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What is a Community Land Trust? 
 

Community Land Trusts (CLTs) have their roots in the American Civil Rights movement. The 

first CLT was founded in 1969 in Albany, GA, by members of the Student Nonviolent 

Coordinating Committee working in collaboration with Slater King and C.B. King, cousins of 

Martin Luther King Jr. Inspired by models like the Garden City movement in England and the 

Gramdan movement in India, the activists who founded the first CLT, New Communities Inc., 

aimed to establish community control over land for rural African American farmers.  

 

During the 1960s, African Americans in the South were often evicted from their homes, driven 

off of land that they farmed, or denied access to land they could farm or use to start a small 

business. African Americans who were politically active in the Civil Rights movement 

frequently faced retaliation in the form of losing their land.1 For this reason, the founders of New 

Communities Inc. believed that ownership of land and control over resources would be 

politically and economically transformative for African Americans, particularly rural farmers. 

The first book on CLTs, co-authored by one of the founders of New Communities, suggested 

that the model could be used to give or return control of land to various marginalized groups, 

including indigenous and Mexican Americans.2 

 

The philosophy behind the CLT originates in the ideas of Henry George.3 George believed that 

land value appreciation comes from society’s development of land. He asserted that land value 

increases should be distributed to the public, rather than captured by passive landlords who do 

not contribute to the public good. He suggested a single tax system, under which a single land 

tax covers all government expenditures.  

 

Previous applications of George’s ideas about land ownership include the Garden City 

movement, initiated by Ebenezer Howard, in which a municipality owns land and trustees 

manage those lands.4 Dozens of Garden Cities were developed in England in the first 40 years of 

the 20th century. India’s Gramdan movement developed a similar model in the 1950s, in which a 

village council would hold land in trust and lease it to farmers.5 Australia used Commonwealth 

ownership to protect land from the speculative real estate market when developing Canberra. 

Israel’s Jewish National Fund supported cooperative agricultural communities by acquiring land 

and leasing it at affordable prices in 1901. Similarly structured land ownership also developed 

across the United States in Alabama, Delaware, New York, Pennsylvania, and New York.6  

 

The central innovation in a CLT is that the improvements (buildings) on the land are owned 

separately from the land itself. A CLT is structured as a nonprofit organization that holds the 

land title in perpetuity; it does not sell it. This removes the land from the speculative real estate 

                                                
1 Davis, John Emmeus. "Origins and Evolution of the Community Land Trust in the United States." (2014). 15-19. 
2 Swann et al., The Community Land Trust: A Guide to a New Model for Land Tenure in America, 5-6. 
3 George’s ideas about land ownership and single tax are illustrated in his book, Progress and Poverty, (New York, 

D. Appleton and Company, 1879). 
4 Howard’s ideas about the urban design and social system of Garden Cities were published as Tomorrow: A 

Peaceful Path to Real Reform (1898). The book was reissued as Garden Cities of Tomorrow (1902). 
5 Davis, 22. 
6 Davis, 8-12. 
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market. Improvements developed on the CLT land are then sold or rented to individuals or 

organizations at affordable prices. Tenants sign ground leases with the CLT, generally for 99 

years. This contract is semi-permanent, and private mortgages may be taken out to fulfill the 

contract terms. The uses of the land improvements (housing, commercial, industrial, etc.) are 

governed by the ground leases. The ground leases also ensure that resale prices remain at 

affordable levels. This relationship allows the CLT to combine the tenant property owners’ and 

the CLT nonprofit’s interests in a form of land ownership that provides a stark contrast to the 

usual real estate market. 

 

The concept of “community” is central to the organizational structure of the CLT as conceived 

by the founders of New Communities Inc. New Communities, like a previous experiment in 

cooperative land ownership in Georgia called Koinonia Farm,7 faced hostility and racism from 

white southerners in the surrounding community. In the face of these attacks, support from 

sympathetic community members who did not necessarily live on the land was critical for the 

survival of both Koinonia and New Communities. For this reason, New Communities founders 

considered outside support invaluable for aa CLT, and advocated membership and a board 

structure that represented the broader public.8 This allows for the cultivation of a larger support 

group and makes it easier for members to overcome external opposition. 

 

A CLT governing board generally has a “tripartite” (three-part) structure:  

 

1. One third is made up of and elected by residents/users on the CLT’s owned properties; 

2. One third is made up of and elected by residents of the larger neighborhood serviced by 

the CLT, but do not lease land from the CLT; and  

3. One third represents the broader public interest (e.g. community allies with relevant 

skills, such as sympathetic academics.) 

 

The CLT balances the interests of different stakeholders through this structure. No one group can 

dominate the governing of a CLT, and therefore different interests can be protected. 

 

As CLTs proliferated through recent decades, some advocates further developed the conception 

of CLTs as a way to address social problems. The Community Land Trust Handbook (1982) 

calls for CLTs to take on additional social responsibilities and address urban problems such as 

supplying and preserving affordable housing or revitalizing declining neighborhoods. It also 

suggests that CLTs take on more of a social and political role by engaging in grassroots 

organizing. In conjunction with these efforts, the Handbook expects CLTs to give preferential 

access to land and other opportunities to disadvantaged people in the community such as low-

income renters.9  

 

                                                
7 On Koinonia Farm, black families and white families lived and worked together on a cooperatively owned 

property. It had a support network with national reach called Friends of Koinonia, which helped it survive external 

hostility and racist attacks. 
8 Davis, 26. 
9 Institute for Community Economics, The Community Land Trust Handbook. Rodale Press, 1982, cited in Davis, 

33-34. 
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From its roots in Albany, GA at the tail end of the Civil Rights era, the CLT movement has 

grown dramatically. There are now more than 260 CLTs operating in the United States, and 

CLTs have been created in England, Australia, Belgium, Puerto Rico, and many other places. 

Many urban CLTs have developed since the 1980s, such as Dudley Neighbors Inc. in Boston, a 

notable example of a CLT that has strong local government support and community connections. 

Today, New York City has over fifteen established or burgeoning CLTs across its five boroughs, 

which are part of and supported by the coalition New York City Community Land Initiative 

(NYCCLI).10 These CLTs seek to address the city’s growing affordability crisis and support 

community governance. Many are developing innovative ways to meet community needs with 

land uses that go beyond housing. The next section will introduce the unique context of Western 

Queens and the challenges facing its neighborhoods in order to illustrate why the CLT model 

provides such a powerful response to these challenges. 

 

  

                                                
10 https://nyccli.org/ 

https://nyccli.org/
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The Department of Education Building 
 

Description of the Building and Current Use 
 

The six-story DOE building was completed in 1948.104 It was built for the City of New York by 

the Works Progress Administration, with construction beginning in 1938.105 Its original purpose 

was to serve as a warehouse. The design features reflect this industrial background with two sets 

of loading docks on its ground floor. One of the loading docks faces 44th Drive and the other 

faces Vernon Boulevard, with seven and six truck bays, respectively. The building is currently 

occupied by several DOE offices. These offices oversee DOE-related logistics and activities, 

such as pupil transportation and school meals.106  
 

     The DOE building sits along the East River waterfront at the corner of 44th Drive and Vernon 

Boulevard in Long Island City. Its address is 44-36 Vernon Boulevard. To the west of the 

building, separating it from the river, are a parking lot and an access road owned by the New 

York City Small Business Administration. To the north along the river is an undeveloped 

flooded area, followed by small industrial buildings and parking lots, such as a Con Edison 

complex, until one reaches the Queensbridge Houses, about half a mile away. Directly to the 

south of the DOE building is a row of industrial sites that were previously slated for 

redevelopment in 2018, along with the DOE building.107 Finally, to the east are several blocks of 

low, predominantly industrial buildings mixed with newer hotels. Four blocks to the east are the 

intersections of the 7, M, N, R, and W subway lines, as well as the group of skyscrapers that are 

the result of downtown LIC’s 2001 rezoning.108 

 

Various sources provide different numbers for the total floor area of the building. According to 

the New York City Department of Finance (DOF), the building footprint is 200’x370’, 

translating to an area of 74,000 square feet per floor and a total floor area of 440,000 square 

feet.109 The New York City Zoning and Land Use Map does not provide the building 

dimensions, but it does state the total floor area as 510,000 square feet.110 According to a 

knowledgeable source contacted by the team’s authors, the total building floor area is 638,000 

square feet.  

                                                
104 “ZoLa: New York City’s Zoning and Land Use Map,” Lot 1, Block 489, Queens (n.d.), accessed November 29, 

2019. https://zola.planning.nyc.gov/ 
105 The Living New Deal, “Department of Purchase Warehouse – Long Island City NY” (Berkeley, CA: Department 

of Geography, University of California, n.d.), https://livingnewdeal.org/projects/department-purchase-warehouse-

long-island-city-ny/. 
106 Benjamin Fearnow, “NYC’S AMAZON HQ MOVE WILL EVICT 1,000 PUBLIC SCHOOL EMPLOYEES 

FROM EDUCATION DEPARTMENT BUILDING,” Newsweek, November 15, 2018, 

https://www.newsweek.com/amazon-long-island-city-teachers-public-school-evicted-headquarters-employees-

1217535. 
107Nathaly Pesantex, “Questions Raised Over Plaxall Site in State-Run Amazon Plan,” LIC Post, December 18, 

2018, https://licpost.com/questions-raised-over-plaxall-site-not-part-of-amazon-campus-in-state-run-rezoning-plan. 
108 The Municipal Art Society of New York, “A Tale of Two Rezonings: Taking a Harder Look at CEQR” (New 

York, 2018). 
109

 “Department of Finance Digital Tax Map,” Pub. L. No. Lot 1, Block 489 Queens, accessed November 29, 2019, 

http://gis.nyc.gov/taxmap/map.htm. 
110 “ZoLa: New York City’s Zoning and Land Use Map,” Lot 1, Block 489, Queens (n.d.), accessed November 29, 

2019. https://zola.planning.nyc.gov/ 

https://zola.planning.nyc.gov/
https://livingnewdeal.org/projects/department-purchase-warehouse-long-island-city-ny/
https://livingnewdeal.org/projects/department-purchase-warehouse-long-island-city-ny/
https://livingnewdeal.org/projects/department-purchase-warehouse-long-island-city-ny/
https://www.newsweek.com/amazon-long-island-city-teachers-public-school-evicted-headquarters-employees-1217535
https://www.newsweek.com/amazon-long-island-city-teachers-public-school-evicted-headquarters-employees-1217535
https://www.newsweek.com/amazon-long-island-city-teachers-public-school-evicted-headquarters-employees-1217535
https://www.newsweek.com/amazon-long-island-city-teachers-public-school-evicted-headquarters-employees-1217535
https://licpost.com/questions-raised-over-plaxall-site-not-part-of-amazon-campus-in-state-run-rezoning-plan
http://gis.nyc.gov/taxmap/map.htm
http://gis.nyc.gov/taxmap/map.htm
http://gis.nyc.gov/taxmap/map.htm
https://zola.planning.nyc.gov/
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There are many possible explanations for these discrepancies. One is that the higher estimates 

include basement areas, which could explain the significantly higher number provided by the 

team’s source. In terms of basements, however, it is important to note that the DOE building, and 

all of the other buildings along the waterfront, are in a flood zone. Therefore, basement areas 

may not serve as usable square footage. Another possible reason for the floor area discrepancies 

is that the DOE building has a non-rectangular shape. This could have led to a degree of 

inaccuracy in the DOF’s estimate of the building’s dimensions, as they are based only on two 

dimensions, street frontage and depth. Unfortunately, it is not possible to know the building’s 

exact dimensions without obtaining a survey and appraisal, nor its gross square footage without 

floor plans. In order to ensure that the development budget shows a feasible path forward for the 

capital needs of the largest possible project, the team has chosen to use the highest estimate of 

the building’s square footage that is available.  The project model that we present is, therefore, 

only a rough estimation of what could be done and how it could be financed, given that we do 

not have specifics on the exact size of the interior space.   

 

Proposed Tenant Mix for 44-36 Vernon Boulevard 

 

The following is the proposed tenant mix for the DOE building based on input from community 

groups and research conducted into what affordable uses are most beneficial to Western Queens 

(largest to smallest square footage use): 

 

1. Manufacturing Space 

2. Public Middle School 

3. Non-Profit Offices and Community Meeting space 

4. Artist Studios 

5. Commissary Kitchens for Street Vendors 

6. Grocery Co-Op 

 

Possible Layout of the DOE Building 

 

Below is a set of renderings of what the building uses might look like if it included all of the uses 

that the studio heard from the community.  These renderings, like the financial estimations 

below, are only exploratory and suggestive, rather than concrete or definitive.   
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Figure 11: Rooftop Farm 
 

 
Figure 12: Manufacturing on Sixth Floor 
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Figures 13: Manufacturing on Fifth Floor 
 

 
Figures 14: Community/Nonprofit Space and Artist Studios on Fourth Floor (community/non-profit in yellow) 
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Figures 15: Community/Nonprofit Space and Artist Studios on Third Floor (community/non-profit in yellow) 

 

 
Figure 16: School on Second Floor 
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Figure 17: School, Food Co-op, and Commissary Kitchen on Ground Floor (kitchen in orange; co-op in red) 

 

Zoning District of DOE Building Site 

  

The lot in question is zoned M1-4. The M indicates manufacturing, and the 1 indicates light 

manufacturing, which is the least intense manufacturing use category. The M1 district allows all 

industrial activities that do not disrupt nearby non-manufacturing uses. Therefore, the M1 zoning 

districts are suitable neighbors for residential, commercial, or other manufacturing districts, and 

are often used as a transition between these uses.111 Overall, despite the M1 designation 

indicating a manufacturing district, a wide variety of non-residential uses are allowed. These 

include various commercial and community facility operations. 

 

The subcategory of 4 indicates the permissible level of density, with the level of 4 allowing a 

floor to area ratio of 2.0 for manufacturing uses. It also signifies that the use does not require 

dedicated parking. Since the building is six stories and takes up nearly the entire lot, it must be 

considered a non-conforming land use, and the building property may continue to be used at this 

higher density. 

 

Manufacturing: A wide variety of industries are permitted as long as they meet performance 

standards for pollution, odors, and noise. Highly disruptive manufacturing uses that are not 

permitted include leather tanning, insecticide manufacture, stockyards or slaughterhouses, metal 

casting, gas storage, or other potentially hazardous chemical processes.112 M1 zoning offers three 

categories of uses: manufacturing, commercial, and community uses. Permitted uses include but 

                                                
111 NYC Planning, “Zoning Handbook” (New York City Department of City Planning, 2018). 
112 NYC Planning, “Zoning Resolution of New York City,” Article IV, 42–15 Use Group 18 (2011), 

https://zr.planning.nyc.gov/article-iv/chapter-2. 

https://zr.planning.nyc.gov/article-iv/chapter-2
https://zr.planning.nyc.gov/article-iv/chapter-2
https://zr.planning.nyc.gov/article-iv/chapter-2
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are not limited to warehousing, wholesale, automobile and aircraft manufacturing, and operating 

appliance assembly, scientific laboratories, metal finishing, metal stamping, commissary 

kitchens, printing, textiles, and furniture manufacture. Adding to the flexibility, these uses are 

permitted even if they generate heavy freight traffic.113  

 

Commercial uses: These include, but are not limited to, small and large retail establishments, art 

studios, television production studios, grocery stores, ambulatory and diagnostic medical offices, 

as well as offices in general.114  

 

Community facilities:115 Community facilities fall into two categories under the zoning 

ordinance: Use Group 3 and Use Group 4. M1 permits only those uses that fall under Use Group 

4. These include large health care facilities, community centers, houses of worship, and 

recreation centers. Schools fall under Use Group 3. In order to accommodate a school, the CLT 

would have to seek a variance specifically allowing this use. However, the team suggests the 

CLT not seek a rezoning because no other zoning type was determined a better mix of proposed 

uses. Of all proposed uses, only schools fall outside of the M1 classification.  

 

A second challenge is that different bulk requirements exist for M1-4 districts depending on 

whether the property is used for manufacturing and commercial uses. If space is used for a 

community facility, a floor to area ratio of 6.50 in place of 2.0 is permitted.116 While this is in 

keeping with the City’s general stance that bulk standards can be relaxed for community 

facilities,117 it implies that the City does not expect there to be a combination of a community 

facility use with other uses in the same building. It is unclear what floor to area ratio will be the 

prevailing requirement if commercial and manufacturing uses are combined in one building. 

 

The team recommends the CLT consult with a land use attorney or a professional with 

knowledge of the New York City Zoning Resolution regarding the feasibility of combining 

community facility uses with other types (e.g., a recreation center, meeting hall, or Federally 

Qualified Health Center with manufacturing uses.) The team recommends asking the attorney or 

professional what, if any, steps to follow in order to make such a combination permissible. It 

should be borne in mind that these steps may add cost to the project if they require, for instance, 

physically dividing the uses through separate entrances. Furthermore, careful consideration must 

be taken in order to ensure that a school can be included on the property, as it is not permitted in 

this zoning district. Outside of these considerations, the M1-4 district is well suited to the 

proposed uses. Artist studios, offices, health clinics, and non-noxious industrial and 

manufacturing uses are permitted as-of-right in this district. 

 

                                                
113 NYC Planning, “Zoning Resolution of New York City,” Article IV, 42–14 Use Group 17 (2011), 

https://zr.planning.nyc.gov/article-iv/chapter-2. 
114 NYC Planning, “Zoning Resolution of New York City,” Article II, Chapter 2, 32-13 (various dates of 

amendment), https://zr.planning.nyc.gov/article-iii/chapter-2. 
115 “A community facility use provides educational, health, recreational, religious or other essential services for the 

community it serves.” NYC Planning, “Zoning Glossary” (New York City Department of City Planning, 2019), 

https://www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/zoning/glossary.page. 
116  NYC Planning, “Zoning Handbook” (New York City Department of City Planning, 2018). 
117 NYC Planning, “Zoning Resolution of New York City: Modifications for Community Facility Uses,” Article 

VII, Chapter 3, 73-60 (9/9/2004), https://zr.planning.nyc.gov/article-iii/chapter-2. 

https://zr.planning.nyc.gov/article-iv/chapter-2
https://zr.planning.nyc.gov/article-iv/chapter-2
https://zr.planning.nyc.gov/article-iv/chapter-2
https://zr.planning.nyc.gov/article-iii/chapter-2
https://zr.planning.nyc.gov/article-iii/chapter-2
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/zoning/glossary.page
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/zoning/glossary.page
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/zoning/glossary.page
https://zr.planning.nyc.gov/article-iii/chapter-2
https://zr.planning.nyc.gov/article-iii/chapter-2
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Financing the Department of Education Building  
 

As most existing CLTs are not mixed use, there is no established financing approach for a 

project like the WQCLT. Furthermore, the DOE building is so large, and there are such diverse 

proposed uses, as to make this site especially unique among existing CLT developments. 

Therefore, innovation and ingenuity are required in creating its financial model. However, as the 

explanation below demonstrates, there are various funding mechanisms that can make the project 

financially viable, even without cross-subsidizing affordable space through leasing to some 

market-rate tenants. The final model decided upon by the team does not represent the wide range 

of possible models, but does demonstrate feasibility of this project.  

 

As CLTs for mixed-use space are not common, our team’s first step involved researching similar 

projects, governmental financial tools, potential funding partners, and expertise from individuals 

knowledgeable in our area of interest. The team strove to examine all financial options and space 

needs for manufacturing, commissary kitchens, community spaces, and food co-ops. Secondly, 

the team identified the uses planned for the total square footage of the building. Lastly, the team 

built several financial scenarios using this information. 

 

This section will describe similar uses, the proposed capital stack, available sources to subsidize 

capital, the usage distribution of the total square footage of the building, and the reasoning 

behind the proposed scenarios. The team will then make a final recommendation based on 

collected data and decisions of the community groups involved in the project. 

 

Financial Streams 

 

The team researched three segments of financial schemes: 

 

Debt Finance 

 

Nonprofit Sources 

 

Possible sources include NYCEDC’s Industrial Loan Fund, which is mostly used for subordinate 

debt and may be of use through an assignment of leasehold interest if Fannie/Freddie are willing 

to buy and insure the mortgage. This makes for a less risky investment from the lender’s point of 

view.  

 

Public Sources 

 

Public sources usually come in the form of incentives such as tax credits. For this project the 

options the Historic Tax Credit (HTC), assuming the project meets eligibility requirements. The 

former incorporates strict requirements regarding “target populations,” and the latter requires the 

building to be included in the National Register of Historic Places to be eligible for up to a 20 

percent tax credit for qualified rehabilitation expenses.  

 

Crowdfunding 
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Crowdsourcing is an investment mechanism adopted in 2016 to aid small businesses in raising 

start-up capital from low net worth investors through an unregistered securities offering. 

Recently, Oakland CLT used a similar financing method to fund a commercial project in 

Oakland, California. 

 

Potential Funding Partners 

 

1. Citi Community Development has provided the NYC government with funding of up to 

$1 million for CLTs. 

2. Enterprise Community Partners has also provided the NYC government with funding. 

Additionally, Enterprise New York facilitates Community Land Trust Grants through the 

Community Land Trusts Capacity Building Initiative to support neighborhood 

revitalization and preservation efforts.  

3. Grounded Solutions Network supports CLTs financially and with technical assistance 

through their Community Land Trust Accelerator program.  

4. The Home Depot Foundation has previously supported community land trusts.  

 

Comparable GMDC Project 

 

Greenpoint Manufacturing and Design Center (GMDC) is a nonprofit industrial developer based 

in Brooklyn that aims to provide affordable workspace for small and medium size manufacturers. 

They use a proven methodology that involves acquiring and rehabilitating property, collaborating 

with key stakeholders, creating and influencing policies for industrial development, and 

promoting said model to incentivize other communities to act similarly. GMDC has redeveloped 

more than 700,000 square feet of affordable workspace and is currently undertaking the 

construction of Ozone Park Industrial Center, which will provide further affordable space and 

help with job retention in the area. To gain insight into potential sources of funds for the project 

targeting the manufacturing sector, the team looked into a similar manufacturing project (albeit 

much smaller, at only 85,000 square feet) that was recently completed by GMDC in Ozone Park 

Industrial Center.  

 

The project was designed to address NYC’s increasing emphasis on retaining manufacturing 

space for small and medium-sized businesses and preserving long-term affordability for tenants. 

This $41 million project was completed by layering together a wide variety of sources, including 

a CRA-driven loan from Chase, New Market Tax Credits (NMTC), and Historic Tax Credits 

(HTC) from Enterprise Community Investment Inc. Enterprise and LISC also provided a 

combined loan, yet the total debt used in the project was only about 21 percent ($8.7 million) of 

the total capital stack (total project investment), with the subordinate (secondary) debt at 9 

percent ($3.7 million). The GMDC project involved significant grants from New York State and 

New York City, with the city contributing $10 million and New York State’s Empire State 

Development agency providing a grant for $2.1 million. The project was able to acquire about 

$17 million of tax credit equity.  

 



54 

 

Based on GMDC’s project, the team was able to determine estimates of the sources of funds we 

could utilize for our project. We based our assumptions on keeping rents affordable and 

following a model of manufacturing space similar to the Ozone Park project.  

 

Potential Capital Stack 

 

CDFI Loan / EDC ID 

 

The capital stack of the project is outlined in the Sources and Uses tab of the accompanying 

Excel model (Appendix C). The biggest portion of capital would come from a participation loan 

from two major CDFIs. Examples of such CDFIs are Enterprise Community Partners, Nonprofit 

Finance Fund and LISC. However, it is emphasized here that none of these have made any 

formal commitment to the project; we reference them here as appropriate examples of large 

CDFIs which would be potential candidates for such a project. Their inclusion in the project’s 

financial model should not be read as implying their agreement to participate in this development 

project. Nonprofit Finance Fund may also participate in the loan, as this project fits into their 

mission-driven lending activities under the category of Acquisition and Construction Loans. We 

assumed approximately a 72 percent LTV with a 6 percent interest rate and 25-year amortization, 

which would be an interest-only construction loan for 36 months that afterwards converts to a 

fully amortizing permanent loan. The loan contribution for each CDFI fits their respective 

lending policies. While we estimate that the rehabilitation period would not exceed 24 months, it 

is considered good practice to assume an extra year of interest-only construction period, as this 

allows leeway for cost overruns and provides more time for the project to stabilize.  

 

We also assumed a subordinate loan from NYCEDC’s Industrial Development Loan Fund 

(Again, this was a hypothetical assumption, based on research about their economic development 

policies, not a formal commitment). This fund was created to provide strategic debt capital to 

selected applicants experiencing a gap in their funding resources in the form of subordinate loans 

for industrial uses. While NYCEDC does not quote a rate on their website and can be extremely 

flexible on interest rates for these loans, the general range is between 1 and 5 percent. With a 

large-scale project supported majorly by debt, we chose to use a conservative estimate of 4 

percent for the EDC loan, to ensure the project is able to meet its combined debt service. The 

project covers debt service for all operating years post-stabilization. The Debt Service Coverage 

Ratio is above 1.10 for all those years as well, as shown in the Pro Forma tab of the Excel model 

in the appendix.  

 

Historic Tax Credits  

 

As can be seen from the Sources and Uses tab, a large portion of the financing on the DOE 

project’s capital stack will depend on Federal Historic Tax Credits (HTCs). Jointly administered 

by the Department of the Interior and the Department of the Treasury, the Federal Historic 

Preservation Tax Incentive Program provides a federal income tax credit for income-producing 

properties that are listed on the National Park Service’s National Register of Historic Places, at a 

value of up to 20 percent of qualified rehabilitation costs going into the historic building.118 

                                                
118

 “Historic Preservation Tax Credits.” National Parks Service, United States Department of the Interior, 2012. 

https://www.nps.gov/tps/tax-incentives/taxdocs/about-tax-incentives-2012.pdf. 

https://www.nps.gov/tps/tax-incentives/taxdocs/about-tax-incentives-2012.pdf
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Translated to development equity, these HTCs are then sold off to interested parties looking to 

lower their federal tax liability, generally at a value ranging from 85 to 90 cents on the dollar.119 

While the DOE building is not currently listed on the National Register of Historic Places, our 

team’s research into the register found that the building would be eligible given its age and 

historical aesthetic - a finding confirmed during conversations with local experts from GMDC.120 

The application process would include hiring a consultant with local experience who could 

complete the application on behalf of the WQCLT. The team considers this expense in the 

“Professional Fees” line item under “Uses” on the Sources and Uses tab. Thus, our model 

assumes that the DOE building will be added to the National Register of Historical Places and 

will receive HTCs valued at 20 percent of the estimated rehabilitation costs, approximately $9.39 

million. Considering this value and further assuming that the WQCLT will be able to sell the 

HTCs at 90 cents on the dollar, our model assumes final HTC equity for this project at 

approximately $8.45 million. 

 

Crowdfunding 

 

The final portion of the financing supporting the DOE project’s capital stack will depend on 

regulation crowdfunding. Established through the Jumpstart Our Business Startups (JOBS) Act 

of 2012 and officially adopted in 2016, regulation crowdfunding is an investment mechanism for 

small businesses looking to raise start-up capital, which allows multiple small or low net worth 

investors (the “crowd”), to invest in a qualified entity through an unregistered securities offering. 

This eliminates a traditional barrier to entry for small businesses looking for investor equity.121  

 

Although this investment mechanism has conventionally been used by capital-intensive small 

business and start-ups, a similar investment financing method was recently used by Oakland 

CLT to fund a commercial project in Oakland, California. In this example from 2019, Oakland 

CLT established a separate issuer entity that accepted $600,000 in aggregate investor equity from 

twenty-two accredited investors, allowing each investor to choose an interest rate between 0 and 

4 percent annually over the full five-year term of the investment. All of this equity was raised 

over the course of forty days.122 Blended together at approximately one percent between the 

twenty-two separate investments, the issuer entity then lent this money to Oakland CLT at the 

same rate needed to pay the returns on each investment, ultimately acting as gap financing for 

the commercial project.123 While this form of direct public offering used by Oakland CLT 

diverges from the regulatory crowdfunding established by the JOBS Act, our team’s research 

                                                
119 Goodman, Josh. “Tax Breaks for Sale: Transferable Tax Credits Explained.” The Pew Charitable Trusts. The 

Pew Charitable Trusts, December 14, 2012. https://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-

analysis/blogs/stateline/2012/12/14/tax-breaks-for-sale-transferable-tax-credits-explained. 
120 “Personal Interview with Cassandra Smith, Senior Project Manager of Greenpoint Manufacturing & Design 

Center.” In-Person Interview. Stephen Madsen, Zain Mahmood, Grethel Zavala. October 18, 2019. 
121 “Regulation Crowdfunding: A Small Entity Compliance Guide for Issuers[1].” United States Securities and 

Exchange Commission. United States Securities and Exchange Commission, July 14, 2017. 

https://www.sec.gov/info/smallbus/secg/rccomplianceguide-051316.htm#_ftn2. 
122 Abello, Oscar Perry. “A Worker Cooperative and a Community Land Trust Bought a Building Together.” 

NextCity. NextCity, June 18, 2019. https://nextcity.org/daily/entry/a-worker-cooperative-and-a-community-land-

trust-bought-a-building-together. 
123Ibid. 
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into the topic indicates that the WQCLT would be an ideal vehicle to lead a similar grassroots 

campaign with small community investors.  

 

Ideally in this scenario, the WQCLT would be able to lean on local community interest in the 

DOE project to fill its equity gap. Steve King, Executive Director of Oakland CLT, strongly 

recommended in a discussion with our team that the WQCLT confer with a securities lawyer to 

establish a qualified issuer or holding entity, thereby avoiding common pitfalls associated with 

securities law.124 Returning to the Sources and Uses tab, the associated legal fees for this 

financing method have been considered in the “Professional Fees” line item under “Uses” 

Assuming the WQCLT can find the appropriate legal counsel for this regulatory crowdfunding, 

our model assumes that the DOE project would receive total investment equity valued at 

$948,896 million. Considering this relatively low equity value and further assuming the WQCLT 

can establish favorable terms with community investors at a blended average with a one percent 

return, the Pro Forma tab of the base model for the DOE project shows that the building would 

easily be able to cover investor returns from net distributable cash flow once the project 

stabilizes in its third year. 

 

Proposed Uses 

 

Proposed uses for the building include:  

● Manufacturing 

● Artist Studios  

● Commissary Kitchen 

● Non-Profit Spaces 

● Middle School  

● Food Co-Op 

 

Rents for Proposed Uses  

 

In order to best estimate affordable rents for the DOE project model, our team researched nearby 

buildings with similar uses to find comparable rents. However, given the multiple uses and scale 

of the DOE project, finding a single comparable with the same uses and square footage was not 

possible. Rather, our team found rent data for buildings with each specified use in Brooklyn and 

Queens available through Jones Lang LaSalle and the Real Estate Board of New York. Using the 

data from this reporting as a reference point for market area rents, the team then compared these 

market rents to the affordable rents given to our group by Greenpoint Manufacturing and Design 

Center (GMDC) for similar projects.  

 

In our meeting with GMDC, the team learned that GMDC charges approximately $17 to $20 per 

square foot for industrial uses.125 This ranges from $4 to $7 dollars less per square foot than 

                                                
124

 “Personal Interview with Steve King, Executive Director of Oakland CLT.” Telephone Interview. Stephen 
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similar market rents.126 Taking this into consideration along with the DOE project’s Long Island 

City location, we assumed per square foot rents that were similarly discounted for each use. 

Finally, the base model for the DOE building assumes that the DOE will lease the planned 

middle school with a 99-year lease at $0. While this lease term may seem favorable to the DOE, 

this allows the DOE’s School Construction Authority to completely fund the necessary rehab 

associated with adaptive reuse needed for this planned use—a significant and necessary cost-

saving mechanism for a project of this scale. Each of the corresponding rents for the projected 

uses within the DOE project are outlined in the Assumptions tab of the base project model, and 

are listed below for reference, while rents in the comparison model are included in the appendix. 

 

Table 2: Rent Assumptions (per square ft)  

Manufacturing $20.00 

Artist Studios $18.00 

Commissary Kitchen $15.00 

Non-Profit Spaces $24.00 

Middle School $0 

Food Co-Op $18.00 

 

Rehabilitation Costs for Proposed Uses  

 

Researching rehabilitation costs estimates was challenging since there were not many 

comparables with our proposed diversity of uses in one subject property. Therefore, we used 

rehab budget estimates for comparables with a similar square footage for each use. Through an 

informal conversation with a lending analyst at a prominent CDFI, who leads their New York 

City economic development lending activities as well as some conversations with other industry 

experts we gained insight into realistic cost assumptions in New York City. The analyst cited 

rehab cost estimates for prior projects he had worked on and we used those as baselines with 

some adjustments for date of project and location.  

 

GMDC provided further estimates for Ozone Park and some of their other rehab projects. While 

GMDC’s budget for some projects was higher, our liaison thought that the DOE building was in 

better shape than those projects judging by its façade, and thus would cost less to rehab. Our 

major rehab budget would go to modifying drop ceilings and distributing power, as well as 

freight elevator modernization. We assume in our model that the DOE has already taken care of 

asbestos abatement and other environmental concerns. Based on this information and these 

assumptions, an estimate of $120 per square foot in rehab costs seemed reasonable. The 

commissary kitchen would have the highest rehab cost of $175 per square foot, as it requires 

significant rehab, HVAC work and installations. The nonprofit office spaces would require the 

least rehab, since the building is currently already outfitted as office space. The tab titled 

Assumptions in the Excel model lays out all rehab costs per square foot for all uses, as well as 

the total rehab budget based on the Gross Leasable Area for each use. The same tab also lays out 

                                                
126 “JLL Research Report: NYC Office Insight.” “JLL Research Report: NYC Industrial Insight.” Jones Lang 

LaSalle. Summer 2019. https://www.us.jll.com & “Brooklyn Retail Report” The Real Estate Board of New York. 
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the rents for each use, based on the Net Leasable Area for each use with a building efficiency 

ratio of 90 percent.  

 

 

 

Final Pro Forma 

 

The first two years of cash flow projections for the project represent the rehab/lease-up period.  

Since construction will still be underway on some portions of the building, we have assumed the 

cost of leasing up by using a higher vacancy allowance. We assumed a 50 percent vacancy loss 

for the food co-op, as we expect it to take a longer time to find stable leasing tenants than the 

other uses. The middle school will be run by the DOE, so we assumed a zero percent vacancy 

loss factor for that space, since the DOE already has plans to move a middle school into the 

subject property, so no loss factor is required. Moreover, in our base model, we expect the New 

York City School Construction Authority to completely build the school, which is very helpful 

for our rehab budget.  

 

In the event the NYCSCA opts not to pay for the school section, we can lease the designated 

space to the school for $25 per square foot, while the rehab budget for the school space would be 

$150 per square foot. The team has created a separate version of the Excel model which assumes 

the above rent and rehab budget and derives cash flow projections accordingly. While cash flows 

are significantly lower, the project is still able to cover debt service and operate with a net 

positive cash flow. However, a much larger loan would be required (about $56.1 million 

compared to $37.2 million). For all other uses, we assumed a 25 percent vacancy loss factor for 

the two rehabilitation years. The regular vacancy loss factors after stabilization are different than 

those described here, and are outlined in the Assumptions tab.  

 

We assumed a higher Operating Expenses escalator in order to be conservative and based the 

number on research into nonprofit models with multiple uses and affordable rents. The project is 

still able to make debt service, and we hope that in reality expenses will grow at about the same 

rate as rents to keep the building stabilized in terms of positive net distributable cash flows. We 

also assumed a conservative higher percentage (53 percent) of Effective Gross Revenue (53 

percent of EGR) than usual for these kinds of deals, based on the subject property’s unique mix 

of uses. The property makes an adequate $4.9 million Net Operating Income in the first fully 

stabilized year (Year 3 in the pro forma).  

 

As explained in the previous capital stack section, the project is able to make the combined debt 

service from the EDC loan as well as from the senior CDFI joint participation loan. The senior 

debt starts to amortize in Year 4 after the three-year interest only period, while the EDC loan 

starts to amortize immediately in Year 1. As the pro forma model shows, the project can cover 

the debt service with a reasonable DSCR in each year. In the case of any budget overruns, the 

contingency reserve in the project’s uses of funds should help to cover the cash loss. We 

assumed a standard five percent of Gross Potential Reserve for the contingency reserve. The net 

cash flow is positive in all years except Year 1 and 2. However, the subject’s cash flow recovers 

quickly in the following years once the building stabilizes, and the contingency reserve will be 



59 

 

enough to cover the loss in both Years 1 and 2. Cash flow projections for the next ten years show 

a successful performance trend of the subject property.  

 

The model above shows that this project is reasonable and financially feasible. Financial viability 

in a real estate project depends largely on the return on investment desired by the developer. 

High-end developers building luxury condos would be pursuing a much higher return, but as the 

WQCLT is explicitly not a profit-seeking entity, it is sufficient that the model provides enough 

revenue to support the affordable community uses outlined. Our proposed model does so, and 

furthermore, is only one of many potential viable models for this project.  
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Conclusion 
 

Community Land Trusts have grown rapidly in New York the last few years.  This is not just 

because of how versatile and useful the CLT form is; although that is definitely part of their 

appeal in a city with such a wide set of community needs.  It is also because New Yorkers have 

seen a city transformed by large-scale private development that often does not meet the needs or 

fit the desires of the people who live and work in the areas surrounding such developments.  For 

many years, the City of New York has been selling city-owned land to a variety of private 

developers for one dollar per lot. Private developers have put these lots to many purposes, from 

subsidized housing to market rate developments. No matter the use, this practice is a massive 

public subsidy for the future owners of the lots and represents the City’s prioritization of private 

development over community-based ownership of land. How the city chooses to distribute this 

land in the years ahead will be of critical importance to at-risk populations across the five 

boroughs.  

 

Conventional methods of city control over the land development process have failed to result in 

equitable outcomes for New Yorkers. And that is as true in Western Queens as it is anywhere 

else in the city. Ultimately, publicly owned land has the opportunity to be an invaluable resource 

to further community and economic development. The Western Queens Community Land Trust 

offers an alternative to conventional land use practices of the city and developers. By working 

with community land trusts, the City of New York could prioritize much needed community 

control over the development process as these offer a model to preserve affordability 

indefinitely, ensure community-first direction, and provide land uses that conventional private 

development would not consider.  

 

The above report presents an initial road map to implementing community-led development that 

both serves the needs of the residents of Western Queens, while placing them at the center of 

future decision making. First, CLTs have been shown to operate in a scalable manner across 

multiple land uses, creating more equitable forms of land development. Second, the proposed 

governance structures allow for various models of input and control from individuals, non-

profits, and community organizations. Third, the hypothetical development outline for the 

Department of Education is both rooted in community needs and financially feasible with the 

realistic assumptions we made in our model. Fourth, we have identified other possible properties 

that might be of interest to the WQCLT as it grows from its infancy to being a mature partner for 

communities and non-profit developers. Finally, the CLT is able to act as the organizational 

steward of land for community organizers in place of direct transfers to private developers, who 

have traditionally lacked the deep community-orientation provided by land trusts. A community 

land trust would offer a different vision for Western Queens; one that sees residents neither as 

recipients nor bystanders to private development, but the principal decision-makers in their own 

communities. 
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Appendix C: Pro Forma Assumptions, Sources and Uses, Development Budget, Cash Flow 

Projections 

 

Assumptions 

  

Tenant Mix  

Manufacturing 40.00% 

Artist Studios 10.00% 

Commissary Kitchen 6.00% 

Non-Profit Spaces 17.00% 

Middle School 25.00% 

Food Co-Op 2.00% 

Total 100.00% 

Building Efficiency (Mixed-Use) 90% 

  

Gross Leasble Area (Sq. ft) 638,000.00 

Manufacturing 255,200.00 

Artist Studios 63,800.00 

Commissary Kitchen 38,280.00 

Non-Profit Spaces 108,460.00 

Middle School 159,500.00 

Food Co-Op 12,760.00 

Formula Sum 638,000.00 

  

Rehabilitation Costs (per sq. ft)  

Manufacturing $120.00 

Artist Studios $25.00 

Commissary Kitchen $175.00 

Non-Profit Spaces $60.00 

Middle School $0.00 

Food Co-Op $120.00 

  

  

Rent Assumptions (per sq. ft)  

Manufacturing $20.00 

Artist Studios $18.00 

Commissary Kitchen $15.00 

Non-Profit Spaces $24.00 

Middle School $0.00 

Food Co-Op $18.00 
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Net Leasable Area (Sq. ft) 574,200 

Manufacturing 229,680 

Artist Studios 57,420 

Commissary Kitchen 74,646 

Non-Profit Spaces 86,130 

Middle School 114,840 

Food Co-Op 11,484 

  

Food Co-op vacancy Rehab Years 1+2 50.00% 

Vacancy Assumption (All Uses) Rehab Years 1+2 25.00% 

  

On going credit/vacancy loss  

Manufacturing 5.00% 

Artist Studios 8.00% 

Commissary Kitchen 10.00% 

Non-Profit Spaces 10.00% 

Middle School 0.00% 

Food Co-Op 5.00% 

  

OP EX ASSUMPTIONS BY LINE ITEM  

Administrative Expenses 10.00% 

R&M Expenses 15.00% 

Utilities 15.00% 

Real Estate Taxes $0.00 

Insurance 10.00% 

Propoerty MGMT Fees 3.00% 

 53% 

  

OP EX Assumptions (Not Used)  

Manufacturing $0.50 

Artist Studios $0.25 

Commissary Kitchen $1.00 

Non-Profit Spaces $0.75 

Middle School $0.75 

Food Co-Op $0.25 

  

Debt Service Assumptions  

Construction Loan:  

Amount $37,200,000 

Rate 6% 

Term 3 yrs 
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Debt Service (I/O) $2,232,000 

  

Conversion to fully amortizing perm  

Amount $37,200,000 

Rate 6% 

Term 22 years 

Total Term 25 years 

Debt Service $2,910,034 

  

EDC Subordinate Debt  

Amount $9,391,360 

Rate 3% 

Term 25 

Debt Service $539,326 

  

Total Debt Service (Construction Period) $2,771,326 

Total Debt Service (After Construction) $3,449,360 

  

Rental Rate Escalator 2.00% 

Expense Escalator 3.00% 

  

Min DSCR Requirement 1.1 

 
 
 

Project Sources & Uses 

Sources Uses 
CDFI Participation Loan $37,200,000 $0 Acquisition Costs 

Subordinate Debt 
(NYCEDC IDLF) $9,391,360 $46,956,800 Rehab Costs 

HTC Equity $8,452,224 $4,695,680 
Professional Fees Prof Svcs 
(Arch, Design, Eng, Legal) 

ESD Grant Equity $6,000,000 $4,700,000 Financing Costs 

CLT Equity $948,896 $5,640,000 Contingency Reserve (H+S) 

 $61,992,480 $61,992,480  
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Total Development Budget 

Acquisition Costs $0 

Rehab Costs $46,956,800 

Professional Fees Prof Svcs (Arch, Design, Eng, Legal) $4,695,680 

Financing Costs $4,700,000 

Contingency Reserve (H+S) $5,640,000 

Total $61,992,480 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 




