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ABSTRACT

The costs and time presently associated with constructing new housing

The most recent projects either completed,in New York City are discussed.

or substantially completed, for which accurate cost information was avail­

able late in 1967 from Federal Housing Administration and the Housing

Assistance Administration of the Department of Housing and Urban Develop­

ment, and from the New York City Housing Authority, are used to provide

the cost data. Emphasis here is on the cost of constructing low-cost

housing for lower-income families under programs administered by these

Social consideration related to relocation, etc.,three organizations.

are not discussed.
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PREFACE

This report describes the cost and time factors associated with the

provision of housing for lower-income families in New York City, 

particularly Manhattan. This report deals only with new construction;:

a projected report will include a comparison with rehabilitation costs

and time, as set forth in an earlier comparison paper entitled "Cost

and Time Associated with Tenement Rehabilitation in Manhattan, New

York City." We do not discuss the various views held in the City,

and elsewhere, about the comparative "quality" of housing that results

from new construction relative to rehabilitated tenements. Also, this

report subordinates concern for the social influence which construction

time has on the residents of the neighborhood in terms of family re­

location and any related disruption of the neighborhood social fabric.

Such important social considerations are beyond the scope of this report.

Contributions have been made to this study by H.U.D.'s F.H.A. and

H.A.A. Offices, both in Washington and in New York City; by the New

York Housing Authority; and by the MITRE Corporation.

Responsibility for the report and its conclusions remains with the

Office of Urban Technology and Research of the Department of Housing

and Urban Development.
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INTRODUCTION

This study presents information about the cost and construction time 

associated with building new, low- and moderate-income housing in New York 

This information will permit comparison to be made with similar data 

for rehabilitation, presented in an earlier H.U.D. comparison report.

This report is intended to provide factual information about the cost of 

providing improved housing in the city insofar as cost and time factors are 

It must be emphasized that there is not a "one-to-one" corre­

spondence between the information contained in the rehabilitation report 

and in this report; such detailed information is not available.

City.
1

concerned.

=
Projects selected for this report are those completed most recently in

New York City, or well under construction there late in 1967, that involve
!H.U.D./F.H.A., H.U.D./H.A.A. and N. Y.the use of three housing programs:

No information is presented for conventionally financed(Mitchell-Lama).

multifaraily housing; because of the present rent structure, it is seldom

available to low- and moderate-income families. Further, locating and

collecting information for any conventional projects that might have low 

rents was beyond the resources immediately available to us for this work. I

Except for two projects in Manhattan, the H.U.D./F.H.A. projects are
•’!

insured under the H.U.D. Section 221 Program which is intended to result

in the production of moderate-income housing. Since only one H.U.D./

F.H.A. 221(d)(3) project had been built in Manhattan at that time, the cost

of two other H.U.D./F.H.A. projects in Manhattan is presented even though

they are considered "luxury" apartments and are insured under Section 207;

1—--S't ^d Time Associated with Tenement Rehabilitation in Manhattan. N.Y.C



i of these particular cost data, properly normalized, is judgeduse

necessary in order to provide a broader basis for cost comparison.
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COMPARABILITY OF COST FIGURES

In an effort to obtain broadly representative costs, projects have had

to be selected from three different housing programs. This has intro­

duced a difficult problem of comparability, since the cost records of

each project are kept in a manner developed through the years to satisfy

the management needs of the particular programs of which it is a part.I
Since the several programs are responsibilities of different agencies,

widely separated organizationally, it would be remarkable if cost data

were directly comparable and, in fact, they are not. This has necessitated

the use of considerable judgment in rearranging costs and delineating

them into more nearly comparable categories.

These considerations prompt two important observations, the first directly

applicable to the interpretation of the present report, the second more

general in nature:

1. In comparing data in this report, careful attention should be

paid to the differences between projects, and the probable

effect of those differences on the data being compared.

If comparisons of this sort provide useful information, an2.

effort should be made to adopt uniform systems of recording,

transmitting and presenting data so that any such future com­

parisons could be made with ease and greater accuracy.

In addition, the rising cost of construction during the years in which 

the different projects were executed makes lb necessary bo adjusb cosbs

= to a common base: Fall 1967 dollars. Tables I and II present the

specific "multipliers" used for each project to normalize the cost to 

the time period chosen for comparison.

-1-



NEW MULTIFAMILY HOUSING PROJECT DEVELOPMENT COSTS

The characteristics and development costs of 21 new multifamily housing 

projects in New York City are presented in Tables I and II. 

jects were the most recent ones completed prior to Fall 19^7 

construction was well underway at that time; all were constructed using 

one of the H.U.D./F.H.A., or New York State (Mitchell-Lama) Programs.

These pro-

or where

Table I presents the information for the twelve New York City projects

located in the Borough of Manhattan. Information about nine additional

projects in other New York City boroughs is presented in Table II. The

projects have been separated in this way principally because those pro­

jects outside of Manhattan were typically built using "semi-fireproof"

construction which results in a lower cost; those in Manhattan used

"fireproof" construction, at relatively higher cost. The difference in

type of construction is related to complex economic and zoning practicalities.

For instance, the higher value of land in Manhattan has the effect of

requiring more intensive land use and therefore higher buildings. High- 

rise buildings are built using "fireproof" construction.

A large amount of information is included in Tables I and II. It can

be analyzed and compared in a variety of ways. An analysis of some

items follows in this report, but other comparisons can be made for

specific purposes.

Tables I and II present the total development cost for each project.

In addition to housing, these projects also include rental and/or service 

spaces such as garages, stores and professional suites, and therefore,

-2-



the costs include varying amounts not strictly attributable to housing

This cost aspect is discussed in greater detail in a later sectionalone.

of this report.

The acquisition cost of land was one amount particularly difficult to

obtain for several projects since, in some instances, certain subsidies 

were involved. Inhere any H.U.D./R.A.A. "writedown” cost and/or land gifts 

were identified, a "fair value" amount has been included and considered
i

to be part of the cost of acquiring the site.

Demolition costs,if any, involved in clearing the site to make it available

for new construction were included as well. The authors recognize that

this method of accounting for true housing costs is not universally accepted.

Some authorities prefer to look upon the cost of removing old structures

to make the site suitable for new construction as a "social" cost that

society should pay to remove unsuitable buildings and not one that should

be attributable to the cost of the new construction itself. For some projects

this is a substantial amount and, for the purpose of this particular report,

it should be included. Insofar as possible, the land acquisition cost in­

dicated on Tables I and II is the fair market value for which an informed

buyer and an informed seller could have been expected to exchange ownership

of the land at the time.

Information presented in these two tables is categorized into three main

groups; i.e., characteristics, construction cost, and miscellaneous cost

The totals of the latter two are shown as the development cost of the project.

The general contractors profit and bonding cost, if any, are included in

-3-



is sometimes thethe project construction cost; the architectural fee, as

This is set out separately as one of the miscellaneouspractice, is not.

costs.

To do this, we have madeA cost of dollars per person housed is presented, 

assumptions regarding the average number of persons expected to be housed 

in living units containing various numbers of bedrooms. We have used the

judgment of the New York City Rent and Rehabilitation Administration in 

regard to the number of persons expected to be housed in living units with 

various numbers of bedrooms; they are presented in Table No. III.

One can conclude from a study of Table I that total development costs for

new multifamily projects in Manhattan range from $19,000 + $900 per living

The median cost is about $25,000 + $1,300 per 

unit; this is equivalent to some $34 + $4.0 per net sq. ft. of living 

unit area, $27 + $3.2 per gross sq. ft. of living unit area, and $7,900 + 

$500 per person housed--all in Fall 1967 dollars.

unit to $30,000 + $1,500.

From a study of Table II, one can conclude that development costs for new 

multifamily projects in New York City, but outside of Manhattan, range 

from $15,000 $800 per living unit to $22,000 + $1,100.

is $19,000 + $900 per unit; this is equivalent to some $29 + $3.5 per net 

sq. ft. of living unit area, $21 + $2.6 per gross sq. ft. of living unit 

area, and $6,000 + $400 per person housed--all in Winter 1967-68 dollars.

The median cost

These figures clearly show that the cost of developing housing is appreciably 

higher in Manhattan than it is in other parts of the city; i.e 

per living unit, $5 per net sq. ft., $6 per gross sq* ft., and $2,000 

per person housed, respectively, using the median cost figures.

about $6,000•>

■
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TABLE NO.IH
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS HOUSED IN LIVING UNITS OF VARIOUS TYPES

Note: This information was obtained from the New York City 
Rent and Rehabilitation Administration. It is their 
estimate of occupancy densities of the user groups who. 
live in Old-Lav and Nev-Lav Tenement Buildings in 
Manhattan, Nev York City.

Average Number
of Persons HousedLiving Unit Type

Efficiency 
One Bedroom 
Tvo Bedrooms 
Three Bedrooms 
Four Bedrooms 
Five Bedrooms

1
2
oJLIfllIf9*

J

Jf

!

Ill
.
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GRAPHIC DISPLAY OP NEW MULTIFAMILY DEVELOPMENT COSTS

Figures I and II display the development cost of new multifamily projects 

in New York City in terms of dollars per living unit. Figure I shows the 

development costs of those projects located in Manhattan and Figure II shows

those outside of Manhattan. Single building projects and multi-building

projects are separated for easier comparison.

The total cost, the construction cost, the land cost and "other" costs

all shown on these figures — all in terms of cost per living unit.

Figures III and IV display the development cost in terms of dollars per

(Definition of this square foot 

measurement is given in a footnote in Tables I and II.) Figure III shows

net square foot of living unit area.

the cost of the projects in Manhattan and Figure IV shows the cost of the

projects outside of Manhattan. In these figures, the single building and

multi-building projects are grouped together-again, for easier comparison.

The development cost of each project is separated into construction cost 

and miscellaneous cost; miscellaneous cost includes all costs except those

of construction.

The parameter, cost per net square foot of living unit area, reflects the 

relative efficiency with which the building structure is used for housing.

A project having large halls, lobbies, garages, etc. will cost more per 

net square foot of living unit area than one which provides less such space.

-19-
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V and VI except thatThe same cost information is shown on Figures
w>

foot of living unitit is displayed in terms of dollars per gross square

value used here includes the areas 

and other such spaces.

<u

2 LTi c2IThe gross square foot area 

devoted to stores, professional spaces, garages

» ■ area.
?!
! O < <><•? 

X lO

<D
*0

ol
Another graphic conparison of development costs is presented in Figures

This time the costs are calculated in terms of dollars per 

As before, we have taken the average number of persons 

expected to be housed in living units containing various numbers of bedrooms. 

For projects having a den large enough to serve also as a bedroom, if desired, 

the den is considered to be a bedroom for these calculations.

U)c o
< o? X O u_ O

“O
VII and VIII. • —

CD
Iperson housed.i
D
2

<s Ox m
ioI i

z
<
i— y- 
< O5 °Z. u_

o i^ 00

u_ O
This parameter, cost per person housed, like the parameter of cost per net i/i

D
_Q
£square foot, reflects in a minor way the efficiency with which the -overall 

building structure is used, 

of bedrooms provided in the living units.

<£ D j*
5 o o^ U a.

- 0
LO LO

4 But, most important, it reflects the number 

Bath and kitchen facilities

more intensively used in units having four or five bedrooms. 

these facilities is more 

function of.the size of the living unit.

LO LO

° Oare O'
IOh- o 1z U->The cost of S 85

Q-
Q_or less constant per unit; i.e., not an important o °°
LU <
> lu
Q U O'

Q . < I— < —3IJ 7 LU

A I < Q

1/1
D

z ■? cd X

: From these figures it is apparent that 

to in terms of dollars

in
construction costs can be referred

per net square foot, dollars 

No one of the

purposes equally well; each is most useful in 

less so in others. (Ideally,

among other things, provide a

or '’quality11 of housing.

it: 28 o0) X
per living unit, dollars O

> !z CO 
a. h- 7 'O

— ±Z I

;

per gross square foot, dollars 

parameters selves all 

particular ^frame-of-reference," 

Merit"

<uQ_per person housed, etc. >- u 3 &
1 o

- ^ O ^
< O Z O' 
£>->£ 5 5: -* z
ID LU LL. ^
5ZOS
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some

oa "Figure-of- < 1
should be available that would. in
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universal and useful measure of the "livability" >
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;

If such a measure could he developed, it would permit one to compare project 

costs in terras of dollars per unit of "quality” and would, therefore, be more

meaningful.)
:

:
We have found the parameter "dollars per person housed" to he particularly 

useful, since our goal is to house lower-income families decently at the

In this regard we note that projects which have a high cost per 

living unit tend to have a low cost when expressed in terras of cost per person 

Figure IX illustrates this relationship for the projects in Manhattan. 

The cost figures used for this figure are taken from Table IV.

lowest cost*

housed.

' Notice that,

for the 12 projects studied, of the 6 most costly as measured in terms of

dollars per living unit, 5 sire among the least costly in terms of dollars per 

The 6 "lower-cost" developments, as measured in terms of cost 

per living unit, cost an average of some $19,000 and housed persons at about 

$9,100 each — while the 6 developments that cost the "most" cost an average 

of some $25,000 per living unit but housed people at about $6,700 each, 

is a truly marked difference — some $2,500 per person housed.

person housed.

This

One of the most important housing goals is that of housing larger families — 

those with large numbers of children and, perhaps, elderly relatives as well. 

This study suggests that this purpose might well be served by observing that, 

in fact, oftentimes we can house a larger number of these persons at a lower 

cost per person by constructing projects containing a large number of relatively
x tou_ in large living units, even though the absolute cost of such living units is

The fundamental concern is to house those most in need, atrelatively high, 

the earliest time, and at the lowest total cost.X LT)
LL. in

. -29-



HOUSING COST AND TOTAL PROJECT COSTS

Essentially all of the projects studied include features that may not be con­

sidered strictly essential for lower-cost housing, but that can be thought of
i

as (so-called) "amenities" in a very broad sense of the word, 

the project, these items concern the design,

; Depending on

construction, materials, equipment, 

and other things included in the housing project to the extent required by the 

program and/or the market"* i.e., the user group for which the project is

"FUNDAMENTAL HOUSING" DEVELOPMENT COST 
IN mMS OF DOLLARS PER LIVING UNIT AND 

DOLLARS PER PERSON HOUSED IN MANHATTAN,
FIGURE IX - RELATIVE

I : EXPRESSED 
IN TERMS OF 
NEW YORK CITY 
(WINTER 1967-68 DOLLARS)

1
’

;

intended to serve. The estimated costs of these items have been studied for
12

;each project.! :
in
o

In an effort to make all proiects more comparable for purposes of this analysis.-oo
O 10 and to arrive at an estimate of fundamental new multifamily housing costs, the 

project costs have been adjusted by deleting the cost of these items, 

the authors have drawn heavily on their own background knowledge and experience 

and that of others.

~ocsI To do so,Do
-C

c&
~D 8 No doubt other authors would make other selections and<D«/>
D
O adjustments.*X
c
8t-
Q> The items for which costs were deleted included special or extensive site work,o_V u 6
©
Q- unusual foundations, unusually shaped exteriors, protruding balconies, extensive
w
O

storage areas, "luxury" lobbies, roof gardens and promenades, stores, commercial
;

The cost of providing items more closely relatedareas, and parking facilities, 

to the individual living units also were removed, such as: 

wooc^ and hard tile floors and glazed bricks.

I ' !
4 16 i18 203: carpeting, special22 24 2826i Co.t per Living Unit ip Thousond of Dollars Such equipment as dishwashers,,

security systems were removedantennas and TVair conditioning, central TV 

as well as the added cost of "deluxe" cabinets, refrigerators and ranges.

*

j !:

*The authors wish to emphasize that, while this type of analysis is necessary 
to provide an insight into how certain variables affect housing costs in 
New York City, it does not follow that the authors necessarily advocate

these cost levels or providing only fundamental new

J? 5

I
' constructing projects at

This may not be, and probably would not be, desirable since it would 
seriously affect the "livability" of such projects.

■v:] ' Housing.
I ! I

-31-
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:!t building projects

With more than one building __ 

single building projects

prrTT.niNG ANDJSS^: 
- those

Xn oz*der ITia^-e a judgment about any difference that might 

statistical test, the Mann-Whitney U Test, was applied to 1 the data for 

each cost parameter; i.e., per living unit, per net square foot, etc. 

results imply that, based upon this data, there is probably no difference 

between the cost of constructing single building projects and multi­

building projects in Manhattan as measured by these parameters.

COMPARISON of single exist, a
;

projects -! One might imagine that larger

economy of 

little more to

i scale and, therefore,
construct. To explore this hypothesis

Thewould provide some 

would likely cost a

examined the construction
these projects with this rela-i costs of

we have
Tables IV and VI, since they allow 

the project development cost 

. (Again, it should be noted 

-called ,,amenities.,,)

taken fromData are 

than is possible using
tionship in mind.I
a better comparison 

information presented in the earlier tables
Table IX presents the same information as before, but this time, for new 

multifamily buildings constructed outside of Manhattan. Application of the 

Mann-Whitney U Test to the full range of the data here implies that, for 

the parameters of dollars per living unit, dollars per net square foot 

and dollars per gross square foot, there is a difference between the costs 

of single and multi-buildings. Multi-building projects are less

that these costs do not include the cost of any so

construction cost parameters, with a judgmentThe median values for four 

of the accuracy of the information, is presented in Table VIII for multi-

Comparison of these medianfamily housing in Manhattan, New York City. 

values does not clearly show any economy 

building projects.

of scale for multifamily
expensive, by about 10 - 25$, calculated from the medians of these

On the other hand, the parameter of cost per person housed
:

three parameters.

doesn’t show a significant difference between the costs of single and multi-
TABLE VIII!

building projects.

i t MEDIAN CONSTRUCTION COST OF NEW MULTIFAMILY 
BUILDINGS IN MANHATTAN, NEW YORK CITYI TABLE IX

Construction Cost Single Building Multi-Building
MEDIAN CONSTRUCTION COSTS OF NEW MULTIFAMILY 

BTrTT,DINGS IN NEW YORK CITY, OUTSIDE OF MANHATTAN
i per living unit $1^,000 + $800 

23 + 2.7 

18 + 2.2

$17,000 + $900 

20 + 2.U

15 + 1.8 

U,900 + 300

Multi-Building sper net sq. ft. Single BuildingsConstruction Cost
■ \ $iii,ooo + $700 

16 + 1.9 

Hi + 1.7 

li,600 + 280

$16,000 + $800 

23 + 2.8

per gross sq. ft. per living unit

I per person housed 5,200 + 310 per net sq. ft.
r 18 + 2.1: per gross sq. ft.

£,000 + 300per person housed

i !
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that single build-•I J that the square foot cost of construction decreases 

This rate of reduction i

conclusion 

than multi-building projects but the

j this rather conflicting Note
sized units.

that the cost per net square foot is nearly k0% greater

rapidly with increasingOne can conclude from;
111 construction cost is important.I* Noteing projects may cost slightly more

is not indicated nor
andconfirmed by all parameters

involved in the projects.
for a living unit ofdifference, if any, 

may not be important relative to other variables
'If 5OO net sq. it. than it is for a living unit of 900 

line indicates that the cost of constructing

net sq. ft. The slope of

new raultifamily housing isthe:
■reduced 1.8 dollars per net sq. ft. for each 100T.-nnurr TTNIT AREA. ON CONSTRUCTION COST

kitchen and bath facilities, heating

function of the number of living units provided in any 

floor, wall and ceiling surfaces

square foot increase in totalTHE INFLUENCE OF
of the living unit over the range of $00-1000 net sq. ft., approximately.While some construction costs, principally 

and water heaters are mainly a

project, other construction costs, such as
4

function of both the number and size of the living units constructed in

area

One can conclude that square foot costs are an important function of living 

unit size. A cost system based upon square foot cost data not including an 

appropriate normalization for living unit size would obviously be inaccurate; - 

perhaps quite seriously so.

one

are a
It follows, then, that one should expect larger living units 

to cost relatively less to construct per sq. ft. than smaller living units 

with comparable "livability'1 and facilities even though the larger the living 

unit area, the higher will be the absolute construction cost, 

many variables involved in constructing new housing, this relationship in cost 

inter-comparisons is often overlooked.

any one project.

MULTIFAMILY PROJECT DEVELOPMENT COST BY PROGRAM

Information concerning the costs encountered in developing new multifamily 

housing in New York City was collected for projects using H.U.D./H.A.A.,
Because of the

I
H.U.D./F.H.A. and the New York State Mitchell-Lama Programs.Like other cost comparisons, sq. ft. 

construction costs appear to be a less than conclusive parameter upon which to 

base decisions unless the sizes of the living units are properly considered.

4:
Figure XII presents one display of the results separated by program. (Of 

course, other displays using other parameters for comparison may be made, and,

!

as has been pointed out earlier, the selection of a single cost para-

affect the conclusion markedly.) Data 

No attempt is made to Incorporate

f' • !Such relationships are shown on Figure XI where the construction cost in dollars 

per net sq. ft. of living unit is graphed against the total
f I

meter for display and comparison can 

were taken from Tables I, IV and VI.

i
net sq. ft.

of living unit for both single building and multi-building projects 

The data used for this figure are presented in Table IV.

f i
in Manhattan.

adjustments in these cost figures for the size, quality and livability

characteristics unique to the housing constucted under each of the three

r-aution against a conclusion arrived

A best-fit least square■(
linear slope was calculated using these data, and is shown 

group of projects.
on the graphs for each

programs. For this reason the authors 

at from Figure XII that housing constructecl under the H.U.D./F.H.A. costs

|-42- -43-
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other arrangements well before discuss! 

office. The beginning of the planning

and size constructed

Mitchell-Lama Programs; each of the 

housing for different user

ng the potential project with that 

period for the Mitchell-Lama and 

in general, in this regard 

near the inception of the project.

parable quality, livability
less than housing of com 

under either the H.U.D./H.A.A. or 

three programs is used generally to produc

4 the
H.U.D./H.A.A. project, is better established, 

since a governmental body is involved
•i

!
groups.

Planning and processing time for these 

in New York City varied between 7 and 45 months, 

processing times for Mitchell-Lama projects are 25 months. 

H.U.D./H.A.A. projects have required 38 months, and H.U.D./F.H.A. 

have taken 19 months.

multifamily housing projects 

Median planning and

development costs in Manhattan new
that the range of projectThe results do show

In New York City, outside ofdo not differ greatly between programs. 

Manhattan, the H.U.D./F.H.A. projects are su 

per living unit basis than H.U.D./H.A.A.,

;
Comparatively,bstantially less on a dollar

proj ects- about $5,000 less.

TIME CHARACTERISTICS

With this as background, the authors wish to caution against a conclusion 

that H.U.D./H.A.A. and Mitchell-Lama projects take a longer period of time 

for planning and processing than H.U.D./F.H.A. projects.

Figure XIII summarizes the time characteristics presented in Tables I and 

The total time period involved in providing new multifamily housing

These are: (l)-

Planning and processing time, (2) Construction time, and (3) Occupancy 

The times involved for projects built under the three housing 

programs are presented on Figure XIII. 

for each characteristic sub-period are shown.

II.
The information

in New York City has been divided into three sub-periods.
collected for this study is not adequate to prove this, although it might

I: be a fact, and perhaps warrants careful additional inquiry.H time.

Maximum, minimum and median times Time for construction of the projects varied between 12 and 26 months.
i, ; ■

i; LittleHere, comparable information is available for the three programs, 

difference was noted between Mitchell-Lama and H.U.D./H.A.A. projects.

7 months less to construct, based

H

The planning and processing time has been taken as that period, in 

months, between the time when However, H.U.D./F.H.A. projects took 

on median times; typically, both Mitchell-Lama and H.U.D./H.A.A. projects

build and H.U.D./F.H.A. projects took about 15 months.

some
some early official record, such as an

application for mortgage insurance, was established and the (later) time 

that construction began. Because of the important differences 

ing procedures between the three

took about 22 months to
in process-

essentially complete occupancy took from

Low-rent projects became fully occupied 

Longer initial occupancy periods were 

the H.U.D./F.H.A. "luxury"

programs, one should interpret the results

With H.U.D./F.H.A. procedures, for example, 

insuring office has been

Time from initial occupancy to

month to eight months, 

rather quickly, in a matter of weeks, 

encountered for projects having higher rents

shown on Figure XIII with caution, 

the initial contact with that 

beginning of the planning and processing 

have been deeply involved in planning the

less than one

I: taken here as the 

period, but a project sponsor could 

project, finding land and making

■ . j

housing.

-1*5--44-"I 11
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j
for the three programs, 

Housing Program involves 1* years 

of a new multifamily housing

for H.U.D./H.A.A. assisted

In gross summary, then, using the median figur j
:! I

conclude that the Mitchell “Lamaone canI
1
i for planning, construction and occupancy

The coup arable timeproject in New York City, 

housing is 5 years and for a H .U.D./F.H.A. project is 3 years.
FIGURE XI “ "FUNDAMENTAL HOUSING" CONSTRUCTION COST PER NET SQUARE

FOOT AS A FUNCTION OF NET LIVING UNIT AREA FOR PROJECTS 
IN MANHATTAN, NEW YORK CITY 
(WINTER 1967-68 DOLLARS)

;
LAND ACQUISITION COSTS

'
: :'

The variation in cost is5 The cost of land was found to vary greatly. 40
i: Figure XIV summarizesrelated principally, to location differences, 

the information presented earlier in Tables I and II.

:
H

Land was found
c
3to cost as little as $3^-0 per living unit for a H.U.D./F.H.A. project 

outside of Manhattan; it ranged upward to $7,300 per living unit for

As one would anticipate, projects 

in Manhattan had a higher land cost, $lt,000 per living unit, than 

projects in other parts of the City, $1,800 per living unit.

Oo) 30
c
>

; a Mitchel-Lama project in Manhattan. o
O

* 20 A
£l

cr
t/i

0)
Z

Projects constructed under the H.U.D./F.H.A. programs had a median cost 

of about $1,500 per living unit. For the H.U.D./H.A.A. housing the 

median land cost was about $3,200 per living unit, 

had a median $4,000 per unit cost, but all of these 

Manhattan where land costs are much greater.

<D
Q.
£ 10
o
0

QMitchel-Lama projects
;i are located in

:d
■' : 400 500 700

Total Net Square Feet
600

I
A Multi-building project 

OSingle-building project

; .
!;

\ -1;6-
:;
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il the estimated effects op CERTAIN COHSTPttqtiOH-RELATED constraints 

ON CONSTRUCTION HOSTS

;
i\

During preparation of the report it became 

were present that affect, importantly, the 

family housing in New York City, 

that is related to such constraints; i.e 

technically suitable method and/or materials 

successfully elsewhere) we studied, briefly, the 

York City and compared these construction methods and materials with those used 

in locations where minimal state and local building code and other similiar 

constraints exist.

E evident that certain nconstraints”6 DC=> Ei oE construction cost of new multi- 

To make an estimate of the additional cost
i itI

f not using the most economical, 

that are available (and used

O

DUJD>ll9lP*!W
*r

construction practices in New

VVHAf■: I£; u:i
ft£o A VHd♦: i >i § It was found that labor productivity in New York City compares well with 

those encountered in areas where restrictive practices are not important. 

Specialization within a trade category (such as carpenters who only apply trim 

in a project) is highly developed in New York, much more so than is typical 

for the country and, as a result, labor performs work with minimum waste

!:i z
z
too 6uip|tnfl-j4|nwA+*u
QzSi-9
5
u motion and time.6uip|ing s|6uis4LU ¥ f

;■ 2t t i-
fjoSm

■

The.se do have the: noted, however, 

and involve codes, labor practices,
Some restraining characteristics were 

effect of measurably increasing cost,

.

;; i
. i

UDUDijUD\A/ apisinQ+ A¥ and administrative procedures.H*
003) o

I those found and identified duringThe constraints noted here are limited to 

this study; probably many others are

of cost

i
. to o 
> O' Theirbut not observed.*55 operable

¥ A UD44DLjUDVVUJ A LUa: U i—
c

savings provide important insight into 

multifamily buildings could be reduced
potential impact in terms

Row the cost of constructing newo o oo o o o o ooo oo o o o o \\o oo o o o o o
materially if they were removed.tx "O tooo CO CMto

4iun 6u!A!l 4$<0 puD-] 6u;snoH
\ i-£L-

•'!



of the potential savings possible

similiar constraints, 

the ones presented here

in part, may be related

The estimates

X X presents the estimated construction 

•building with and without
n In an earlier report,* an estimate was made 

in rehabilitation 

estimates were a

costs for a "hypothetical” multi­

constraints associated with the

. The hypothetical building 

Manhattan) having 17 stories,

,000.

Those familyconstruction by removal of certain cost
for new of new construction in Manhattan, New York City 

is fireproof (typical of those built in
great deal larger than 

multifamily housing construction.
■

1 The difference,
2construction employed.

■: about
1 135 livi-11^ a construction cost of $2,200to the novel methods in rehabilitation

housing in this report are probably conservative.
I

presented for newi i Study of this table shows that small reductions

For finished floors, tile and terrazzo, and plumbing 

and hot water, the reductions could range up to 25$.

in each items should be
|

■

of the authors of this 

appreciation of the difficulties

readily obtainable.the removal of constraints is not the concern■While

(who, admittedly, cannot have the same We believe these arepaper
attendant thereon as do the City, and other officials) they are mentioned conservative estimates that do not reouire anv1 squire any radical or revolutionary change

in construction methods or materials.study by all directly concerned with the lowering of

Such removal, of course, would
Use of only those techniques, methods 

and work practices now being used sucessfully in other parts of the country

here to allow careful

housing costs - especially in New York City, 

allow the housing of more lower-income families per dollar - and probably,

1,1i
j

Ifor the same purpose are delineated here.
:g j

therefore, sooner - and also encourage a larger volume of construction.
The items having the most important cost reduction potential on the total:

It is important to note that the potential savings from removal of these 

constraints would be almost immediate; they would not require the develop­

ment of new technology, nor would they involve changing general construction

construction cost are reinforced concrete and plumbing work. It is foreseen

that economies in those areas taken together could reduce total construe-

tion costs by about 5$.
Also while claims are often made about how costs canmethods now employed.

Reduction of as much as 11 $ in the total construction cost, conservativelybe reduced through industrialization and other techniques, an analysis of 

these claims is beyond the scope of this report. The constraints considered 

here are only those that effectively prevent the use of the most economical

estimated, appears to be possible. For the exairple project used here costing

would amount to approximately $21*0,000.$2,200,000, this savings1

methods and materials in constructing the housing in the present "conventional” Th. same analysis has been mad. for mother "hypothetical" - but typleal -

TOltifamily building, constructed within Hew fork City but ou

Manhattan where land costs, toning end other complex practicalities hays th.
The "hypothetical” building is

manner.

:•:

effect of encouraging less dense housing.. 2. * They may also be biased by the much closer involvement the authors had 
with the experimental rehabilitation projects studied.

* See footnote (1)i -52- -53-s
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•'!
and wood partitions. It is a 6-story eiev t 

$1,300,000.

isemi-fireproof with wood joints 

type having about 12? units and costing some

■

■

60
Ci I

•Pj- > 4-1 
c« Oclosely parallel the results shown for the 

above and, therefore, the details 

maximum reduction in

constraints is approximately 10#. The only important 

for plumbing and rough carpentry. For plumbing in the semi- 

3.1# reduction in total cost (28# reduction in plumbing 

cost) could be made, and for rough carpentry a 1.1 .# reduction in total 

cost seems possible.
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Si bm After removing the cost of all elements 

that are considered not physically 

is found that, in Manhattan, the median

I new multifamily projectsi CONCLUSIONS

essential for minimum housing, it 

development cost was about
in this study are:

be compared in terms

, dollars per gross square foot, or 

is most meaningful in some

i f The conclusions arrived at
of dollars per living $21,000 (+5$) per living unit, $30 (±12$) 

$6,900 (±6%) per person housed.

1. New construction costs can per net square foot and
foot Elements not essential to

minimum physical housing increased the cost from

unit, dollars per net square 

dollars per person housed. 

nframe-of-reference,,T less so 

all purposes.

2. A "Figure-of-Merit" needs 

measure of the "livability" or "quality" of housing.

could be developed, it would permit objective comparisons between 

project costs in terms of dollars perunit of quality and would, therefore, 

be more meaningful.

3. New lower-income multifamily housing development costs in New York City

I such
Each parameter

2 to 19% in Manhattan. 

(The authors wish to emphasize that they do not necessarily advocateNone of these paramenters servesin others#

constructing new housing at these bare minimum quality levels; they 

presented here for cost comparison purposes only).
to be devised that would provide a useful

If such a
are

5. According to records of H.U.D. and New York City, it takes about 

lx years for planning, processing, constructing and full occupancy 

of Mitchell-Lama housing project,* the comparable period for H.U.D./H.A.A. 

assisted projects is about 5 years; and for H.U.D./F.H.A. assisted 

projects it is about 3 years.

b\ measure
;i ;

!

range from $15,000 to $30,000 (+5%) per living unit, $17 to $41 (+ 12%)

per net square foot $14 to $38 (+12%) per gross sq. ft. and $5,100 

to $13,000 (+6%) per person housed - all in Winter 1967-68 dollars. 

New York City projects cost much more in Manhattan where the median

6. Caution must be used in comparing the cost and time of projects 

built under different programs because each project or program has

unique characteristic usually related to the different user

For example, one cannot 

that housing can be built

nor that the

some
values are $25,000 (+5%) per living unit, $34 (+12%) 

foot and $7,900 (+ 6% )
per net square 

per person housed, 'than they do outside of
groups that they are intended to serve, 

properly conclude from the cost figures 

at less expense

Mitchell-Lama Housing costs more to

reasons for

Manhattan where the median costs are $19,000 (+ 5%) per living unit, under H.U.D./F.H.A. than H.U.D./H.A.A

build than either H.U.D./F.H.A.

*• i
$29 (+12%) per net square foot and $6,000 (+6%) 

Projects in Manhattan
per person housed.

C0St more mainly because the land costs are higher 

per living unit higher -

construction which

these differences in terms

to measure these
or H.U.D./H.A.A. There arethere - about $2,000 

high-rise, "fireproof" 

fireproof construction.

and all projects are of adequate way 

is not at hand.

curious, and suggest that a 

could yield important additional

of "quality,M and "livability, ^

and quantitatively
But, thecosts more than low-rise semi-

factors objectively 

observed differences in 

careful study of these differences

i
time and cost are tj

-60- -61-conclusions.f ij
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Ir the most economical, technically12. **
^a^able were used, it is estimated

construction of multifamily housing i 

least 10 percent•

suitable methods 

that potential 

in Manhattan could

00 percent of the total 

location, program and circumstances.

and materials now60 to7 • The construction cost makes up some 

development cost, depending upon
1 cost savings in thethe■

amount to at
■ convincingly show any major

do not cost more to
!M

: j
Our analysis of these projects does not8.

single building projects

results inply that for the Manhattan projects
If a uniform system of recording, transmits 

mation was available at least within H.U 

information could be met with greater

"econoiqy of scale"; i.e

Specifically, the

there is probably no difference 

building projects and multi-building projects; yet, for projects outside

13- mg and presenting cost inf or- 

D., future needs for the type of 

ease and accuracy.

! construct.
between the cost of constructing single

'i

used for comparison imply a difference, 

difference suggests that multi-building projects
of Manhattan several of the parameters

The magnitude of the 

may be cheaper than single building projects by at least 10 percent outside

of Manhattan.

9* Square foot construction costs, like living unit and persons housed cost, 

are an important function of living unit size, A cost comparison system 

that does not incorporate this relationship can prove to be misleading.

10. Land acquisition costs vary greatly, from about $3U0 to $7*300 per living 

unit. The cost is principally a function of location. The land cost 

of New York City projects is about $2,300 per living unit greater within

This difference in the cost of land accounts 

for approximately of the increased living unit costs experienced in 

Manhattan as compared to similar projects located outside of Manhattan.

j
:

1

i •;

.

! !

Manhattan than outside of it.

11. The parameter "dollars per person housed"

useful one since it measures better than others
was found to be a particularly 

the cost of providing 

Most projects which are among 

cost per living unit tend to be among the 

per person housed.

housing for people; i.e., our ultimate goal, 

the most expensive in terms of

least expensive in terms of dollars;

H -63--62-
i
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construction, 2 inch plastic ns,

backup.

f t
°anty walls, brick facing,appendixj and

' block
descriptionproject

Comniunity and recreational facility

on-site parking for 36 cars.
are available, and there isstudy are the most recent ones 

construction was well underway ±n 

studied; twelve of these are

inclusion in this 

ones where
The projects selected for

completed in New York City or
Ma-rv McLeod Bethune Houses (NY 5-701 
“!9h3-19[i.Y Amsterdam Avenue “—

Manhattan, New York

This H.U.D./H.A.A. project consists of

the Fall of 1967- Twenty-one pro jects were1; i i

/H A.A. projects are included as arei located in Manhattan, Eight H.U.D 

eight H.U.D./F.H.A. projects and five
i

i New York State Mitchell-Lama projects. ;l
210 units.

one-bedroom units are occupied by elderly with

per month for the l\2 efficiency units and $56 to $66 

the 126 one-bedroom units. Forty-two two-bedroom units

The efficiency and 

a rent range of $1^ to
iin Manhattan.All of the Mitchell-Lama projects are

per month forDescriptions of the Manhattan projects are presented first, 

located outside of Manhattan, but within the City, follow.

The others,

are also provided :
■

that rent for $70 to $76 per month.
i

1. PROJECTS WITHIN MANHATTAN ;The project is designed primarily for the elderly. It is well surrounded 

by community and recreational facilities, including a library and the 

Washington Heights Health Center. The project contains space for 

meetings and indoor recreation, and neighborhood parks are approximately 

three blocks away. There is on-site parking for 33 cars.

La Guardi a Houses Addition (NY 5-61)• !
Cherry Street, Manhattan, New York

This H.U.D./H.A.A. project, developed exclusively for lower-income 

elderly families, consists of 150 units. Thirty-one efficiency units 

are provided and rent for $U3 to $50 per month, 

units rent for $58 to $66 per month. Larger units are not 

provided.

; i
: i •

I I

II
The 119 one-bedroomH

1 t
f •

I I

The project, located adjacent to the La Guardia Houses 

houses lower-income families, is in a 

deteriorating area which has -been 

private large scale housing

project which

heavily populated and rapidly 

redeveloped with several public and

once
:

Projects.

This project, like all 

is construction
other New York 

using a reinforced
City Housing Authority projects, 

concrete frame with flat plate
i'

I :s 1 i iill -6U- -65-



T oinp kins S qu ax e
\ H.U.D./F.H.A. dinsured project located in 

The project is

is aThis the Tompkins Square 

site develop- 

and includes four

Independence House:
i I Renewal Area.Manhattan, New York ^que in design andUrban! built under the New York City-

Avenue on the {Southeast

!
rental housing project it is spread over a "This project is a super city block,11

rent apartment structures, one 26-story,

ment as5 1; Amsterdam

Renewal Area in New York
It is located on 

the West Side Urban

Mitchell-Lama program.
one 15-story, one 10-story, 

2-story, plus a two level sub-surface parking garage with extensiveof 9kth Street inI comer
■ * one

■

1 City. planting, walks, and sitting area improvements developed on its roof to
story apartment structure with .1, 790 sq. 

and 705 sq. ft. of professional apartments on street level

(basement and street level) for 3U cars.

The heating design

80° in lieu of the normal 70°.

form a park-like atmosphere in the midst of theU This project consists of one 12- 

ft. of store area

various structures.
;:m

This project is considered to be located in a low income area. Existing

structures are predominately older multi-story residential with local
Theit and two level garages

project was designed primarily for the elderly, 

temperature for such units was based on 

The project also has community rooms with kitchen facilities and outdoor

retail uses. This project was designed for persons whose incomes range 

from $5,000 to $10,000 per year. Proposed rentals for the various size
: '

I

;
units as follows:

22 - 0 BR studio units in the 2-story structure at $90 

78 - 1 BR units from $106 to $111 

130 - 2 BR units at $131 

lijl - 3 BR units at $l5l

and indoor recreational areas. The income range of proposed tenants is 

from $3,500 to $12,000 per year. Units vary in size of the following 

anticipated rents:

33 - ^Efficiency bedroom renting from $80 to $91 

87 - One bedroom renting from $118 to $136.

-

i.
i ■

i f
In addition to the above are 187 car spaces, 16,000 sq. ft. of stores 

and 3*914-8 sq. ft. professional unit space.

■;

The basic construction of the structure is reinforced concrete and 

combustible elements with plaster and paint finish, 

brick and block.

non-

Ex±.erior walls are!'
i

i. and above minimum physical housing

door buzzers, and 

on bathroom

!■

Items included in the project over

air conditioning sleeves 

lobby-apartment intercoms, ceramic

fixture walls.

!
and outlets,H heeds include:

fi i r tile in tub recesses!:•

• •'
I ! : •

-67-
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reinforced concrete. Partitions 

Foundations are 

Exterior walls

Easti of the project is Qrgnerc
22nTstreet
Manhattan,

The basic construction 

are all noncombustable 

pile caps and grade beams resting on

l and 2nd Avenue 
New Yorkfinish.with dry wall and paint

friction piles. H.U.D./F.H.A. insured project locatedis a °n 22nd StreetThis 

other 

consists

rete construction.

among 

structures. It 

structure of reinforced

multi-story residential and local retail type 

of one l6-story fireproof elevator

are brick and block.£

II: cone

i:'•! .
The project was designed for tenants with incomes of $10,000 - $12,000 

which is customary in the local neighborhood.

1
;

It contains manyplus,

features expected by this middle to higher income group; i.e., central:

air conditioning, master TV antenna system, telecom security system, 

hampers and dryers in bathrooms, quarry tile terraces, dishwashers in 

one-bedroom and larger units, wall ovens and counter top ranges throughout, 

carpeted halls, and other items of quality and quantity above that which 

is typical of projects designated for lower-income families.

1 i

:

■
i

!:
from $13^ for efficiency living units to $325 per month

Basement parking for 1|1 cars renting
Projected rents

for the largest three-bedroom unit, 

at $1*0 per space, 1 professional apartment at $200 and four stories:u
i

encompassing 7,123 sq. ft. also are included.
;!

structure with noncombustible 

finish. Exterior walls are brick

1 conreteConstruction is fireproof reinforced 

Partition framing with plaster and paint 

block. Foundations rest on bedrock.:

!

:

;
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ff^son_Towers

Urban Renewal Areas

Jefferson Towers is a cooperative housin 

york Mitchell-Lana program. It is iocated 

street in the West Side Urban Renewal Area

Oxford East
5oth Street and 1st Avenue 
Manhattan, New York

f

g Project built! the east side of under the New 

°n the west side of ltfth
This H.U.D./F.H.A. insured project is located on

United Nations complex, located among luxury-

residential high-rise structures. The project was designed for higher

tenants with small or no families, whose 

It is provided with features expected

I.

Manhattan close to the
of New York City.

'This project consists of one 20-story elevator 

12,300 sq- ft* °f store area at street level 

Income levels are expected to 

The monthly carrying charges for various size units 

38 - 1-bedroom apartments from: $111; to $133

U3 - 2-bedroom apartments from: $122 to $158

38 - 3-bedroom apartments from: $165 to $181;

income professional & business 

incomes exceed $15*000 per year, 

by a higher income group; i.e., central air conditioning, dishwashers,

If apartment structure with 

and a basement garage for 82
; : range from $5,000 to $18,500cars. per year. 1

wall ovens & counter top ranges, prefinished wood block flooring, vanities 

with large mirrors, master T V antenna system, extra \ baths in two- 

bedroom units, extra full bath in 3 bedroom units, quarry tile terraces, 

roof gardens, "luxury” lobby with doorman service, telecom security 

system, carpeted public halls and many other items of quality and quantity 

above that which is typical in projects developed for lower-income 

families.

Ill are as follows:

i

if
if

?!
■ ■■

i
The down payment is $571 per room.

::

Items included in the project over and above minimum physical housing

ill 1 
fl 1

IThe project consists of 2 tower type, fireproof, reinforced concrete 

structures projecting from 

facilities for 28

requirements include air conditioning sleeves and electrical outlets, 

aluminum windows, master W antenna system, door buzzers, lobby-apart­

ment intercom system, dryers and hampers in bathrooms, extra baths in

common basement which contains parking 

Foundations rest on bedrock and exterior walls

a
if

cars.
::

larger units, numerous balconies, large "luxurious" lobby, community

tile wainscoat in baths
are cavity wall-type construction, 

One common lobby is
comprising of glazed brick

a glass enclosed promenade

if and block.!
iS I room with kitchen facilities. It feet ceramic 

with 6 feet in tub recess, exterior finish of building

face brick was

full height of the structure.

I provided interconnected by
li is cast in placeconnecting'the 2 towers at the entrance level.

used above and belowV1 rubbed concrete. A very good quality 

aluminum window over the
Rents are estimated to1 range from $150 for

an efficiency apartment to. $li00 for the largest apartment
containing 2 bedrooms plus a den . In fireproof reinforced concrete

and
addition to apartment rentals, ■^le basic construction of the project is 

suPerstructure and all non 

paint interior finish.

other incoijie is from'
parking spaces in construction with plasterthe basement garage renting for $5o -combustiblePer space, pius 2

professional units(approx. 2,000 sq. ft.) ^th
a combined rental

I!
I; !
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g-tde Development Projert- nv 
Side Redevelopment Area "

5-S6li h West.
Westi

!D§ KMA Houses
?6th Street and Amsterdam Avenue 

Manhattan, New York 
RNA Houses is a cooperative

1 * Site A 
Site B 
Site C

- 120 West 94th Street,
- 74 West 92nd Street,
- 589 Amsterdam Avenue,

Address:li pr°ject New York, New York 
New York, New York 

New York, New York

Ml housing project built under the New York City- 

south side of 96th Street 

in the West Side Urban Renewal

I!i : It is located on theMitchell-Lama program.
!

H.U.D./H.A.A. project and is dividedbetween Columbus and Amsterdam Avenue is an as follows:. This

Area of New York City. Siteji' i I

UnitsBedrooms Rental RaneeThe projectThis project consists of one 1 U-story and basement structure.
the basement plus entrance level 50 $48has an 83 parking space garage in 

professional apartments containing approximately 1,700 sq. ft. of floor 

Income levels are expected to range from $li,000 to $22,000 per

201 60-62
68-76
80-84

27i 2
143
44 88

1 iii area.

I Site Byear and units vary in size with following monthly carrying charges: 

52-1 bedroom units $96 — $114I4.

103-2 bedroom units $120 - $l55 

52-3 bedroom units $166 — $221

!li
Units Rental RangeI Bedroomss. 3

: $49-61
64-72
75-81

69: 1I : 5721 36; : 3
8564

f Down payments average approximately $600 per room. Site C:i<r !!
Rental RangeUnitsBedrooms

Items included in the project over and above minimum physical housing $56-73
68-76
75-83

601
requirements include air conditioning sleeves and electrical outlets, 

aluminum windows, master TV

642
313 86

antenna systems, lobby-apartment intercoms, 

extra baths in larger units, balconies, large "luxury" lobby, communiiy 

room with kitchen facilities, 1; feet ceramic tile wains coat in baths (6 feet

1 90-944
25•;

facilities in theeational and educational

Site

odating 20 cars

1
The project has adequate 

neighborhood. Site A has no garage

recr1 acconuno-B has a garage

and additional
high in tub recess), front and 

in bathrooms.
rear elevators, and dryers and hampers facilities.

iff accommdating 21 Site C has a garagecars.
-

. J
The basic construction of the project is fireproof reinforced

partition framing and plaster 

Exterior precast concrete panel curtain walls 

The ends of the structure

space outside for 4 cars.
concreteI i: ;

i with non-combustibleI
and paint finish.

ar.e used front and rear.
:: brick with block

-72-
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luded in the project over 

include: air condition!

and aboveItem® i"c minimum physical housing 

electrical outlets,

I .«
requiren>e"ts n8 sleeves andStrykers Bay Apartments

93rd Street and Columbus Avenue
Manhattan, New York1 rtment intercoms, master TV antennaI apa; lobby

and hampers

kitchen facilities, aluminum windows, vinyl

system, clothes dryers 

large units,in bathrooms, extra baths in

I
! S; !!■

It consists ofThis is a New York Mitchel1-Lama cooperative project,
16-story and one 20-story with

for 116 cars and 11,000 sq. ft. of store area at

of tenants is expected to range from

community room 

wall covering and

ceramic tile -

bath walls (6 feet at tub recess), and numerous balconies.

with2 fireproof elevator structures, one
i tile in large lobby, better quality face brick,quarrya subterranean garage

Income level 4 feet oni'll entrance floor level. !
3 j

iabout $3,000 to $16,800 per year. ri. taste construction of the ptojnct u fI„proo£

rstructure with non-ccbn.tlM, i„t„,„ construction, 

brick and block.

concrete

Exteriorare:for the apartments supeMonthly carrying charges

walls areil CostBedroom ii!
.i and other Mitchell-Lama's compare closely with H.U.D./F.H.A.$63-81 This project0il

They are superior inSection 207 projects with respect to room sizes.

the 221(d)(3) projects with the possible exception of

80 - 971

i i
103 - 1222 all respects toi ilI
140 - 15731 Tompkins Square.

lai
160 - 1714

\\
!! ::

:I Downpayments are $516 per room. :i

ill-
!

i II
1 !i

; ::

i j1
;
:

■

p!
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park is a cooperative housing project built under the New YorklumbuS
It is located on the west side of ColumbusheH-Lama Program.Hitecity

follows: 93rd and 94th Streets in the West Side Urban Renewaldivided as betweenconsists of 159 unitsThe project Rental Range
UnitsBedrooms Area.$48-50

2 58-700 (elderly)
consists of one 26-story elevator apartment structure with63 69-771 (elderly) project20 The69-772 (elderly)

area at street level and a 65 car garage in the18 77-85 .ft of store2 12,000 sq36 84-953
level is expected to range from $4,000 to18 90-92 The tenant income4 2 basement.5

$25,000 per year. i

for various size units are:Bloomingdale Neighborhood Conserva- Carrying chargespart of theThis H.U.D./H.A.A. project is .
$125.00apartments $92.50deteriorating because of age, obsolescence, 1-bedroom

The general area istion Area. ;$149.502-bedroom apartments $120.50 -be considered an \The project mayand inadequate maintenance.delapidation $192.50apartments $154.50extension of the Douglas Project, New York State financed. i3-^ bedroom
$262.004-.bedroom apartments $240.00

Is and other community facilities. Adequate

There is
The project includes sitting areas 

health, educational and 

on-site parking provided for 19

room.recreational facilities are available. are $560 perThe downpayments
1 ! icars.

i! i! 1

\

\
iU1!
'll!
i

\

;•
{>;:■
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2. PROJECTS OUTSIDE OF MANHATTAN.r;
Stuyvisant Manor

H.U.D./F.H.A. p„j90t ia locit0j ik_33
New York. n Stl*eet,

structures.

Herkermer Street, Brooklyn, 

local surrounding structures are 2-

located at 575: This

Queers 9

frame

Jamaica, 

surrounded by single family

The H.U.D./F.H.A. project is
This is a lower-income area.. The:: New York in a lower-income area.

and 3-story walk-up apartment structures.

fhis project, consisting of 65 rental lining units, elevator, semi-fireproofThis project consists of one 6-story and basement 

structure with exterior steel fire escapes, 

which it was designed is $4,000 to $8,000 per year, 

units vary in size and consist of:

$116 and twenty-four 2-bedroom units renting for $137. 

unit is rented for $175 and 5 on-site car spaces are rented for $15 each.

and one janitor

tment, was originally designed for elderly persons, but duringThe tenant income range for
! apart

The rental living truction, was converted to one intended for small families whose 

range from $5,000 to $8,000 per year. The proposed rentals for 

$90 for the twenty-two 0-bedroom and $110 for the

cons 

incomes 

this project 

forty-three 1-bedroom units.

twelve 1-bedroom units renting for

Also, one professional are:

Items included in this project are a large

chapel and multi-purpose room (approx. 3250 sq. ft.), community kitchen 

and dining area and public toilet facilities (approx. 1,100 sq. ft.),

in basement for 25 cars, lobby-apartment

' i • Items included in the project over and above minimum physical housing re- i
: i i!i
: quirements are: wood flooring, air conditioning sleeves with electrical 

outlets, % screens, and lobby - apartment intercoms.
!,
n master TV antenna system, garage

:i ■

!i intercoms, and wood flooring.
The basic construction of the project is brick and block solid masonry

of masonry and steel 

• Exterior wall is brick and

-combustible

solid concrete

The structure is a six-story fireproof structure 

frame with bar joists structural elements 

block, cavity type. Interior partitions 

with drywall and paint finish. Foundation wal

:exterior and bearing walls supporting 3" x 12" wood joints, 

within living units are wood stud, rocklath and 

and stairs are of fireproof construction, 

foundation consists of concrete walls and

Partitions

plaster. Public halls :
and framing are non! masonry and concrete. The: i

W
spread footings.i.i

resting on concrete spread footings.
ill
i;

;

IlS
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• ;

n Tysens Park, Section I

project is locatedH on theipb is southeastThis H.U.D/F.H.A. project is located at 285 Mill Road and 655-675 

Tysens Lane in Staten Island, New York. The local surroundings are

family homes and small local retail establishments. 

The area is considered to be a middle-income neighborhood.

corner Vanderbilt
Avenues in Staten I8lMa> ^ 

are mainly one family homes, 

neighborhood.

and The local•» • surroundings::
The area is considered to begarden apartments, a middle-one-

income

*r°3eCt '°n8lStS °f thr“ 6-tor, M ba„,M
structures with exterior steel firpJ-J-re escapes.

The project consists of three 6-stoiy elevator semi-fireproof structures 

with exterior steel fire

incomes expected to range from $5,000 to $9,000

elevator semi-fireproof 

The expected income range of 

tenants, for which the project was designed, is from $5,000 to $10,000.
It was designed for tenants withescapes.

per year. The 0-bedroom

The rental living units vary in size with: 36 0-bedroom unitsunits range in rent from $91 to $110, the 1-bedroom units range in rent 

from $111 to $130, and the 2-bedroom 

$150.

$200 and

renting

for $95, l8l 1-bedroom units renting for $104, 113 2-bedroora units ranging 

in rent from $115 to $121, and 36 3-bedroom units renting for $138.

units range in rent from $130 to 

In addition to the above, one professional apartment renting for 

on-site parking spaces for 324 cars is provided with a $10

Onen custodian apartment is provided. In addition to the above, 6 professional 

spaces are provided with a monthly gross rental of $750. On-site parking 

spaces are provided for 194 cars at a cost of $7*50 rental per space.

per space rental.

i E! Items included in project over and above minimum physical housing re­

quirements are wood flooring, and air-conditioning sleeves with electrical Items included in the project over and above minimum physical housing 

requirements are wood flooring, air conditioning sleeves with electrical

, master TV antenna system, and lobby-apartment

outlets for them.

1outlets, hampers 

intercoms.

screensy 2
!:

j:
li
II; is brick and block solid masonry 

steel column and beam

within units are constructed 

of fireproof

The basic construction of the projectI

exterior and bearing wall with supplemental

PartitionsI supports for 3" x 10" wood joints. 

USine wo°4 studs and drywall. Public

construct!

I halls and stairs are

concrete walls andareFoundationsand concrete.1 on, masonry 

spread footings.
?■
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; jnhn Purroy Mitchell (mv - Lincoln Avenue, anTl£^~7^ „ 
Bronx, New York “ StreetHancock-Saratoga, (NY-5-67)

33-35 Saratoga Avenue-
Brooklyn, New York

This H.U.D./H.A.A. project consists of one building of 16 stories, 125 

units, divided as follows:
H.U.D./H.A.A. project, developed for 

of 1,732 units as follows:
lower-income families,This con­

sists

UnitsBedrooms
Rental RangeRental RangeBedrooms Units

0 (elderly)
1 (elderly)

64 $42-48
48-58
48-58
57-67
67-75
74-80

$500 4051
30 (elderly)

1 (nonelderly)
58-6i|1 1 259

5412
2 6U-76

76-82
62 3853

3 30i 6345 871 155 82

i The neighborhood is predominantly residential, consisting of two-family 

and multifamily walk-ups in fair condition.

The project is located in a heavily populated, rapidly deteriorating

to the north are industrial and commercial structures, garages, 

Northeast and east are generally residential 

converted to rooming houses.

The houses are "well main­

tained. There are adequate community and recreational facilities as 

well as schools nearby. The project provides on-site parking for 1|6 

• Approximate area per floor - 6,900 sq.ft.

area;

and service stations.

i 3-, 4-, and 5-story tenements, many
• § cars
I? !i

available for its tenants.It has community space and recreational areas

available for approximately 478

5

i
v cars.I There is on-site parking

a!

l
II
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Myrtle (HAA 5-68)'.'■I
Sumner 
303 Vernon 
Brooklyn, New York

AvenuePark Hill Apartments, Section Ii
!

! Park Hill Avenue betweenThis H.U.D./F.H.A. project is located on

The localStaten Island* New York.Osgood Avenue and Palma Drive oni
.U.D./H.A.A. project consists of 234 units in 

9 divided as follows:

surroundings are mainly 1-family homes* and the area is considered to Tbis ^ one 24-story

be a middle-income type neighborhood. gilding

The project consists of three - 6-story and basement elevator* Units Rental Rangesemi. Kfidrooms

proof structures with exterior steel fire| This project wasescapes.
1 (elderly) 69 $50-58

58-70
68-80
80-84

designed by the 

design and construction 

and living unit composition, 

and features included.)

;same architect who did the Fox Hills Project, and the 

are similar, with variations to size of 

(See Fox Hills for construction

712
713

building 234

notes
The area is predominantly residential in character, although there

The surrounding residential

The general area is 

There are on-

commercial and industrial buildings.are some

units are two-family and multifamily walk-ups. 

part of the

site parking facilities for 82 cars

The income range of tenants for which the 

from $5,000 to $10,000.
project was designed is

The 0-bedroom units rent from $90, the 1-bedroom Residential and Renewal Development Area.

and adequate community and play-
units range in rent from $107 to $110, the 2-bedroom units range in 

units rent for $149. In
rent from $128 to $130, 

addition to rental
and the 3-bedroom 

living units,

:
ground facilities.

on-site parking for 260 cars is pro­
vided with a $8.00 per space rental charge.

;]

i

jv

j

l
!
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71-15 Beach Channel Drive (NY-5-73)U:
' ». Queens, New York

i i

building of 11 stories,! ' This H.U.D./H.A.A. project consists of one

174 .units as follows:

Rental RangeUnitsBedrooms
$56-64
67-76
77-84
85-87

741 (elderly)
702
203

4 9
8815

! The neighborhoodThe project is located in the Rockaway Beach area.
;

is generally residential, with some commercial use. Single detached 

houses are located east and south of the project; commercial and man­

ufacturing are located north across Beach Channel Drive. The Rockaway 

Health Center is two blocks east* beach and boardwalk two blocks south. 

There is on-site parking for 74 

14,000 sq.ft.

;

The area per floor is aboutcars.
h

*

-
1:;.

i>

i
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