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ABELES, SCHY/ARTL AND ASSOCTIATES Cocer,
PLAMNNING AND DIVILOPMENT CONSULTANGS (> /) ;/7 s

RE: AYTON CENTER, LOW ANLD
MODERATE INCOME HOUSTIHG
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Mr. Rieder called and askad me to respond in detail to the memoranda
1-75, prepared by Oueale & Lynch on the subject of low and moderate
income developrent within tne Dayton Center dev “103ﬂ°np. It is my
tnderstanding that the various outstanding items on th uniject are
to be resolvad at tnz next mesting of the South Bru“leck Planning
poard on Tussday, December 23. :

Unless it is absolutely essential, I would prefer not to attend

that meeting. As it so happzns, I had intendad to take the weok off.

I will go over each of the ning items that 521 bzen set forth in
Mr. Lynch's comments. o = ‘ :

Comment |

~

This comme nt reqwlreo no Iu tnor elaboratlon

Commen+-2

mate problem that HFA may be

Mr. Lynch raises LhQ guize igiti T

reluctant to finance a'proj ct of 60 units. The resolution

should include, LneraLore, 2 understanding that the developer
the nec¢essary assurances HEA

that the 60 units will be
Center project. I belle"ov

O
Foige IO R
e

=

as pa:t of the larger Davton
nd of assurance will el

#

o

L

e

<

or his successor will p“O‘id
ma

<

R R R T
W

the problem referred to by Xr. Lynch.
Comment 3

Basad upon my anzlyses wiith which

distribu rth that can be obteirzd

of the various financing programs

TRN KERMAATF STRIZT. MNETVWY '7< N.Y 100120 {217) 93550499 ] I



el Voo Plecossn, . -2 = . Dacenbar 17, 1975

el 30 percent two-bodroom, 30 poccentc tnree-
i our-peadrcom,  Thius averagnhs out to a-
e unit. I would suygast that the language
Lut tad to this matter, oo as follows. "The
re Lops i1l etterst to provida the low and At ne
rousing so that the average number of bedrooms per dwailing unit
i3 2.2. If & findirg is made by the HFA or FHA that a 2.2 average
badroonm pac unit is economically unfeasible, the developer may
reduce tnat badroom unit distribution to a point at which the
oroject bacomes feasible." R“alistically, somz flexibility should
bz provided since the maximum number of bedrooms that can be ob-
tained is a function of two variables —- the cost of construction
under prevailing wage and the maximum allowed fair market rent
under Section 8. Since both of these varlaolea may change in the
next year or two, some flelellluy must ba provided. Ln
Corment 4
No commant reguired.
Sooments |
¥r. Lynch.is correct, I believe, in Sjtplﬂg forth the need For
some sort of;st:ging p*ogram agalnst wnich the accomplishmants
oi the developer in regpect to the® low and moderate income housing

‘s agos Wlu

can be rma&u”ea..sinere are two nossmb‘e solutions.  Either
Mr. Chester provi dﬁs a map. ln&lcatlng various sectioms which can
be incorporated in the;resolution ox,- 501@1; for the purvose of
ronwuorlrc the p formance .of tha devel per in vespect to the low
and rouuxagw &naom* hounlngr the ﬁ*Ojemt be- ClVlQ“@ into ten’
each stage representing 1@ percent of the total hous-
oued undetr the ap;vawals to be granueg by
‘ : ”xlmﬁ thﬁ de V“lopﬁr co*nm tes 54

I

. 5 not be in a position
to *L’ﬁ7§ﬁ @3~+“ BYu?SWIQm w1tﬁ‘bh“ Ye uu teﬁ financial analvsis
prior. to preliminary amaroaaY In fact, such a financial analysis
ig in the hands of the’ ?lannlngﬂooafd catleast in draft form, at
this time. You will ¥ C a r last maeting
£ lana L“‘C, oard ] cdarate

ns T
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oyt
pars A HEA,
or thra ink it 7
ii the its a
baitors 5] evalop:
"final avpproval," there is no assura
ponse from HFA, However, I would as
30 to 60 days, HFA would make a resp
I also have no oroblam at all witn t
Mr. Lynch under Commant 7.
ament 3 |

‘No comme nt is reguired. .-

_C,Qﬂ;'”-e at 9

T would
resalve

"It is C in-the event the Developar
does not; oceed witnh the low and moderate Lncore
hous Lg.an that the paveloper doss not provide a
subst imited-dividend housing comoany suitable
to tie SOnﬁhiBrun Planning Board, then the
xol1oq1ng sh The governing body of South
Brunsw ¥ signee, 1f so .appointed, the Planning
Board & roup of local citizens who,
toge ‘ﬁ- il al institutions, will Fform a
non- i g C ﬂpv purs““*?,t0~exi5ting stato
law. That d“g: , ‘ moany SO designated by
elther‘tﬁe wunlczpal°g ovérning bodv or tha Plannlng
Board ﬁill"bQCOné“tﬁa'saonsow anJ chglo of the 60
units o’;l darate ‘ Tne Developer
of Dayton:Center further a g&eeb ¥ﬂ&\, if such a local
non- prQ thotus inu;,arpa v.is desi an“tﬂﬁ tﬂh‘Daveloper
shall make aVallaQ the site, pkans, approvals and any

o the nQ““ﬂrOth housing company
ha D“v“lopav will recelve from

‘no:tgageicloalng’subu value ior
ficatiohs, permits and other anvrovals
e by the Hew Jersoy Housing Tr itnancsa

ABELES, 5{?«3»‘A,{u AND ASSOCIATES
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%%ﬁr By aEP HE\:RY s. }'muss

 WASHINGTON ~— — Though-public atten- -

‘#ion has been focused on the difficulties of
single-family housing construction over the -
past.few years, multifamily -housing con- -
cent:since 1973,

Well—pianned multaianuiy housmg uses

less' land, is cheaper-to build, is more

efficient to heat, is-easier to provide with -

, Ltﬂmes -and is more accessible fo jobs. -

. paign.’

*ture'in ‘which ownership occupied condomi-

. Chairman William A. Barrett of our =
~sui>ccm:mttee on Housing and-Community -

Development -and I recently urged HUD

Secretary Carla Hills to-*"accompany us on--
- @'treasure hunt through the housing laws”
- and-draw on'a number of revived: programs

to xmp}ement a multifamily hcusmg cam-:

Sgemilcally, we pmposed ahtmsmg rix-

niums-and..cooperatives would.-have -the
targest share; with-subsidized rental-units

and: apartments for the e}deﬂy and handx«

capped also represented. .
Our proposal, we belieye, cauid be reai»
ized with” funds- alfeady appropriated-—

portions of the 3265 million newly available”: "

for Section 235 federally insured homeown-
ership assistance; the $15 million-just ap--=

' _propriated for ‘Section 802 federal
guarantees {o state housing finance agen- -
cies, and the virtually untouched $1. § billion B

for-Section 8 leased rental units.

Builders are unenthusiastic about multi- - P

farmly housing. Why? First, since multi~

family projects are on amuch bigger scale

than single-family home construction, -the

financial risk is greater. And mortgage

interest rates tend to he at least 2 percen-
tage point higher, . . -
Second, many cities have instituted rent

controls; And in these inflationary txmas,,‘\,.; :

others seem hkely to follow suit. Uncertain

of the rate of return on rental properties,”

investors hegitate,
Third; renters are flexing thezr muscles
these days. Tenant organizations and rent

strikes on the collective level; and sheer
* 1 vandalism — defacing walls, breaking win-~

dows, ripping off applicances — on the
individual level, make rental properties less
atiractive.

Yei the federal gavemment is currently

: doing almost nothing to make building mui—

* tifamily units atiractive.

Here is how Chairman Barrett and I
would use-existing programs and funds io
get good muitifamily low- and moderate--

~income housing. A site would be chosen '

gither in the inger city, if sufficient vacant
1and is available, or outside, convenient to
job centers, existing public facilities and
iransportatian.» Garden apartments, high-
rises, low-rises, duplexes, clustered single~

family homes would be sited adjacent to-

. costs. down on subsidized units;

- Perhaps 15 or 20 per cent of the apartments
-~ could be built under the Section 8 Ieasing
program, io ensure a mixture-of F:come"" :

~ tributed by the Washington Post,

open land for a park, garden plots or other

: " recreational purposes.

. The majority of the units — perhaps 80 ‘

" per cent.— would be Section 235 condomi--

niums or cooperatives, instead of the fradi~ =~

3 tional rental units. Moderate-income people

simcimnhassuffergfdjwerse..dom 75 per - ”"Mwould buy rather than rent these apart-

"_ments, and with Section 235 homeawnershxp
';assvstance would end up paying a monthly
‘sum comparable to rent, while acquiring -
..equity in the bargain. Oniy applicants gen-
uinely able to pay .the 3 per ceni down -
“payment and the monthly charges would be
=-gligible to buy — particularly young fami-~ -
lies, blue-collar and white-collar alike. :
«+". Upon sale of the condominium or coop~ . .
jerative', the owners would be required to -

“return a portion: of any gain.on the sale o .}

. HUD ~ as is-only fair. The cost of selling,.
- or capital improvements:{o the property, .
and the owner’s equity adjusted for inflation .~
ould be kept by the seller. A substantial
-portion of the gain over that sumi would go -

16 HUD to reduce HUD's costs and to keep

Not only Section 235 units would be built.

levels. Since private investors now- have
-little -interest in Section. projec state -
housing finance agencies, now in. b&mg in
~the majority of states, could finanice the '
“projects through federally subsidized bonds,
~in some cases federally guaranteed as weu,
~now available under Section 802 of the =
Housing and Community Developm t Act
of 1974.
: Some units could be bmit fm' eideg&ly and.
- handicapped people. Existing homes and:
apartment buildings.could be rehabilitated
with federal assistance (Sections 312 and
223y to mtegrate new housing intioa v:able :
neighborhood. And community development -
- block grants could be tapped to build sup-
porting facilitieg for use by the entu' conm-
munity. -
- This proposal — to coormnate presently

e funded pieces of housing programs into a

creative, multifamily housing package —
-has these advantages. It will build désper-
ately needed multifamily housing units. I{

will “encourage land-and-energy-efficient ~ 1 =

. housing design in both the public and the
private sector. It will give incentives for
‘those who live in multifamily units to main.
tain thern. It will create jobs in the hausmg ~
industry, now suffering from close o per '
cent unernployment, )

“ No ene proposes to force our “ire sure
-hunt” on any community.; We'd simply like
to make it gvailable for the commu itieg
~that need and want it. .

' Eenry Reuss is a Demoeratic congress- |

man frum Wisconsin, His article was dise

¥
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(5’/,?'3/775/.- Dat ‘Uecember 22 1975
. Prepared ByADeles, Schwartz Asst

{Please sign in ink}

(ANCIAL ESTIMATES - SCHEDULE 10-A

A : ALTERNATIVE A
DAYTON CENTER : ‘

|
i - Name of Housing Development /

SOUTH BRUNSWICK
Located At -

Middlesex

wnty of) ‘Block No. Lot NO.

South Brunswick
yven of)

srough of) ..

Typz of Development

} RBental

3 Cooperative

Vo Coendominium

i MNen-Profit
.1 imited Dividend

‘oposed zoning

Assistance Programs

{ X} Section ‘8

{ -} Section 101
{ ) Bond Issue Funds

{ '} Downpayment Assistance
( ) Payment in Lieu of Taxes 6. .8.%

sq. ft,  {.me__acres)

Tota! land area

o of dwelling units 60 Land coverage sq. ft. (%)
« of rental rooms 294 “Net land area sq. ft,  ( . acres)
iy parking 100 7 , . Density pErSOns per acre.
o of parking to D.U."s ; % : '
anper of elevators —0~ . ‘ ;
\ ¥ oL SN
{YPES OF STRUCTURES | umber of | Number of | fnitg _ UNIT SIZE ( Gross Area)
) _ . - Buildings Stories Eac 18 1 BR 750 13,500
Qesidential 18 2 BR 1,000 18,000
| . 18 3 BR 1,300 23,400
Resigential o 6 TZ7BR 1,650 §,900
Commiercial/ Professional . S A TR TOTAL EZEJ 800 _
Garzage . )
Other ~ , o o , -
TOTAL | -
APARTMENT DISTRIBUTION 4 o
e Number of  Rental Rooms No, of Terraces| Max. No. of | Maximu 1 No
UNIT TYPE Dwelling Units Per Unit ‘ Toia! | or Balconies [Person3 Per DUj of Per an« '
. __ L Bed room 18 3.5 63 - 2 36
A 2 Bedroom 18 4.5 3.1 ) _— ' 4 7.2 :__
3 Bedroom | 18 5.0 108 - 6 108
' 2 Bedroom 6 7.0 42 ~ g 22
{Qf_ e 60 294 258
ot Aput v (\iot nciuded Abo\m) : i
5 f‘ ﬂﬂfftcf/P't*«"snmnal Spi?:-e’“wyw V ‘

u;hef racmtms
S

294

No. of Rental Rooms

‘L‘JEL.S < ‘i‘t Roomsg

Le fs No. of Terraces
{Hatconies) {2 Rm.)

i , 294

‘5«»‘«*' ANCE:




. KIHFA FORMID .
SREVIL T3 . FORM 10-B ’
- ’ - : ' T PRELIMINARY
' o [T FEASIBILITY
[T COMMITMENT

{7 CLOSING

NAME OF SPONSOR

‘ DAYTON CENTER
ALTERNATIVE A
HFA No. :

12/22/75

Date

~ ASA
Prepared By

NAME OF CEVELOPMENT__ DAYTON _CENTER

(Please sign n ink)

SCHEDULE 10-8: ESTIMATED DEVELOPHENT COSTS AND CAPITAL REQUIREMENTS

1. CGOST OF LAND ACQUISITION

m @ (3)

~ Cost Per Room

(ParDU?»k' )

$ 30,000 $

{a) Nc.of Sa. Ft./Ac. $ per sq.ft./ac.. $
{by Carrying Charges and Expanses :
{c} Relocation and Other i $

2. CONSTRUCTION COSTS
-~ {a} Demolition and Site Clearance Costs o 3

(b} Abnormal Foundations and Conditions
(c) Residsntial Siructures

(d) Commercial Structures {If Separate)
(e) Garage Structures (If Separate) -

per sq. ft. 25.20

{f) Other Structures
{g) Site Work

(Per DU §. 27,220 )

~{h) - Off-Site Work - .

~{j) Premium on Bonds : , o $ s 1,633,215 s 5,555
3. CONSTRUCTION FEE (Nonprofits Only) % of ltems 2a-j. S ;
OR : s 163,321 $
- DEVELOPMENT FEE (Limited Dividend Only) =0 % of Items 2a-].
4. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES :
(3) Architect's Fee—__ 9 % of ltems 2a-j. 81,661
{b) Enginesr’s Inspection Fees 3,000
(c) Laboratory Fees 1,000
{(d) Soil lnvestigation 2,000
(e} Land Surveys S 1,500
(f) Legal Fees ____ % of Items 2a-j. 13,200
(g) Loan Consultant or Project Planner % of #10. _ 16,500 ' ‘ SRRt
(h) HFA Field Rep. o s 10,000 s 128,861
5. SELLING OR RENTING EXPENSES Sl
(a) Selling or Renting Fees ' .- »6 1000
(b) Advertising and Promotion , 3,000 ,
{c) -Other L s 0 $ 9,000 s
6. CARRYING AND FINANCING CHARGES S
(a) Interest@_ 9.5 forl2 monthson$_1,135,.750.% 107,896
(b) R.E.Tax$ per annum X _____Yrs. 0
{c) Other ~ i , 4]
{(d) Insurance $Mﬂ per annum X £ __Yrs. 6,000
(e) Agency Fee (L1 %) ; - 32,715 ‘
(f) Financing Expenses {__L:35 %) 34,073 , S
(g) Title and Recording Expenses o 6,000 o
(h} Administration Expenses: 1. Organization Expenses” 6,000 S '
: ; 2. Accounting Expenses 0 . o
(i) Building Permits, (State § ) (Local § )8 6,000 s__188.684 s
ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COST (Sub Total ltems 16) - $. 2,153,080 $
7. {(a) WORKING CAPITAL - 3 % OF ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COST. $
(b)Y HOUSING FINANCE FUND & MINIMUM ESCROW REQUIREMENT - : ) .
| % OF ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT GOST 5.5( s 118,419
8. CONTINGENCY -_2 % OF ESTIMATED DEVELCPMENT COST. 8 .
o ‘ : ' ' 2,271,500
9. TOTAL PROJECT COST (Total of ltems 1-8) 5 M
10. MAXIMUNM MORTGAGE LOAN - % OF 1TEM 9. 5
11, EQUITY REQUIREMENT : $
NUVBER of DU's __ 00 Number of Rooms =294
' CostPerDUS 37,858 Cost Per Room $ _ 7,726

(e 9, Co{. 2, = No. of DU’s)

{item 9, Col. 3)

- {Signature)

Datfa

Title

“Title

{(Signatire)

Ex Director NJHFA

‘Date



ALTERNATIVE A
b

Qv.@?cember, 22, 1975

PO
1= Y-73 ‘ Pff‘p"” ;J L I’ asa —
: . o H”!egse signin in'*
CSCHEDULE 10-C ESTIMATED ANNUAL E XPE NSES AND INCOAE
A 2,271,500 S z b
) Ui Ra:e_._.__%__m % . - Agency Fees and Charges /4 % Term:’;_éﬂ_‘“ years,
oy Dobi Sorvice Factor : 08387 ; 1% Debt Service Factor
L MARKET T - H.BAC
LojoaniRresi and Amortization S v 190,510 | s
(v} Agjancy Fees and Charges (_1/4 %) 5,679,
) Mamintenance and Administration Expenses s : . d
{From Sehedule 10-D) (8/ Annum X 294 Rms.) 38,220
Wy Reserves: Painting and Decorating {@3/Annum 18 . X 234 Rms.) 5,292
Replacements (@$/Anaum 12 X 294 Rms.) ‘3 1528
) Aeturn on Equity { Saon$ 1) o
i) Owner: {Specify) ' ' , S
.243,2
) SUB-TOTAL : _ : 31223 _ T e T
i) Aliowances: Vacancy and Collection % of Line g 12,1612 .
Loss: ( % of Lina g-1; or % of Line g-1I) ' ST
Contingency: { % of Line g-lj or _%of Lina g-11} R _
{3) Gross Sheiter Expenses (SUB-TOTAL) ' k 255,330
{5y Payment in Lieu of ;axes C v ‘.1-9',4:77
4 =28 g of (Or Taxes at $. _../ DU) -
{c) Utilities $/Annum _ 120 X __294 _Rms. -35,280 - °° :
{including all Tenant Utilities) : . R
Excepti:
LESS: Non-Housing inco*ne (As Dsiailed in AScheduleg 10-E) - LESS: { .
Total Net Annual Expenses ' $.310,147 N S
ioial Net Monthly Expenses $ $-
fiont or Garrying Charges Per Month Based on Residential . L PRI
fiooms, including. Balconies and/or Terraces. A -
nent or Carrying Charges Including all Utilities Except: ; .
Averags Per Room Per Month: 5 MARKET § BASIC i
) [T} skewep [T} UNSKEWED v
Fair ' ’. COST OF UTIL, TOTAL RENT OR 110% FMR
MARKET 110% '\ (NOT INCLD. IN CARRYING CHARGES © HONTHLY INC, MONTILY IN
NO.  RM.CT RENT FMR. .- <) ABOVE - MARKET BASIC MARKET Brocin
F $ S s 3 $ S S
n_ 18 3.5 28¢ 314,60 5,662.80-
~ 18 4.5 402 442.20 7,959.80-
18 - 6.0 453 498.30 :8,969.40 __
.6 7.0 493 542.30 1,252.80 L
3 CTOTAL §25,84°.60 $. ‘
MAHK::; ’ BA G
3 TOTAL ANNUAL INCOME  §.310,147.20
.r‘

 TOTAL Al

NNUAL ExPENSS §o80,147-20 4




EDUL: 10-A

- DAYTON CENTER

: H.F..‘o.

1975

Date _December 22,

ASA

Prepared By

(Pleuse sign in ink)

ALTERNATIVE B

iou’-‘mg Dﬂvg!opme.\t

Name of 4
Located At
{County {lg}“ri»iiddlesex Block No. Lot No.
(Town of) South Brunswick
(Borough of)
Type of Davelopment Assistance Programs
{ ) Rental (X} Section 8
{ ) Cooperative { ) Section 101 o R PR A
{ ') Condominium { ) Bond Issue Funds - : e
{ ) Non-Profit { ) Dowppayment Assistance :
{ . ) Limited Dividend () Payment in Lieu of Taxes 6.28 4, I
Proposad zoning. Totar land area sq. ft. { at:res)
No. of dwelling units 60 Land coverage sq. ft.  { %) 5
No. of rental rooms ___ 312 Net fand area sq. ft. acres)
Total parking 120 Density persons per acre.
Ratio of parking to D.U.'s _+32 % R
Number of elavators 0
- | Number of Number of UNIT SIZE {Gross Area)
TYPES OF STRUCTURES iy g oyt . st
" Buildings Stories Each 15 1 BR 750 11,250
Residential 15 2 BR 1,000 15,000
- - 15 3 BR -1,300 19,500
Residential 15 T Z BR 1,650 245750
Commercial/Professional TOTAL 79,500
Garags
Other
’ TOTAL
APARTMENT DISTRIBUTION | |
Number of . Rental Rooms No. of Terraces} = Max. No. of Maximum No,
UNIT TYPE . ; : : '
Dwelling Units Per Unit - Total or Balconies Persons Per DU “of Parsons
A 1 Bed room. 15 ' 3.5 52.5 30
5 2 Bed room 15 4.5 67.5 4 60
~ 3 Bed room 15 6.0 50.0 | B 6 50
e
4 Bedroomn 15 7.0 105.0 -8 120
D.
£,
- 60 315 L 300
A _(Not Included Above)

Cc‘ marma' ’~r0z» soional Spaca

Other Facilitios

No. of Rental Rooms 315
~Plus Sipt. Rooms
3
Less MNg.of Terraces
(8= lcows%\ {17 Rm.)
315

BALJ-H\ CE




FORM 10-8

5
73
. .
M x

T FEASIBILITY
7 COMMITMENT
[ CLOSING

NAME OF SPONSOR

T PRELIMINARY

DAYTON CENTER
 HFA No, ALTERNATIVE B

12/22/75

Date

NAME OF DEvELOPMENT __ DAYTON CENTER

ASA

SCHEDULE 10-B: ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS AND CAPITAL REQUIREMENTS

Prepared By

(Pleuse sign in ink)

, (1) @ 3)
1. COST OF LAND ACQUISITION | S - Cost, Per Room
Mo, of Sa. Ft./Ac. $ ft./ac. ¢ : 500
(fx) of Sqg ? S per sq.fi./ac.” $ (Per DU $ _ y
{b) Carrying Charges and Expenses : : ,
{c} Relocation and Other : 8 3 30,000 S

2. CONSTRUCTION COSTS

{a) Damolition and Site Clearance Costs o $

{b) Abnormal Foundations and Conditions

{c) Residentia! Siructures
{d) Cemmercial Structures (if Separate)

(e} Garage Structures (If Separate):

{f) Other Structures

{g) Site Viork

per sq. ft. $23.94

(PerDU $_28,132 )

{it. 9, Col.-2, + No. of DU’s)

{h) Oif-Site Work :
{j) Premium on Bonds , $ s 1,687,848 $ 95,358
3. CONSTRUCTION FEE (Nonprofits Only) - o of ltems 2a-j. .
OR . = s 16 8,785 s
DEVELOPMENT FEE {Limited Dividend Only) % of items 2a=1. '
4, "PROFESSIONAL SERVICES ’
"~ (a) Architect's Fee__ 2~ % of ltems 2a-j. s 83,940
(b} Engineer’s Inspection Fees . 3,000
(c) Laboratory Fess ‘ 1,000
(d) - Soil Investigation 2,000
(e) Land Surveys 1,500
(f) Legal Fees _ % of ltems 2a-]. 13,000
{g) Loan Consultant of Project Planner % of #10. 17,000 R
“(h) HFA Field Rep. 8 10,000 ¢ 131,440
5. SELLING OR RENTING EXPENSES ) ) 6,000
(a) Selling or Renting Fess : .
. : 3,000 .
(b) Advemsmg and Promotion ~ 9,000 .
(c) Other ' S 3 $
6. CARRYING AND FINANCING CHARGES i : .
(a) interest @9 1/2%for12 months on $1,171,.500 . % 111,297
(b) R.E. Tax $ per annum X Yrs. g
(c) Other 6,000 ST ; : d
(d) Insurance $ 1 "7~ per annum X Yrs. 6,000
(e) Agency Fee 1 % 23,431
(f} Financing Expenses (__,l_:é_%) ‘ 35:147
(g) Title and Recording Expenses ; 6,000
(h) Administration Expenses: 1. Organization Expenses 6,000 ;
2. Accounting Expenses . ‘
(i) Building Permits, (State § y (Local $ ) % 6,000 s 193,875 _ s
ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COST (Sub Total ltems 1-6) $.2,220,948 s
7. (2) WORKING CAPITAL ~_ 2.5 % OF ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COST. } = 9
(b HOU%ING FINANCE FUND & MINIMUM ESCROW REQUIREMENT g 122, 152
« 2 % OF ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COST )
8. CONTINGENCY -_2:0_ 9% OF ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COST. S
9. TCTAL PROJECT COST (Total of Items 1-8) , i 2,343,100 s
S 10, MAXIMUM MORTGAGE LOAN - % OF ITEM S. i .
11. EQUITY REQUIREMENT $
NUMBER of DU’s 60 Number ‘of Rooms 3 5
Cost Per DU S 39,052 7145’3“

Cost Per Room §
‘ {item 9, Col. 3)

(Signature)

Title

'Date

- (Signature)

Titte _EX Director ’NJHFA



" DAYTON CENTER
ALTERNATIVE B

s Giit 16 poe December 22, 1975
. - 173 . - g B
' Prepared By ASA o
o ‘ ' . APlease gignin in. *
SCHC d £ 10-C ESTIMATED ANNUAL EXPENSES AND INCOAL
SR AOO 2 ’_343! 100 R . ’
L dnieros riale 8 % .. Agency Fees and Charges 1/4 % Term:..,.‘_l_g___years.
v Debit Servico Facior .08387 1% Debt Service Factor
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- imdorest ang Amortization ‘ S - 196,517 8 ’
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vy oeturn oncZguity % on $ ) ' . ' ~‘ e
i1 Ciher: [Specily) ' o o R
. e 252,775 : T
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( - %054/.KkTmmsm$ / DU} ~20,318
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Excepi: ’ , )
. : — G : o )
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- - , : ST . : 323,532
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Average Per Room Per Month: $ MARKET $ BASIC

[J sxewep [} UNSKEWED

FAIR " 1108 ', cosT OF UTIL.  TOTAL RENT OR h : :
MARKET FMR - ** {NOT INCLD. IN . CARRYING CHARGES MONTHLY INC, MONILY IN
NO. R, CT RENT — 2(c) ABOVE MARKET BASIC MARKET Bricn
S $ $ $ $ S S
w15 3.5 286 314. 60 419
-~ 15 4.5 402 442.20 6,623 -
~ 15 6.0 453 498,30 . 747450 — L
A5 8.0 493 54230 8,134.50
: toraL  s26:961 ¢
MARKET BA IC
TOTAL ANNUAL INCOME  $.323.532  §__




MEMORANDUM 1-75 | | | : . DATE: December 15, 1975
TO: " South Brunswick'Planning_Board ‘ ’ o

FROM:  Queale & Lynch

SUBJECT: - Dayton Center P. U D.

Review of Undated Memorandum entltled.

"Low and Moderate Income Development Within
The Dayton Center Development”

Abeles & Schwartz
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This memorandum is a review of the proposal set forth by the applicant to comply
with the 10 percent low and moderate income housing requirements of the PUD
ordinance. :

The applicant proposes 61 low and moderate income units developed and owned by
a limited dividend housing corporation. The applicant also suggests, as a fixrst
priority in the type of financing to be used, that the housing be developed

‘through the New Jersey Housing Finance Agency (HFA) utilizing HUD Section 8 rent

subsidy funds. The second and third alternatives also involve Section 8 funds,

‘but they would not involve HFA. The housing ig proposed to be located in the

section of the project opp051te the municipal building.

The applicant dismisses the ideas of 1nternal SHbSldY‘and the use of Section 235
subsidy funds for sales housing.

Our comments on the report are as follows:

1. Page 2. We concur in the ccnclusion that neither internal subsidies
nor Section 235 sales housing will work. The internal subsidy would
place too great a burden on the remaining units in the development,
while the Section 235 program would be workable to only a very narrow
range of family incomes due to the high cost of construction as it ‘
relates to the family income umiss, s '

, ~ e ta, ;

2. Page 3. The approach recommended by the applicant, which is the use
of Section B funds with HFA financing, is the one which seems to make
the most sense. It offers a combination of high quality constuction,
because of the HFA standards, and rents which low and moderate income
families can afford. In most situations, families would pay 25 percent
of their gross income for rent, including all utilities. One possible
drawback to the use of this approach is that it virtually reguires the
housing to be built on one parcel, thus eliminating the possibility of
a true mixing of income levels throughout the P.U.D. Tax abatement
would be required, but this would be true in virtually all subsidized
programs in order to make them feasible.  {The tax abatement issue will
be considered in greater depth in Memorandum 2-75, which concerns itself
with fiscal impact). One remaining point to be made about HFA financing
is that HFA may hesitate to process a project as small as 61 housing
units since their current policy is to process only those projects with .
a minimum of 150 units. - However, the fact that these units would be -

- provided for families rather than for the elderly, with desirable
social goals and with on-site management of additiopal units in the
P,U.D,, it is expected that the Housing Finance Agency would find a-
61 unit family pro;ect acceptable for flnanc1ng.

3. The applicant does not outline a suggested mix of bedroom sizes.” Since
the feasibility of Section 8 housing is often dependent on the mix of
unit sizes,; the applicant has been requested to prepare financial -
analyses of two hypothetical projects, one which has a mix of 18 each
one, two and three bedroom units and 6 four bedrcom units while the
alternate mix would be 15 each one, two, three and four bedroom units.
This information is expected to be submitted at the meeting of December
15, 1975. The financial analyses should enableée the board to come to a
conclusion on the bedroom mix for the subsidized housing as an integral
part of the preliminary approval. : : : ‘ ‘

4
K
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4. Pages 3-8. We concur with the conclusion in the report that the two
alternative Section 8 approaches are inferior to the HFA approach for
several reasons. First, HUD processing is done in response to an
advertising procedure whereas HFA projects can be submitted at any
time and accepted or rejected by HFA, Second, the housing would have
a decidely more austere appearance under these alternate programs
because of differences in financing and construction standards. Third,
there is considerably less local control over the non-HFA projects than
if HFA financing is used. 4

5. Page 8. The report makes reference to the development of the project
in ten sections and the financing of the development of subsidized
housing after Section 6, We have seen no maps setting forth staging.
These would have to be reviewed in detail to determine the earliest
practical starting sequence for the subsidized housing..  This would
have to consider not only the developers normal phasing of the job, but
the processing tlme involved with HFA. =

6,  Page 9. In Step I, the applicant suggests that certain financial
analyses be submitted after the granting of preliminary approval to
allow the proper development of a dwelling unit mix. " The applicant -
has been requested to supply financial data prior to preliminary
approval so the board can establish a unit mix as a part of preliminary
approval which will serve as a guide for the final submission,

7. Pages 9-10. In Step 11, the applicant suggests submission of an appll-
cation to HFA prior to the completion of Section I. This is not acceptable.
The application to HFA should be made prior to submission of the appli-
cation for final approval so the board will have some idea as to the
probability of securing financing for the subsidized housing.  On page

10, the timing of obtaining a mortgage commitment was established at
prior to the start of Section 3.  We would prefer to szee the timing
set forth as follows: B :

"The developer shall produce evidence that reasonable progress
“toward securing a mortgage committment is being made, with this
information in the form of a letter from HFA no later than six.
ronths after the final approval. - In the event reasonable progress
is not being made at this point, the developer will be required

to proceed immediately with the alternate Section 8 funding
approaches.”

8. Pages 11-14. These pages outline certain aspects of the two alternate
Section 8 approaches. Again, the major question to be raised in these
'sections is the timing of each development phase.

9. Pages 1l4~17. This section outlines "Further Assurances Which Should Be
Required.” Again, the timing of development is raised, The first para- °
graph on page 15 sets forth a series of conditions detailing the '
developers responsibilities in the event a separate housing corporation is
brought in to take over the subsidized housing. The only item to be
added here is the suggestion that if the project is to be developed by
a nonprofit corporation, that the Township have the right of first
refusal to be the project developer.

In conclusion, the proposal as submitted makes it seem as though the subsidized
housing section of the P.U.D. can be built.  With the additional financial in-
formation available from the applicant on December 15, a supplement to this -

memorandum will be prepared detailing the recommended dwelling unit mix and

other aspects related to financial feasibility.
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MIMORANDUM - 2-75 : ; DATE: | December 15, 1975
TO:' , South Qrunswick Planning Board

FROM Duesale & Lynch/331

SUBJECT Revieﬁ of Fiscal Impact Study

Rovised hovember, 1975
Chaester & Gchoor, Inc.

The format of the fiscal impact study is acceptable, following the guide set
forth by the Dgoartwent of Community Affairs.

The following comments are offered on the report:
| : .

1. Item I, ASSESSMEVTS.~ The assessment assumptions on the conventional
housing should be checked by the Tax Assessor. The low and moderate
income hOLb’ng units are.shown with an unacceptable dwslling unit
mix. They should be removed from the list of assessments and placed
under "Additicnal Revenues” since the payments would be based on a
tax abatement formula.

[

? ,

| tem I, ADDITIONAL RZYENUES.‘ It is not clear what the source of
( municipal | revenue: is as outlined im this section. The applicant
| should clarlfy this item since it represents almost 40 percent of
1 anthLpatad revenues. '

3. Item II, ﬁXPE NSES. .The excluslo“s set forth for road repailr and
maintenance in the townhouse and 51ngle famlly areas should be care-

; fully reviewed. .This is ah area in which the municipality may want to

remain 1nvolved since.homeowners associaticns and similarly organized

f groups ar» 1ll~equlpped to déal with the problems of road maintenance.

4. Appendix i, SCHOOL PUPIL PROJECTION. Most of the numbers contained

! in this séction ‘are taken from well-documented sources. Two exceptions

o are the singLe famlly ‘home a%sumptlons for 3 and 4 bedroom units. These
flgures were pased on a llmlted.surveyof under $30,000 homes conducted
by the Rutgerss Center for Urban Policy Research  in the early 197C's
The actual publi¢ school. enrollment experience in South BrunswicXk is
not avalYable by bedroom count, but the 1970 Census showed the enroll-
ment to be about 1.17 public school ¢hildren pev dwelling unit in the
newer sections of the township. This comes, to a total of about 143

: pupils as compared-to 117 as set forth in the report. Of course, the

f final dwelling unit mix established for the low and moderate income

.~ housing will further alter the school child estimates, so it is

recommended that no updating of the fiscal impact study be carried

- out until this«mix is'known.

5. TAX ABATEMENT. The formula for tax abatement through the HFA program is
6.28 percent of gross revenues.  Gross revenues include all project
income from tenants as well as from HUD subsidies. As an example, a
three bedroom unit renting for $400 per month, including utilities, would
yield an annual payment in lieu of taxes of $301.44 ($400 x 12 months X
6.28%).  This unit could be occupied by a family earning, for example,

| $9,600 per year. That family would pay $2,400 per year in rent, or

[ 5200 pef month. The remalnlng 5700 per month would be paid in the form

J of a HUD rent subsidy. ' : :
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DATE:  December 15, 1975
A Brunswick Planning Board
la & Lynch/j3l

ww: of riscal Impact Study

saed November, 1975
staer & Schoor, Inc.
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MEMORANDUM  3-75 , ' ~ DATE: December 22, 1975

TO: , South Brunswick Planning Board
FROM: Queale & Lynch/jjl

SUBJECT: * Dayton Center PRD

' Review of Financial Feablblllty
Low & Moderate Income Housing
Abeles & Schwaxrtz
{See also Memo 1-75)

T et M . G e S, T A o M ek P e . S i L P i s S S s W s S o s e e P S o St i ot o o e e e o S it i o U o D A 0 N (i Mt g TR A O T . . S e i e

This memorandum is a review of the "Alternative A" and "Alternative B" memoranda
submitted to the Board at the December 15 meeting, as prepared by Abeles & Schwartz, -
housing consultants for the applicant.

Alternative A analyzes'a hypothetical dwelling unit mix of 18 one bedroom, 18 two
bedroom, 18 three bedroom and 6 four bedroom units. 'Alternative B reviews a mix
of 15 one bedroom, -15 two bedroom, 15 three bedroom and 15 four bedroom units.

The purpose in developing these analyses is to determine the relative impact of
various bedroom ratios on the economic feasibility of the project under HUD Section
8 rent subsidies and mortgage flnanc1ng through the New Jersey Housing Finance
Agency.

Attached to this memorandum are financial analyses of Alternatives A and B, modi-
fying those submitted by the applicant. These analyses parallel the conclusions
drawn by Abeles & Schwartz that there is a greater likelihood of achieving
economic feasibility under Alternative A than under B. In both situations, the
project is run through as a nonprofit in order to provide a better comparison with 11‘
the appllcants data which also used the nonprofit flgures. Modifying to a
limited profit approach would have a neqgligible effect on the feas;blllty of the
project.

Feasibility is expected to be easier to achieve under "A" simply because both
analyses generate about the same amount of construction cost per dwelling unit
and the mix under "A" has less floor area and fewer rooms than "B". :

John J. Lynch P. P. #19



ALTERNATIVE A

South Brunswick

Dayton Center PRD : ' " pecember 22, 1975
Unit Type ~ No. Units Total Roomnms 110% FMR* | Annual Revenues
‘1 BR 18 63 $ 314.60 $ 67,953.60
2 BR 18 81 442,20 95,515.20
3 BR 18 108 ' 498,30 - ’ 107,632.80
4 BR ' 6 k 42 542,30 : 395,045.60
TOTALS 60 ' 294 , ' © . $310,147.20

*Fair Market Rent (HUD)

Gross Income: - : |  ” ) $ 310,147
LESS: Taxes @ 6.28% | Rl S -19,477
LESS: Utilities @ $120/rm. ' T  . -35,280
LESS: Vac. & Coll. Loss (5%) | | e o -12,161
LESS; Reserves @ 330/rm ~ ’ &5 : S L 8,820‘
LESS: Maintenénce & Admin. @ $130/rm | | 238,220
LESS: Aqehcy fees @ 4% o P | o : k ~'5,679
EQUALS: Int. & Amortization @ 84% (.08387) 190,510
Mortgage Amount : ’ " : . ' EE ,$2,271,5001

LESS: Working Capital, Contingency, - ' ,
Housing Finance Fund @ 5.5% : : ~118,419

LESS: Carrying & Financing (9%% int. during constr.) - = -~ ~188,684
LESS:  Selling & Renting @ $150/unit ' ) ‘ 7 e 9.000
LESS:  Professional services ‘ ‘ . -128,861
' LESS: Land @ $500/unit | | ; L - 30,000
EQUALS: Construction contract amount : k $1,796,536
Construction Cost . L $1,633,215
Developers Fee @ 10% - 163,321
Mortgage Amount = .$37,858/unit

Construction Cost
~Cost/sq. ft.

R

$27,220/unit : : :
S 25,20 Based on 64,800 sq.ft.
1 BR @ - 750 sq.ft.
2 BR @ 1,000 sq.ft.
3 BR @ 1,300 sqg.ft.
4 'BR @ 1,650 sq.ft.

i
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ALTERNATIVE B ‘

South Brunswick

Déytoﬁ Center PRD : , L ’ Decembér’zz, 1975
Unit‘Txpe No. Units Total Rooms . 110%FHR* . | Annual Revenues
1BR o1 s2.5 | $ 314.60 ;' { $ 56,628.00
2 BR L 15 675 442,20 k79,596.00
3 BR 1S 90.0 | 498.30 '89,694.00
4 BR 15 , 105.0 e 542.30 ‘ 97,614.00 
TOTALS : gg~. 315.0 | | $323,532.00

*Fair Market Rent (HUD)

Gross Income: - | s 323,832
LESS: Taxes @ 6.28% : - -20,318
LESS: Utilities @ $120/rm : ‘ . . -=37,800
LESS: . Vac. & Coll. Loss (5%) ’ | "4 : ;12,591
LESS: Reserves @ $30/rm | B e | - 9,450
LESS: Maintenance & Admin. @ $130/rm | : —40;950
LESS: . Agency fees @’%% o B o ' : ' - 5,820
ﬁQUALS:‘ Int. & Amortization @ é%% (.08387) I 195,593
Mortgagé Amount o : B | $2,332;100;'

LESS: Working Capital, Contingency,

Housing Finance Fund € 5.5% : : e "—121,579v
LESS: Cérryihg & Financing s N : -193,078
LESS: Selling & Renting @ $150/unit - 9,0001
LESS: Professional Sefvices ',’ o : | - -131,837
LESS: Land @ $500/unit | T - 30,000
EQUALS: Construction contract amount : :; | $l,846,606k
' Construction Cost , 51,678,733

‘Developers Fee @ 10% ’ 167,873

it

Mortgage Amount
Construction Cost

$38,868/unit
2$27,979/unit

it

Cost/sq./ft. . =8 23.81 Based on 70,500 sg.ft.
‘ : 1 BR @ 750 sq.ft.
2 BR 1,000 sq.ft.

@
3 BR @7 1,300 sg.ft.
4 BR @ 1,650 sq.ft.
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MEMORANDUM  4-75 - | . DATE: December 22, 1975
TO: : South Brunswick Planning Board ' i | k
FROM: Queale: & Lynch/jjl | ‘

'SUBJECT:’; Review of Fiscal Impact Studj - Dayton Center

Revised December 18, 1975
Chester & Schoor, Inc.
{See also Memo 2-75)
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1. ASSESSMENTS: As mentioned in Memorandum 2-75, these assumptions should be
checked by the Tax Assessor. The Low/Moderate income housing units have
been removed from this section, pursuant to the recommendation in Memo 2-75.
The foot note referring to the Low/Moderate income dwelling units should
have been deleted, ‘ :

2. ADDITIONAL REVENUES: In my opinion, the apportionment of General Revenues

- on a per capita basis is not justified. The Department of Community Affairs
(DCA) source handbook entitled "Evaluating the Fiscal Impact of the Planned
Unit Development" makes no reference to the use of this approach as a
legitimate part of the revenue analysis. ' The only items which should be
considered under this category are payments in lieu of taxes and any permits, .
licenses or other fees which would be charged by the township on this partic-
ular project. The removal of this item has a major impact on the entire ‘
fiscal analysis. The figure used for payments in lieu of taxes should be
approximately $20,000 based on an estimated dwelling unit mix of 18 one bed-
room, 18 two bedroom, 18 three bedroom and 6 four bedroom units, as outlined
in Alternative A in Memo 3-75.

3. [EXPENSES: The approach used in estimating expenses attributable to the PRD
builds in exclusions, which varies from the formula outlined in the DCA-
handbook. 'DCA suggests using an apportionment based strictly on per caplta
and per pupll expenses with no exclusions. : '

4, DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE: = The development schedule should show the Low/Moderate
income housing starting no later than 1978 and, if the marketing pace makes
1978 unrealistic as it relates to the progress of building the conventional

“ housing, then no later than the issvance of permlts for the 300th conventlonal
‘dwelling unit.

5. - SCHOOL PUPiL PROJECTIONS: The following modifications in the school pupil
projections are suggested based on the Low/Moderate dwelling unit mix outllned
in Alternative A in Memo 3-75: '

AEartments

~ 196 -1 BR @ .046 = 9
45 2 BR €@ .344 = 15
TOTAL 24
Townhouses - ,
96 2 BR @ .221 = 21
118 = 3 BR @ .655 = 77
26 4 BR @1.206 = 31
TOTAL - 129
Single family
121 3 & 4BR@1. 17 = 142
TOTAL © 295 puplls

6.  POPULATION PROJECTION:: The followirg modifications in the population projection
are suggested: : : :

Apartments
196 1 BR @ 1.902 = 373
45 2 BR @ 2.805 = 126

"OTAL 499

John J. Lynch P. P. #19
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Townhouses
96 2 BR @ 2.675 = 257
118 3. BR @ 3.349 = 395
26 4 BR @:3.741 = .97
TOTAL , 749
Single Family ,
- 448

121 3 & 4 BR @ 3.7

TOTAL POPULATION PROJECTION 1;696

7. COST/REVENUE REVISIONS:

a. - Revenues

(1)  Tax revenues : $501,000
{2)  Payments -in lieu of taxes ; 20,000
Gross Revenues : $521,000
b. E§Eénses
(1)  Schools ‘
295 pupils @ $1,529/pupil $451,055

~(2)  Municipal

1,696 people @ $203/capita 344,288
Gross Expenses ' - $795,343

NET LOSS TO TOWNSHIP : $274,343



