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A. l.h~..J~_~nJ:_V_e.!:'..t:ll..!:.~_Xor Afforda~ e Hous; ng 

The Jo;nt Venture for ~ffurdable rlOUS;n9 was for~ea i~ 19H2 as a partner­
ship of tJublic and pri vate sector groups shari ng a CO;'1I11; t"lent to the creati:.H1 
of "lOre affordable housi n~. 

in 19~1, because a growing nU~Der of potential nome buyers were not able 
to d ff::WQ ~el'l ilo;'les, ~ecrt?tary Pi erce estaul i shed a fill;] Task Force on Afford­
at)l~ Housillg to look at the problem of high housing costs. The Task. FOI'ce 
found that there is no single solution to reducing housing costs, and that 
proi,lotil"lg affordable housing at the local level is primarily an issue of regu­
1atory revi ew and streaml i n; n9 process; ng. Thi s requi res the cooperati on of 
everyone concerned; no single group or sector can do it alone. 

Th; s paper descri bes the many di fferent acti vi ti es that have been cOI.,pl eted. 
are now u:'!derway, or will be initiated in the near future as part of the Joint 
Venture pr03rai'1. 

B. The Need for Affordable Housing 

By the time the program \oJas establis!led, construction costs had increased 
to the pai nt that l'lany f; rst-ti me home buyers, wi thout equi ty in an ex; sti ng 
Ilone, could not find the II10ney for a down payment. Over the past two years, 
l'1any b;;i 1ders and local offi ci al sin communi ti es arouna the country have been 
cooperating to solve this problem in a number of ways. These include: 

o 	 HOi'le desi gns which reflect changi n9 family si zes and owner lifestyles; 
o 	 New s1 te development and hOI'1e bui 1di ng concepts that reduce construction 

costs, and 
o 	 I nnvvati ve fi nanci ng approaches to nel p buyers fi nd noney. 

Implementing these solutions on a nation-wide scale, however, requires 
(1) cOI'll'lunicati ng these ideas and thei r potenti al val ue to huil ders and local 
officials who can use tllelil, and (2) bringing about the necessary changes in 
existing regulations which often prevent these cost saving ideas from oeing 
use,l. 

C. Progra~ Objectives 

The Joint Venture has the following objectives: 

o 	 Identify existing site planning, site development, building constuction, 
and processing innovations which can reduce the cost of producing housing; 

o 	 ldenti fy Federal, state, and 1 ocal r~gtJl at; ons -- buil di ng codes, zoni ng 
regulations, processing procedures, etc. -- l'ihich discourage or prevent 
th~ use of these innovltions; 

o 	 IJenon5trate these innovations i" projects carried out by local Duilders, 
local officials, ancllocal civic organizations tllrC''I]hout the country; 

o 	 ~ncourage the development of coalitions of civic ' . .;nizations, builders, 
and others at the local level to work for afford. housing; and 

o 	 Provi1e information to builders and local gover:l officials on what 
ca:'! be dccoln;>li shed dnd the savi ngs tilat are pass > and encouri'lJe the'n 
to take similar actions in their communities. 

http:creati:.H1
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~ program Approach 

The activities of the Joint V~nture program fall into three major cate­
gor; es: (:i.) Der:lonstrati ng practi cal exampl es of the Inany known approaches to 
reducing the cost of housing in projects ticruss the country. (2) sharing tllis 
i nfomati 0'1 wi ttl all 1evel s of governlflent and wi th the pri vate sector so that 
these apiJroaches can be util i zeo '1dti onwi de, and (3) encouragi ng the de vel opment 
of local coalitions of civic ana public interest ~roups to work for the adoption 
of affordable housing approaches in their co~munities. 

o The dell'lonstration program, described in Section II, is a joint effort of the 
Department of liousi ng and Urban Development, the National Associ ation of Home 
Builders and its Research Foundation, and officials and builders in the local­
ities where de~onstration projects are being carried out. Building on tne success 
of the early subdivision demonstration projects, this program is being expanded to 
include projects in every state and to add derl'lonstrations of affordable housing in 
"infi"" locations in existing corlmunities. 

The infonnation-sharing asp<?cts of the Joint Venture involve activities by 
organizations working at the city, county, state, and national levels of govern­
ment and by national professional and industry groups; 

o City-level activities of the International City tlanagement Association (lCI~A) 
i nvol ved affordab 1e housi ng programs in fi fteen ci ti es and a number of other 
i nfOr"f'lati on acti vi ti es. These are descri bed; n Sect; on Ill. 

o The j~ational Association of Counties (I~ACo), conducted three major county­
lev~ workshops, follo~ed by continuing activities to impleMent the ideas 
developed during the conferences. These are described in Section IV. 

o Four state-wide workshops were conducted by the National Governors' Assoc­
iation (NGA), the National Conference of ~tate Legislatures (~CSL) and the 
Council of State Community Affairs Agencies (COSCAA), as described in Section 
V. These state-wide workshops led to other ongoing activities to encourage 
affordable housing. 

o At the national level. the American Planning Association (APA) has published 
a nUl,lber of reports on ; nnovati ve 1and pl anni n3 and devel opr~ent for affordabl e 
housing, the National Association of Home Builders (~AHB) is in the middle of a 
mdjor national progra~ to encourage local regulatory reform, and the Urban Land 
Inst; tute (ULl) has publi shed reports on ways to increase 1and suppl i es for 
housing and to finance infrastructure. Section VI-A describes these progra~s. 

o Al so at the national level, HUU has made major changes in Federal housi ng 
re'jJlations and procedures to reduce the Federal illlpact on housing costs. The 
HJJ activities are described in Sections VI-B and VI-C. 

o I n order to enco1Jrage the use of affordabl e housi n9 approaches beyond the 
demonstration projects, HlJtJ is initiating a ne~J "coalition building" progral:1 in 
the swn;:ler uf 19b4 to assist local civic and public service organi;~tions to 
lior\( at the local level for affordable housing. 

o :lany new publications, videotape progralls, dnd other inform.· uutreacl) 
activities have been developed to encouraJe local communities to 1 'ement 
their own affordable housing prOJrams. These are described in Secti~n VIII. 

-
\) 
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11. Tiit: AFFORJAd LE HG JS WG Uc.dONSTRATI LJi'IS 

A. Subdivision Uemonstrations 

1. Objecti ve 

:'Iany researCil studi es and de;;Jonstrations conducter1 by rllm and others have 
ShO(iil how to increase resi Ment; a1 densi ti es l'Ii th(Jut rertuci 119 the "qual i ty" of 
a s'Jbdivisio'l or tile houses within it. how to CJt the cost of site development, 
and how to reduce thp. al'lount of l'1ateria1s 'lnd 1aiJor required to Duild a hous~. 

T~e demo~stration progrdm, which invol les the cooperative efforts of rlUJ, 
the I~ati onal Associ at; on of HOMe Su; 1 ders (I~AHa) and its i{esearch Fou'lrta ti on 
(I~AHo/RF), local officials, and local builders in marlY COiOrlunities thro!Jghout 
the country. is provi ng that these sav; ngs can be ach; eved~i thout any speci a1 
Federal fundi ng si mply by ori ngi ng together but 1ders and COilllHun; tl offi ci a1 s 
whO are willing to work t0gether to provide housing at affordable IJrices for 
,'lore people. Prices in the initial projects ndve been reduced by as ,nuch as 
20 percent, ,~ith inJi\lidua1 price reductions of 54,000 to S&,000 ~er hO:1e 

bei ng comno n. 

HLI~ is wOI-ki I1g wi th i~ArlB and i~;\HB/RF to encourage new projects i 1 states· 
which do not now have denonstrations. In addition, a new pro·gram, outlined on 
page 6, was start~d in the fall of 1983 to show how the same kind of approach 
can be used to provide affordable housing on "infi11" land within built-up 
urban and suburban areas. 

2. Elements of the Cost of rlousing 

In seeking to reduce the cost of housing, it is useful first to review the 
elements which make up this cost, and to look at the factors affecting each 
clement wnich are susceptible to actions at the local level. 

o La~d and ~ite Development Costs The cost of the land on which a house is 
built incllJdes the price of the undeveloped land, the cost of anyon-site i:n­
prove:llents (suCtl as gradi ng and install i n9 uti 1 i ty servi ces), and a propor­
tion<lte share of overall development i,;Jprovel'!lents (SUCh as streets, street 
li;nts, sanitary and ston:l se~ers, ~"/ater service, and other utilities). These 
cos ts can be 1o~ered ;;'1 three ways: by i ncreasi ng si te dens; ty and thereby 
reducin~ the lot size and land cost for each nouse; by increasing the sup~ly 
of buildable land; and by revising unnecessary site and subdivision development 
requirenents (such as reducing street ,1Iidths, simplifying storm drainage syste;-,s, 
and perinitting single trenching for utilities). Witn careful site design, 
these steps can be achieved witllOut adversely affecting subdivision quality. 

Al[IOSt all such site requirements result from local regulations, many of 
rlhi ch .'.ire not necessary for heal th and safey; ; t ; s here where the cooperat; 'Ie 
efforts of bui 1 Jers and local offi c; a1 s can have tile greatest i nfl uence to 
~ring about lONer unit costs. 

o Building Construction Cost In addition to the cost of the land, the cr 

of tile tlOuse al so i ncl udes the costs of construct; on -- the I1dteri al s, camp \s. 
and equi p·nent used in the house and the 1abor needed to assembl e ther,l. The 
costs can be lowered by: reduci n9 the quanti ty of [,later; a1 sand equi pnent nE: I; 
cutting back the tilne required to asse l 'lble them; and using lower-cost material. 
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dnd CO':lponents l'I:,ich can do the same job. For exar.1ple, tWO'S "0 pthu" Value 
t.n]ineered House" study. carried out in the 1970's, showed that the a:TIoullt of 
hl!,l!::>~r needed to fra~·le a single fa:nil.v residence could be reduced by as nucl! dS 
2U percent throuqh careful design ~nd construction. 

Anot;,er ·tla; to Cut the cost of c')nstrllcti on is to reduce the s; ze of the 
1 i vi n9 uni t, b0th in total 3rea and i t1 tne nUi:ber of rOOiOS. Changes in faillil y 
si Zo::S anri in 1 i restyl es in the past ten years or so have 1 ed to si gni fi cant 
ctldnyes ; n i)ousi n'] dej,land. ~']all er fafllil i es req'Ji re feY/er bedrooms and, oft9n, 
s'71allcr livil19 3reas. The increasinJ nU'llber of "singles" sharing ownership or 
occupancy of ilOUS(!S and apart'1lents haS led to designs prov;di;lg twa cOiTlplete 
master l.e.jrool'l/bath areas together with COlTI110n kitchen, dining, and liviny 
areas. This rlesign lldS been a hest-seller in SOOle demonstration projects. 

i1any such cost-cutti n9 l!later; al sand tllethods are often restri cted tly local 
ZOIl; ng dnd hUll d; ng code requi rements wnich have not kept current wi th technical 
; i.lprOvements or trends, awl 1'111; c:' may precl ude the use of 1ess-expellsi ve manu­
factured housing or i.1andate minimur'l h::II'le sizes in SOI'le areas. Builders who 
have not heard of thei r !lotent; al val ue al so Inay res; st the use of these ideas. 

dui 1 ders and local offi c; al s, worki ng together, often can i denti fy and 
remove requi re'ilents whi c h prevent the use af such cost-say; ng s tec hn; ques. 1 n 
adJ; ti on, good desi gn can l;'Iake s,nall er huusng uni ts and denser developments 
more attractive living aredS than many cOllventional developments. 

o Fi nanci ng Cost Nearly everyone has to borrow money to bu; 1 d and pay for 
a ho~e; thus, the cost of money -- interest rates for construction loans and the 
permanent mortgage -- has a major impact on the cost of housing. Builders and 
local officials can do little to change interest rates, but it is possible to 
reduce the impact of nigh interest rate':) on the total cost of a house. 

A bui 1 der nust borrow, at corm;lerci al rates, the f1loney necessary to fi nance 
construction. If excessive local approval procedures delay the construction 
process, thees additional time requirenents add to the interest cost and there­
fore to the fi nal cost of the house. S; gnificant savi ngs are possible when 
these delays can be elirninatea. In one HuJ-s;Jonsored del:lonstration project, 
local processi ng ti f1le was reduced frOlil a nonnal 12 to 24 r.lOnths to si x months; 
this and other savings helped the builder cut the house IJrices significantlj. 

j. Denonstrdtion Approach 

An affordable housing demonstration project depends upon the whole-hearted 
cooperative efforts of the project builder and the local government officials. 
In selecting participating communities, HUD requires a commitment by the principal 
political officer (the mayor, county executive, or similar individual) that the 
cOl:1munity is serious about participating. !-IUD also requires the participation 
of a local nome builder with a track record of good projects and an interest in 
reduci 119 housi ng cos ts. 

Unl ike Inost other govern,l1ent-sponsored demons trati ons, no sped al Federal 
fiJnding;s being used in these projects. The Duilder may, but is not required 
to, lise FHA or V,J., mortgage financing; if so, HUD will eliminate any ~1;nimul1 
Property Standards requ; reo,lents ~hi ch adcl unnecessarily to project costs. Ho.-I­
ever, no Federal grant or other di rect fi nanci al ass; stdllce is provi ded to 
these projects. 

,,, 
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tlUU.l worki ng 'IIi th I~AHB and NI\HB/RF, does provi de techni cal assi stance to 
builJers and local officials. A special package of reports describing many of 
the cost-c~tti ng fi n:ii ngs of previous HUD and t4AHB research projects is gi ven 
to all participants. I., addition, NAHB site planners assist local builders 
and planners to develop site desi3ns providi ng greater unit densities while 
still offering an attr<lctive living environi71ent. 

[Jurin,] the project desigl1, construction, and l1arketing periods, NAH8/R.F 
collects data on the project costs, sales, at1d adninistrative procedures. 
T~is infon~ation is bei ng used in the ~eve10pment of case study reports for 
eac:l project as part of the proc:ram reporting anlj i"fonnation activities. 

Case studies reporting on the projects in Crittenden County, Elkhart 
County, t·lesa County, and Pnoenix are now available. These case studies de­
scribe cost reductions of as Much as $8,000 per housing unit, and discuss in 
SOPle detail the e1 ements of each project which 1 ed to these savi ngs. Case 
studies of the Santa Fe and Sioux Falls projects will be pUblished in the near 
future, and additio:1a1 case studies are being prepared as data become available. 

The ~arketing success of these projects has encouraged HUn to expana the 
demonstration pro~ram tu the states which do not no.' have projects. The rlUll 
progralrl staff is seek; ng interested bui 1 ders and COrrr.1uni ti es in these states ~o 
undertake si~;lar projects. 

8. Inf;'l [)el'lonstrations 

Tne new sJbdivisions involved in the early demonstration projects do not 
al'{HYs meet the needs of more estab1i shed corrmuni ti es. i1any such cOf11l1uni ti es 
contain small and moderately sized (and occasionally large) tracts of land 
which have been bypassed in development or have been cleared of previous occu­
pancy. These tracts often are attractive sites for "infi"" housing. 

Infi11 sites are characterized by existing streets and utility services, 
relatively small size, and surroundi~g nei~hborhoods which affect the deve10p­
~ent of the infi11 site. These characteristics limit the potential for signi­
ficant cost reductions through site planning and site development changes. 
riQwever, a nUIiIl,)er of potential savings can be reali~ed through the cooperation 
of buil ders and 10eal offici al s. These i ncl ude: 

o 	 IJs; ng f'lanufactured and other factory-buil t housi ng~ 
o 	 Jsing sl'la11er units and increasing site densities~ and 
o 	 Providing designs serving new den~graphic and market needS, yet responsive 

to neighborhood design concerns. 

The approach used ill tne I nfi 11 LJemonstrati ons is si mil ar to that used for 
the subdivision de:'10Ilstrdtions. It is rlUiJ's goal to select eiyht to t~1l COI:1­
l,h.Hlities with appropriate sites for infi11 projects. 
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C. Participants 

Thirty-t·....n de:nonstratiorl ::>rojects dre no.., in design, being construct~d, 
on sale, or co,nplete. These are shown alphabetically by city, with the myor 
or other senior el ected offi ci al , the buil der fi rm, and the bun der contact 
identified. Projects Marked [1] involve infill sites; projects marked with 
an asterisk (*) utilize manufactured housing Meeting the nJlJ-administered 
Federal iladufdc tured riousi ng Constructi on anrt :;a fety 3tandards. 

Ci ty Ij~ayor Bui 1der/Cuntact 

~enecia, California [IJ* Nova Housin3 Systems 

Joim Sil va (Ci ty Hanager) r<ar.lo na ~os~ 


Birmingham, Aldbama (Site #1) Jefferson tiome Constructi on Co;npany 

Richard Arri ngton Pat O'Su11; van 


t3 i rmi ngham, A 1 abarna (:J i tt? ;f 2 ) Malchus Construction 

1<1 chard Arri n~ton Randy ;·ldl ctlus 


Blaine, Minnesota Good Val ue HOI'les 

Fran Fogerty John Peterson 


80i se, 1daho Homco, 1nc • 

~ick Eardley !:iryce Peterson 


Casper ,wyomi ng New Vistas, Inc. 

Joseph Corri gao Ki eth Spencer 


Charlotte County, Florida Cowper &Kimsey Inc. 

Franz A. Ross (Chmn, Bd of COlrtll1snrs) Robert Ki msey 


Charlotte, North Carolina John Cros1 and COFlpany 

r:arvey Gantt John Cros1 and 


Coral Springs, Florida Coral ~idge Properties 

;). B. Gei ger Werner gunte~eyer 


Elkhart County, Indiana * Letnerman Real estate 

Thomas i<olilberger (Chmn. County Commsn.) John Letherman 


Everett, Washington Boy den Rea1ty, Inc. 

willi am r~oore Hank Robin~tt, Richard J. 30yden 


Ft. Collins, Colorado * Jueck iJevel op('lent. 1nc . 

uerry doral< Wenda Jucck 


Jdcksorlville, Florida SUfllj!lerholToes, 1nc • 

Jake uodbold Charl i e Brow.l 


Knox County, Tennessee Phil Hamby Construction Co., Inc. 

John :Iills (Ch;:m, Board of Commsnrs.) Phi 1 rlamby 


Lacey ,/lashi ngton Phi 11 ips Horrtes 

t:a rk O. Brown John Phillips 
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i ladi son, Wi sconsi n 

r.-Jos-eph Sensen~renner, Jr. 


'tari onle r; ttenden County, Arkansas 

Jack 3ra~ley (County Judge) 


,1esa Coullty, Colorado 

Curt rieidelIJan (County Adl'l; ni strator) 


I·!urray, Utah 

La i\ell u. i4u; r 


Ilorth Richnond/Contra Costa County[l]* 

iQ.ll Po,/ers (~upervi sor) 


Okl ahoma Ci ty, Okl ahoma * 

Andy Coats 


Phoenix, Arizona 

f·1argaret Hance 


Portland, Oregon 

Frank lvancie 


Santa Fe, New f1ex;co 

Lou; s 1'10ntano 


Sioux Falls, South Dakota 
Kick Knobe 

Springfield. Massachusetts[I] 
Ri cha rtj Ileal 

Stephenville, Texas * 
Joseph Cu:rani ngs 

Tul sa, Okl ahoma 
Terry Young 

Valdosta, Georgia 
ernest ;~; jem 

..Jh; te ;'larsh/Bal t; more County, Mar 1and 
Jonal d P. HutCh; nson County i:.,;,ecutl ve) 

;H chita, Kansas 
;{ooert Kni yilt 

clu; 1der 

bap; re' Homes 
Karl A. ~~i tt 

i4idlant1 Builders 
Javid Crocker 

Rex Rogers fiO"les 
Rex KOele rs 

Roger Ladd &Company 
Roger Ladd, Bob Gardner 

Prows wood 
Dan Lofgren 

j~ova Housi ng Systems 
Rarlona ::lose 

Holland Land Company 
John Holland 

Knoell Bros. Construction, Inc. 
Richard N. Eneim 

Black Bull Enterprises 
I~i ke Rob; n son 

wal ton Chapman Company 
f-1i ke Chapman 

Ronni ng Enterpr; ses 
O. way ne Ronni ng 

JDS, Inc. 
Bob Del Pozzo 

Wil sonlTri nchero 
Rick Tri nchero 


Hood Prope rti es, Inc. 

D. Wayne Hood 

;4i nchew HOf'les 
l.iary i4i nche(1 

l<y1 and Group/!~ott; ngham Properti es 
Chuck Langpaul/~ichard Jones 

Land~ark Communities, Inc. 
Bob Fox 
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III CITY ACTIVITI£~ 

l3u;'·ji'19 c~des, zoning. ann subdivision regulations are most cOl11l1only 
enacted arJtf admi ni stered OJ local governments. Thi s I;leans that ci ti es and tOwns 
offer th~ grC!atest opportuni ty til enco'Jrage affJrdabl e housi I1g by reduci ng 
unnecessary retlui rel:1ents whi cn add costs to housi ng. These requi,refTIents often 
h3ve Jrown incre i,lentally oVt;!r the fear:., d'l1 it is only recently that "'1any 
local officials have be~un to recognize their inpact on project costs. 

In tho:? Joi nt Venture, the Internati onal Ci ty Managelllent '\ssoci ati on (ICr·1A) 
is continuing to encuurage local COHII'lUl'")itj officials to examine and correct 
their regulations to support affordable housing.· 

The i ni ti al ICi1A progra;';1 i "lvol ved di rect peer-to-peer techn; cal assi stance 
between fi ve ci ti es which had developed effecti ve cost-cutti ng programs and ten 
other cities beginning similar activities. 

Thi s effort proved that ideas developed and tested in one coml1uni ty can 
be hel pful to other communi ti es, parti cul arly Ivhen they are shared by seni or 
offici al s worki ng as tecllnical assi stance teams. 

Thi s i nformati on has now been i ncl uded in an ICHA gui debook, Streaml i ni n9 
Local Regulations: A Handbook for Reducing Housing and Development Costs. 
Thi s report prov; dcs comprehens; ve coverage of the process, ; ncl Udl ng ways to 
bui 1 d a local consti tuency for the need for regul atory reform. Informati on 
about the report can be obtained from HUJ USE~ (see page 17). 

ICi<\A is conti nui ng to di ssemi nate i nformati on how communi ty offi ci a1s can 
hel p cut housi ng costs through regul a tory rev; ew. 

IV COuNTY ACTIVITIES 

tJot all codes and development regulations are enacted by cities or tOwns; 
marly counti es ei ther retai n thi s functi on or ass; st the r'lany small er cOf111lun; ti es 
wi thi n thei r borders to carry out code and zoni ng acti vi ti es. The Nat; onal 
Association of Counties (NACo) Joint Venture program included (1) three county­
wide workshops demonstrating how all local interest groups can be brought 
together to develop and carry out an action plan; (2) publication of special 
articles and reports on specific measures to encourage cost-cutting; (3) a 
resource exchange program to share information; and (4) a national Affordable 
Housing Ser'linar for county official s and planning staffs. 

The workshops were held in Elkhart County, Indiana; Clark County, t~evada; 
and iliddlescx County, New Jersey. In each workshop, state, county. and 
local community officials rolet with builders, developers, planners, bankers, 
dnd interested citizens to discuss housing cost reductions possible throujh 
regulatory relief. In each county. the effort expended in the workshops has 
led to continuing efforts to support afforddble l1ousing. 

NAC.o I c ~:'er acti vi ti es i ncl ude a resource exchan\Je program to bri ng 
tl)gethcr a iKe available information gathered from over 300 counties, and 
the PUD 1i c . lof 21 "Infonnation t3ul1etins" on specific Illeasures such as 
fast-track :essing and zero-lot-line developr.1ent. (These bulletins also 
can be oDtai I> ; fro;'! HJiJ USEK.) 
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V STATE ACTlVITIES 

i1any states are tdki ng a 1 eadershi p rol e in reduci ng housi ng cos ts. 
Stdtes can prov; de mortgage f; nanci ng dssi stance, adm; ni ster uni form state 
cons truct; on standards, hd p fi nance the infrastructure necessary for urban 
growtl), and requi re local governlnents to pl an for a vari ety of housi ng types. 

Three state-level organizati0ns have participated in the Joint Venture: 
the i~ati onal Governors I Assoc; ati on (NUA), tnl:: :Iati onal Conference of State 
Legislatures (NCSL) , and tile Council of State Community Affairs Agencies 
(CO:'CM). In 19d3 they carried out several IJrojects to: (1) identify condi­
tions over which state offici al s have SOllie i nfl uence that add unnecessary 
costs to housing; (2) suggest legislative and executive actions that can be 
taken at the state or local level to correct these conditions; and (3) support 
the effective il:1plementation of these cost-reducing actions. 

For exampl e, the four state workshops; n Colorado, l1aryl and, Mi ssouri , 
and lllinois led to additional activities in each state, such as information 
clearinghouses, development of legislative proposals, and regional workshops 
for comnuni ties around the states. 

Each organization has also published studies and reports on affordable 
housing, such as a ne',vsletter for NGA members, the NCSL Legislator's Guide to' 
Affordable Housing, and six case studies by COSCAA on state regulations and 
, and development, state assi stance for resi denti al infrastructure, and use 
of state pension funds for housing. HUD llSEi< can furnish information about 
the various reports published by these organizations (see page 17). 

VI NATIONAL ACT! VI TIES 

A. Professional and Industry Associations 

In addition to the various organizations representing state, county, and 
local yovernments, three major national associations with direct roles in the 
housing and development process are participating in the Joint Venture. These 
are the American Planning Association (kPA), the Urban Land Institute (ULI), 
and the National Association of Home 8uilders (NAHG) and its Research Foundation 
(NAtiB/RF) • 

1. American Pl anni ng Associ ation 

APA is encouraging aff0rdable housing by developing and distributing 
i nfonnati on on development approval procedures, zoni ng reforms, and new desi gn 
standards. APA also is trdining planning and development directors, zoning 
administrators, planners and designers, and builder/developers in how to set 
a~propriate dnd effective standards. 

This program builds on two earlier APA publications: Streamlining Land 
Use Regulations, a 1981 report, described local government experience with 
some thi rty ways to red'.. ,·e del ay and uncertai nty in process; n9 zan; ng, si te 
pl an, and subdivi si on ,'oval s. i~ore recently, Changi ng lJevelopment Standards 
for Affordable Housin; . ,cussed specific modifications in density, street 
wi dth, and parki ng reI !Iilents carri erJ out !:Iy several cOl1T.1uni ti es. 
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APA is now preparing for publication a new report ~hich collects in a 
single docu.nent the best alJailable performance data from past an1 on-going 
research ana practice for those public officials and privdte dev210pefs i1­
volved in setting standards for residential development. 11'1is i:1for;;1ation 
will be utilized in a series of ~orkshops on revising development standards 
Ivhich will be~i n in :::hicago in September 1984. 

2. Urban lan~ Institute 

The ULI affordable housing program hdS centcreu on the availability of 
land for !lousing. LlLI has been tracking residential land prices in 30.netro­
;:>olitan areas, identifying ~ays in which local governlllcnts can incr~ase build­
able land sup~lies, and documenting local 90ver~~ent activities to finance 
infrastructure fo r nef'l development. 

Three reports have been published; Affordable Housing: Twenty Examples 
From The Pri vate Sector, land For Hous; ng: how [ocal (joverOl:lents Can riel p 
Increase ;"upply, and Financing Infrastructure to Surport Comrlunity Gro..th. 
JlI has also produced a slide-sound show, "~orking Together for More Affordable 
Housing," and sponsored a nUinber of conferenc~ sessiom, on actions supporting 
affordabl e housi n'J. 

ULI is continuing to collect data on residential land prices and to devcl'op 
case studies of PUblic-private development agreements v/hich provide development 
flexibility and reduce costs. 

3. iJati onal Associ ati on of Home Buil ders 

NAriB is supporti ng the concept of affordable housi ng both as part of the 
Affordable Housing LJenonstration Program and through a logical extension of 
tile Jo; nt Venture concept by its nati onal membershi p. 

NArlB IS demonstrati on proijram act; vi ti es ; ncl ude: 

o 	 Assistance in the selection of builders to participate in the demonstra­
tion program and encouraging local Home Builder Associations (HBAs) to 
support the program. In addition, I~AHB is actively assisting HUD in 
seeKing builders and communities willing to undertake projects in the 
states not now represented in the demonstration program; and 

o 	 Technical site planning assistance to the HULl progralll staff and to parti ­
ci pat; ng buil ders and planners. 

In addi tion, HUD has contracted wi th iJAHB/RF to assi st HUD ; n the management 
of the de·nonstrati on prograr.1 and, more recently, as the 1 ead organi zati on ; II the 
consortium providing managet'lent support for the infill def1onstration program. 
The 14AH~/,~F act; vi ti es i ncl UOe: 

o 	 Providing technical assistance to participating builders, including copies of 
re~orts such as ~uilding Affordable HOQeS; 

o 	 :1onitoring project actiIJ;ties "ld collecting and evaluating project cost and 
li1ar~et i nfomati on on the d .trati on projects; 

o 	 Developing case studies and .r reports on the findings of the progrdm; and 
o 	 Ueveloping other educationa; erials and conducting affordable housing 

s~mi nars. 
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To carry the affordabl e messd0e to comuni ti es around the country, at its 
19iJ3 national conllention I~ArlB announced the esta!)li sh;'1ent of a new "Regulatory 
l~efor!;'1 Task Force" as the begi nni ng of a 1 ong-t~rn cOITJlli tment to regul atory 
refon'l in housing. SOf'le of the key actillities in this pro~ram include: 

o 	 Increasin:.; pUblic awareness of t:le need for regulatory reform; 
o 	 ~ponsoring seminars for ~ublic offical s using Joint ~enture and other 


i nfurillation; 

o 	 JevelJpin9 lIarious il1fon'latille tlJols, S:JCll as t"l<:! "Visil)le House," infor:l ­

ation kits, and audio-llisual proyra!'1s, to assist in nut'llic infonaation 
uctillities; 

o 	 ,:ontinui'1q t~e f-JAHEljl{F research progt"a1f! in cost-cutting innollations; 
o 	 Conti nui rig to work for reforlil of Federal and other regul ati ons a ffe':ti ng 

housi ng dellel ,)pment, i ncl udi ng estab 1 i shment of local regul atory reform 
tdsk forces by local HBAs; and 

o 	 ;{ecogni zi ng, by awards and publ; c; ty, the achi ellements of local home 

bui 1 di n9 associ ati ons ; n Dri ngi ng about regul atory refunl in thei r own 

c0l1mU;1ities. In a contest a'!JOng local HBA's in the fall of 1983, 30 

entries were receilled and 16 of these receilled awards reflecting signi­

ficant accoh,plishments in this effort. 


B. rluu Program Actillities and Accomplisnments 

The Depart;TIent of Housi n9 and Urban Dellelopment has i ni ti ated a number of 
fi nanci al , techni cal, and procedural changes in i ts o~m regul at; ~ns to 1essen 
tlleir impact on housing costs. 

1. Financial Changes 

fJerhaps the most importdnt I1UJ financial change has been the deregulation of 
the FHA interest rate. Instead of restricting the maximum interest rate for FrlA­
i nsured (~rtgages, dUD now permi ts these rates to respond to the same market forces 
that detennine conventional rates. 5uch rates halle COlle down froM approximately 
18 percent to approximately 14 percent oller the past four years, reflecting tile 
general improllement in the national economy. This action will minimize the 
nGcessi ty of 1enders to charge addi ti onal "poi nts" on FHA-i nsured mortgages and 
the need of sellers to cOlier anticipated points in setting the price of the house. 

The improlled econo~'ly, lower interest rates, and the dvailability of FrlA 
i nSLJrance for Graduated PaYI:Jent, Shared [qui ty, and Growth £qui ty i10rtgages 
halle led to nore options for the users of FHA mortgage i nSLIrance. 

2. Technical Actions 

In 19·33, HUt.> extended eligibility for Frl'; mortgage insurance under Title II 
uf the iJ3ti onal Housi n9 I'Ct to i'lallU factured huusi n9 constructed in confomance 
wittl tile Federal ,1anufactured riOPl~ Constr'lJctiofl and Safety Standards, wI'Je:1 
these hOlIes are attached to si te-bui 1 t pen.ldnent foundati ons liteeti n~ the ,·li ninu;n 
Property Standards (l'iPS). Tit; s acti)n permi ts iJuyers to fi nance the purchdse 
of ma~lufactLJred 110usi ng at the lower i ntt:r-=st rates of real estate 1I10rtya:]es, 
ratner' than as chattel mortgages. 

Tile i·1PS had been rellised significantl,) )rder not to conflict with re­
qui re:nents in the 110del Duil di n:J codes use<l nost localities. More recently, 
on June 11, 1964, tile ~1u1tifaHli1 y ;lP~ was de! llated by a final rule which 
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rennits HUJ to accept multifamily housing rlJeetin~ the health and safety criteria 
in natio-nally-recognized model building codes or cOllll1drat)le State and local codes. 
a. new proposed rule establishing similar criteria for Sin(Jle Fa:nily h0using is ill 
prepa rati 0 n. 

3. Procedural Actions 

rlU:J has esta~\li stled a Local Area Certi ficati0n program to simpl; fy the 
process of otltai n; ng approval for 'lew subdi vi si on developnent pl ans. Under tni s 
program, HUU has certified or conJitionally certified over 2SJ co!"wlUnities to 
perform all or JllOst of the subdi vi si on and envi ronll1ental rev; ews when tnei r 
standards are at 1east equi val ent to tWD ' s. 

To assist developers in non-certificati0n communities, HUD has initiated a 
program for des; gn certi fication by project arch; tects or eng; neers. After 
the HUJ f; el d offi ce perfonns an envi rom:tental revi ew of a new subai vi si on 
application and finds the project environmentally accepta~le, the aeveloper 
needs onl y to huve the arch; tect or engi neer certi fy that the subdi vi si on 
; :~prove:!1ents meet n~J s tanda rd s. 

The new Direct Endorsement Program provides still another step in the 
reduction of processing delays for FHA mortgage insurance. Under this program, 
certified lenders dre processing applications for mortgages on one-to-four 
family housing from application to closing without prior reviews by HUU. making 
FHA-insured loans as easy to process as conventional mortgages. The Direct 
Endorsel'lent Program now accounts for 4U percent of FHA-i nsured mortgages. 

C. HUIJ Research Act; vi ti es and Accompli shments 

In support of the tWO program changes described above, a number of research 
projects addressing affordability issues have been and are bein3 carried out. 

1. Completed Study ~eports 

A number of reports resul ti ng from HJD-supported research di scuss vari ous 
aspects of providing affordable housing: 

o 	 Affordable Housing: What States Can uo ~ritten for state officials, 

this ROJ report suggests state-level actions to reduce housing costs. 


o 	 Affordable Housing: How Local Regulatory Improvements Can Help This HUO 
report lists some fifty ways for communities to reduce the cost of housing. 

o 	 Allowing Accessory Apartments This manual provides information on using 
empty space in si ng1 e-famil y haInes as accessory apartments to provi de 
add; tional ,low-cost housi n9. 

o 	 Innovative Site Utility Installations This report provides information on 
and esti Elated savi n~s fro,ll 31 i nnovati ve approaches to si te uti 1 i ty i nstal ­
ldtions beirl3 used by coml':lunities around the country. 

o 	 Ho,:le Building Cost Cuts This report describes t.ve1ve technical construction 
; nnovati OilS acceptab' e to FHA and the Veterans I Adlll; ni strati on but not 
adopted in lilany areas. 

o 	 Lano Price Inflation and Affordable Housing: Cau~,s ,nd Impacts Thi s 
research paper docu,:1ents res; dent; al 1and pr; ce i·-' ­ "ion in 30 metropolitan 
areas from 1975 to 198U, aod shows the rel ati onsn" tween this price 
inflation and local land development restrictions. 
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2. (In-~oi ng Studi es 

A number of special studies are currently in progress, including: 

o 	 Jeve10pment of a guidebook on alternative revenue sources for financing 
i '1fras tructures inaffo rdab 1 e hou si ng \level opments. 

o 	 A study looking ~t the various fdctors which could e~courage private-sector 
fi nand ng for i nfrastructur&s ; n res; dt!nti a1 dcvel Opillents. 

o 	 Jeve10llment of gui del; nes on sma11-scal c waste water treatment systef:ls 
for use whu~ conventional systems art! 1I0t avail atl1e. Such systems are 
often suggested when the inadequacy of existin~ sewer syste~s limits 
res; dent; a1 deve1 oplilent. 

o 	 Based on six case studies, a guidt!Dook is being developed for local govern­
ments on how to measure and Illonitor supplies of buildable residential land. 

o 	 :larket-scnsi ti 'Ie development control s as an al ternati 'Ie to loni n9 are 
being studied in four communities; the study will document the various 
tectlniques, their public benefits, and the flexibility and savings offered 
to housing developers. 

VII AFFORUA3LE HOUSING COALITIOH BUILDING 

The affordable housin~ demonstration projects and other program activities 
have shown that regulatory review can bring about significant savings in housing 
costs if local officials and builders work cooperatively. The next step in 
encouragi n9 tni s approach to affordable housi ng throughout the country is to 
develop local coalitions of interested parties to work with builders and officials 
in thei r communi ti es. HUD is i ni ti ati n9 a ~ajor newel ement of the Joi nt Venture 
program to help create these local coalitions. 

A. Concept 

nany nati ona1 organi zati ons have local chapters which support communi ty 
prOjrallls benefi tti ng the enti re collTtluni ty. HUD bel i eves that a number of these 
organizations, some of which provide leadership in community activities and 
others which have a direct financial interest in affordable housing, will 
accept resjlonsibili ty to work for providi ng housi ng which can be afforded by 
the citizens of their communities. 

8. Action Plan 

At a ~eeting of the national officers of over 100 organizations, Secretary 
?ierce outlined the concept of affordable housing coalitions and solicited 
their help in encouraging their local chapters to lead in the formation of 
such coalitions. Local activities could include the following: 

o 	 Identifying individuals with the time, energy, and ability to become local 
coalition organilers and leaders. 

o 	 Implementing local affordable housing information programs to build public 
interest and support for the concept of regulatory review. 

() 	 f1eetin9 with public officials and builders and attending publeetings 
to develop a cliMate of cooperation for regulatory review. 

o 	 Provi di n9 technical assi stance to local offi ci al s. 
o 	 Documenting successes and publicly recognizing individual achi~ _qents 


in affordable housing. 


"-.'
..... 
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C. HJll.' s Role 

tlU!) has published a "Citizens' Action Kit" \'tith infor.1ation to assist 
local coalition leaders in their activities, and will continue to provide 
i nfonnation on the successes of the affordable housi ng d~;nonstrations. 

vII PUBLlCATlOiJS AilIJ IIJFORi·1ATlON UUTREACH PRO'.JKA,·i 

The Sllccess of th~ Joint Venture for Affordable Housing depends on infor­
ldtion about regulatory review, innovativ,: lafld use, and bJi1ding Il)etilods and 
materidls reaching local government officials and the nousi'1g industry. A 
nW;'lber of acti vi ti es are underway to support the; nformati on outredch prograln. 

A. Publications 

t1uch infonilation on dffordable housing issues has already been published 
by HUu or by the other Joint Venture participants. These reports focus on 
construction technology, site planning and design, and governmental actions 
needed to encourage the use of cost-cutting innovations. 

HUD's publication, Affordable Housing: A HUU USER Bibliography, li sts a' 
nUl:1ber of the publ i cati ons on vari ous aspects of affordab1 e housi I1g whi ch were 
available in 1982. A new Joint Venture Publications List has been developed 
by HUD USER listing many of the .nore recent reports, including the research 
studies and demonstration project case sttJdies described in this paper. 

Copies of these reports are generally available from the publishing 
organ; zati on or from HUD USER (see page 17). 

B. Other Information Resources 

Hany communi ti es and ci vi c and professi onal organi zati ons are schedul i ng 
seninars, workshops, and conferences on affordable housing. To assist in 
making these ~eetings productive, HUD has identified a nuwber of individuals 
qualified to discuss various aspects of housing affordability, both fro~ wit~in 
nUll and in the private sector. A complete list of nanes;s available frolil fWD 
USER; any or~dn; zati on sponsori ng a !.teeti ng shoul d lfIaKe the necessary a rranye 
ments di rectl y wi til the speaker or speakers it wi shes to use. 

Also, several slide/tape showS providing information about afforda~le 
housi n9 and showi ng exalllpl es from some of the demonstrati on projects have been 
developed by organi zati ons such as the liati onal Associ ati on of Home Buil ders and 
the Urban Land I nsti tute. fhJD USER can provi de i "formati on about these shows. 

C. ?rogran Information 

To Keep i nfonned about Jo; nt Venture ac ti vi ti es and to ootai n answers to 
specific questions, please cont~ct: 

ils. Linda Defi 1 i ppo 

Room 8136 

J. S. Department of rlousing afld Ur~an Development 
Washington, D. C. 20410 
202/755-5544 
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To -receive the periodic Joint Venture infonnation bulletin, "Affordable 
r1ou!>ing Progress," and to order copies of the latest affordalJle housing ~)lJllli­
cations, please contact: 

,lI,ffordab 1e Housi'1g Cl ear; nghouse 
HUD USER 
P.O. Box 230 
GenrJdntmm ;to 
301/251-5154 

20874 

* * * 
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING 0E110W5TRATION PROGRA;·1 

Status Report: July 25, 1984 

A. 	 C~leted Projects 

Elkhart County, Indiana: Project comp1ete~ case study available. 

Everett, Washington[S]: 20 units in demonstration phase sold, 8 occu~ed; 
project complete. Market slo~ due to higher interest rates. Case study 
in preparation, will include cost analysis. 

Knox 	 County, Tennessee: Demonstration portion considered complete; 14 of 
34 units sold. Case stu1y draft in for review. 

Lacey, Washington[i]: Demonstration project sold out. Case study in 
prejJarati on. 

Lincoln, ~ebrasl(a: 2 additional units sold. 3 still on market. Builder does 
not ~la!'l to build more at this time due to very slow local market. 

Marion, Crittp.nrjen County, Arkansas: Project essentially cOll1plete; case study 
availab1a. 

Hesd County, Grand Junction, Colorado: Demonstration project considered co~p1ete. 
Builder has sold 33 of 38 urtits completed, will not continue construction at 
thi s time. Case study; s avail able. 

Phoenix, Arizona[S]: flroject is complete and sold out. Case study is available. 

Santa Fe, Ne~1 ;"'exico[S]: uemonstration portion of project (Phase I) sold out; 
project is cOMo1ete. Case study near publication. 

Sioux Falls, South Dakota: Project is c~p1ete and sold out. Case study near 
pub1 i cat; on. 

Val dosta, Georgi a[S): Der.1Of1strati on proj ect cons; dered compl ete. 28 units 
completed, 23 sold. Case study draft in for review. 

B. 	 Accepted Projects: Marketing In Progress 

Dinningham, Alabama (Site fi2): 3b units of 111 sold. Housing priced at $51,900 
to $50,900. Case study in preparation. 

Sl ai ne, r",i nnesota; Project is mov; ng along, but i nfomati on for case study 
is limited. [IIJ/C:6/27] 

Tulsa,Oklahoma[S]: 42 units sold, 20 occupied. Cast! study writing is underway. 
Horony reports elltcell ent. inter; or desi 9ns. Project selli ng well in poor 
1 oca 1 econClt,IY , l \Ide: I;) f 27 j 

Note: Projects marked [$] will have detailed cost reports. 
2~ 
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C. 	 Accepted Projects: Under CO"struction 

Broward County/Coral Springs, Florida: New builder has revised unit designs. 

which must no~ be approved by Coral Ridge Properties, project developer. 

before be; ng sutni tted to ci ty and county for buil di ng permi ts. Con­

struction may start in September. [N/C:6/27] 


Oklaoor:la City, Oklahona: Grand opening planned for middle August. 

Portland, Oregon[$]: Construction continuing. 1.200sf units priced at $49,950. 

Stephenville, 	Texas: 2 units set. 3 due this week, 3 mort! models coming. aoth 
ChaM~ion and Pal~ Harbor in first group of units. Site infrastructure 
75 percent complete. [N/C:6/27] 

U. Accepted Projects: In Design 

Benecia. California[l]: New infill project, one of two by sa:1e developer. 
Project wi 11 use Kaufman & Broad dUJ-Code uni ts. 

Birmingham, AlaDa;na (Site #1): Site plan approved with sl:1all lot sizes. 
Construction to begin in late su~ner, early fall. [N/C:6/27] 

Boise, Idaho: Project has received final city approval. Progressing slowly 
due to poor local market. 

Casper, WYor:ling: Site plans and house plans have been reviewed. Press release 
still in preparation. 

Charlotte County (Port Charlotte), Florida: Developer still attempting to sell 
land to finance project; hold project in active status until September. 

Charlotte, North Carolina[S]: Ground breaki~g planned for Aug~st. 

Ft. Collins, Colorado[S]: Project planning and development progressin3 nicely. 
110del home construction still esti mated for spri ng of 1985. 

Jacksonville, Florida: Project approval by city delayed approximately 6 weeks 
due to local political proDlems not involving the prc)ject. 

Madison. Wisconsin: Site plan being developed, due to be mailed to HUD a/1. 

r-1urray. Utah: uesign underway; possible code problem being checked out. 

U. 	Richmond. C.ill;for~7a[Ij: i~ew 1l1fi11 project (see Benecia) using K&B HlJu Code 
un; ts. 

Springfield, iiassachLisetts[l]: New infi" project using modular housing. 
GTR visit in August. 

White Marsh/Baltimore County. Maryland[S]: Public hearing ne' d two weeks ago; 
Ground-breaK; ng now esti'r:Jated for 1ate August or early Septer:lber. 

Uichita, Kansas: Site plan and unit designs received; all duplex units. 
Ground-lJreaJdng planned for mid July. [N/C:6/27] 

Note: Projects marked [$] will have detailed cost reports. 
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E: Prospective Projects (listed by state) 

STATE 	 CITY FIRM COtHACT N GTR 

AK 	 Fairbanks-North Star Boro Webo Constr. Co. Tom Webo Y OGL 
Builder still interested, waiting on city letter. 

Fairbanks-North ~tar Boro Borealis Builders Walt Wilco~ ? OGL 

New Alaska prospect; letter tu executive director of Borough. [N/C:6/27] 


AZ 	 Pim~ COlJnty Estes Ho;nes Tom \oli1lia:as Y OGL 
Bui 1der worid ny wi tn (;omr:1uni ty tryi n9 to get 1etter of support. 

CA 	 Po~ona:I] Cro~ell ~esid. Constr. Harry Crowell Y /RF 
Bui 1der sti 11 asst:mb 1; 119 1and. 

CT 	 ~ridgeportLl] ? ? 
Ci ty contact still interested. 

Hartford [1]? ?? /RF 

RF is cO:1tinuing to work with housing authority. but no new action. [N/C:6/27] 


Torri ngton? Al an Te,:!k; f\ ? J~: . 

Sewer ~oratorium expected to be lifted in 4-6 weeks. 


Wilmington [1] ? ? ? /Rr: 

Planned July r·,eeting with RF has been delayed. 


Sussex County i~obi1 \:: Gard~ns Dave Webb ? DE 

Project possil)ili ty froM Uelaware r.1HA meeti ng. Manufactured housing in 

suourban project. [N/C:6/27] 


HI 	 Pearl City Leilr Siegler rtUSS Laooing ? OGL 
ueveloper a\.lpears to be 1 nsi ng i 11terest. look; ng for "what IiLJj can do for 
hi "!I" • 

IA 	 Iowa Ci ty SJtJtllgate Developers 14ace Braverman 
builder i no; (;at.es that he ~i 11 not d~ci de until fall whether to start 
anottler subaivision, due to local market conditions. Project question 
on riOlU. [N/C:b/27J -- - - --- ­

IL 	 Champaign Candlewood Estates Bud Parkhill ? RM 
uev~loper still interested, but not ready now. i4ay wi sh to proceed in 
fall. 

KY 	 louisville [1] All-American Homes Joe Rey-Bareau /RF 
Possible infi11; project still looks good. [W/C:6/27] 

Anderson County Charlie Weaver Real Est. Charlie Weaver Y CA 
County jud~e very i~terested; project going to magistrates. 

LA 	 Bossier Ci ty ? Brad Locke ? WEF 
Bui 1der ; s attempti ng to interest ci ty. 

ME 	 *:~O LEADS AT THIS, Tlt-£"" 
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STATE. 	 CIT'1- Fl RH CONTACT N GTK 

MI 	 F1 i nt Ill' -~ek ~vel opment Co. James Crawley Y CA 
Bui 1del" rema in", ; ntereste ...~ !."\!': i ~ navi ng d; ffi cul ty in fi ndi n9 a si te. 
[N/C:5/23j 

lansi n9 [I] 	 Nanticoke Homes ? Y /RF 
City has sites available. 

Joplin 	 Redwood Development Ted Schroeder Y /RF 
Builder met with lee Fisiler/RF. RF to follow. [N/C:5/23] 

!-IS 	 Cleveldnd ? Max Bramuchi ? WF 
Builder has l~nd. looking for city approval. 

Bill i ng s [I] 	 Gerbase Construct; on John Gerbase Y OGL 
Builder ;~ touch with city. 

Billings lJJ Builders Darwin Jones Y OGL 
Hajor local homebuilder very interested. talking with city. [N/C:6/27] 

NH 	 Open i~o,juldr Council /RF. 
Jrgan'z.atio~ wants to meet with riUJ official on program. RF will contact 
r-todu1ar Council about project. [tUC:6/27] 

NJ 	 Mt. LalJrel? Dan Pi ncus ? JR 
InterE:sted in project; has package. will contact. There is an indication 
that a recent local election may have changed interest. [~/C:6/27] 

Brookhaven [I] ? ? ? /RF 
Mt. Vernon [1] ? ? ? /RF 
Both ci ti es are interested and may provide land. Manufacturers have been 
given nanes of city officials. RF needs to coordinate. 

Schenec tady uel uxe 110i:tes ? ? /RF 
RF trying to bring city. developer. Deluxe together 

Nv 	 Open i<aufman & Broad ? Y OGl 
Sites are being identified. 

Ni) 	 Fargo EID-CO Builders, Inc. Gerald Eid Y RM 
Builder has scheduled meeting for August 8 with city council on project. 

Ort 	 Hanil to n County Cinco Ptnrshp for Aff Hs Jay Buchert Y CA 
Redesigning site plan. 

Cincinnati [I] Cinco Ptnrshp for Aff Hs Jay Buchert Y CA 
"lots of flexibility but could be far away." 

Co1U/1t) us [I] Oh i 0 MHA ? ? DE 
Good meeting between manufacturers and code officials. 

Mentor 	 Shandle Construction Cliff Shandle Y CA 
Large lots, may need rezoning by referendum. Project to be followed up 
by Arnolts. [IUC:6/27] 

C".1, , . 
fw ';L 
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STATE CITY FIRI1 CONTACT N GT~ 

PA Cokesville (HQ) Schnabel & Assoc. Fred Schnabel ? JR 
Archi teet wi th wi de housi ny practi ce spoKe to Arnol ts at AlA convent; on, 
1nterested ; n 1ocati"g bui 1ders for progran. [N/C: 5/23] 

Scot Township Merrill-Lynch Realty Cha~es Hammel JR 
Sui 1 der interested. tal ked wi th Rothenberg. 
offici al s. [N/C:6/27] 

Now tal ki n9 to townshi p 

RI * iW LEADS AT TH1~ TH£ * 

SI: Open [1] ? ? ? IRF 
Builder dropped out. NAHB will look for new builders. 

VA Roanoke County Freyland &Waldron ? ? C~ 
Still looking, but on back burner. 

VT Burl i ngton? Andre Thibault IRF 
Very interested, discussed 
Committee. [N/C:5/23] 

pro~ra~ with Lee Fisher/RF at Research 

wv * NO LEADS AT THIS TIM~ * 

* * * 

(See page 6 for cancelled projects.) 
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F. Projects-Originally Accepted. But hot flroceeding 

Ann Arbor. Michigan: This project was dropped from the program due to lack of 
acti on by the buil der. 

Oal 1as, Texas: !hi s project was dropped from the program because the ci ty 
council decided not to approve the requested variances. 

;·Ianchester, Hew Hamj)s!li re: Thi s project was dropped from the prograM due to 
lack of action by the builder. 

Riverside, California: This project was dropped from the program due tJ lack 
of action by the builder. 

San Diego, California: This project was not able to proceed because of strong 
neighborhood resistance to the project and to the zoning changes necessary 
for the project. It was dropped. A case study describing this constraint 
will be prepared. 

San Jose, California: This project was dropped from the program because the 
builder decided not to build housing on the site and instead will develop 
it commerc; ally. 

5pri n9fi el d, I~assachusetts: Thi s project was dropped from the program due to 
lack of action by the builder. 

Stillwater, Oklahoma: This project was dropped from the program because the 
developer could not assemble the land and project. 

... ... ... 



( 
TAB C: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS, COMPLETED PROJECTS 

(Completed projects are those which have 
finished construction and most sales of 
the portion designated as the demonstration. 
In several projects, the demonstration 
portion is Phase I of a much larger development) 

- Elkhart County, Indiana 
"The New American Neighborhood" 

- Everett, Washington
"Sunridge ll 

- Knox County, Tennessee 
"Woodpointe" 

- Lacey, Washington
"The Park ll 

- Lincoln, Nebraska 
IIParkside Village" 

- Marion, Crittenden County, Arkansas 
"Harvard Yard" 

- Mesa County, Colorado 
"Coventry Club" 

- Phoenix, Arizona 
IICimarron" 

- Santa Fe, New Mexico 
"Fairway Vi llage ll 

- Sioux Falls, South Dakota 
"Ascot Park" 

- Valdosta, Georgia
"Forestwood II Estates ll 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

ELKHART COUNTY. INDIANA 

"The New American Neighborhood" in Elkhart County, Indiana, is a showcase 
of the ability of manufactured, modular. and conventional site-built housing to 
blend together in an attractive community acceptable to the housing buyer at 
prices significantly below the average price of new housing in the community. 

The Elkhart County demonstration prOject involves three separate parcels 
of land, as follows: . 

o Simonton Lake Manor II: The 4.35 acres at this site had been originally
platted for 8 units. It was replatted under the Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
ordinance for the development for 15 units. Six "single-wide" housing units. 
3 manufactured and 3 modular, were constructed under the demonstration program. 
Floor areas :ranged from 890sf to 1.183sf. prices from $37.500 to $49,950. 

o Mark VII West: One lot had been sold from the original subdivision. and 
the cul-de-sac street was complete. The remaining 3.58 acres were replatted for 
10 units. Nine "double-wide" housing units. 4 manufactured and 5 modular. were 
constructed as demonstration homes. Floor areas ranged. from 1,056sf to 1,632sf. 
prices from $44,900 to $54.920. Two units included unfinished floor spaces of 
~20sf and 450sf. 

o Country Acres! Two homes were built in this established subdivision on 
facing lots. 1 modular and 1 site-built, both with 1.120sf floor area. The 
conventional unit also had an B80sf basement which could be finished as an 
additional bedroom. Prices were $49,500 for the modular unit, $59,900 for the 
conventional unit. 

The project received enthusiastic cooperation from Thomas Romberger, 
Chairman. Elkhart County Commission. and Steven F. Seifert, Plan Administrator. 
Department of Planning and Development, and other county officials. The project 
served as a demonstration focal point for a National Symposium on Affordable 
Housing hosted by Elkhart County and the National Association of Counties in 
November 1982 as part of the overall Joint Venture program. 

The project developer and principal backer was John Letherman of Letherman 
Real Estate. who selected the sites. pushed through the replatting, and obtained 
the participation of eight housing manufacturers based in Elkhart County and of 
a leading conventional housing builder in the area. The participating manufacturers 
and builders were: 

o All-American Homes (Division of Coachman Industries) •..•...•... 3 units 
o Commodore Home Systems. Inc .••••.••.••..••..••...•••..•..•..•.•2 units 
o Friendship Industries (Division of Fairmont Homes, Inc.) ...•.•. 2 units 
o Kingsley Homes (Division of Fairmont Homes. Inc.) ...•....•..•.•2 units 
o Marlette {Division of Coachman Industries) ...••..•..••••..•....4 units 
o Hiller Brothers. Inc. (Symphony Products. Inc.) ...••.•..••.••.. 1 unit 
o Nanticoke Homes of Indiana .....................................1 unit 

o Schult Homes Corporation ....................................... l unit 

o Jerry Krull Construction ....................................... l unit 


In addition, Krull Construction also built the site-constructed garages,
patios, entry ways. dormer windows, and foundations used for several of the 
manufactured and modular units. 



The Elkhart County project was not selected for a detailed cost analysis 
since it was not possible or useful to document cost savings in the factory 
productio~ of the housing units. Some of these units were one-of-a-kind 
designs developed specifically for the demonstration. However, a number of 
factors were important in bringing in the project at the prices quoted: 

Administrative Innovations 

o In 1980, Elkhart 	County revised its permit approval process to reduce 
the number of application forms from B to 1, and established a standard 
approval procedure and review process t&king 45 days. For this project, 
the 45 day process was compressed by about two weeks, but every step 
wa s fo 11 owed. 

o 	The Planned Unit Development ordinance permitted greater density and 
more flexible site planning. 

Site Planning and Development Innovations 

o Percolation 	tests procured by Letherman provided the data to support 
a reduction in the size of the septic field from that usually required 
by the county: 
- 2 bedroom homes, reduced from 330sf to 200sf, saving $225/unit. 
- 3 bedroom homes, reduced from 495sf to 300sf, saving $300/unit. 

o 	Reduced street width for Simonton lake Manor II from 24' to 20 1
, without 

curbs and with storm drainage in swales; estimated savings from this 
street design were $330/unit. 

o 	Street frontages in Mark VI I West were reduced from 125' to 60', in 
•Simonton lake Manor II from 120 1 to 60 1 Setbacks at both sites were 

35 1reduced from to 15:. 

Unit Design and Construction Innovations 

o Several 	 units were designed or modified specifically for the demonstration, 
in order to show the design compatibility of manufactured and modular housing 
with site built homes. 

o 	The units were not placed on the market immediately; instead, they were 
used by the manufacturers as models for sale to local dealers and other 
customers. 

o 	All -Ameri can Homes reported that its "Chatham" model, a 1~ story Cape Cod 
deSign, became a best seller. in the seven months following the symposium, 
59 of these units were sold, nearly half of their total production of 121 
units during this period. 

The success of the Elkhart County project encouraged other manufactured 
housing producers, dealers, and association officials to support the Joint Venture 
program. Three new projects, in Oklahoma City, Olkahoma, Stephenville, Texas; and 
Ft. Collins. Colorado, will utilize manufactured housing in the demonstrations. 

'* 	 '* '* 
5/30/84 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET 

Cotmlunity: 	 Elkhart County. Indiana 

Project Name: 	 "The New American Neighborhood" 

Builder/Developer: 	 Letherman Real Estate/John Letherman (developer)
Officers 

Site-built construction: Jerry Krull Construction 
Housing Manufacturers: All-American Marlette 

Commodore Mill er Bros. 
local Officials: Thomas Romberger. Friendship Nanticoke' 

Name/Title Chmn. County Comm. Kingsley Sc hul t 
Steven F. Seifert, 

Plan Admn .• Dept. of Plng &Devel. 

Project Description: 	 land Area: 7.93 Acres Unit Count: 17 (Actua 1 bui It)
Gross Density: Not applicable 

Unit Mix Number Floor Areas Price Range
SFO 17 864sf .. 1.456sf $37,500 - $59,900
SFA 

Comments on Mix/Type: Three separate sites: two clusters, two lots in third subdvn. 
1 unit. local code. conventional construction. 
9 units modular homes. Indiana State Code 
7 units manufactured housing. HUD Code 

Project Schedu1e: Ground Breaking: 
Grand Opening: 
Sales Completed: 

July 20. 1982 
November 8. 1982 
Units used as models. 

Comments on Schedule: The project was tied into a National Association of Counties 
Joint Venture project. a National Affordable Housing 
Symposium. in November 1982. The schedule is discussed in 
detail in the case study. 

Project Status: Date: 
Units Started: 
Units Constructed: 
Units Sol d: 
Units Occupied: 

May 2, 1984 
17 
17 
17 / Sales and occupancy were not 
17 / part of original project. 

Comments on Status: The units were held off the market for a number of months 
to serve as models for the innovative designs developed by
the manufacturers for this demonstration. One model 
was responsible for 59 sales in the ensuing 8 months! 

Savings/Unit: Administrative: 
Site Development:
Building Construction: 

NA 
NA 
NA 

Total Savings/Unit: NA 

Comments: Detai\ea costs on factory fabrication. special design issues, 
and site worK are not available. Case study discusses site 
development changes and savings in getting project started. 



I 
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Joint Venture for Affordable Housing
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

EVERETT, WASHINGTON 

"Sunridge," the affordable housing demonstration project in Everett. 

Washington, was processed through the City's approval system about as fast 

as any in the program. It took just 3~ months to go from a resolution by

the Everett City Council approving the idea of an affordable housing demon­

stration to actual site ground breaking. 


The total project will consist of 81 single family detached homes on 
14.4 acres, a gross density of 5.6 units/acre. The 28 units in Phase I 
of the project have been design~ted as the actual demonstration project. 
Three separate home designs are being offered. two single·story 2-bedroom 
units and one two·story 3-bedroom unit. Unit areas vary from 1,067sf to 
1.624sf, and prices range from $64,500 to $74,500. All units have 2-car garagps. 

The site plan was developed to provide maximum privacy, good functional 

yard space, and correct solar orientation; the homes are located with one 

side on the property line (the "Zero Lot Line" concept) so that there is one 

private. large lawn area instead of two smaller. less useful lawn sections. 


The demonstration units were placed on the market March 16, 1984. By

August 1y 21 units had been sold. 16 occupied. Phase II is about ready 

for construction. 


Everett city officials were extremely supportive in this project. and 

as noted worked out a schedule for city approvals which was very short . ­
and then kept to the schedule! The principal city officials involved in this 

effort were Mayor William Moore, President Dale Pope of the City Council, 

Chief Planner Dennis Gregoire and Planner Dave Koenig. 


The builder was Boyden Realty, Inc. Richard J. Boyden, president of 

the firm. committed his organization to carry out the project. and V. P. Hank 

Robinett made the project his full-time activity. Boyden also retained 

Gary D. Wright as a land use consultant on the site design. 


The project savings are now being developed. NAHB Research Foundation 

staff will visit the site in June to obtain cost data and other information 

for the case study. Preliminary indications are -that-t-he s-ayings will 

amount to about $7.500 per unit. 


'* '* '* 

August 1, 1984 
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Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET 

COlTlT1unit.Y: 

Project Name: 

Builder/Developer:

Officers 


Local Officials: 

Name/Title 


Project Description: 

Unit Mix 
SFD 
SFA 

COlTlT1ents on Mix/Type: 

Project Schedule: 

COlTlT1ents on Schedule: 

Project Status: 

Comments on Status: 

Savings/Unit: 

Comments: 

Everett. Washington 

"Sunridge" 

Boyden Realty. Inc. 

Richard J. Boyden, President 

Hank Robinett. Vice President 

Gary D. Wight, land use consultant 


William Moore. Mayor

Dale Pope. Member and former president. City Council 

Dennis Gregoire, Chief Planner 

Dave Koenig, Planner 

Land Area: 14.4 acres Unit Count: 81 

Gross Density: 5.6 units/acre 


Number Floor Areas 

81 1,076sf - 1,623sf 


Three separate designs are planned. two single-story 

2-bedroom types. and one 3-bedroom two-story unit. 

All units are zero-lot-1ine, providing maximum open

lawn space for each unit. All units have 2-car garages. 


Ground Breaking: June 17. 1984 

Grand Opening: March 16. 1984 

Sales Completed: Continuing. 


The city staff. working with the builder/developer, 

established a processing schedule of 3 1/2 months from 

the date of the Council resolutionsupporting the 

demonstration to ground-breaking; this schedule was met. 


Date: August 1. 1984 

Uni ts Started: 22 

Units Constructed: 19 


-Units Sold: 21 
Units Occupied: 16 

Phase I of the project involves 28 units. Most of 

these were sold within 2 1/2 months after the three 

sales models were opened. Mortgage rates have slowed 

sales in recent months. Phase II will be underway

shortly.


Administrative: The cost savings are now being
Site Development: calculated. They are expected to 
Bul1d1ng Construction: be in the range of $7,500 per unit. 

Total Savings/Unit: 

The lot and building configurations were developed to 

provide maximum yard space and solar access, as well as 

privacy. The Zero-Lot-Line concept is displayed well at 

this site. 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

KNOX COUNTY. TENNESSEE 

"Woodpo;nte" is a development of 115 single-family homes on 23.3 acres 
near Knoxville. It is being built by one of the best-known NAHB builders. 
The project was opened for sale in June 1984. and 21 have been s01d to date. 

Knox County officials. led by John Mills. Chairman of the Knox County
Board of Commissioners. and Dwight Kessel. County Executive. have responded
promptly and effectively to the builder's proposals for regulatory review 
and cost savings. 

The builder. Phil Hamby of Phil Hamby Construction Company. is very well 
known in NAHB as an innovative builder with close control and knowledge of 
his costs. In pressing the development of Woodpointe. Mr. Hanby has also 
secured another parcel of land and intends to follow the same course in its 
development. 

The homes in Woodpointe are 2-bedroom units with floor areas of 896sf 
to 992sf. and 3-bedroom units of 1.000sf to 1.116sf. Prices range from 
$51.000 to $55.000. Construction began in February 1984, and by the end . 
of July 33 units were underconstruction. 21 had been sold, and 13 were occupied. 

Unit savings in this project were important but not excessive. since 
the builder already had been utilizing many of the known cost-saving construction 
concepts suggested by HUD. The following innovations are discussed in the 
draft case study now being reviewed by HUD: 

Administrative Innovations Savings/Unit = $ 512 

o Knox County revised its normal 3-step review process 
to 2 steps, saving 45 days in the approval review time. 
and in the appeal period. This time reduction saved 
the builder over $50.000 in interest. taxes. and 
indirect expenses. 

o The County accepted an escrow letter from Hamby's bank 
in lieu of completion bonds for streets and drainage.
saving $6.100 in bond fees. This alternative is now 
available to all county builders. 

Site Planning and Development Innovations Savings/Unit = $1.471 

o Street widths were reduced from 26' to 22' or 20'. depending 
on their location in the project. 

o Street paving standards were reduced to match the expected 
loads. 

o Storm drainage uses swales. eliminating culverts under driveways 
and other storm drainage construction. 

Unit Desion and Construction Innovations Savings/Unit = $ 615 

o Hamby uses OVE fr~ing &nd a number of other construction 
innovations to cut costs. 

The case study for the Knox County project will be published in the 
early fall. 

August 6. 1984 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET 

COflITIunity: 

Project Name: 

Builder/Developer: 

Officers 


local Officials: 

Narne/Title 


Project Description: 

Unit Mix 
SFD 
SFA 

Comments on Mix/Type: 

Project Schedule: 

Comments on Schedule: 

Proj ect Status: 

Comments on Status: 

Savings/Unit: 

Comments~ 

Knox County, Tennessee 

"Woodpo;nte" 

Phil Hamby Construction Company
Phil Hamby, President 

John Mills, Chairman, Board of County Commissioners 
Dwight Kessel, County Executive 
Don Parnell, Chairman, Metropolitan Planning Committee 

land Area: 20.6 acres Unit Count: 115 
Gross Density: 5.6 units/acre 

Number Floor Areas Price Range
115 896sf - 1,116sf $43,500 - $55,000 

Units are 2 and 3 bedroom. 

Ground Breaking: February 1984 
Grand Opening: June 1984 
Sales Completed: Continuing 

Knox County reduced its normal 3-step process to 
a 2-step process, reducing the processing and 
review periods by 45 days each. 

Date: 
Units Started: 

August 1. 1984 
33 

Units Constructed: ? 
Units Sold: 21 
Units Occupied: 13 

Administrative: $ 512 
Site Development: $1,471 
Buildlng Construction: $ 615 

Total Savings/Un; t: $2,598 

Woodpointe was selected fer a detailed cost estimate. 
The savings shown are discussed in the NAHB/RF
analysis. 

3 ' 

1.£ 



Joint venture for Affordable Housing 
AffORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

LACEY, WASHINGTON 
j 

"The Park" provides four separate housing types in a project which will 
eventually total 176 units on 21.9 acres, for a gross density of 7 units/acre. 
Phase I of the project, 33 units. has been completed, sold out, and occupied. 

"Pinwheel" clusters of four single family homes and a group of patio homes, 
all built on the Zero-Lot-Line concept to maximize lawn space, make up 68 of 
the 176 unit total. Sizes of these homes range from 674sf to 1,064sf. and 
prices range from $36,500 to $60.000. In addition. 56 "loft« homes are 
arranged in quadraplex fashion, and 29 other townhouses are built in rowS of 
3 or 4 units per building. The single family attached homes have areas of 
880sf to 1.228sf. priced at $37,500 to $62,500. 

This project is a good example of the way the city, the builder. HUD's 
field offices, and the technical assistance from HUD's central office and 
the NAHB Research foundation work together. The city expedited its processing
and accepted most of the innovative ideas proposed by the builder; in turn, the 
builder relied heavily on the technical assistance available through the 
program staff. For example, David Jensen. a noted site planner, was retained' 
by NAHB/RF to assist several projects during the design phase; his suggestions 
saved some $70,000 in site development costs in this project. 

Although the demonstration projects are not required to utilize FHA mortgage 
insurance. those that do have been helped by the willingness of HUD's field offices 
to reduce their requirements. In the Lacey project, the Seattle Regional Office 
accepted compliance with the Uniform Building Code in lieu of the Minimum Property 
Standards, and accepted inspection by the Lacey building inspector rather than 
having FHA inspection of the project. 

The key city staff involved in the project were Mayor Mark O. Brown, 
City Manager Vernon E. Stoner, and City Planner Jerry Herman. They set the 
climate that was followed by all of the city personnel involved. 

The project builder is Phillips Homes; John Phillips. president of the firm, 
is well-known in NAHB as an innovative and efficient builder. In this project he 
is using DVE framing methods and, for the first time in a major demonstration. 
is using roof trusses fabricated from "ComPly" lumber. COfllPly is a wood product 
developed by the forest Service with HUD funding assistance to utilize waste 
wood materials as framing lumber. It permits recovery of a significant amount 
of the wood material otherwise lost in the milling process. and provides a product 
of known structural capacity. 

The lacey project has been selected for a full cost analysis by NAHB/RF. 
Data collection for the cost report and case study is now underway. Preliminary
estimates indicate that cost savings of $4,000 to $6,000 can be expected in this 
project. 

* * * 
617184 
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Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET -_ Preliminary Information 

Conrnunitx: 

Project Name: 

Builder/Developer:
Officers 

local Officials: 
Name/Title 

Project Description: 

Unit Mix 
SFD 
SF" A 

Comments on Mix/Type: 

Project Schedu1e: 

Comments on Schedule: 

Project Status: 

Co~ents on Status: 

Savings/Unit: 

Comments: 

Lacey, Washington 

"The Park" 

Phi 11; ps Homes 

John Phillips, President 


Mark O. Brown, Mayor 

Vernon E. Stoner, City Manager 

Jerry Herman, Lacey Planner 


land Area: 21.9 acres Unit Count: 176 (33 homes in Phase I 
Gross Density: 8 units/acre demonstration portior 

NU'TIber Floor Areas Price Ranae 
68 674sf - 1,064sf $36.500 - SoO.OOO 

108 880sf - 1,228sf $37,500 - $62,500 

"Pinwheel" clusters of four homes and patio homes use 

ZerO-lot-line design to maximize lawn space. 56 "10ft" 

homes are in quadplexes. 29 townhouses are in 3- and 4­
home row buildings. 


Ground Brearin9: August 5, 1983 
Grand Opening: December 14, 1983 
Sales Completed: Phase I, 22 homes, sold out in May 1984 

The complete cooperation of the city and HUD's Seattle 

office permitted an early project start. HUD accepted the 

city's code requirements and city inspection. 


Date: May 23, 1984 
Units Started: 33 (Phase I is complete)
Units Constructed: 33 
Units Sol d: 33 
Units Occupied: 33 

Site development has started on Phase II of the project. 

Adm i ni st rat i v e : Cost data are now being 
Site Development: collected and analyzed. lacey 
Building Construction: has been selected as one of the 

"full cost analysis" projects. 

lotal Savings/Unit: Savings are estimated to be 


$4,000 to $6,000 per unit. 


Builder used most of the HUD recommendations for both 
site development and house construction. Dave Jensen, 
a planner provided through NAHB/RF as a consultant, was 
able to reduce sit~ costs bv.t10,OOO. Unit$ use roof 
trusses of "ComPly', a mate~'!l developed wltn HUU support. 

36 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing
ArFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

LINCOLN. NEBRASKA 

"Parkside Village" was the first affordable housing demonstration project 
to have units completed and sold. It also was one of the most innovative projects 
in site and construction elements. 

As planned, Parkside Village was to have 52 duplex and triplex units on 
a 4.6 acre site, for a denSity of 11.3 units/acre. The duplex units had a 
finished floor area of 848sf. while the triplex units had finished areas of 
880sf. Both types of units had unfinished lower level areas which could 
provide an additional bedroom and bath. 

The builder constructed 9 units, and a few units sold right away. Then 
the Lincoln area economy took a turn for the worse, with several major local 
employers closing plants, and the housing market showed more homes for sale 
than buyers. As of the fall of 1983, 7 units had been sold. to date, the 
other 2 units remain unsold. and the builder has indicated that he will not 
attempt to build any more units until they sell and until the local market 
changes. 

The project was innovative in both planning and in design, and the city 
was very responsive in supporting the project. Former Mayor Helen Boosalis 
to a personal interest in the project and actively worked to make it succeed. 
She designated her Administrative Assistant, Elaine Carpenter, to maintain 
day-to-day contact with the project to assure that the city would be 
responsive to project needs. 

Karl Witt of Empire Homes, the project builder, has over 30 years of 
experience building in the Lincoln area. He is a member of the Home Owners 
Warranty (HOW) program and had built a number of projects under the city's 
Community Unit Plan (CUP) program. In developing Parkside Village. he and 
the city worked out several new ways to utilize the CUP process to expedite 
and improve the project. 

The NAHB Research Foundation's cost analysis of the first 7 units built 
in the Lincoln project estimated that the savings amounted to $10,l18.92/unit. 
This total has been challenged in part because it includes the deferred cost 
of finishing the unfinished basement areas of tft!se units, ~stimated at 
$2,542.35/unit. Subtracting this deferred cost, the actual direct savings 
are estimated to be $7,576.57, still a significant accomplishment on 
costing in the $40,000 range. Savings included: 

housing 

Administrative Innovations Savings/Unit • $1.601 

o Permit processing time was reduced, saving interest payments 
loans, permitting more rapid purchases during an inflationaryon 

period, and reducing overhead costs. 

Site Planning and Qevelopment Innovations Savings/Unit • $4,954.81 

o Zoning changes permitted 52 units where 32 would have been allowed. 
o Monolithic concrete street and roll curbs reduced street construction cost. 
o Narrower (20 ' ) interior streets, no curbs or gutters. 
o Street lights mounted on houses rather than street poles. 
o Sidewalks on one side of street only. 
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lincoln, Nebraska 2 

Unit Oesisn and Construction Innovations Savings/Unit • $1,020.76· 
-Net after subtracting the deferred cost attributable to 
the unfinished basement space. 

o Wood foundations on one building. 
o Reduced size of private sidewalks. 
o Simplified framing. 

The lincoln project was disappointing in its sales record, which was 
due to a general slowdown in the lincoln area economy. Other than that, the 
project's success in showing how costs could be controlled through regulatory 
review and correction helped the program staff convince other builders and 
other communit;es to join in the demonstration program . ... .. 


6/8/84 
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Joint venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET 

COlllllunity: 


Project Name: 


Builder/Developer: 

Officers 

local Officials: 
Namenitle 

Project Description: 

Unit Mix 
SFD 
SF'A 

Comments on Mix/Type: 

Project Schedu1e: 

Comments on Schedule: 

Project Status: 

Comnents on Status: 

Sa vi n:ls/ Un it: 

Comments: 

lincoln, Nebraska 

"Parkside Village" 

Empire Homes, Inc. 
Karl Witt 

Roland Leudtke, current Mayor 
Helen Boosalis, Mayor during project development 
Elaine Carpenter, Mayor's Administrative Assistant 

who had day·to-day city responsibility for project 

Land Area: 4.6 acres Unit Count: S2 (plannned)
Gross Density: 11.3 units/acre 

Number 'loor Area s Price Range 

52 848sf - 880sf $38,450 • $46,450 

Units were duplex and triplex, with expandable 
lower levels. 

6roo"d-ere~~4"S:"wall Raising": April 22, 1982 
6r,,"d-epemt"s: "First sale": June 18, 1982 
Sales COMpleted: Sales still continuing 

Project was expedited through city review and 
approval of early model construction. 

Date: May 23, 1984 
Units Started: 9 
Units Constructed: 9 
Units Sold: 7 
Units Occupied: 7 

The housing market in Lincoln essentially stopped in 
the fall of 1983. Witt indicated that he would not 
start any further units until (a) the two unsold units 
were sold, and (b) there was an indication that the 
market had picked up. 

Administrative: $1,601. 00 
Site Development: $4,954.81 
Building Construction: $1,020.76* 

Jotal Savings/Unit: $7,576.57 
"This total does not include $2,542.35 for unfinished space. 

A number of technical and site innovations were utilized 
in lincoln and, as the first project completed, it was 
well publicized by HUD and by the builder. The very 
poor local economy kept the project from se,.ling Ollt. 
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Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

MARION, CRITTENDEN COUNTY, ARKANSAS 

"Harvard Yard" is a 104 unit subdivision located just outside the city 
of Marion. Arkansas, 1n Crittenden County. The project is just across the 
Mississippi River from Memphis, Tennessee, and serves as a suburb of that city. 

The 12.52 acre parcel will have a unit density of 8.3 units/acre when 
complete. Several different housing unit designs are offered, varying from 
an efficiency unit with 504sf and priced from $26,885 to a 3-bedroom unit 
of 968sf priced from $35.040; a 2-bedroom unit is also offered. Optional
10ft spaces of 384sf, at $5,100. to 528sf, at $5,900, have proved attractive 
to many buyers. Project construction is continuing as units are sold. 

The senior elected official in Crittenden County ;s County Judge Jack 
Brawley, who is a strong advocate for increasing the county's stock of affordable 
housing units. His enthusiastic support for the project was an important factor 
in having the Joint Planning Commission favorably consider the innovations 
proposed for the project. While most of these innovations were approved only 
for the demonstration. the Joint Planning Commission and the Quorum Court. the 
county's legislative body, are expected to consider many of them for permanent. 
approval after the demonstration is complete. 

Rex Rogers. who builds as Rex Rogers Homes, Inc., is one of the most 
innovative builders in the nation. In the early 1970's, with the support 
of HUD's little Rock Area Office. he developed the "Arkansas House," one of 
the earliest and best energy conservation home designs in the nation. Having 
worked for several years to design a home meeting the needs of young families 
and empty nesters. he was one of the first builders to join the Affordable 
Housing Demonstration Program and one of the first to have units ready for sale. 

A number of building and site development innovative ideas were proposed 
for Harvard Yard and carefully considered by the three government agencies
involved in regulating the project, Crittenden County, the Arkansas State Department 
of Health, and HUD's little Rock office, since the project is marketed with 
FHA-insured mortgages. The innovations accepted for the program included: 

Administrative Innovations 	 Savings/Unit: None documented. 

o Crittenden County's review 	and approval process is an informal one, 
so there was no basis to compare this project review with others. It 
took approximately four months to negotiate all of the accepted 
innovations. but during this time application and reviews were also 
being carried out at the state and HUD offices. 

Site Planning and Development Innovations Savings/Unit = $4.789 

o 	Minimum lot sizes were reduced from 7,500sf to 2,400sf. with 3,000sf average. 
o Cleanouts in 	straight sewer lines were substituted for manholes in 


eleven places. 

o Street widths were reduced from 24' to 18', and street rights-of-way 

were reduced from 60' to 35'. providing additional buildable land area. 
o Storm drainage was provided by an 8' concrete swa1e channelling storm 

water to the common area; the swales also served as sidewalks, and 
eliminated the need for full curbs and gutters. 



Marion. Crittenden County, Arkansas 2 

Unit Design and Construction Innovations Savings/Unit • $1.505 

o 	OVE framing system to reduce use of lumber and other materials. 
o Polybutylene water piping instead of copper pipe. 
o Simplified interior designs to reduce total material quantities. 
o 	Reduced thickness and strength of floor slab on grade. 
o 	Use of smaller water heater reflecting smaller unit sizes. 

The estimated total cost savings per unit was $6,294, approximately 
20 percent of the price of the units. 

Rex Rogers did not get all of the innovations he requested. but in a 
number of cases the county. the state Department of Health, and HUD officials 
compromised on a middle ground. Thus: 

o A requested 20' 	 building line setback from pavement was not permitted, 
but the combination of narrower rights-of-way and a reduced set-back 
for garages provided a much closer than normal spacing of buildings.

o Instead 	of the mandatory 20' easement for all utilities, the builder 
asked for easements only where needed; the compromise was for a joint
20' easement along rpar abutting property lines (10' on each lot) and 
where needed. 

o A requested shallower depth for 	sewer pipes was not permitted since 
the Arkansas authorities felt this pipe could be broken by traffic. 

o A number of other plumbing changes were not permitted because their 
approval was beyond the discretionary authority of the staff; full 
State Board of Health approval of variances requires 6 to 12 months. 

o 	HUD's field office did not approve a request that the I-hour firewall 
requirement in duplex buildings apply only to the ceiling, since there 
was a hazard in the attic space. 

HUD's little Rock Office was an active supporter of the project, and 
both Area Manager John Suskie and Region VI Administrator Dick Eudaly participated 
in the formal ground-breaking ceremony on April 17, 1983. 

Two other local builders. Don Butler and Bud Haney, are also building 
homes at Harvard Yard using Rex Rogers' designs. In addition, these designs 
are now being constructed at a number of other Arkansas locations, including 
lonoke. Jacksonville, El Dorado, Jonesboro, Harrison, and Tyronza. Rex Rogers 
has talked to a number of builders in adjacent states as well, providing them 
information on his designs and production techniques. The Crittenden County 
project, therefore, has been one of the most successful in spinning off the 
ideas and cost-savings concepts to other locations. 

* * * 
5/30/84 
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Joint Venture for Affordable Housing , 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET 


Conmunity:­	 Marion, Crittenden County, Arkansas 

Project Name: 	 "Harvard Yard" 

Builder/Developer: Rex Rogers' Homes 

Officers Rex Rogers 


local Officials: Jack Brawley, County Judge
Name/Tit1e Harold Seifert, Assistant Director of Engineering. 

Arkansas Dept. of Health 
Brian Williams 

'Project Description: 	 lend Area: 12.52 Acres Unit Count: 104 
Gross Density: 8.3 units/acre 

Unit Mix Number Floor Areas Price Range 

SFO 104 504sf - 960sf $26,~5 - $35:0~O 

SFA 


Comments on Mix/Type: 	 Units are built from presales, so mix is not set. 

Also, larger units have optional lofts which some 

buyers are purchasing. adding 384sf to 528sf, at 

prices of $5,100 to $5,900. 


Project Schedule: 	 Ground ereaking: April 17, 1983 
Grand Opening: NA 
Sales Completed: Not completed. 

Comments on Schedule: 	 The key publicity stage was the ground-breaking, which 
brought in state and HUD area. regional, and national officials 
The builder utilized similar house models from an 
adjacent subdivision in a "grand opening" as part of the 
ground breaking ceremony. 

Project Status: 	 Date: May 2,1984 
Units Started: 53 
Units Constructed: 38 
Units Sold: 49 
Units Occupied: 33 

Comments on Status: 	 Builder is continuing to build on sale; only five 

houses completed and not sold. Demonstration project 

is considered complete. 


Savings/Unit: 	 Adm; ni strat i ve : NA 
Site Development: $4.789 
Building Construction: 1,505 

Total Savings/Unit: $6,294 

Comments~ 	 The administrative procedures were "relaxed" so there 
were no documentable savings in this area. The unit 
design permitted other, non-documentable savings, such 
as in reduc;ng material waste through careful dimensioning. 



Joint Ventore for Affordable Housing 
A~FORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

MESA COUNTY, COLORADO 

"Coventry Club," the Mesa County Affordable Housing Demonstration project, 
combined good site planning. careful unit design minimizing the use of materials, 
and identification of a market segment not being adequately served by the local 
housing industry to create an attractive, economical, and successful project. 

Mesa County is located in western Colorado; the county seat is Grand Junction. 
The area economy is based on agriculture, mining, some manufacturing. and tourism. 
A market study disclosed a demand for housing serving the specific needs of singles 
and young professional couples who were not being adequately served by the family 
housing available in the community. Coventry Club was designed to serve this 
special market, with 25 one-bedroom units of 896sf priced1from $39,000, and 
25 units with two master bedroom suites each of 1,088sf priced from $47,500. The 
two bedroom units were of particular interest to two unrelated persons wishing 
to invest in housing. 

Mesa County was receptive to the concept of affordable housing. Chairman 
Maxine Albers of the County Commission and fellow Commissioners George White and 
Richard Pond had established a climate of cooperation with local developers. and 
County Administrator Curt Wiedemann fully supported the project development. . 
This support was shown when the normal 8 to 10 weeks project review and approval 
time was compressed to 30 days. In addition. the Commission initiated a 
regulatory review study in 1~82 roughly coincident with the beginning of the 
demonstration project~ this study led to a formal policy statement. adopted by 
the Commission in Septembpr 1982 outlining the County's regulatory position on 
new developments. 

The project builder was Roger Ladd and Company, recognized nationally as 
one of the most innovative builders in the country. Partners Roger W. Ladd and 
Robert Garder have been recognized by the National Association of Home Builders. 
the Urban Land Institute, and the American Society of Landscape Architects for 
their accomplishments. The firm, with a history of producing over 10,000 housing 
units, maintains close control on costs. Roger R. Ladd, son of one of the founding 
partners. develops detailed estimates on all phases of every project. 

Actual savings at Coventry Club were relatively modest, since Mesa County
zoning already permitted the 17.4 units per acre density which resulted from the 
site design The main elements contributing to-"'tl'le savings-1n cost were: 

Administrative Innovations 	 Savings/Unit = $1,176 

o Mesa County has relatively high water and sewer connection fees. 
Roger Ladd argued that these units would be occupied by singles and 
would use less water and generate less sewage than would normal family
units. The county agreed to smaller unit fees. 

o 	Effective project control reduced a number of indirect costs. 

Site Planning and Oevelopment Innovations Savings/Unit = $ 174 

o Roll 	 curbs were use~ on streets in non-parking areas, while raised 
sidewalkS a~ounrl the parking areas served as curbs. 

o Polybutylene pipe 	was used for underground water service instead of 
the more common asbestos-cement pipe. 
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Unit Design and Construction Innovations Savings/Unit $1.313II 

o 	The framing system used by Roger ladd requires substantially less 
lumber than the national average. and includes many recommendations 
from HUD's eVE manual. 

o Polybutylene water supply pipe 	was used in the housing in place of 
more common copper pipe. 

o Siding 	and sheathing were accomplished using single layers of Flywood.
reducing lumber use even further. 

The early market response to this project was very encouraging, with 

over 30 units quickly built and sold. The local housing market then experienced 

a recession, and the builder decided to build only 38 of the planned SO units 

pending a recnvery of the market. 


The case study for this project points out that while the docume.ted savings 
were relatively minor. comparison of the project costs with estimated costs for 
a comparable project built to a more normal 9 units per acre would show potential 
savings of $9,789 per unit. Coventry Club is a demonstration, then, of what 
additional savings can be achieved by an innovative builder working with cooperative 
public officials where many ideas are already being used to keep housing prices down. 

* * * 
·5/30/811 
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Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET 

Co","unity: 

Project Name: 

Builder/Developer:

Officers 


Local Officials: 
Name!fitle 

Project Description: 

Unit Mix 
SFO 
SFA (planned) 

Comments on Mix/Type: 

Project Schedule: 

Comments on Schedule: 

Project Status: 

Comments on Status: 

Savings/Unit: 

Comments: 

Mesa County, Colorado 

"Coventry C1 ub" 

Roger Ladd and Company 
Roger W. Ladd and Robert Gardner, partners 

Maxine Albers, Chairman, County Commission 
George White, Richard Pond, Commissioners 
Curt Weidemann, County Administrator 

Land Area: 2.87 acres Unit Count: 50 (planned)
Gross Density: 17.4 units/acre 

Number Floor Areas Price Range 

50 896sf - l,088sf $39,000 - $50.035 

The site plan called for 25 units of each type. Due 
to market conditions, only 38 units were built, 
33 sold as of May 2, 1984. 

Ground 2reaking: April 7, 1982 
Grand Opening: September 4, 1982 
Sales Completed: Not complete 

The normal 8 to 10 week processing time was reduced 
to 30 days for this prOject, due in part to the county's 
staff speeding up reviews and in part to the completion of 
the builder's application. 

Date: May 2, 1984 
Units Started: 38 
Units Constructed: 38 
Units Sold: 33 
Units Occupied: 33 

A slowdnwn in the local market (and 5 unsold units) led 
the builder to stop further construction until the remaining 
unso1d units have been purchased and the market has recovered. 

Administrative: Sl,176
Site Development: S 174 
Building Construction: $1,313 

Total Savings/Unit: $2.663 

The case study points out that the county already 
permitted the 17.4 unit/acre density, and calculates 
potential savings if the alternative was a more common 
density of 9 units/acre; the savings then would be $9.7891 
unit. 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

PHOENIX, ARIZONA 

"Cimarron," the Affordable Housing Demonstration project in Phoenix, was 
the first project initiated and is the most publicized of all of the projects 
to date. Developed by Knoell Brothers Construction with the active support 
and encouragement of the Phoenix city staff headed by Mayor Margaret Hance. 
the project has proven to be extremely popular in the Phoenix market. 

Located about six miles southeast of downtown Phoenix, near the airport, 
the project consists of 107 townhouses and 148 single-family homes on 38 acres 
of a 57.4 acre site. (The builder has now begun development of the rest of the 
site as Phase II of the project.) Excellent site planning and landscaping, 
good unit designs, and an effective marketing program have permitted Knoell 
Brothers to sell the demonstration project out in about a year. 

Price was important in this market success. The townhouse units, with 
floor areas ranging from 770sf to 912sf, were priced from $48,000 to $50,300; 
the single-family homes had floor areas from 948sf to 1,163sf, and were priced 
fro~ $59.000 to $63,000. These prices were as much as SII,OOO below the price 
of comparable units on the Phoenix market. Actual, demonstrable cost savings 
averaged $8.039 per unit. 

Projects like "Cimmaron" don't just happen; they take a lot of hard work 
and nurturing; the key people involved in this project were: 

For the City of Phoenix: rayor Nar~aret Hance; Planning Oirector Richard 
Counts (who coordinated the project for the city); C. A. Howlett, Special 
Assistant to the Mayor; Jon Wendt. Development Services ~ssistant. Also involved 
were George Krempl and V. Uarner liepprandt. Jr .. Deputy Planning ~irectors. 

For Knoell Brothers Construction: Frank Knoell. Chaiman of the Board; 
Tom Knoell, President; Rich Eneim. Vice President of Production and project 
coordinator; and Don Liem. Vice President of ~arketing. 

Many things contributed to reducing the overall project cost; the following 
innovations are identified in the case study as being particularly important: 

Administrative Innovations 	 Savings/Unit = $2.198 

o 	Using Planned Residential Development instead of normal subdivision 
processing.

o "Fast-Track" processing by the city. 
o Savings in 	taxes. material prices, and labor increases due to rapid 
co~struct;on, bulk purchasing. 

Q 	 ~a1Yer of a special 3 percent performance bond (since dropped 

by Phoeni x) . 


Slte Plar.nins and Devejop~e~t Innova~ions Savings/Unit = 

o Vertical c.urbs, roll tUl'bs. sidewalk changes. 
o Street wi dth reouct ions ancl des i gn changes. 
o Simplifieo stor~ water drainage (holding basins). 
o Simplified water,. sanitary sewer, and electric service installations. 
o Driveway and street corner curvature changes. 
o landscaping and irrigation changes (different irrigation system). 
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Unit DEsign and Construction Innovations Savings/Unit • $2,165 

o 	Reduced Right-of-Way distrances and property setbacks. 
o Increased housing density. 
o 	Changes in electrical service reflecting unit sizes. 
o 	Changes in kitchen details, mechanical equipment. 
o 	Plastic plumbing service lines. 

Not everything requested by Knoell Brothers was accepted or permitted 
by the city. Some of the requeste1 items which were not permitted follow: 

o Increased distances between sewer cleanouts. 
o Increased distances 	between sewer manholes. 


(The City did not have sewer cleaning equipment which could 

work at these larger distances.) 


o Elimination of paving saw cuts. 
o Revised design of street lighting system. 
o Sidewalk ramps. 
o 	Reduced cost T-saddle sewer connections instead of city-required 

V-saddle connections. 

The HUn Phoenix Field Office also permitted or accepted changes which helped 
expedite the project and reduce project costs: 

o Eliminated 	pre·sale requirements which would have adversely affected 
the marketing program. 

o Permitted the 	homeowners' association to maintain site drainage areas. 
(The concept of ho~eowners' associations of this type is relatively new 
to Phoenix.) 

o Eliminated the requirement for escrow funds for landscaping. 
o Accepted 	a simplified driveway cross-section which reflected local 

soil conditions, reduced costs. 
o 	Approved higher-than-normal homeowners' association fees which 

reflected the increased responsibility of the association. 
o Processed price change requires 	more frequently than normal to 

keep prices closer to actual market conditions. 
o Accepted the City reviews 	of many design and contract actions rather 

than carrying out a separate review; this significantly reduced 
project processing time. 

In summary, the Phoenix project shows what can be done by an innovative 
builder and a cooperative city. working together. to bring about a housing 
project with excellent design and with lower prices which makes such housing 
affordable to an entirely new group in the population. 

* * * 

5.2.84 
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Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET 

Comnunity: 

Project Name: 

Builder/Developer: 
Officers 

local Officials: 
Name/Ti t 1e 

Project Description: 

Unit Mix 
SrD 
SFA 

Comments on Mix/Type: 

Project Schedule: 

Comments on Schedule: 

Project Status: 

Comments on Status: 

Savings/Unit: 

Conrnents: 

PHOENIX. ARIZONA 

"Cimarron" 

Knoell Brothers Construction 
Frank Knoell. Chairman of the Board 
Tom Knoell, President 
Rich Eneim, VP/Production; project coordinator 

Margaret Hance, Mayor (at time of project) 
Richard Counts/Director of Planning 
C. A. Howlett. Spec. Asst. to Hayor
Jon Wendt. Development Services Asst. 

land Area: 38 acres Unit Count: 255 
Gross Density: 6.71 units/acre 

Number 
148 

Floor Areas 
948sf - 1.163sf 

Price Range
$59.000 - $63.000 

107 770sf - 912sf $48,000 - $50.300 

SFD units include a number of zero-lot-line units; 
SFA units include four- and eight-plex arrangements. 
19.4 acres of original 57.4 acre parcel not included 
in the demonstration; later developed as Phase II of project. 

Ground Breaking: July 16. 1982 (models started) 
Grand Opening: January 16. 1983 
Sales Completed: late 1983 

Project moved quickly through the design and approval 
process due to "fast-track" processing in Phoenix, 
reduced HUD/FHA review requirements. good design planning 
by builder. , 

" \' 
Date: Hay 2. 1984 
Units Started: 255 
Units Constructed: 255 /
Units Sold: 255 / - Demonstration project is 
Uni ts Occupi ed : 255 / complete. 

Project completed. Pre-construction marketing began in 
October 1982; by the end of January 1983, 101 homes had 
been sold. Phase II of the project is well along. 

Admi nis trat ive: $2,198 
Site Development: $3.676 
Building Construction: $2.165 

Total Savings/Unit: $8,039 

The Phoenix Case Study was completed in late 1983, 
distributed at 1984 NAHB convention. The case study 
documents the cost savings in detail. Some units were 
selling for as much as $11,000 below the price of 
comparable units in the area. 
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Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 

"Fairway Village" h located in Santa Fe County. just outside the city 
limits of Santa Fe in an area planned for annexation to the city. The site 
was originally platted as a manufactured/mobile home park of 240 units. but 
was rezoned for single family attached housing following its purchase by the 
project builder. 

The 31 acre site was replatted for 154 units to be built in three phases. 
Phase I, consisting of 48 units, was designated as the affordable housing
demonstration. There are three basic designs: The "Sun Tree" has 1 bedroom 
and a 10ft in l,aOOsf, and is priced at $49,950; the "Wild Creek" offers 
1 bedroom and a '0ft in 1,112sf, but can be finished out with 2 bedrooms and 
2 baths in 1,352sfi and the "Pinehurst," which has 2 bedrooms and 1 bath in 
the basic 1.236sf, but which can be expanded by adding a full master bedroom 
suite. bathroom, and walk-in closet, for a total area of 1.665sf. The maximum 
price is $61,950. Phase I has been completed and sold out; construction is 
now underway on the 46 units in Phase II. Phase III. with 60 units. is 
scheduled to start in the fall of 1984. about one year ahead of the builder's plan. 

The Santa Fe project faced the most difficult adminfstrative situation of' 
any of the demonstration projects. Since the project is in the County but in 
future annexation area, the site plan had to be reviewed and a~proved by an 
Extraterritorial Zoning Commission, then approved by a Joint Municipal-County 
Zoning Authority. before it could be confirmed by the County Commission. In 
addition, since the builder received a?proval to tie in to the city's water and 
sewer system and since the project would eventually be annexed to the city,
Santa Fe city officials also had to review and approve the site development 
elements. Finally, the State of New Mexico issued the building permits and 
inspected the construction. Through the efforts of Louis Montano, Mayor of 
Santa Fe. Sam Garcia. Chairman of the Santa Fe County Commission, and Richard 
Gorman. County land use advisor, most of the innovations requested by the builder 
were accepted or some compromise was negotiated. 

In December 1982, as the project was beginning to come together, Mayor 
Montano appointed a Hayor's Task Force on Affordable Housing to look into ways 
to reduce housing costs in Santa Fe. The Task Force report, issued in the 
summer of 1983. included a number of concepts bei_ng demonstr~_~ed in Fairway Village. 

The project builder is Walton Chapman Builders, a firm with over 20 years 
of experience in the Santa Fe area. Michael Chapman, son of Walton Chapman, 
has been active in the National Association of Home Builders and was a member 
of the Hayor's Task Force as well as an NAHB Affordable Housing Task Force. 

Fairway Village incorporates a number of innovative concepts in its design, 
planning, and construction. The homes. for instance, utilize wood frame OVE 
construction and plywood siding, and have pitched roofs; this is a departure 
from the norma' Santa Fe designs which copy traditional adobe architectural 
styles in the area. Overal" Michael Chapman estimates that $9,210 per unit 
was saved by incorporating the following innovations in the project: 

Administrative Innovations 	 SavingS/Unit = $2,992 

o Processing. 	once the project was started. was carried out in a fast ­
track approach. 
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Admintstrative Innovations, Ctd. 

o 	The state building inspector made it a point to stop by the project 
every day as his first checkpoint, rather than schedule visits. This 
assured that no unit would be held up waiting for the inspection 
approval. Also. the inspector was qualified to make all three 
inspections -- general. electrical. and plumbing. 

o 	Chapman calculates overhead, taxes, and insurance as a percentage of 
direct cost. For Fairway Village, this came to $2.225/unit. carried 
as an administrative saving. 

Site Planning and Development Innovations Savings/Unit • $3,915 

o Density 	was increased from 1 unit/2.S acres (if there had been no 
water or sewer service) to 6 units/acre. 

o 	Roll curbs were used in Phase I (the city refused to permit them in 
Phase II!). 

o 	Street rights-of-way were reduced. 
o 	Street width was reduced from 3~' to 24 1 

, and pavement thickness 
was reduced from 5" to 3". 

o 	The builder was permitted to provide a 1.5 acre park and playground
equipment instead of the normal 2.S acre park without equipment. 

o 	One sidewalk was used instead of the normal 2 4'-wide sidewalks per street. 
o Lot sizes in Phase I were as small as S,S2Ssf instead of the normal 

6,OOOsf lots required by the city. 

Unit Design and Construction Innovations Savings/Unit • $2.303 

o 	OVE framing system. plywood sheathing and siding were used. 
o 	One unit was used as an on-site shop for fabrication of some components,

precutting framing and trim. and prefinishing stairs. railings, and 
similar items. The shop and its material yard also provided secure 
storage safe from vandalism. 

o Polybutylene water piping was used. 
o 	Electrical outlets were located for function, not randomly. reducing 

the number required. 
o 	On'y one paint color was used on the exterior, permitting bulk purchasing. 
o Pitched roofs were used instead of flat roofs. 
o Fiberglass bathtubs 	and surrounds were used instead of cast iron tubs 

with tile surrounds. 

Some innovations were not accepted by the city or county. These included: 

o Polyvinyl chloride 	sanitary sewer pipe is acceptable in Santa Fe, but the 
city engineer would not permit curvilinear sewers or wider manhole spacing.
However. he did permit routing the sewer away from street centerlines. 
which permitted elimination of 3 manholes. 

o 	Common trenching for electrical. gas, and water service was not allowed. 

The project was designed to serve the young professional family with incomes 
in the $20.000 - $30.000 range, mo~tly first-time home buyers. The units were 
designed with cathedral ceilings and other features providing excitement and 
interest in the design, and clustered into "neighborhoods" in the plan. The 
popularity of this project can be seen in the fact that Chapman is moving with 
the rest of t~e project about one year ahead of the original schedule. 

* * * 
6/S/84 5G 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DE":lONSTRATION; PROJECT FACT SHEET 

Conrnunitj': 	 Santa Fe. New Mexico 

Project Name: 	 "Fairway Village" 

Builder/Developer: Walton Chapman Builders 
Officers Walton Chapman 

Michael Chapman 

Local Officials: Louis Montano, Mayor. Santa Fe 
Name/Ti t 1e Sam Garcia. Chairman, Santa Fe County Commission 

Project Description: Land Area: 31 acres· Unit Count: 154 (48. Phase I) 

Phase I Demonstration 
Unit Mix 

Gross Density: 

Number 

5 units/acre 

floor Areas 

• Total site. Demo 
Phase I only.

Price Range 

is 

SFO
SFA 

48 I,OOOsf - 1.236sf $49,950 - $61.950 

Comments on Mix/Tj'pe: Three models from a I-bedroom unit with loft to a 
2-bedroom unit expandable to a 3-bedroom unit at 1,656sf. 
Units have 2-car garages, attic storage space. 

Project Schedule: 	 Ground: Ereaking: March 1983 (Phase I)
Grand Opening: Augu~t 1983 
Sales Completed: Spring 1984 

Comments on Schedule: 	 The project first started in 1981 when Chapman purchased 
the site~ then zoned for manufactured/mobile homes. Rezoning 
was complete in fall of 1982 when Chapman heard about the 
affordable housing program. and contacted HUD. 

Project Status: 	 Date: May 31, 1984 
Units Started: 48 
Units Constructed: 48 
Units Sol d: 48 
Units Occupied: 48 

Com~ents on Status: 	 Phase II construction is now in progress, ,with some changes 
in site details and unit sizes. Phase II is planned to be 
complete in the fall. to be followed by Phase III. 

Savings/Unit: 	 Administrative: $2.992 
Site Development: $3.915 
Building Construction: $2,303 

~otal Savings/Unit: 	 $9,210 

Comments: 	 Administrative savings include $2,232 representing s"vings 
in overhead, taxes. and insurance attributable to savings 
in direct site ~nd construction costs. 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

SIOUX FALLS, SOUTH DAKOTA 

"Ascot Park," the affordable housing demonstration in Sioux Falls. 
has a record no other project can match: all 75 units were sold without 
the builder ever opening an on-site sales office, building a model home, 
or printing up a special sales brochure. 

This sales record is due to good prices and to a strong local economy, 
but mostly due to a good housing value. The total project area is 14 acres, 
part of a larger tract of land owned by the builder; the project density is 
5.2 units per acre, instead of the more normal 3.2 units per acre usually
found in the area. Prices ranged from $55,000 for the 2-bedroom 812sf units. 
to $70,000 for the 1,224sf 3 bedroom units. All homes have basements and 
2-car garagps; in addition, the 2-bedroom units have an unfinished 420sf 
second floor area. and the 3-bedroom units have 240sf unfinished space over 
the garage. 

The climate for the demonstration project had been set in Sioux Falls 
back as early as 1979, when a new subdivision ordinance was enacted. Updated 
in the fall of 1983 with the experience of the demonstration project to build 
on. this ordinance removed many of the routine project approval steps which 
previously had been required. For instance, once the Planning Commission has 
approved the preli~inary plat. it does not need to review the plat again if 
there has been no significant change; only the City Engineer has to sign off 
on site development requirements. In addition, a Construction Review Board 
was established in 1982 to help work out problems in the approval process. 

Mayor Rick Knobe and City Engineer Raymond Jorgensen fully supported the 
project. and Mr. Jorgensen was able to approve several requested changes on 
his own authority. 

The builder. Ronning Enterprises. Inc., volunteered to join the demonstration 
program when it heard that the local Home Builders Association had suggested 
to the city that it apply for the program. Ronning has been building in the 
area for over 25 years. and has developed and built over 2,500 homes as well 
as commercial property in this time. Maintaining its own pane1ization factory. 
Ronning is able to keep producing housing components even through the South 
Dakota winters for use when field construction begins in the spring. Al Stone. 
project director for Ronning. proved to be one of the most efficient project
"pushers" in the program, as can be seen by the rapid construction and sales 
of this project. 

"Ascot Park" was not selected for a detailed cost analysis, so the cost 
savings notpd in the case study are based on comparisons with standard practice, 
and are not calculated fully from Sioux Falls experience. Even so, several 
significant savings were recorded. 

Administrative Innovations 	 Savings/Unit: $2,205* 
*Estimated marketing savings. 

o Most of the savings due to proceSSing time reductions were already
available to any builder, due to the earlier actions of the Sioux Falls 
City Commission. There was some expediting of this project approval. 

o Ronning's decision not to 	open an on-site sales office or to build 
model homes reduced the marketing cost of the project by about half. 
according to Al Stone, from about 7 percent to about 3~ percent. This 
could amount to about $2.205/unit. 
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2Sioux Falls, South Dakota 

Site-Planning and Development Innovations Savings/Unit = $1,998* 

o Density increased from 3.2 units/acre to 5.2 units/acre. 
o Street rights-of-way reduced from 66' to 60'.* 
o Street pavement width reduced from 38' to 32'.* 
o Shallow roll curbs allowed on one cul-de-sac as a test. 
o Curvilinear sewers and reduced number of manholes. 

* The savings are projected to the entire subdivision. Actually,
only 30 of the 75 units used roll curbs and reduced street widths. 

Unit Design and Construction Innovations Savings/Unit: None documented. 

o The major cost-saving factor in the unit construction was Ronning's
ability to construct roof trusses, interior partitions, and wall 
panels in their factory during all weather conditions. 

o Although Ronning produces and sells parallel-chord floor trusses, 
they did not use floor trusses in Ascot Park because conventional 
2x floor joist material was less expensive and provided equal performance. 

The success of this project can be seen in the continuation of Ronning's 
project into additional units on property adjacent to the demonstration site. 
and to the 1983 revision of the subdivision ordinance by the City Commission. 
further simplifying the approval process. 

* * * 

August 1, 1984 
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Joint venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET 

Comnunity: 

Project Hame: 

Builder/Developer: 
Officers 

local Officials: 
HametT, t 1e 

Project Description: 

Unit Mix 
SFD 
SFA 

Comments on Hix/Type: 

Project Schedule: 

Comments on Schedule: 

Project Sta tus : 

Comments on Status: 

Savings/Unit: 

Comments: 

Sioux Falls, South Dakota 

"Ascot Park" 

Ronning Enterprises. Inc. 
D. Wayne Ronning 
Al Stone 

Rick Knobe. Mayor
Raymond Jorgensen, City Engineer 
Steve Metl;. Director. Planning and Zoning 

land Area: 14 acres Unit Count: 75 
Gross Density: 5.2 units/acre 

Number Floor Areas Price Range 
75 812s f - 1 ,224s f $55,000 - $70.000 

Units have 2 and 3 bedrooms, basements, 2-car garages.· 
2 bedroom units have 420sf unfinished second floor space, 
3 bedroom units have 240sf unfinished space over garage. 

Ground Breaking: March 1983 
Grand Opening: 
Sales Completed: October 1983 

Ronning joined program in October 1982, and within 12 
months had initiated, constructed. completed. and sold 
out the project. 

Date: '·1ay 31. 1984 
Units Started: 75 
Units Constructed: 75 
Units Sold: 75 
Units Occupied: 75 

Project was sold out without ever opening a site sales 
office, publishing a sales brocbure. or opening a model 
home. Ronning was able to initiate project earlier than 
normal due to city interest. but city procedures have been 
streamlined for every builder. 

numbers. There administrative saving in the 

Administrative: 
Site Development:
Building Construction: 

$2,205 (Estim. Marketing 
$1,998 savings) 
None documented 

Total Savings/Unit: $4,203 

ThiS was not a detailed cost site. so these are general 
was some 

decision not to open a sales office (possibly as much as 
S2.205/unit), and Ronning saved COl ;,truction money by 
panelizing Many parts of the homes. 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

VALDOSTA, GEORGIA 

"Forestwood II Estates" is a subdivision of 90 single family hOOles, 
a number of which have been given financial assistance by the city of 
Valdosta through a UDAG land write-down. Because the Department requires
that the affordable housing demonstration projects are not to be otherwise 
subsidized, the demonstration project consists of 28 homes which are not 
assisted by the city of Valdosta. 

The builder used the same unit designs for both the demonstration homes 
and the UDAG-assisted units. Since Valdosta granted the builder the same 
regulatory relief for the assisted units that was provided for the demonstration, 
the assisted units were offered for sale at particularly attractive prices. 

The unit mix for the demonstration portion includes 1- to 3-bedroom homes 
with floor areas of 800sf to l,200sf; the prices of these homes range from 
$42,000 to $47,500. The project is very successful; the 28-unit demonstration 
portion has been constructed. and 23 had been sold by May. 

Mayor Ernest Nijem and Chuck Northcutt, the building official, supported
the project fully; the city staff was willing to consid~r any reasonable 
alternative to existing regulations, 

The builder is Gary Minchew of Minchew Homes, a HUD "Building Value Into 
Housingll winne r and one of the more innovative builders in the country. In 
Forestwood II Estates he has brought attractive, affordable housing to the 
Valdosta community. 

The projest has been selected for a detailed cost analysis, and NAHB/RF
has completed its basic data collection. The case study is now in draft 
form, and should be ready for publication within a month. Innovations used 
in the project include zero-lot-line planning, OVE construction, reduced 
street widths, and energy efficient unit designs. 

* * * 
8/2/84 
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Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET 

Community-: 

Project Name: 

Builder/Developer: 

Officers 


local Officials: 

Name/Title 


Project Description: 

Unit Mix 
SFO 
SFA 

Comments on Mix/Type: 

Project Schedule: 

Comments on Schedule: 

Project Status: 

Comments on Status: 

Savings/Unit: 

Comments: 

Valdosta, Georgia 

"Forestwood II Estates" 

Minchew Homes 

Gary Minchew, President 


Ernest N;jem, Mayor 

Chuck Northcutt. Building Official 


land Area: 15 1/2 acres Unit Count: 90 (28 in 
Gross Density: 6 units/acre demonstration) 

Number Floor Areas Price Range
28 800sf - l,2oosf $42,500 - $47,500 

The total subdivision contains 90 homes. Because a 

number of these homes received UDAG support from the 

city, the actual demonstration is limited to 28 

homes. Similar regulatory relief as given for both 

groups. and the UDAG units are sold out. 

Ground Breaking: March 18, 1983 
Grand Opening: September 24, 1983 
Sales Completed: Sales continuing 

The project was delayed for a while due to the use 

of UOAG funding. The builder, the city. and HUD 

worked out the compromise noted. 


Date: August 2, 1983 
Units Started: 28 
Units Constructed: 28 
Units Sold: 23 
Units Occupied: 23 

Sales are continuing. 

Administrative: $ 600 
Site Development: $8,000 
Building Construction: $1,735 

Total Savings/Unit: /$10,335 

The big savings was due to increasing density of 
this site, but there were significant savings
in construction as well. 



( 

TAB 0: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS. PROJECTS IN MARKETING 

(These projects have had their sales grand
openings and are now being actively marketed. 
Construction is still continuing in many cases.) 

- Birmingham, Alabama (Site #2)
"Williamsburg Square ll 

- Blaine, Minnesota 
"Clover Fanns" 

- Tulsa, Oklahoma 
"Innovare Park" 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

BIRMINGHAM, ALABAMA (Site *2) 

"Williamsburg Square" wi11 be a cOOll11unity of 111 single-family attached 
homes in a neighborhood of predominantly detached homes. This was the second 
project selected in Birmingham, but the first to get under construction and 
to start to market units. 

The townhouse units in this project have floor areas ranging from 800sf 
for a one-bedroom unit to 1,600sf for three bedroom units, at prices from 
the high $30,000 range to the low $50,000 area. Site work at the project 
began in March 1983, and units were ready for sale by January 1984. By June, 
22 units had been sold and occupied, another 8 units under construction had 
been sold, and the builder was building 5 more units on speculation. 

Birmingham is the only community with two affordable housing demonstration 
projects, due to the interest of Mayor Richard Arrington and his executive 
secretary, Edward Lamonte, in the chance to get affordable housing through
the regulatory review approach. 

The builder, Malchus Construction Company, was a winner in HUD's 
"Building Value Into Housing" program, and is known in NAHB as an innovative 
and cost-conscious builder. Randy Malchus has taken direct charge of this . 
project. 

Innovations used in this project include the concept of attached housing
in an area of detached homes. The builder used a minimum number of sidewalks, 
polyvinyl chloride water and sewer piping, polybutylene plumbing within the 
units, and parking spaces in front of the units to eliminate the need for 
rear alleys COOll11on in Birmingham. In addition, street widths were reduced 
and some other design standards were relaxed. 

The case study on this project is now being prepared; cost savings 
information wi11 be presented, but this is not a detailed cost site. 

* * * 
August 2, 1984 

· 'l5b 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET 

Corrrnunity: 

Project Name: 

Builder/Developer:

Officers 


Local Officials: 

Name/Title 


Project Description: 

Unit Mix 
SFD 
SFA 

Comments on Mix/Type: 

Project Schedule: 

Comments on Schedule: 

Project Status: 

Comments on Status: 

Savings/Unit: 

Comments: 

Birmingham. Alabama (Site #2) 

"Williamsburg Square" 

Malchus Construction Company 
Randy Malchus 

Richard Arrington. Mayor
Edward Lamonte. Executive Secretary to Mayor 

Land Area: 20 acres Unit Count: 111 units 
Gross Density: 5.6 units/acre 

Number Floor Areas Price Range 

111 800sf - 1.600sf $51.900 - $58.900 

Prices are current prices now project is in marketing. 

Ground Breaking: March 1 t 1983 
Grand Opening: January 1. 1984 
Sales Completed: Sales continuing 

Project was delayed for some months due to site 
location and acquisition problems. 

Date: June 11 t 1984­
Units Started: 35 
Units Constructed: 22 
Units Sold: 30 
Units Occupied: 22 

At the July 25 status report. 36 units were reported
sold. Construction and sales are continuing. 

Administrative: No information as yet. 
Site Development: The case study is in 
Building Construction: prepa ration. 

Total Savings/Unit: 
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Joint Venture for Affordable Housing
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

BLAINE. MINNESOTA 
I 

"Clover Farms," Phase 9, is a 104-unit subdivision n.ar Minneapolis 
now under constructlon, wltn some early sales completed. The project was an 
early demonstration site, but was delayed for several months due to uncertainty 
over the location of a state highway relocation project. 

The site area is 13 acres; unit density will be 8 units/acre, high for 
the area. This density is obtained by building the units as 8-plex attached 
hous;ng~ and providing open space as common areas. Unit sizes vary from 
832sf to 1.232sf, and prices from $42,900 to $48,900. 

Fran Fogerty. Mayor of Blaine. was an early and enthusiastic supporter
of the project; Ken Briggs, Director of Community Development. has worked 
closely with the builder to identify potential innovations and assure their 
acceptance. 

The builder is Good Value Homes, Inc., a well-known builder in the area. 
John Peterson of Good Value Homes was so enthusiastic about the program that 
he spent a significant amount of time in the affordable housing information 
booth at the NAHB Convention talking to other builders about the program and' 
about the savings that can be obtained through reglilatory review. 

Specific information on the innovations being used in the project is not 
available as yet; the case study documentation will not get underway for another 
two or three months. 

However, the city was willing to issue building permits for the model 
homes even before the final site plan was approved, permitting Good Value Homes 
to have sales information as soon as the actual site development was underway.
The site ;s adjacent to another development by Good Value Homes. and the models 
were built near the edge of this development. 

As a result of this early model development, 15 homes have already been 
sold while construction is just getting underway on the project itself. 

6/7/84 
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Joint venture for ~ffordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATI~N: PROJECT FACT SHEET Prel iminary 

COlmlun ity: 

Project Name: 

B~ilder'Ceveloper: 
Officers 

local Officials: 
NametT; t 1e 

Project Description: 

Unit Mi x 
sfo 
SFA 

Comments on Mix/Type: 

Project Schedule: 

Comments on Schedule: 

Project Status: 

Comments on Status: 

Savings/Unit: 

Comments: 

Blaine, Minnesota 

"Clover Leaf Farms" ;-Phase 9 

Good Value Homes, Inc. 
John Peterson 

Fran Fogerty. Mayor 
Ken Briggs, Director of Community Development 

land Area: 13 acres Unit Count: 104 
Gross Density: 8 units/acre 

Number Floor Areas Price Range 

104 832sf - 1,232sf $42.900 - $48,900 

Units are generally 8-plex designs. 

Ground Breaking: February 5,1984 
Grand Opening: Ma rc h 1 O. 1984 
Sales Completed: Sales continuing 

Project is now in marketing stage, with unit construction 
continuing. Start had been delayed for several months 
due to state highway alignment decisions. 

Date: 5/23/84
Units Started: 16 
Units Constructed: o 
Units Sold: 15 
Units Occupied: o 

Builder received building permits for construction of 
sales models before the final site development plat was 
approved. Models were constructed in a nearby subdivision 
by the same builder to permit an early start on sales. 

Admi nis trat ive: No information as yet...Site Development: ..Building Construction: 

Jotal Savings/Unit: " 

This project just recently began site construction 
and preliminary sales activities. No case study 
information is available as yet. 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

TULSA. OKLAHOMA 

"Innovare Park" takes its name from the French word to innovate. and 

identifies possibly the most technically innovative project in the affordable 

housing demonstration program. A number of technical approaches have been 

used to keep costs down in this project. 


The project involves 86 single family housing units on 7.73 acres. giving
a gross density of 11.1 units per acre. high for this type of unit. The 
individual homes range from single bedroom to three bedroom units. several with 
expansion attics. and all with either two-car garages or two-car carports. 
Floor areas range from 750sf to 1,080sf. and prices from $40.000 to $55,000. 

Former Mayor James Inhofe was a major supporter of the program from its 
inception. and participated in the ground-breaking and grand opening ceremonies 
to demonstrate publicly the support which the city staff provided t9 the 
builder during the design, development, and construction of the project. 
The new mayor, Terry Young, is expected to continue this support. 

The builder. Wayne Hood of Hood Enterprises. is one of Tulsals more 
prominent builders. Seeing in the affordable housing demonstration program 
an opportunity to try many different cost-cutting techniques. he has pulled
together a package which is expected to reduce the total price of these 
homes significantly. 

Tulsa has been selected as a detailed cost analysis site, and date 
collection and analysis is now in progress. Some of the innovations used 
in the project follow: 

Site Planning and Development Innovations Savings/Unit: No information yet. 

'.' 0 Lot sizes of 2.250 sf minimum permitted.
o Zero-lot-line property layouts permit larger lawns. 
o Utility easements reduced to 61 

• 

o Roll curbs. 
o "T" cluster street arrangements instead of cul-de-sacs. 
o Curb return radius of 15' instead of normal 25 1 

• 

o Pavement thickness of 5 l/2";nstead of 6 1/2". 
o Reduced right-of-way and pavement width. 

Unit Design and Construction Innovations Savings/Unit: No information yet. 

o DVE framing. 
o Wood foundations. 
o Underfloor air return plenum.
o Polybutylene plumbing piping. 

The case study now in preparation will provide details of these and other 
savings. 

* * * 
August " 1984 
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Joint Venture for Affordable Puusing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET -- Preliminary Information \ 
Community: 


Project Name: 


Builder/Developer: 

Officers 

local Officials: 
Na'"'\e'Title 

Project Description: 

Unit Mix 
sro 
SF~ 

Comments on Mix/Type: 

Project Schedu1e: 

Comments on Schedule: 

Project Sta tus: 

Comments on Status: 

Savinas/Unit: 

Comments: 

Tulsa, Oklahoma 

"Innovare Park ,. 

Hood Enterprises, Inc. 
D. Wayne Hood. President 
Ron Latimer. production 

Terry Young. Mayor 
Ja~es Inhofe, former Mayor 

land Area: 7.73 acres Unit Count: 86 
Gross Density: 11.1 units/acre 

Number 
86 

F'loor Areas 
750sf - 1,080sf 
(expandable) 

Price Range 
$40,000 - $55,000 

Units range from 1 to 3 bedroom. with the 
larger units having space for the additional 
bedrooms in an expansion attic. 

Ground Breaking: November 17, 1982 
Grand Opening: March 26, 1984 

Sales Completed: Sales underway 


Project was delayed during construction by several 
periods of bad weather, but it is now well along. 

Date: July 25. 1984
Units Started: 42
Units Constructed: 30 
Units Sold: 42
Units Occupied: 20 

Construction is continuing. 

Admi ni s trat ive: Tulsa has been selected 
Site Development: for full cost analysis. 
Building Construction: and data collection and 

evaluation is now underway. 
~ota1 Savings/Unit: No estimates of savings 

as yet. 

The builder is utilizing many different construction and 
site planning innovations. HUO's GTR feels this could be 
one of the most innovative of all the projects in the 
program. 



TAB E: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS, PROJECTS UNDER CONSTRUCTION 

(These projects have started construction, but 
have not yet been placed on the market formally.
Occasionally some builders have begun sales from 
plans during this phase.) 

- Coral Springs, Broward County, Florida 
"Coral Springs Village" 

- Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 
"Woodland Hills" 

- Portland, Oregon
"North Meadow Village" 

- Stephenville, Texas 
"Quail Run" 
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Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFOR~ABL£ HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

CORAL SPRINGS, BROWARD COUNTY, FLORIDA 
J,., 

"Coral Springs Village" wa~ one of the original projects selected for 

the affordable housing demonstration progr~m in 1982, but it has yet to have 

any housing units constructed. Site work finally got underway in Harch 1983 

an~ is now complete. 


This project, like several others, required approvals from more than one 
political jurisdiction. The City of Coral Springs was very cooperative throughout 
the project. expediting r~vipws and responding to innovative proposals from the 
developer. Broward County. on the other hand. did not expedite its time-consuming
project approval procedure. and imposed a number of constraints on the project
design ~nd concept. 

The project was delayed also by the developer having other projects underway 
that required more intensive processing. Also. the developer was unable to 
reach a contract agreement with the first proposed builder to construct the 
units design~d fnr the project at an acceptable price. A new builder is now 
under contract and construction is now expected to start in September. ­

Several officials have headed the County government Qver the past two 

years; Joel Volinsk~ is the Assistant County Commissioner currently concerned' 

with the project. Bob David, Director of Community Planning for the City of 

Coral Springs. is the city's main point of contact. 


The developer is Coral Ridge Properties, headed by Werner Buntemeyer. Coral 
Ridge Properties is a major local developer of residential and commercial 
properties. They have persisted in pressing for the innovative features of 
Coral Springs Village through all of the project delays. 

The project concept includes 50 single family deta~hed units, 24 Jf which 

will be zero-lot-line "patio homes." In addition, there will be 39 single 

farrily attached "townhouse" units; the key innovation for the townhouse units 

is that they will be titled and sold fee simple, the first in this area not to 

be sold as condominiums. There is a significant saving in legal fees through 

this form of title. 


Other innovations include smaller lots and housing units. narrower 

streets and rights-of-way. 


.. .. '* 

August 1. 1984 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDA6LE,HOUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET -- Preliminary Information 

Corrmunity: 

Project Name: 

Builder/Developer:
Officers 

Local Officials: 
Name/Title 

Project Description: 

Unit Mix 
SFD 
Sf't 

Comments on Mix/Type: 

Project Schedule: 

Comments on Schedule: 

Project Status: 

Comments on Status: 

Comments: 

Coral Springs, Broward County, Florida 

"Coral Springs Village" 

Coral Ridge Properties

Werner Buntemeyer

Vic Jarvis 


Joel Volinski. Assistant County Commissioner 
Bob David, Coral Springs Director of Co~munity Planning 

Land Area: 11.9 acres Unit Count: 89 

Gross Oensity: 7.48 units/acre 


Number Floor Areas Price Range 

50 Not set Not set 

39 
 It 1t II It 


The SFD units consist of standard individual homes and 
zero-lot-line "patio homes." The SFA units come under 
a local "townhouse" definition, and will be the first 
in the area to be marketed fee simple; previous townhouse 
deve10~ments. have been marketed as condominiums. 

Ground ereak1ng: Site development began March 1. 1983 

Grand Opening: Not set 

Sales Completed: 


Project was very slow in developing due to problems 
with the requirements of Broward County; the City of 
Coral Springs was very cooperative throughout the process. 

Date: August 1 t 1984 
Units Started: o 
Units Constructed: o 

-Units Sold: o 
Units Occupied: o 

Site development is complete; builder hopes to start 
unit construction in September. Project was 
de1ayed when original builder dropped out, and developer
(Coral Ridge Prope'rties) had to obtain a new builder. 

Administrative: No estimate of savings as yet.
Site Development: 

Building Construction: 


,Total Savings/Unit: 

Innovations will include reduced street width, reduced 
right of way. reduced lot sizes, reduced unit sizes. 
Also, making tnwnhouse units fee simple reduces need for 

and cottof condominillm documents. 
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Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLAHOMA , 

"Woodland Hills» is another project utilizing manufactured/mobile 
ho~es produced in accordance with the Federal Manufactured Housing Construction 
and Safety Standards (the HUD Code). following the successful example of the 
Elkhart County project. The developer plans to put some 150 units on a 23.4 acre 
site. The first 10 units will serve as models, with the future mix of units 
depending upon sales from the models. 

Eight of the model units will be double·wide, 2 single·wide. Two of 
the homes will uti1ize the recently approved 16' wide model instead of the 
standard 14' wide unit. The manufacturers selected to provide the model 
units are Chief, with 4 units; Marlette. with 3 units; and Cameo. also with 
3 units. All of these units will be offered for sale with FHA 203(b} mortgage 
insurance. All units will have site·built 2-car garages. 

Oklahoma City officials supporting this program include Mayor Andy Coats 
and Merrel Medley, City Engineer and Director of Community Development. 

The developer is John Holland of Holland Land Company. 

Site work was started ~arch 29, 1984, and is proceeding on schedule in spite 
of an extended stretch of bad weather this spring. The grand opening is 
scheduled for August 18 t 1984. 

* * * 
August 1t 1984 



Joint venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET Expansion Project Information 

COlTlTlunity: 

Project Name: 

Builder/Developer: 
Officers 

Local Officials: 
Name!Title 

Project Description: 

Unit Mix 
SFD 
SF'A 

Comments on Mix/Type: 

Project Scnedu'e: 

Comments on Schedule: 

Project Status: 

COmMents on Status: 

Sav;r';s/Unit : 

Comments:, 

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 

"Woodl and Hi 11 s" 

Holland Land Company 
John Holland 

Andy Coats, Mayor
Merrel Medley, City Engineer and Director of Community 

Development 

Land Area: 23.4 acres Unit Count: 150+ 
Gross Density: 8.2 units/acre +/­

Number Floor Areas Price Range 
117 

75 
865sf - 1,530sf 

Not set 
$40,000 +/­

Not set 

The first 10 units will serve as models; 8 will be 
double-wide, 2 single~wide HUD Code units sold with 
FHA 203(b) mortgage insurance. Future mix will depend 
on model sales. SFA system is not yet determined. 

Ground ereaking: Site development started March 29. 1984 
Grand Opening: Planned for Aligust 18, 1984 
Sales Completed: 

Project is still on schedule despite the bad weather 
this spring and early sUlTlTler. 

Date: August l, 1984 
Un; ts Started: 19 models 
Units Constructed: 10 models 
Units Sold: 11 deposits received 
Un; ts Occupied: o 

Site work is underway, manufacturers of the 10 model 
homes selected: 

Chief 4 units 
Marlette 3 units 
Cameo 3 units 

Adrrinistrative: 

Site O~~t1o~ent: No estimate of prospective savings 

BuiltHng Cons-truction: as yet. 


Joul Sa.,ings/Unit: 

Two of the homes wil' utili2e the newly-approved 
16' wide sectional units. 
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Jo"nt Venture fer Affordable Housin; 
AF~ORDAB~E HOUSING DEMO~STRATION 

PORTLAND, OREGON 

"North Meadow Village" .as delayed for about three months while the 

builder sought construction financing. However. the project is now underway 

with two models completed and ready for a grAnd opening later in August 1984. 


The project will consist of 58 2- and 3-bedroom single-family-attached 

homes in 3 and 4-unit pinwheel arrangements on a 6 acre site. Gross density

will be 9.6 units per acre. Unit sizes are 1.264sf each, with prices ranging 

from $49.950 to $52,000. 


Portland's city officials have supported the program from the start. 

Mayor Francis J. Ivancie assigned M~rk Davis from his office to make sure 

that the city's various offices help expedite the project. Margaret Strachan. 

Commissioner of the Bureau of Buildings, Terry O. Sandblast, Director of th 

Bureau of Planning, and Planning Director Michael Harrison all were important

figures in the city's support activities. 


Black Bull fnterprises. the project builder, has come up with an interesting 
and marketable prOject. Michael Robinson. the project director and Chief 
Operations Officer of Black Bull Enterprises, is their lead person. 

The first 6 units are completed, and the 2 model units have been furnished. 

Robinson expects to start construction of 6 more units inAugust. 


A number of site development innovations have been included in this 
project to reduce costs. Street widths have been reduced ,a ground water recharge 
system for storm drainage has been substituted for on-site retention ponds, and 
polyvinylchloride water service and sanitary sewer piping are being used. Water 
mains and fire service pipe sizes were reduced below city standard after an 
analysis showed that the smaller sizes were adequate for this project. And, as 
in a few other projects, curvilinear sewers have been permitted by the city. 

The Portland project has been selected for a detailed cost analysis; data 

collection for this analysis and for the case study will start later this summer. 


* * * 
August 1, 1984 
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Joint Venture for ~ffordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE ~OUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET •• Preliminary Information 

COnYnunity: 

Project Name: 

Builder/Developer:
Officers 

local Officials: 
Na~elTit1e 

Project Description: 

Unit Mix 
SFC 
SFA 

Comments on Mix/Type: 

Project Schedule: 

Comments on Schedule: 

Project Status: 

Comments on Status: 

Savings/Unit: 

Comments: 

Portland. Oregon 

"North Meadow Villa ge" 

Black Bull Enterprises, Inc. 

Michael W. Robinson, Chief Operations Officer 


Francis J. Ivancie. Mayor

Margaret Strachan. Commissioner, Bureau of Buildings 

Mark Davis, Office of the Mayor

Terry D. Sandblast, Director, Bureau of Planning 

Michael Harrison. Planning Director 


land Area: 6 acres Unit Count: 58 

Gross Density: 9.6 units/acre 

NU!Tlber Floor Areas Price Range 

58 1,264sf $49,950 - $52,000 

Units are 2- and 3·bedroom single·family attached homes 
arranged in group~ of 3 or 4 homes in pinwheel fashion. 
Homes have crawl spaces, cathedral ceiling living rooms. 

Ground Breaking: Ma rch 1984 
Grand Opening: August 1984 
Sales Completed: Marketing starts 

Project was delayed for three months while builder 
sought project financing. 

Date: June 4, 1984 
Units Started: 6 
Units Constructed: 6 
Units Sold: o 
Units Occupied: o 

Marketing will sta~t with a grand openingin August. 
Two Model units are completed and furnished. builder 
plans to start construction on 6 more units in 

Administrative: The Portland project has been selected 
Site Development: for a detailed cost analysis. The 
Building Construction: cost studies have not yet begun; 

savings of about $7.500/unit are 
.Tota1 Sav; ngs/Unit: estimated. 

Savings are expected to come from narrower streets. 
ground water recharge rather than retention basins for 
storm drainage. smaller water and fire service piping, 
polyvinylchoride water and sewer system piping, and 
curvil i near sewer sys'tem pi pi ng. 
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Joint Venture for Affordable Housing
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

STEPHENVILLE, TEXAS 

"Quail Run" is planned as a COlTl11unity of manufactured/mobile hOllles meeting 
the Federal Manufactured Housing Construction and Safety Standards (the HUD Code) 
as part of a project ~hich already includes a Holiday Inn and an apartment
complex. a shopping center is also being constructed, all by the same developer. 

The tota) Quail Run project is to have 197 units on 38 acres of land; Phase I 
will have 73 units on 16 acres, giving a density of 4.6 units/acre. Single-wide 
units will make up 87 percent of Phase I; Phase II will feature a majority of 
double-wide units. Floor areas in Phase I will range from 950sf to 1,200sf. 
and prices are expected to vary from $35,000 to $50,000. 

Site work started in March 1984. and a grand npening of the project is 
scheduled for September. The developer has projected a marketing plan selling 
3 units a month for five years. through the total project. 

Two manufacturers have been selected to provide the Phase I units, Palm 
Harbor and Champion. 

City officials involved in approving the project are Mayor Joseph CummingS 
and City Manager Kurt Ackerman. 

The development firm is Wilson/Trinchero. headed by Pat Wilson and Rick 
Trinchero. They have been aided by a market and economic feasibility study
by the Manufactured Housing Resources Group, which is made up of firms in 
the manufactured housing industry. 

This is another project resulting from the effective use of HUD Code homes 
at the Elkhart County project. 

'* '* '* 

August 1, 1984 
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Joint Venture for ~ffordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE-HOUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET •• Preliminary Information 

Comun ity: 

Project Name: 

Builder/Developer: 
Officers 

local Officials: 
NamelTitle 

Project Description: 

Unit Mix 
sfo 
SF'A 

Comments on Mix/Type: 

Project Schedule: 

Comments on Schedule: 

Project Status: 

Comments on Status: 

Savings/Unit : 

Comments: 

Stephenville. Texas 

"Quail Run" 

Wilson/Trinchero 

Pat Wilson 

Ri ck Tr inc hero 


Joseph Cummings. Mayor 

Kurt Ackerman. Ci ty ~1anager 


land Area: 38 acres Unit Count: 197 (73 units in Phase 1) 
Gross Density: 4.6 units/acre (16 acres in Phase I) 

Number Floor Areas Price Ran%e 

73 950s f - 1. 200s f $35,000 • $ 0,000 


Units will all be manufactured homes meeting HUD Code, 

produced by Palm Harbor and Champion. 87 percent of 

Phase I planned for single-wide units. Phase II will 

feature more double-wide units. 


Ground Breaking: March 1984 

Grand Opening: September 1984 (planned) 

Sales Completed: October 1985 (target) 


Marketing schedule calls for sales of 3 units/month
for 5 years. Developer currently has an "interest list" 
of 25 potential buyers waiting for formal sales activities. 

Date: August 1, 1984 
Units Started: o 
Units Constructed: o 

-Units Sold: o 
Units Occupied: o 
Unit construction/installation expected to begin in 

August. 


Administrative: No estimated prospective savings 

Site Development: as yet. 

Building Construction: 


.Total Savings/Unit: 

The manufactured housing industry ;s supporting this 

project. Project is part of a complex including a hotel, 

shopping center. and apartment complex. 




( 


TAB F: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS, PROJECTS BEING DESIGNED 

(These projects are still in design; some are 
older projects which have been delayed, others 
are just-announced projects approved as part of 
the expansion program.) 

- Benicia, California 
Project not named as yet. 

- Birmingham, Alabama (Site '1)
"Huntington Hills, Phase II" 

- Casper, Wyoming
"Chaparral" 

- Charlotte County, Florida 
Project not named as yet. 

- Charlotte, North Carolina 
Project not named as yet. 

- Ft. Collins, Colorado 
"Sanerly at Provincetown" 

- Jacksonville, Florida 
"Sunmer Green" 

- Madison, Wisconsin 
Project not named as yet. 

- Murray, Utah 
IIHunters Pointe" 

- North Richmond, California 
Project not named as yet. 

- Springfield, Massachusetts 
Project not named as yet. 

- White Marsh, Baltimore County, Maryland
"Lawrence Hi 11" 

- Wichita, Kansas 
"Chelsea Square" 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

BENICIA. CALIFORNIA 

As yet unnamed. this project is one of two put together by the same 
developer using HUD Code manufactured housing units in in-fill locations 
in California. The project was just announced and is now getting underway. 

The Benicia project will involve seven double-wide units. with 
floor areas of 1.350sf each. Because of land costs. the units are expected 
to sell at $114.000 each; comparable stick-built housing in this area 
(near Vallejo on the Sacramento River) is selling for about $133,000. 

City Manager John Silva is supporting the project as a way to bring in 
needed housing in the city. 

Ramona Rose of Nova Housing Systems ;s the developer; she has selected 
manufactured units produced by Kaufman &Broad for both this project and the 
one in North Richmond. The Bendcia units have three bedrooms. two baths. 
and will have site-built two-car garages. 

The first unit is due on-site in August; additional units will be 
brought in as they are sold. 

* * * 

August 6, 1984 
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Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET 

Corrmunity: 

Project Name: 

BuildeT/Deve10per:

Officers 


Loca' Officials: 

Name/Tit'e 


Project Description: 

Unit Mix 
SFD 
SFA 

Comments on Mix/Type: 

Project Schedule: 

Comments on Schedule: 

Project Status: 

Comments on Status: 

Savings/Unit: 

Comments: 

Benicia, California 

Not named as yet 

Nova Housing Systems
Ramona Rose 

John Silva, City Manager 

land Area: Unknown Unit Count: 7 
Gross Density: Unknown 

Number Floor Areas Price Range 
7 l,350sf $114,000 

Units are double-wide HUD Code homes produced by
Kaufman &Broad, each with 3 bedrooms, 2 baths, and 
2 car garages. 

Ground Breaking: First unit due August 1984 
Grand Opening: Not set 
Sales Completed: 

Units will be brought in as purchased. 

Date: August 6, 1984 
Units Started: o 
Units Constructed: o 
Units Sold: o 
Units Occupied: o 

Administrative: No estimate yet. Comparable 
Site Development: stick-built homes in this 
Building Construction: area sell for about $133,000. 

Total Savings/Unit: 

This is one of two infillprojects by Nova Housing
Systems; the other is in North Richmond, California. 
Both will use K&B HUD Code units. 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

BIRMINGHAM. ALABAMA (Site 11) 

IfHuntington Hills. Phase II" is the new name for the relocated first 
Bi rmingham project. 'rhi s project has been delayed for well over a year due 
to problems in locating and acquiring a site~ and then in developing an 
acceptable site plan. The original location would have required a special 
"buffer strip" to permit the builder use greater densities without having 
to go through a special variance hearing. The builder therefore decided 
in the spring of 1984 to use another property which avoided this particular
problem. 

The new property has a total area of about 18 acres; however, it is 
located partially in a flood plain, so a significant portion of the land is 
not buildable. A second planning problem has developed with this site; 
the tentative site plan includes a through access street to serve other 
properties. and some neighborhood organizations have objected to the 
proposed location of this street; the city planning staff is currently
looking at alternative locations for the street. 

Until this planning issue is resolved. the final number of housing
units and their configuration can not be established. For planning purposes~ 
the builder is using a unit count of 66 homes. placed on small 3,000 sf 
lots in cul-de-sacs off the access street. 

Through all the planning discussions and problems, Mayor Richard Arrington
and his Executive Secretary. Edward Lamonte. have supported the affordable 
housing concept. The builder expects to request and receive a number of 
waivers of site development regulations as the plan develops. 

Pat O'Sullivan of the Jefferson Home Construction Company, the project 
builder, is ready to go once the site planning controversy is settled. 

* * * 
8/2/84 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET 

-Comnunity: 

Project Name: 

Builder/Developer:
Officers 

Local Officials: 
Name/Title 

Project Description: 

Unit Mix 
SFD 
SFA 

Comments on Mix/Type: 

Project Schedule: 

Comments on Schedule: 

Project Status: 

Comments on Status: 

Savings/Unit: 

Comments: 

Birmingham, Alabama (Site 11) 

"Huntington Hills, Phase II" 

Jefferson Home Construction Company 

Pat O'Sullivan 


Richard Arrington, Mayor
Edward Lamonte, Executive Secretary to Mayor 

Land Area: 18 acres Unit Count: 66 (tentative)
Gross Density: 3.7 units/acre (see comments) 

Number Floor Areas Price Range 
Not set yet. 

The site involves a collector -street and floor plain 
areas, so the gross density is misleading. ~he bui1der 
currently plans have lots as small as 3,000 sf. 
The final mix will be set after a decision is made on 
the access street. 

Ground Breaking: Not set 
Grand Opening: Not set 
Sales Completed: Not set 

None of this detailed planning can be completed until 
the question of the access street location is resolved 
by the city. 

Date: August 2, 1984 
Units Started: o 
Units Constructed: o 
Units Sold: o 
Units Occupied: o 

See comment on schedule. 

Administrative: No information 
Site Development: No information 
Building Construction: No information 

Total Savings/Unit: No information 

Innovations considered for the project include 

increasing density, small lots, small homes, 

small streets and access. 
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Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
r , ArrORDABlE HOUSING DEMON~TRATION 

I 
BOISE, IDAHO 


(Preliminary Information) 


"Morning Sun" will be the Boise affordable housing demonstration project.
As currently planned. it ~il1 have 33 single family units on a 5.37 acre site, 
at prices from $49.500 to $67,500. All units will have attached 2-car 
garage~. 

The builder had planned to be well along with construction at this time. 
but was unable to come to an acceptable agreement with the site developer on 
the price of the land. As a result. the builder has now located a larger 
site and has initiated site planning. The units themselves have been designed.
and several of these designs have been built on scattered lots in other 
developments. As a result, 4 units have already been pre-sold for the new 
project. even before planning is completed! 

In designing the units, the builder arranged for a survey of 3,782 people 
in the area (this amounts to about 6 percent of the Ada County population) on 
what they would like to see in a new, affordable house. 

Boise city officials have been helpful in getting the project started, and 
expect to process the approvals quickly once the planning is completed. Mayor 
Dick Eardley. Planning Dirertor Susan Stac'i~,and Building Director Tom Hogland
all have alerted the city staff to work closely with the builder. 

The project builder is Homco, Inc.; Bryce Peterson, president, is well 
known in NAHB and is very interested in the project. He has instructed Steve 
Yates, Homco VP for production, to keep it moving. 

There is little information available on the innovations being included 
in the design and planning at this time. However. based on the earlier planning. 
Peterson expects to save between $5.000 and $7,000 on these homes. 

* * * 
6/7/84 



Joint Venture for Affordable ~ousing 
AFFORDABLE~OUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET ~~ Preliminary Information 

COlllTlun ity: 

Project Name: 

Builder/Developer:
Officers 

local Officials: 
Name/~itle 

Project Description: 

Unit Mix 
SF'D 
SFA 

Comments on Mix/Type: 

Project Schedule: 

Comments on Schedule: 

Project Status: 

Comnents on Status: 

Savfn3s/Unit : 

Comments: 

Boise. Idaho 

"Morning Sun" 

Homco, Inc. 

Bryce Peterson, President 

Steve Yates, VP Production 


Dick Eardley, Mayor

Susan Stacy, Director, Planning Department 

Tom Hogland, Director, Building Department 


land Area: 5.37 acres Unit Count: 33 
Gross Density: 6.1 units/acre 

Number Floor Areas Price Range 
33 780sf - 1.168sf $49,500 - $67,500 

All units will be single family detached, one and two 

story. with attached 2-car garages. 


Ground Breaking: Not set 
Grand Opening: Not set 
Sales Completed: Not set 

Project has been delayed due to a change in the 

projec t site. 


Date: June I, 1984 
Units Started: o 
Units Constructed: o 
Units Sold: o 
Units Occupied: o 

See schedule comments. 

Administrative: Builder hopes to save $5,000 to 

Site Development: $7,000 per unit. 

Building Const~uction: 


jota' savings/Unit: 

Builder and site developer could not agree on the price
of the original site. Planning on the new site is just 
now starting. Several models built on other Homco projects. 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

CASPER, WYOMING 

"Chaparral," the affordable housing demonstration project in Casper,
Wyoming, is one of the newest in the program. It was added after the 
decision was made to expand the program to every State. 

As currently conceived, the project will have 50 small single-family 
homes on 8.12 acres, a density of about 6 units per acre. The units are 
being designed to be expandable, and so be attractive to young families 
who can add on as their families grow. 

The design process began in June 1984 with the visit by HUD's GTR. 
Site planning and unit design are now underway. 

The city officials, led by Mayor Joseph Corrigan, City Manager Kenneth 
Erickson. and Planning Director Charles Davis. have been very supportive. 

The builder is Kieth Spencer of Spencer Investments. Inc.; he has 
organized a building firm named New Vistas. Inc .• which is carrying out 
the site development. 

Current plans call for construction to start in the spring of 1985. 

* * * 
August 6. 1984 
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Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET 

Commun ity: 	 Casper, Wyoming 

Project Name: 	 "Chaparra1" 

Builder/Developer: New Vistas, Inc. 
Officers Ki eth Spencer 

Local Officials: Joseph Corrigan, Mayor
Name/Title Kenneth Erickson, City Manager

Charles Davis, Planning Director 

Project Description: 	 Land Area: 8.12 acres Unit Count: 50 
Gross Density: 6 units/acre 

Unit Mix Number Floor Areas Price Ran e 

SFD 50 745sf Below SOK 

SFA 


Comments on Mix/Type: 	 Design is still in process and the unit sizes 

could change. 


Project Schedule: 	 Ground Breaking: Spring 1985 
Grand Opening: Not set 
Sales Completed: 

Comments on Schedule: 	 Schedule will be firmed up after design is 

complete. 


Project Status: 	 Date: August 6, 1984 
Units Started: o 
Units Constructed: o 
-Units Sold: o ----~- -- ---­
Units Occupied: o 

Comments on Status: 	 Project is just getting started. 

SavingS/Unit: 	 Administrative: No estimate of potential 
Site Development: savings yet available. 
Buflding Construction: 

lota\ ~'ift9s/Unit: 

Comments: 
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Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

CHARLOTTE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

The proposed project in Charlotte County, Florida, has not yet been 
named and design has not started. The problem, according to the builder, 
is that construction loan interest rates are too high to make the project 
profitable. The builder does own an extensive amount of land for future 
projects, and is attempting to sell some of this land in order to raise funds 
for the project. Sale of this' land is, in turn, being constrained by the 
interest rates. 

The Charlotte County officials, including Steven Bostwick, past Chairman 
of the County Commission, John Printon, County Administrator, and Michael 
Best, Planning Department, have expressed their support for the project 
and have been ready to move quickly once it gets started. 

The builder, Cowper &Kimsey, Inc., is a well-known local firm, and 
Robert Kimsey has indicated that only the money problem has delayed starting. 

* * * 
August 6, 1984 
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Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE-HOUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET -- Preliminary Information 

COlTlTlunity: 	 Charlotte County. Florida 

Project Name: 	 Name not selected yet. 

Builder/Developer: Cowper &Kimsey, Inc. 

Officers Robert Kimsey 


local Officials: Franz. H. Ross, Chairman, County Commission 
Name/Tit 1e John Printon. ~ounty Administrator 

Michael Best, Planning Department 

Project Description: 	 land Area: 28 acres Unit Count: Not set 
Gross Density: Unknown at this time 

Unit Mix 	 Number Floor Areas Price Range
SFD 

SF'A 


Comments on Mix/Type: The number and type of units has not yet been decided. 

Project Schedule: 	 Ground erea~ing: Unknown 

Grand Opening: " 

Sales COl!lpleted: " 


Comments on Schedule: 	 No schedule has been established as yet. See IIComments,1I 
below. 

Project Status: 	 Date: June 1, 1984 

Units Started: o 

Units Constructed: o , __" 

Units Sold: o 

Units Occupied: o 


COml!lents on Status: 	 See comments. 

Savings/Unit: 	 Administrative: 

Site Development:

Building Construction: 


~ota' Savings/Unit: 

Comments: 	 The builder is having problems raising funding for the 
project due to high interest rates. He is attempting to 
sell of some of his land inventory to raise working Ci\pHal. 
but has not yet done this. 



Joint Ver.ture for Affordable Housing
\ AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

CHARLOTTE, NORTH CAROLINA , 

The Charlotte. North Carolina. project has not yet been named. This 
project has been delayed in getting started due to other activities of the 
builder, but a preliminary site plan and 1ist of proposed innovations has 
bee~ prepared and submitted to the city. This project is the only one in 
the progr~m at the present time to sugg~st that the mix of housing units 
include a number of apartment units under condominium ownership. in addition 
to single family detached and single family attached (townhouse) units. 

Carol Loveless, Charlotte Assistant City ManaQer. has maintAin@d ~ constant 
interest in the program and has encouraged the city council to support the 
demonstration. 

The builder, John Crosland. is active in NAHB affairs and has a 
reputation for innovation and economical construction. A former member 
of the NAHB Research Committee, he is now a member of their Regulatory 
Reform Task Force. 

* * * 

6/8/84 



Joint Venture for Affordable ~ousin9 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DE~DNSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET Preliminary Information 

COlll11unity: 	 Charlotte, North Carolina 

Project Name: 	 Name not selected yet. 

Builder/Developer: 	 John Crosland Company
Officfrs John Crosland, President 

Local Officials: Carol Loveless. Assistant City Manaaer
Name!Title 

Project Description: 	 land Area: 79 acres Unit Count: 312 
Gross Density: 3•95 un'-ts/acre 

Unit Mix Number Floor Areas Price Range

SF::; 126* 980s f - 1,1 OOs f $63,000 +/­

SF~, 26* 980sf $58,000 +/­

Condo. Apts. 160* 800sf - 900sf $53.000 +/­

Comments on Mix/Type: 

This mix is still a preliminary estimate. pending 
city approval of the site plan and development 
package. Number of units in "demonstration portion" 
of the project not set. 

Project Schedule: 	 Ground ereaking: Not set 
.. 11Grand Opening: ..Sales Completed: 

Comments on Schedule: 	 The City of Charlotte is reviewing the proposed 

site plan and the builderJs list of proposed 

innovations. No final design will be started 

until this review is complete_ 


Project Status: 	 Date: June 1, 1984 
Units Started: o 
Units Constructed: o 
Units Sold: o 
Units Occupied: o 

ComMents on Status: 	 See comments on schedule. 

Savings/Unit : 	 Adm; nhtrat he: 
Site Development:
Building Construction: 

.Tota1 Savi ngs/Unit: 

Comments: 	 This project has been tentatively selected for 
detailed cost analYSiS, based on the record of the 
builder and the nature of the project. No estimate 
of savings at the present time. 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

FT. COLLINS. COLORADO 

nSomerly at Provincetown" is planned as part of a 403-acre planned
community which eventually will include townhouse and apartment residential 
areas, as well as high-tech light industry, and commercial and recreational 
centers. Somerly will have 350 manufactured home units meeting the Federal 
Manufactured Housing Construction and Safety Standards (the HUO Code) on 
42 acres. Phase I of this project, with 69 units, has been designated as 
the affordable housing demonstration project. 

This project is one of several initiated by the manufactured housing
industry in the wake of the Elkhart County project. which showed how well­
designed manufactured homes can blend in with modular and conventional homes 
in the same neighborhood. 

The City Manager of Ft. Collins, John Arnold, has charged his staff to 
work with the developer to make this a successful project. Curt Smith. 
Director of Planning and Development, is the city official with day-to-day
responsibility for supporting the project. 

Wenda Dueck of Dueck Development, Inc., is developing the project. She 
is the first woman to head one of the affordable housing demonstrations. The 
individual housing units will come from manufacturers in the area; the unit 
mix and selection of manufacturers is not yet complete. 

After some delay due to concerns by the fire chief that the streed 
widths were too narrow for equipment, the city has granted final plat
approval for the project, including the requested 20' wide side streets. 
Site planning and detailed design is now underway for a spring 1985 opening. 

* * * 
August 6. 1984 
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I 
Joint Vent.ure for ,e,ffordable HousingI · 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DeMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET -_ Expansion Project Information 

Conrnunity: 

Project Name: 

Builder/Developer:
Officers 

Local Dfficia1s: 
Name!Tit' e 

Project Description: 

Unit Mix 
SrD 
SFA 

Comments on Mix/Type: 

Project Schedule: 

Comments on Schedule: 

Project Status: 

Comments on Status: 

Savin!)s/Unit : 

Comments: 

Ft. Collins. Colorado 

"Somerly at Provincetown" 

Dueck Development. Inc. 
Wenda Duec ~ 

John Arnold, City Manager 
Curt Smith, Director. Planning and Development
Cathy Chianese, City Planner 

Land Area: 42 acres Unit Count: 350 (Phase I will have 
Gross Density: 8.33 units/acre 69 units) 

Number Floor Areas Price Range 
350 800sf - l,200sf low $40,000 range 

Project is still in planning stagp; this is one 
of the expansion projects. Housing unit~ will 
be manufactured/mobile home units meeting the HUD Code. 

Ground ereaking: Prroposed Fa 11 1984
Grand Opening: Proposed Spdng 1985
Sales Completed: 

The schedule had been delayed until concerns expressed 
by the fire chief over the narrow streets could be resolved. 

Date: AUQust 1, 1984 
Units Started: o 
Units Constructed: o 
Units Sol d: o 
Units Occupied: o 

The final plat has. been approved by the city. d
Project part of a 403 acre planne 


community to include townhouse and apartment residential 

areas and high-tech light industrial centers. 


Administrative: No estimate of savings as yet. 

Site Development: 

Building Construction: 


.Total Sav; ngs/Unit: 

Developer has obtained reductions in right-of-way and 

street widths. and deletion of some sidewalks. 




Joint Venture for Affordable Housing
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

JACKSONVILLE. FLORIDA 

"Summer Green," the affordable housing demonstration project in Jacksonville. 
has been a long time coming. The builder has been attempting to locate an 
appropriate site for over a year; the usual problem was that an otherwise good 
pro~erty required rezoning to achieve the necessary density, and the neighborhoods 
in most instances were unwilling to accept such a change. 

The City of Jacksonville and the builder have both been extremely
interested in the program. however, and continued to look for an acceptable 
parcel of land. Some other candidate projects 1n the program dropped out when 
in similar situations. 

Jake Godbold. Mayor of Jacksonville, and Richard Bower, Director of 
Planning and Development, have both been strong advocates of affordable housing; 
in fact, Jacksonville sought out HUD to participate in the program once it was 
announced. 

The builder, Charlie Brown of Summerhomes, Inc., has been equally persistant 
i~ his search for an acceptable site. a search which has been successfully 
completed. Summerhcmes is one of the largest builders in the Jacksonville ar.ea, 
with a number of developments under construction and marketing at the present 
time. 

The final site configuration has not yet been established; the project 
will be constructed on a 20 acre parcel, and the builder indicates that he plans 
to build a mix of single family attached units, varying from duplexes to 
sixplexes, in clusters. The preliminary site plan and list of proposed innovations 
is currently being prepared for review by HUO and by the city. Brown hopes to 
begin site development by August 30. 1984. 

* * * 

6/8/84 
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Joint venture for Affordable ~ousing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET -- Preliminary Information 

Conrnunity: 

Project Name: 

Builder/Developer: 
Officers 

Local Officials: 
Na""enitle 

Project Description: 

Unit ,."ix 
SFO 
SFA 

Comments on Mix/Type: 

Project Schedule: 

Comments on SChedule: 

Project 5ta tus: 

COmMents on Status: 

Savings/Unit : 

Comments: 

Jacksonville, Florida 

"Summer Green" 

Sunrnerhomes, Inc. 

Charles Brown, President 


Jake Godbold. Mayor 

Richard Bower, Director, Planning and Development 


Land Area: ZO acres Unit Count: 147 
Gress Density: 7.35 units/acre 

Number Floor Areas Price Range 
Unknown at present time. 

This project is still being planned, and the final 
unit mix has not been established. The builder has 
indicated he plans to build 1- and 2-story single family 
attached homes as duplexes to sixplexes, in clusters. 

Ground Breaking: Site development to begin 8/30/84 
Grand Opening: Date not set. 
Sales Completed: 

Final schedule will depend on completion and approval 
of the site plan. The project has been delayed for 
over a year due to difficulty in locating an appropriate 
parcel of land. 

Date: 611/84
Units Started: o 
Units Constructed: o 

O-~-Units Sold: 

Units Occupied: o 


See comment on schedule. 


Administrative: 

Site Development: 

Building Construction: 


.lotal Savings/Unit: 

The innovation list is still in preparation, and, no 
estimate of potential savings has been made. ~ 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

MADISON, WISCONSIN 

The new affordable housing demonstration project in Madison, Wisconsin, 
has not yet been named; the press release announcing it was issued in July. 

Design has started on a 4.5 acre portion of a 25 acre parcel owned by
the builder. The overall parcel is zoned for 300 units; the demonstration 
portion will be developed at approximately 9 units/acre, for a total of 
about 41 units. The preliminary design calls for a mix of single family 
detached units and some duplex and fourplex attached homes. 

Mayor F. Joseph Sensenbrenner, Jr., has promised the city's cooperation
in reviewing re~ulations to reduce costs; the builder reports good discussions 
with city departments. 

Midland Builders, Inc., has been the largest builder of single family 
homes in the Madison area in recent years. David Wm. Crocker, president. 
has lined up very competent architects and site planners to help make this 
a showcase project. 

111 111 111 

August 6, 1984 
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Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET 

COIm1unity: 

Project Name: 

Builder/Developer:
Officers 

Local Officials: 
Name/Title 

Project Description: 

Unit Mix 
SFD 
SFA 

Comments on Mix/Type: 

Project Schedule: 

Comments on Schedule: 

Project Status: 

Comments on Status: 

Savings/Unit: 

Comments: 

Madison. Wisconsin 

Name not selected as yet 

Midland Builders. Inc. 
David Wm. Crocker. president 

F. Joseph Sensenbrenner, Jr., Mayor 

Land Area: 4.5 acres Unit Count: Approximately 41 
Gross Density: 9 units/acre 

Number Floor Areas Price Range
2 Not set Not set 

39 +1- Not set Not set 

Price target is the $50.000 range. The mix includes 
SFD units, duplexes, and fourplexes. 

Ground Breaking: No schedule as yet. 
Grand Opening: No schedule as yet. 
Sales Completed: 

The project was just announced. HUD's GTR will 
visit the site in August to help get the project 
underway. 

Date: August 6. 1984 
Units Started: o 
Units Constructed: o 
Units Sold: o 
Units Occupied: o 
Site design is underway. 

Administrative: No estimate of possible 
Site Development: savings at this time. 
Building Construction: 

Total Savings/Unit: 

Innovations under consideration for the project 
include a mix of detached and attached units, 
and low-maintenance finishes. 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
A~FORDABlE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

MURRAY, UTAH ,.... 

"Hunters Pointe" is one of the expansion projects as part of the effort 
to extend the affordable housing d~monstration program to every State. As 
currently conceived, it will consist of some 133 units on a 31.47 acre property,
with a mix of single family detached a~d attached units. possibly with one 
area designed for "empty nesters." The target price range is $50,000 to 
$85,000. 

The site has been controversial in the past; one attempt to rezone it 
for apartments was defeated because an abutting neighborhood consists of 
expensive homes. It was recently rezoned to Planned Residential Development,
which will permit higher density single family development. The new project 
plan will include a park area and clubhouse with other amenities. 

Mayor laRell D. Muir and Greg Brown, Chairman of the City Council, have 
co~itted the city to support the project. Day-to·day contact is maintained 
with Dennis Hamblin, Planning Director. and Charles Clay, City Engineer and 
Public Works Director. 

Dan Lofgren of Prowswood, the builder. is currently working with the 
city officials to develop a list of acceptable innovations in site design and 
development, and in building technical features. One proposed change
would lower the current off-street parking requirement of 2.66 cars per unit. 

No estimate has yet been made of prospective savings, but planning is 
continuing. 

'* '* '* 

6/8/84 



Joint venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE ~OUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET-- Expansion Project Information 

COf1'l1lunity: 	 Murray, Utah 

Project Name: 	 "Hunters Pointe" 

Builder/Developer: Prowswood 
Officers Dan Lofgren, Chief of Operations 

Local Officials: LaRell D. Muir, Mayor 
Name lTi t' e Greg Brown, Chairman, City Council 

Charles Clay. City Engineer and Director of Public Works 
Dennis Hamblin. Planning Director 

Project Description: Land Area: 31.47 acres Unit Count: 133 
Gross Density: 4.22 units/acre 

Unit folix Number Floor Areas Price Range 
SF'D 
SF'A 

Not yet set. Target $50,000 - $85,000 

Comments on Mix/Type: Preliminary studies indicate a mix of single family 
detached and townhouse units, with one section especially 
designed for "empty nesters." 

Project Schedu1e: 	 Ground Breaking: Schedule not set yet.
Grand Opening: 
Sales Completed: 

Comments on Schedule: 	 Previous attempts to develop the site for apartments 
have been defeated in hearings. due to bordering expensive 
homes. Schedule is being developed to include the 
possibility of hearings. 

Project Sta tus : 	 Date: June 1, 1984 
Units Started: 0 
Units Constructed: 0 
Units Sol d: 0 
Units Occupied: 0 

Comments on Status: 	 Project area has been rezoned to a Planned Residential 
District, permitting greater density. Site planning 
nnw underway will include park area, clubhouse, and 
similar amenities. 

Savings/Unit: 	 Administrative: No estimate of prospective savings as yet.
Site Deve7opment:
Building Constrvction: 

..total Savi ngs/UTt"\t: 

Comments: 	 Site borders, meat packing plant, a residential area, 
and a convalescent home; it is one block from the hospital. 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

NORTH RICHMOND. CALIFORNIA 

As yet unnamed, this project is one of two put together by the same 
developer using HLID Code manufactured housing in in-fill locations in 
California. The project was just announced and is now getting underway. 

The North Richmond project will involve fifteen singe-wide units, 
with floor areas of 960sf, located on scattered infill sites in a 
30-block area of North Richmond. 

county Supervisor Tom Powers envisions this project as one way to 
help improve a declining area and provide needed housing at affordable 
prices. The developer hopes to sell these homes at $60,000 with land. 

Ramona Rose of Nova Housing Systems is the developer; she has selected 
manufactured units produced by Kaufman &Broad for both this project and the 
one in Benicia. The North Richmond units will have three bedrooms and one 
bath in the smaller s;ngle-wide format. 

The first unit is expected to be in place within two months. The 
rest will be delivered as sold. 

* .. * 
August 6, 1984 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORPABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET 

Comnunity: 

Project Name: 

Builder/Developer: 

Officers 


Local Officials: 

Name/Title 


Project Description: 

Unit Mix 
SFD 
SFA 

Comnents on Mix/Type: 

Project Schedule: 

Comments on Schedule: 

Project Status: 

Comments on Status: 

Savings/Unit:• 


Comments: 

North Richmond, California 

Not named as yet. 

Nova Housing Systems

Ramona Rose 


Tom Powers, County Supervisor 

Land Area: Scattered Unit Count: 15 
Gross Density: Not applicable 

Number Floor Areas Price Range
15 960 sf $60,000 

Units will be single-wide HUD Code homes produced b~ 

Kaufman &Broad, each with 3 bedrooms, 1 bath. 

They will be located on scattered sites in a 

30 block area of North Richmond. 


Ground Breaking: First unit due within 

Grand Opening: two months; the rest will 

Sales Completed: be delivered as sold. 


Date: August 6, 1984 

Units Started: o 

Units Constructed: o 

Units Sold: o _ __ _ _"_"_ _ 

Units Occupied: o 


Administrative: No estimate yet. Because 

Site Development: of the declining area, it 

Building Construction: is difficult to estimate 


comparab1es. 

Total SavingS/Unit: 


This is one of two infil1 projects by Nova Housing

Systems; the other is in Benicia, California. 

Both wi11 use Kl8 HUD Code units. 
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Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 


SPRINGFIELD. MASSACHUSETTS 

The Springfield project, as yet un-named, is one of the first two 
"inf111" projects accepted for the demonstration program; the other is 
a pair of projects in California by one developer. 

The press release for Springfield was issued in the second week of 
August, and few specific details are available at this writing. 

An earlier proposed project in Springfield never went to construction 
due primarily to the poor subdivision housing market. However, Mayor
Richard Neal and Housing Coordinator Richard Collins saw a significant 
opportunity to solve some important city housing problems through the 
infi 11 program and have actively supported the negotiations leading to 
this project. 

Robert DelPozzo, president of JDS, Inc .• the project developer, 
plans six modular housing units (meeting the local building code) on 
a one-half acre infi11 parcel of land. The duplex homes will have 1,008 sf 
in each unit, and are expected to sell for $42,500 per unit. DelPozzo 
believes that some buyers will by a two-unit building. living in one and 
renting the other. 

The homes will be manufactured by New England Homes. and the first 
units should arrive on-site in August. 

* * * 
August 1, 1984 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET 

Comnunity: 

Project Name: 

Builder/Developer: 
Officers 

Local Officials: 
Name/Title 

Project Description: 

Unit Mix 
SFO 
SFA 

Comments on Mix/Type: 

Project Schedule: 

Comments on Schedule: 

Project Status: 

Comnents on Status: 

Savings/Unit: 

Comments: 

Springfield. Massachusetts 


Not named as yet. 


JDS, Inc. 

Robert DelPozzo, President 


Richard E. Neal. Mayor

Richard V. Collins. Housing Coordinator 

Land Area: 1/2 acre Unit Count: 6 

Homes will be modular units manufactured by 

Gross Density: l2/acre 

Number Floor Areas Price Range 

6 1,008sf $42.500/unit 

Three duplex buildings, for a total of six units. 

New England Homes under local building codes. 

Ground Breaking: August 1984 
Grand Opening: Not set 
Sales Completed: 

Date: August 1. 1984 
Uni ts Sta rted: o 
Units Constructed: o 
Units Sold: o 
Units Occupied: o 
The first units should arrive on-site in August. 

Administrative: No estimate of savings 
Site Development: at this time. but the 
Building Construction: overall price is very

attractive. 
Total Savings/Unit: 

This is one of the first two in-fill projects 
in the program. 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

WHITE MARSH, BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND 

-Lawrence Hill," the affordable housing demonstration in the White 
Marsh area of Baltimore County, Maryland, is being designed for 111 single
family detached homes on 21.25 acres, arranged in clusters of four units 
with off-street parking. The tentative unit aesiQns provide for homes 
ranging from 900sf to 2,000sf, and priced from $69,000 to $92,000. 

This project has been delayed for a number of months by the builder's 
decision to work out with the county staff which proposed innovations would 
be permitted before finally deciding to proceed. Although the overall 
site density of 5~2 units/acre is acceptable within the existing Baltimore 
County zoning regulation, the cluster concept required both Planning Commission 
and Zoning Commission approval. Planning Commission approval was received 
in May, and Zoning Commission approval in July. 

Throughout the planning period, County Executive Donald Hutchinson and 
Director of Planning and Zoning Nonnan Berger have supported the affordable 
housing concept. 

The builder is the Ryland Group, one of the nation's larger homebuilding
firms. Ryland does not develop its sites, however; this project is being
developed by Nottingham Properties, a respected Baltimore-area land 
development finn. Lead persons for Ryland are Rick Kunkle. Regional Vice. 
President for production, and Mike Brodsky, Area General Manager; Richard 
Jones, a principal in the White Marsh Joint Venture, has the lead for 
Nottingham. 

This project has been tentatively selected for a full cost analysis, 
based on Ryland's proven ability to document and control costs. The specific
innovations to be used are being developed as design proceeds, based upon the 
provisions of the zoning variances. Ground-breaking is now estimated for 
late August or September 1984. 

* * * 
August 6, 1984 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET 

Conmunity: 


Project Name: 


Builder/Developer:

Officers 

Local Officials: 
Name/Title 

Project Description: 

Unit Mix 
SFO 
SFA 

Comments on Mix/Type: 

Project Schedule: 

Comments on Schedule: 

Project Status: 

Comments on Status: 

SavingS/Unit: 

White Marsh, Baltimore County,-Maryland 

"Lawrence Hill u 

Ryland Group
Rick Kunkle 

/ Nottingham Properties
Richard Jones 

Mike Brodsky 

Donald P. Hutchinson, County Executive 
Norman Berger, Director, Planning and Zoning
Bob Marriott, Deputy Director, Planning and Zoning 

Land Area: 21. 25 acres Uni t Count: 111 
Gross Density: 5.2 units/acre 

Number Floor Areas Price Range
111 900sf - 2.000sf $69,000 - $92,000 

Homes generally will be two-story or split level, 
arranged in clusters of four. 

Ground Breaking: Late August or September, 1984 
Grand Opening: Not set 
Sales Completed: 

The final schedule will be.established shortly, now 
that planning and zoning approvals have been received. 

Date: August 6, 1984 
Units Started: o 
Units Constructed: o 
Units Sold: o 
Units Occupied: o 
Planning Commission approval was granted in May, and 
Zoning Commission approval of the variances was given
in July. 

Administrative: This project has been tentatively 
Site Development: selected for a full cost analysis. 
Building Construction: 

Total Savings/Unit: 

Comments: 



• • • 

Joint Venture for Affordable Housing
ArFODDABL£ HOUSING DEMONSTRATION 

WICHITA, KANSAS 

·Chelsea Square," the affordable hou~ing demonstration planned for 
Wichita, has been delayed for over a year due to a number of reasons. The 
longest dellY. several .onths. ~s due to the fact that Robert Fox. president
of landmark Communities, the builder. was president of the Wichita Home Builders 
Association and was unable to commit his time to the project. 

The project is now moving along in the design process. As planned, it 
calls for a total of 120 single family attached units on 14 acres. a density 
of 8.4 units per acre. There has been some discussion of limiting the formal 
"demonstration" portion of this project to the flrst 22 units in the construction 
plan. Tentatively. the units will have areas of 837sf to 1,178sf. and be 
priced from $56.000 to $66.000. 

Under current plans. site construction should start this summer. and the 
grand opening is tentatively set for late this fall. 

Since unit design is not yet complete, the actual innovations to be 
used are not firm. 

6/7/84 



Joint Venture for Affordable Housing 
AFFORDABLE ijOUSING DEMONSTRATION: PROJECT FACT SHEET Preliminary Information 

COtmlunity: 

Project Name: 

Builder/Developer:
Officers 

Local Offici a1s: 
NameIThle 

Project Description: 

Unit Mix 
SFO 
SFJi 

Comments on Mix/Type: 

Project Schedule: 

Comments on Schedule: 

Project Status: 

Comments on Status: 

SavingS/Unit: 

Comments: 

Wichita, Kansas 

"Chelsea Square" 

Landmark Cotmlunities, Inc. 
Robert R. Fox, President 
Carolyn Owen, VP Administration 
Elton Parsons 

Margalee Wright, Mayor (NOTE: This may have L~anged!) 
Bob Lakin, Director of Planning 
Gene Denton, City Manager 

land Area: 14 acres Unit Count: 120 
Gross Density: 8.4 units/acre 

Number noor Areas Price Range 

120 837sf - 1.178sf $56.000 - $66,000 

No details at this time. 

Ground Breaking: Tentatively summer 1984 
Grand Opening: late 1984 
Sales Completed: No sales yet 

This project has been delayed several times since it 
was first announced. The builder. Robert Fox. was involved 
in the Wichita Home Builders Association activities and could 
not dedicate any time to the project for several months. 
However. it appears that the site plan is ready to go. 

Date: June 1. 1984 
Units Started: 0 
Units Constructed: 0 
Units Sold: 0 -- ­
Units Occupied: 0 

See comments on schedule. 

Administrative: No information at this time on 
Site Development: the exact innovations to be used, 
Building Construction:or on estimated savings . 

. Total Savings/Unit: 
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING OE~ONSTRATION PROGRA~ 
COST SAVINGS 
Sheet 1 of 5 
June 6.1984 COST SAVINGS PER UNIT (DOLLARS) 
~:==~=a==;~=======#=#=*=====:=== ======-==*= ============== ============================= 

LINCOLN PHOENIX SANTA FE CRIT TEN­ ~ESA ELKHART 
OEN, CO. COUNTY COUNTY 

NB Al Nit AR CO IN 

I. 	AO~IN & PROCESSING 
A. 	 Fast rrack 

34036 2271. 	Interest Savings 
2. 	Indirect,Tax,~atl & 


Labor InfLation Savings 
 1080 1490 420 
B. 	 Prd vs.5td Subdivision 416 
C. 	 Waiver of Performance Bond 65 

770O. 	 Water' Sewer Fee Reduction 

II. RAW LAND-DENSITY 
A. 	 52 115. 32 Units 481 
8. 	255 liS. 19S Units 151S IC. 	 47 115. 38 Units 586 IO. 	 104 115. 42 Units 4S0D 
E. 	 SO vs. 26 Units 3000 
F. 	 75 liS. 46 Units 
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"~ III. LAND OEVELOP~ENr 
(\ 651A. 	 Engineering & Earthwork 291 

B. 	 Ut LL i ties 1372 
1. 	Water 290 
a. 	4" 115 6" Olaf ACP 148 
b. 	Polybutylene vs.ACP 63 

2. 	Sanitary Sewer 
a. 	6",8",10" Ola.PVC 115.8", 
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b. 	~anhole Reduction 6 380 ! 103 
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AFFORDABL( HOUSING O(~DNSTRATION PROGRA~ DISK-9 

COST SAVINGS AHllS2-2 
Sheet 2 of 5 
June 6.19B4 COST 	 SAVINGS PER UNIT (DOLLARS) 
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OISK-9AFFORDABLE HOUSING DE~ONSTRATION PROGRA~ •
AHllS2-3COST SAVINGS 

Sheet 3 of 5 
June 6.1964 COST SAVINGS PER UNIT (DOLLARS) • 
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LINCOLN PHOENIX SANTA fErRITTEN-
OPERATION DEN, ca. 

NB AZ N~ AR 
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING OE~DNSTRATION PROGRA~ 
COST SAVINGS 

Sheet 5 of 5 

June 6.1984 
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OPERATION 

IV. DIRECT CONSTRUCTION 
I. 	Plumbing 

1 • Polybutylene us Copper 
2. 	DOlllnsize Hili Htr 
3. 	Downgrade Fi.tures 

J. 	Insulation 
v~1. 	5.5"(R-19) 3.S"(R-Il) 
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(5ee Note 1) 

K. 	 Indirect~ 
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING OE"ONSTRATION PROGRAA 
COST SAVINGS 
Sheet 4 of S 
June 6.1984 

;~=;~~=':=2~=====:= •• ~= ••==S~===:;Z 
LINCOLN 

OPE RA TION 
N8 

III. 01 REeT CONSTRUCTION 
8. 	Rough Carpentry 
1. 	Eliminate Headers in 

Non-Bearing Walls 
2. 	O.II.E.framing Technique 450 
3. 	One piece Shting & Siding 

C. 	 fInish Carpentry 
1. 	Eiim Cab Sofflts 
2. 	Plastic laminate vs 

Wood Cablnets 
3. 	Eliminate Overhangs 
4. 	 Ship ladder vs Stairs to Loft 

O. 	 Drywall 
1 • Plywood Hdrs vs Drywall 

Eo Roofing 
~ 1 • Elim 8idg Felt 

C' 
F. 	Fencing on lot ....... l 


1. 	Reduction due to Zero-
Lot - Line 

G. 	 Electrical 

1 • 100 vs 200 Amp Panel 

2. 	 Reduced No.of Outlets 
3. 	Elim Bath & Util E.h Fans 

H. 	 Heat & Air Conditioning 
1 • Thru Wail vs Centrai Ale 
2. 	Elim 8ath Htr 

COST SAVINGS PER UNIT (OOLLARS) 
=.=~=:=:~~======== ================_ •• 

PHOENIX SANTA FE CR I TTEN­ AESA 
DEN, CO. COUNTY 

NA ARAZ CO 

OISK-9 •AH1152-4 

•=== •• =.====.=====.=~.2======= 
ELKHART SIOUX KNOX 

COUNTY fALLS COUNTY •
IN 50 TN 

186 

450 

80 

195 
213 

122 

60 
48 

145 

530 

340 

-

495 
266 

120 

50 

33 

119 
51 

-

237 
931 

425 

~ 

• 

'J 

'"':; 

·l 

:) 

:) 

'J 

) 

• 

• 


I 	 -.J 
Continued on Page S 

• 

• 

.) 

J 


