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‘ﬂear Mr. Nelsser-s,ﬁ

1t1gatlon, I belleve ‘same “is of | 1nterest*regardlng 01

]

fand other mun1C1pa11t1es~1n*the Hunterdan

‘RLS:al
mEnclosuref :

‘;'T7Thomas Hall Esq. (w/encl;)%
. Jerome Convery, Esq.(w/encl.)
. Mr. Joel Schwartz (w/encl, ) 3

,g@Mr Lloyd Brown (w/encl )




342 w smte s:roet
Trenton, NJ 08618
Tol 509-3934563 :
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Tet: z1s-9¢um

'3Stewart M. Hutt. Esq.

Hutt, Berkow, Hollander & Jankowski
park Professional Bulldlng :

- 459 amboy Avenue =
fWoodbridge, NJ 07095

Dear Stewart :

Pursuant to ycur reguést,'enclosed is a copy of my

Enclosure

fletter of December 2, 1985 to Bob Guterl regarding
median family 1ncnme.g

Let e know it you have any

Philip B. Caton, AICP
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i%Robert E. Guterl Esq.A_ : iRt
- Woolson, Guterl, Sutphen- & Ande:son
© 11 East Cliff street = -

QSOmezvzlle, New Jersey 08876

,“Dear Bob-wﬁ

: Iron;cally, colncldent _with ‘the call from Tricia
‘Burke to establish a conference date with Judge s

. Serpentelli on the median family income matter. T

- received information _which should enable us to resolve
the dlscrepancxes in short order.gjw el -

 Without 901ng into too many technical details, it;

may be helpful for me to briefly review the positions
“of Rich Reading and myself on this issue = where we

o agree and dlsagree.’“,;*ﬂkdb,i_yde e :

u.,.‘wp Fzrst of of all, every othe: municzpality:end
- builder/developer of which I am aware which has
_progressed in Mount Laurel compliance to the point of
~ focusing on median family income has been willing to
~use the income limits published regularly by the
Department of Housing and Urban Development {HUD) .
‘These limits are organized by family size and are
utilized by all public and private agencies for
determining famlly eligzbility"fo:*HUD~asszsted
,hcus:ng prog:ams. %,;,

- ‘The Mount Laurel II dec1sion specifically :
references these published standards as guldellnes for.
. Mount Laurel compliance, although it also allows for -
~deviation from these for good reason. One of the most
compelling advantages to utilizing HUD's published
‘guidelines is to achieve uniformity of application:
\‘»thhzn each reglon.~ ‘Rather than having different sets
“of median family income quallflcations for Branchburg,'
- Bedminster, Brldgewater, etc, all communities within
the same reglon would have 1dent1ca1 income standards
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~"":!‘hi.s would :educe confusion on the part of the pub11c _f»
. and generally ease the admlnistration of 1nclusxonary 3
'ghousing ptograms.fjf,yw_ S e e e ‘

. Last £all T fzrst corres nded wzth HUD about‘
certain discrepancies Rich noticed “in the median
f{family income table for the Middlesex: unterdon—
[|somerset, NJ: Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area
1 (pMsA). 'Apart from defending its methodology for
. calculating.median income, HUD also disclosed an
©  important factor to our discussions: it had “capped"
“the 1984 indivjdual family income levels in the M~H-S«Q]
© PMSA. In other, words, the median family income for x;;g
¢-QTBranchburg s region_was actually higher than it o
’?,appeared irom the levels in BUD's ellgibillty table.““

: thle HUD apparently has the statutozy authcrityf
to cap income levels for gualifying families for

“residency in HUD—ass;sted housing there was no such
authorization in Mount Laurel II. - Accordingly, Rich
and I agreed that the median famlly income should be
. the governing standard for Branchburg, not HUD's
/ capped 1nterpretatlon.,fEnn~1384_££i§_§£anslated té~an
y increase in the median family income o $l,350. from - 5
~‘Hftﬂ€‘E§§ped version of §. : median of - .

L As you know, Rich was stzll not ccnvznced that thek,
HUD pro:ection of median family income was accurate. :
In a Memo to me of June 4, 1985 he asserted that a
1984 median family income of $37,974 would be more: n
realistic than the $35,100° (pe3)e Since that tzme he‘”
‘has pursued HUD in an attempt to establish the
?tolexance of accuracy of 1ts income pro:ectlcns.

e I dcubt that we will arrive at any clear under~,

standing of the deviation range for these projections
‘The BUD projection methodology employed 26 different
variables in 1984 and has been revised since then to
- project income levels for 1985. :Certainly Branchburg
. has the option of presenting its data and contentions
gﬂto Judge Serpentellx for disposxtion.; g

) :

5 “‘:-».

, nowever, two recent gove:nment releases may well e
vc>“e11minate the need for a hearing on this matter, On
. November 6, 1985 HUD published its 1985 median family .
. income estimates. The Mlddlesex-Hunterdon—SQmerset o
" PMSA is still subject to a cap...by which it would
‘f¢1cappear that the me&lan famlly 1ncome Tose to only




i$34 375., However, HUD's own estlmate cf actual median,
family income for this area in 1985 is $38,600. As
Iper my prior agreement I support this hTEﬁEF”Tigute as*
vthe,benchmark fo: Mount Laurel complxance.u,au

. The other recent government publicat1on is ftomj;
“the NJ Housing and Mortgage Finance Agency (NJHMFA},
. one of the key agencies authorized to: implement the.
' housing programs encompassed in the Fair ‘Housing Act._
“Earlier this month the HMFA publlsned the ‘median .
. income limits, adgusted for family size, which it wllly
\ require to be used for low and moderate income housing
'T_whxch receives financial’ asszstance under the Fair R
,Housing Act (COpy enclosed).,fx R i

o The HMFA has also adopted the &3&,&&0 med:an“ E
;pﬁinceme figure (for a 4-person family) in Somerset
~County and has disregarded the EUD cap for Mt. Lautel
~ compliance purposes. I understand that the NJ
'~ pivision of Housing and Development, which runs the
- other major new funding program created by the Falx‘;f
_ Housing Act, will likely adopt ‘these same income T T
‘j?guldellnes xn the near future. ;y,@, o e e

e These latest 1ncome standa:ds clearly establish .
,‘&]M1ddlesex, Hunterdon and Somerset Counties as the most‘*
(j*?affluent region in the state with an estimated median =
 family income very close to that which Rich Reading
~ calculated. Hopefully it will be sufficiently close

- for Branchburg to accept and proceed w1th implementa-
}txon of the housing plan.,;¢

Tbese latest HUD and HMFA guldelines do make a -
».tremendous difference from the original approach which
_we assumed _would govern affordable housing prices.,f
'sFor instance, the allowable maximum sales price in-
21985 of a moderate income unit for a family of four
~persons has increased from an estimated $58,000 under
- the original assumptions to $65,000 under the new.
~ guidelines. These prices could float still higher
/. depending on interest rates.  With HMFA single family
. mortgage. assistance the maximum affordable purchase i
 pr1ce in Branchburg could excead $70 0001 R

5 On the other hand if Branchburg is still not 2!1ﬁ"»
«f*hfsatxsfied with these 1atest income estimates then =
© presumably it will have to convince not only the court
'~Ag{but also the State agenczes resnonszble for provxdxng

',4’
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?fiuancial assistance for lower lnccme housing to-
‘revise the way that medxan famxly 1ncome 1s :
calculated.sg;,,y, , : :

8 Aside from the low interd}: mor:gages referred to
;above the HMFA will also be allocating $15 m111ion n
grant funds: apptoptiated under the Fair Housing Act.
“The agency has announced a target grant amount -of
'$7,000 for each lower income unit produced.  This
‘translates to a total of $1,575,000 for the develop-
ment of the Solberg tract (assuming 225 unxts}.’

_ Accordingly, it will be critical that the HMFA'apgrave
ifof the income limxts used in Branchburg. i

Piéase let ‘me know if you or the Mount Laurel
Committee have any questiens.» since 1 view th as
excellent 0pportun1ty to break the 1ogjam«on income“

ce: J"»Richarard B. Readmg
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a8 of October 21, 1985.
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;‘;iL'FamxIY size adjustments were made by the New Jersey lousing nndkuartgase ?inance Agan~
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