, MD 20707
(301) 206-4003 [Out-of-Area 1-800-828-6439]
OneStopShop@wsscwater.com

Water
Drainage
SDC Water
SDC Sewer
Supply
Fixture
Charge
Charge
Fixture
Unit Value
Unit Value
3.00
0.25
10.00
75.00
160.00
270.00
550.00
4.00
10.00
75.00
160.00
270.00
550.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
4.00
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$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

264
22
880
6,600
14,080
23,760
48,400
352
880
6,600
14,080
23,760
48,400
440
440
440
440
440
352

1.00
2.00
3.00
5.00
6.00
6.00
1.00
2.00
3.00
6.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

115
230
345
575
690
690
115
230
345
690
-

SDC
Combined
Charge
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

264
22
880
6,600
14,080
23,760
48,400
115
230
345
575
690
690
352
880
6,600
14,080
23,760
48,400
555
670
785
440
1,130
352
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Code

WN
4A
21
WA
47
20
JS
JT
JU
WO
YO
12
U2
U4
U3
U5
WS
WT
60
WR
YE
YD
YC
YB
YA
WZ
WY
WX
WW

Non-Residential SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGE
Rates Effective July 1, 1999
Fixture Code Revisions Effective May 1, 2007

Fixture Description

Sink - Compartment (two faucets)
Sink - Hand
Sink - 1-1/2" Drain
Sink - Laundry Tray (with clothes washer)
Sink - Laundry Tray (without clothes washer)
Sink - Lavatory - Common
Sink - Mop or Service (1-1/2" trap)
Sink - Mop or Service (2" trap)
Sink - Mop or Service (3" trap)
Sink - Wash Fountain
Spray - Hand Held
Urinal
Water Closet - Flush Tank (Non-public)
Water Closet - Flush Tank (Public)
Water Closet - Flush Valve (Non-public)
Water Closet - Flush Valve (Public)
Water Conditioner
Water Dispenser
Water Heater - Not Gas
Water Supply Only 3/8"
Water Supply Only 1/2"
Water Supply Only 3/4"
Water Supply Only 1"
Water Supply Only 1-1/4"
Water Supply Only 1-1/2"
Water Supply Only 2"
Water Supply Only 3"
Water Supply Only 4"
Whirlpool, Therapeutic (water only)

Water
Drainage
SDC Water
SDC Sewer
Supply
Fixture
Charge
Charge
Fixture
Unit Value
Unit Value
8.00
1.00
2.00
6.00
3.00
1.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
5.00
5.00
0.50
2.00
4.00
10.00
75.00
160.00
270.00
550.00
1,500.00
3,000.00
10.00

$
704
$
88
$
176
$
528
$
264
$
88
$
176
$
176
$
176
$
352
$
352
$
264
$
176
$
176
$
440
$
440
$
$
44
$
$
176
$
352
$
880
$
6,600
$ 14,080
$ 23,760
$ 48,400
$ 132,000
$ 264,000
$
880

1.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
1.00
2.00
3.00
5.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
6.00
4.00
6.00
-

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

115
230
345
230
115
230
345
575
345
460
460
690
460
690
-

SDC
Combined
Charge
$
704
$
203
$
406
$
873
$
494
$
203
$
406
$
521
$
751
$
697
$
352
$
724
$
636
$
866
$
900
$
1,130
$
$
44
$
$
176
$
352
$
880
$
6,600
$ 14,080
$ 23,760
$ 48,400
$ 132,000
$ 264,000
$
880

Permits must accurately reflect EVERY fixture code to be installed for ALL non-residential, residential, apartment units,
and rennovation projects. Permits that do not reflect 100% fixture accuracy will FAIL inspection .
Modifications to the permit must be made and "updated" in the Permits system prior to scheduling an inspection.
Fixture unit values shown in this chart shall be usedonly for calculating System Development Charges.
For system design and hydraulic calculations, use the fixture unit values shown in the International model codes.
For fixtures not listed, the Code Official shall use the value of a fixture with similar flow characteristics.

Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission
14501 Sweitzer Lane, Laurel, MD 20707
(301) 206-4003 [Out-of-Area 1-800-828-6439]
OneStopShop@wsscwater.com
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Comments
DC Water Open House – February 9, 2017
John T. Farrell
Good morning. My name is John Farrell. I am an appraiser by trade and am an MAI designated
member of the Appraisal Institute.
I studied at the NYU Schack Institute of Real Estate in New York City, where I have lived most
of my life.
In September of 2016, I became a Managing Director in Cushman & Wakefield’s Valuation &
Advisory Group here in DC.
In the DC Metro, Cushman & Wakefield is consistently ranked among the region’s top real estate
advisory firms since opening its first office in 1979, where today we have grown to employ more
than 650 people.
I don’t think I have ever encountered a more welcoming city than DC. It is partially for this reason
that I am especially thankful to DC Water for allowing me the privilege of offering my comments
in this setting today.
For the past 15 years or so, it has been my function to determine real estate values and market and
feasibility for various types of real estate projects throughout the country (primarily in the
northeast corridor) for a whole host of reasons including condemnation, tax certiorari, and urban
renewal.
Before I begin, I think it is important to note that I do not come here today to lobby on any
particular issue or to speak on C&W’s behalf. (The only personal opinion I will offer is that aging
infrastructure is a nationwide problem, which needs to be effectively addressed, and that will
certainly cost money.)
I come only to offer my own expert opinion on the impact of DC Water policy on real estate
development through the lens of real estate valuation, which is of course my own area of expertise.
Now first I would like to say that it is not an uncommon practice to require developers of new
projects to make contributions towards public infrastructure to ease the burden on the existing
community that will theoretically be impacted by their projects.
Transit and public school investments in places such as Virginia and New York are well known.
While one could argue that this type of “investment” does not properly take into account the
positive impacts of said new development, it is not for me to weigh in on that discussion.
Also, it is not uncommon for fees such as the Water System Availability Fee, which is the subject
of today’s Open House, to exist or to be raised over time. Many jurisdictions, including
neighboring ones, have such fees. Again the merits of such increases over time, the degree by
which they should increase and over what period is best left to others.
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However, the extent to which these fees become untethered to actual predictable costs can have a
chilling effect upon the development community.
What I can say without question is that as costs go up as in the case of the System Availability
Fee, the relative feasibility of new projects thereby inevitably goes down.
When a developer is required to make public infrastructure investments that are unknown in scope
as part of the development process, this unquantifiable risk demands greater returns in order to
achieve feasibility than would otherwise be the case. (Forrest City Ratner’s renovation of their
access to the Atlantic Ave subway station for the Barclay Center is a notorious example of this.)
So what does this mean? If we’re talking about multi-family development as an example, it means
that a reasonable scenario is that as costs go up, whether they be labor costs, construction material
costs, or these variable or fixed DC Water costs, the rents that must be achieved before
development will be embarked upon are necessarily higher than they would otherwise have been.
Additionally, the cost of capital may also increase due to the greater risk, particularly when it
comes to the unpredictability of certain infrastructure improvement costs or the inability to predict
the increases in other ones such as the System Availability Fee as they become more untethered to
actual predictable costs.
The results of this can be viewed in two ways. One as a disincentive to development in general.
Or perhaps more interestingly as an incentive to “high-end development”. I say this because it is
only when achievable market rents attain a certain level that development becomes attractive. So
if the costs are going up, the rents must go up as well before development will proceed.
It is factors like this that lead to so-called housing shortages and the oft repeated “affordable
housing crisis” while development of “luxury housing” may often seem to proceed unabated
leading to what is much feared in many quarters, “gentrification.”
Developers will build what makes most sense for the market and if the cost structure in place
promotes luxury housing versus affordable housing, then that’s what you’ll get.
Now it is not for me to say whether we should have more affordable housing or not or more luxury
housing or not. That’s a public policy decision.
That said, DC Water should be aware that in my expert opinion unpredictable increases in fixed
costs, coupled with the prevalence of variable unquantifiable costs raise the hurdles for
development and the likely result would be less development in the effected sector or area.
Simply put, if DC Water wants to promote real estate development, which I don’t mean to suggest
that they do or don’t, then it should strive for fees, which are on the whole lower and more
predictable.
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Thank you and I am happy to answer any questions.
Thank you.
John T. Farrell, MAI, AI-GRS
Managing Director
Valuation & Advisory | Dispute Analysis & Litigation Support
Direct: +1 202 594 3717
Fax:
+1 202 379 4149
john.farrell@cushwake.com

2101 L Street NW, Suite 700
Washington, DC 20037 | USA
www.cushwakelitigation.com
View my personal LinkedIn profile
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Good morning. My name is Brook Katzen. I am the Vice President of Development for The UIP
Companies, a multifamily investor and developer based here in Washington, DC. We currently have
approximately ten active development projects in the District in various stages of planning, design,
and construction, totaling approximately 1,000 housing units. These projects range from major
renovations of existing apartment buildings, conversions and expansions of obsolete office buildings
into apartment buildings, and some ground-up construction.
I’d like to thank DC Water for this opportunity to provide comments on the proposed System
Availability Fee. It’s always important to hear the perspectives of all impacted parties prior to moving
forward with such a significant change, and the development community appreciates your willingness
to listen.
I studied real estate development in school, both as an undergrad and in graduate school. Maybe my
professors didn’t know what they were talking about, but we were generally taught that
municipalities provide infrastructure to enable private development. If a city provides roads,
sidewalks, water and sewer lines, electricity and gas, police and fire protection, schools and hospitals,
they would thereby encourage private developers to provide housing, office buildings, hotels, and
retail centers.
After moving to DC in 2011 to work for The JBG Companies, it took me a while to get used to paying
for public infrastructure. At first, as a junior developer, I didn’t get it. I thought, “So, we’re developing
this building, and we have to install new sidewalks, and curbs, and trees, and street lights, and
benches, and bike racks, and trash receptacles? Outside of our property lines? Isn’t that the City’s
responsibility?” After a few projects, I got used to it.
Then, on another project, the water main in the street was in poor condition and needed to be
replaced, all the way down the block to reach my site, at a cost of several hundred thousand dollars. I
asked my colleagues, “Wait, we need to pay for that? Isn’t that DC Water’s responsibility, to upgrade
their infrastructure to enable us to develop? That’s not even on our property. That’s not even our
pipe!” Yes, that’s the way it is. Again, I got used to it.
Developing real estate in Washington, DC is extremely challenging. Extremely. And it seems to be
getting harder and harder all the time, as new regulations and costs are layered onto the process.
Inclusionary Zoning, the Green Building Act, new Stormwater Regulations, and now increased DC
Water System Availability Fees. I understand the importance and good intentions of each of these
changes, but am frustrated by the continuously accumulating burdens placed on the real estate
development community to address social, environmental, and infrastructure issues to benefit the
common good.
We have a housing shortage in this city. We have a housing affordability crisis. Adding costs to
development budgets, up to $800,000, has the potential to kill projects. Or, these costs will be
passed on to residents in the form of higher rents. On any given project, we face the challenge of
financial feasibility. We can only add to the housing stock if we can afford to pay for land, and can
show our investors and our lenders that a project can be built at a reasonable cost, and people will be
able to pay reasonable rents to live in our buildings. Every new regulation, and every additional dollar
of cost, takes us one more step away from building housing.
We are playing our role to bring density to areas with existing infrastructure. We build density near
Metro stations. Are we asked to pay for the trains and the tracks? We build density near colleges. Are
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we asked to pay for the teachers and the textbooks? We build density in areas with existing water
and sewer service. We bring new customers to the utilities; we increase their revenues. We increase
the City’s tax rolls. That is our contribution.
I understand and appreciate the need to upgrade the District’s water and sewer infrastructure, but do
not want a fee to be imposed unless and until all of these major concerns are further discussed and
properly evaluated.
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TESTIMONY
Pam Askew, Senior Vice President, WC Smith
DC Water System Availability Fee

Good morning and thank you for the opportunity to testify today. My name is Pam Askew, I am a Senior
Vice President at WC Smith, and I run our affordable housing development practice. As you probably
know, WC Smith is DC-based firm with 50 years of experience in real estate development and property
management. The company has completed over $1.5 billion in real estate, both new construction and
renovation, and developed over 7000 units of housing. We currently manage 10,000 units, almost all of
which are in the District of Columbia.
In my 20 years at WC Smith, I have overseen the development of over 2900+ units of affordable housing,
using a variety of means to finance them including Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC), Tax-Exempt
Bonds, city and federal grants, and Project-Based Section 8 Contracts. I am currently managing 4
projects: Archer Park Apartments, City View Apartments, Petworth Station, and Terrace Manor; all are
Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) developments and will result in over 460 units of affordable
housing when complete.
As you can imagine, the economics of affordable housing are very different than market rate housing.
The rents are significantly lower, but for the most part the costs of construction are the same. We are
frequently pulling together several sources of funding, including tax-credit equity, tax-exempt bonds,
loans, grants, and other funding, in order to make the deals fiscally viable. The margins are thinner, and
there is a great chance that any development will not go through.
Which is why I am here to talk to about the proposed System Availability Fees. I and everyone I work
with is, of course, in favor of making sure that our waterways and drinking water are clean and safe. We
build all of our properties, even the affordable buildings, to high green standards, which we think is
important for the quality of life for our residents. However, we feel that the DC Water fees have gotten
out of hand and will have serious detrimental effects on affordable housing production. Because
infrastructure fees increase the development costs, they can be the difference between a feasible and
infeasible project. I will share some examples
WC Smith recently completed Sheridan Station, a 327-unit mixed-income, mixed-tenure project near the
Anacostia Metro Station. The project provides 247 affordable rental units and 80 home ownership units,
in the Ward with the lowest home ownership rates in the city. Sheridan has won numerous awards. It
has the first LEED platinum multifamily building in DC.
By our estimates, the proposed SAF fee would have added $2.3 million to the cost of the development.
The total cost of all three phases at Sheridan Station was $100 million. So that’s an increase of 2.3%,
over and above the $1.2 million in infrastructure costs that were part of the development. At Sheridan
Station, we installed approximately 11,000 feet of public water main at a cost of over $1M and almost
1000 feet of public sanitary sewer main at a cost of ~$87,400. If the SAF fee is implemented, the next
Sheridan project might not happen. We need to be creating more affordable housing in DC. This fee
could seriously curtail projects like this one.
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At another recent project, Archer Park, the fees would be similarly damaging. Archer Park is also a
mixed-income, mixed-tenure project, with 190 affordable units and 74 for-sale townhomes being built in
a partnership with Ryan Homes. Archer Park is an environmentally friendly building that generated a
great deal of community support. It is on the site of a previously dilapidated and abandoned complex,
Trenton Terrace. Despite the project’s popularity and the great need that exists, it took 12 years to make
Archer Park happen, because the project wasn’t economically feasible. When the margins on a project
are very slim, as is true on most affordable projects, fee increases like the proposed SAF could be the
kiss of death. At the Archer Park multifamily building, the SAF fee would have added $290,000 to the
total development cost of $55 million. For the townhome portion, the SAF fee would have added
$292,000. At Archer Park, we installed over 300 feet of public water main at a cost of almost $30,000,
and almost 1,000 feet of public sanitary sewer main at a cost of ~$100,000.
WC Smith also recently completed the third phase of THEARC adding 92,000 SF of space for nonprofit
partners to provide education, medical, and social services to families in Wards 7&8. At THEARC Phase
III, the SAF fee would have added $113,000 to the total development cost of $34 million.
As I said earlier, we understand that the water infrastructure must be maintained and upgraded. But
repeatedly imposing large fees has consequences. These fees could lower the production of affordable
housing at a time when we are desperate to provide additional low-income housing and prevent the
displacement of families who live in the city. Continually increasing fees, no matter how worthy the
reason, make it more and more difficult to build and do business in DC.
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From: Elizabeth DeBarros <edebarros@dcbia.org>
Subject: Fwd: DC Water SAF
Date: February 9, 2018 at 10:07:40 AM EST
To: lmanley@dcwater.com
Please confirm.

Liz DeBarros
Senior Advisor
District of Columbia Building Industry Association
455 Massachusetts Avenue, NW | Suite 400
Washington, DC 20001 | 202.966.8665
www.dcbia.org @dcbia

Begin forwarded message:
From: Kimberly Hoover <kim@redmultifamily.com>
Date: February 8, 2018 at 6:06:46 PM EST
To: "linda.manley@dc.water.com" <linda.manley@dc.water.com>
Subject: DC Water SAF
To: DC Water
My name is Kimberly Hoover and I am the founding principal of RED Multifamily
Development. I am unable to attend your public forum tomorrow, but appreciate the opportunity
to provide these commons in writing.
I have been investing in the DC economy since 1987, when I purchased my first multi-family
property in the District. I have employed dozens of people over the years in construction,
property management, maintenance, landscaping, leasing, marketing, sales, admin, and
accounting/bookkeeping. I own a number of smaller, more affordable units.
Our projects are all in historic neighborhoods and involve historic properties, which are
expensive to renovate and maintain. The fees imposed by DC Water over the last few years have
put a burden on our business and hurt our ability to keep our apartments on the more affordable
side of market. We take pride in the condition and livability of our residences and an additional
development fee, which does not seem to be tied to an established need, will put more financial
pressure on us as we seek to develop additional housing.
A project we recently completed on 19th Street NE, which produced six very affordable brand
new renovated homes, would not have been possible had the SAF fee been in effect. We urge
you to fully evaluate the impact of this proposed fee before imposing it on all new development
in the District. It is very difficult to produce housing that the average resident can afford. Please
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calculate the cost to affordability before moving forward.
Very truly yours,

Kim Hoover, Esq.
202-309-5209
RED Multifamily
Washington, DC
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From: Barry Madani <bmadani@madisoninvestments.net>
Subject: SAF Regulations
Date: February 9, 2018 at 2:25:31 PM EST
To: "linda.manley@dcwater.com" <linda.manley@dcwater.com>
Cc: Elizabeth DeBarros <edebarros@dcbia.org>

Dear Ms. Manley,
I was asked to direct my comments to you for the record. I thank you in advance
for adding my voice to the conversation.
I am the co-founder and Principal of Madison Investments an active and well
established family owned development company here in the District. My company
has developed over 60 properties over the past 12 years, we own over 600 units of
housing and have 400 units under active development under different capacities.
I first came to hear of the new fees through our civil engineers and was frankly
shell shocked at the sticker prices across the board. They are frankly not
absorbable. The jump in cost is simply staggering. Its completely and utterly
removed from reason. Furthermore there is no explanation for these increased
fees.
There is a problem that is occurring in the District and it has been gradually
happening over the past few years. I would use the analogy of slowly boiling a
frog. We are now boiling, it’s that simple. None of the various departments within
this great city seem to talk with each other as they continue it seems in complete
isolation to ratchet on more fees and more costs each and every year and these
are all casually passed on to the developers. Our boughs are breaking and the
result will be detrimental when more and more deals are passed over due to the
heavy fees that now have to be calculated. Development in the city already has in
most cases thin margins, we can go away and sharpen our pencils, but alas there
is no more pencil to sharpen.
Between GAR, Storm water management, DDOE Regulations, Condo conversion
fees, warranty bonds, tap fees, infrastructure improvements, IZ units etc. coupled
with a completely dysfunctional DCRA and permit approval process, the incentive
to develop is becoming less and less attractive and for good reason. The
unfortunate result is that all these costs are either absorbed by the developer,
which makes developing in the district less attractive, or it is passed on to
homebuyers by way of increased housing costs, which in turn will lead residents
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and potential residents to look to more attractively priced cities that offer a lower
cost of living and many of the same amenities and jobs. I appreciate the good
intent behind many of these things however they are as a whole having an
opposite effect to the city’s goals of making DC more affordable.
If we are to continue to build and develop DC into a world class city which it is on
path to becoming, then there has to be a dialogue with those who are actually
developing it, I do very much appreciate that this is being done at this juncture with
DC WASA. I certainly hope that other leaders in the Government also create a
forum for a broader dialogue.
In closing I would say please help us, don’t punish us. In return we will help build a
city that will stand shoulder to shoulder with any other in the world. If however you
chose to laden us with enormous fees and more and more regulations then those
efforts may begin to leave to more welcoming municipalities.
Thank you,

Barry Madani
Principal/ Founder

2300 Wisconsin Ave, NW, Suite 300A
Washington, DC 20007
Office (202) 737-7111 x305
Mobile (202) 487-5874
madisoninvestments.net
LinkedIn | Facebook | Instagram
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DC Water Open House
System Availability Fee
February 9, 2018
Katie Wiacek, Managing Director, Hines
Good morning. My name is Katie Wiacek, and I am here today on behalf of the DC Building Industry
Association. I am a Managing Director at Hines, a real estate developer that delivered its first building in
Washington DC’s east end in the mid-1980s. We are currently planning to develop over 2100 units of
housing in Ward 4, at the former Walter Reed Army Medical Center site. The site is planned to include
a variety of housing types – multifamily rental, multifamily condo, and townhomes, and this housing will
serve all income levels.
In looking at the impact the System Availability Fees will have on the development of new housing,
particularly housing that is planned to serve middle or low income households, I am very concerned that
many projects throughout the District will no longer be financially viable due to the significant cost
burden these fees are placing on new development and investment in our city.
Currently the District of Columbia is facing a housing affordability crisis. The District has seen steady
population growth, at 13.2% from 2010 to 2016, the last census, per the Deputy Mayor for Planning and
Economic Development. I think those of us who live and work in DC can appreciate why this city is a
great place to work and live, but it is becoming unaffordable for many due to a disconnect between the
supply of and demand for housing.
The current administration’s economic development strategy encourages growth and investments
across Washington, DC. The administration is also keenly focused on housing affordability. The
development community in DC, including Hines, is motivated to build new housing given the continued
population and economic growth in the city, and looking to construct housing that serves residents
throughout the District at all income levels, not just in locations serving high income residents.
I think there is a misconception that regardless of fees, taxes, and rising construction costs,
development will keep pace. This is not the case. Per the Washington, DC Economic Partnership,
construction starts in 2018 and 2019 are projected to fall, in part due to increasing construction costs.
While a local developer may be the visible face of a project, an outside investor in such project is
typically choosing where to invest, among many projects in different cities nationally. The projects in DC
must achieve a market rate of return to receive these investments.
One such market return criteria is yield on cost, a ratio of income over cost. A simple ratio, and as costs
increase, net income or sales must also increase to maintain the ratio.
DC Water knows the cost side, as it has developed the fees, but I’m not sure it understands the
respective income and investment needed to cover the costs.
For a 160-unit project, our plumbing engineer has indicated that we should expect a 4” meter, with an
associated $289,000 SAF fee. Including the added soft costs associated with this additional expense,
e.g., interest paid to a lender, rounded at 20%, the cost is approximately $346,000, and to maintain a
yield of 7%, the additional annual income needed would be $24,000. In certain locations within the
District, rent growth may keep pace to cover the increased costs. But in some sub-markets, and in
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projects targeting moderate income or low income households, the rents are fixed, or growing at a pace
that will not magically cover the increased costs. We must look at how and where to reduce other costs,
and typically projects costs have already been reduced to the greatest extent possible, or the project is
not feasible to construct.
For a current 80-unit senior affordable housing project we are working on, which includes 16 units at
30% of Area Median Income and 54 units at 50% of Area Median Income, we have spent six months
value engineering the design to make the project budget match up to the funding sources. Projects like
these, which are already at their limit of financial viability, cannot shoulder additional fees of the
magnitude of the SAF. And I would be remiss not to again note that there is an impact on viability of
market rate development as well, particularly non-luxury market rate; a continued new supply of market
rate housing will help to mitigate the growth in rent and home prices in the existing housing stock.
I have a few questions for DC Water to consider.
Does the System Availability Fee take into consideration the impact of these costs on housing
affordability and viability to construct new housing?
Does the System Availability Fee take into consideration the direct investment projects may already be
asked to make in local infrastructure? Not that I’m aware of.
Does the SAF take into consideration the significant investment in stormwater management facilities
and green infrastructure that new development includes? I can tell you, on a current 300 unit
apartment project, we are looking at a price tag of $1M for green roofs, cisterns, bioswales and other
stormwater management facilities in our design. No, it does not, and neither does the Clean Rivers
Impervious Area Charge, other than a very minor potential discount offered for projects that include
stormwater facilities, when these new projects actually have a very low impact on the stormwater
infrastructure and environment due to onsite retention of that water.
Do the System Availability Fee funds go toward infrastructure needs that are directly related to the
additional “demand” the additional residents are placing on the system? It is unclear from the
literature posted on DC Water’s website whether there is a direct relationship between the implied
increase in system capacity needed because the new development “increases peak water demand,” and
whether or not the current infrastructure does have capacity to serve the individual project. Or,
whether that project may already be asked to fund or construct certain infrastructure directly.
If DC Water is recovering the cost to replace and upgrade aging infrastructure, and if we can agree that
it is in the interest of the District for growth of this city to continue, why is the solution to cover these
costs essentially a tax on new development that disincentivizes growth and investment in this city?
Without projects built at affordable rent levels, whether that means affordable housing, workforce
housing, or market rate housing that is affordable to members of the middle class or young adults
entering the workforce, businesses may choose to locate outside of the District so they can attract new
hires, and potential new residents may choose to live outside of the District in a more affordable
location in Maryland or Virginia. The District is therefore losing potential revenue and job creation, in
addition to burdening existing residents with continued increases in housing costs.
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I understand that DC Water needs to be able to fund capital improvement projects, but we would like to
see DC Water consider some alternative approaches to generating the funds, perhaps a rate increase
that incentivizes everyone to use less water, or zones/income targets where the fees are reduced to
encourage housing development, and/or offsets for investments that these developments are already
making in infrastructure and sustainability measures. I’m sure that there is a solution which better
shares the burden that DC Water thinks new development can shoulder.
Thank you for your consideration of alternative approaches.
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