
CITY OF NEWTON 

 

IN BOARD OF ALDERMEN 

 

REAL PROPERTY REUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 

 

TUESDAY, JUNE 24 and SEPTEMBER 29, 2015 

 

Present on June 24:  Alderman Albright (Chairman), Ald. Crossley, Danberg, Fuller, Gentile, 

Hess-Mahan, Leary; absent: Ald. Lipof; also present: Ald. Brousal-Glaser, Yates, Sangiolo, and 

Cote; Staff:  Alexandra Ananth (Chief Planner for Current Planning), Ouida Young (Associate 

City Solicitor), Linda Finucane (Assistant Clerk of the Board 

 

Present on September 29: Ald. Albright (Chairman), Ald. Fuller, Crossley, Lipof, Danberg, 

Leary, and Gentile; absent:  Ald. Hess-Mahan; also present: Ald. Sangiolo, Cote, and Harney; 

Staff:  James Freas (Acting Director of Planning & Development), Alice Ingerson (Community 

Preservation Program Manager), Josh Morse (Commission of Public Buildings)), Ouida Young 

(Associate City Solicitor), Linda Finucane (Assistant Clerk of the Board) 

 

#287-11(4) JOINT ADVISORY PLANNING GROUP and PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 

DEPARTMENT filing their separate reports pursuant to Ordinance Sec. 2-7(2)b) 

identifying alternatives for the future use of the former Newton Centre 

Library/Health Department building at 1294 Centre Street, Newton Centre, which 

was declared surplus by the Board of Aldermen on March 5, 2012.  (Public 

Hearing opened and closed on January 29, 2013.) 

ACTION: HELD 7-0 

NOTE:  On June 24 the committee reviewed the five responses (attached) to the Request for 

Interest sent out by the Planning Department.  A summary sheet, also attached, was provided by 

the Planning Department.  The proposals are: 

 New Art Center for an arts use 

 Newton Center Hotel Project for a boutique hospitality use 

 First Cambridge Realty for a residential and community component 

 Boston Development Group for a café and general retail/office 

 Friends of Newton Centre Branch Library for a community center 

 

The committee questioned whether it might be possible to combine the New Art Center and the 

Friends of the Library proposals, but concluded that it is doubtful whether the New Art Center, 

which struggles with its existing building, can minimize any financial burden to the city, and the 

Friends group at this time has neither the financial wherewithal to secure the building nor the 

means to maintain it.  The committee was skeptical of a plan that includes underground parking 

and was not enthusiastic about a hotel.  Members were intrigued with Caffé Nero, a European 

café concept which is seeking a flagship location in the Boston area.  In partnership with Boston 

Development Group it could minimize if not eliminate the financial burden to the city as well as 

provide a degree of public access.   
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All the proposals include saving the building.  Some uses will draw more walkers.  What about 

parking?  Is there a tradeoff? How much activity does the city want on this site?  Alderman 

Gentile reiterated that the city should retain ownership of the building.  Alderman Yates believes 

that the Waban and Auburndale library centers are significant assets to their neighborhoods.  

 

Lisa Gordon, a member of The Friends of the Newton Centre Branch Library, said it is not right 

to assume that respondents to the RFI cannot raise funds if given time.  

 

The committee asked the Planning Department to obtain a survey and appraisal for the property. 

*** 

This evening, Ms. Ananth reported that the survey of the property has been completed; however, 

the Planning Department believes an appraisal would be more accurate if there is a proposed use 

for the building.  Alderman Lipof and Gentile agreed that an appraiser must be guided with what 

the city wants for the building, i.e., whether it is the highest and best use, a non-profit community 

use, or a public/private partnership.  There was a suggestion that the city seek appraisals for 

different hypothetical uses.  Alderman Lipof explained that not only would it be more expensive, 

but there are too many moving parts and with each hypothetical use the number would get 

thinner.  The committee confirmed that the building is still uninsured and that the city cannot 

obtain insurance until it secures the building from further damage.  Alderman Leary expressed 

her frustration with the amount of time and circular discussion spent on this item.  It is time to 

move forward.  Review the RFI and craft a board order to the Mayor.   

 

Ms. Young confirmed that a reuse board order does not reference a specific user.  The board 

order sets a nominal sale or lease price and includes goals to guide the Mayor in his negotiations.  

The committee concurred that a café combined with elements of public use is attractive.   

 

To reach a minimum value, Mr. Morse suggested the price be calculated per square foot.  Ms. 

Young said that the Assessors can give an idea of rents per square foot in Newton Centre.  

Alderman Lipof pointed out that saving the building will cost a small fortune, which an entity is 

unlikely to invest for a short-term lease, but he has never looked at this as a money maker for the 

city.  Alderman Fuller believes it is premature to assume the city cannot get a certain amount of 

money based on the infrastructure.  It is a prime location; an appraisal is important.  The 

committee discussed the possibility of seeking Community Preservation funds.  

 

Several committee members thought that $3,000 to $6,000 for an appraisal was short money 

What about a dual appraisal for public/private use v. a public use, which could inform the 

committee of the price differential.  Alderman Lipof pointed out that to do so would require the 

exact square footage of each use.  Ms. Ingerson provided a Program Financial Overview for the 

Community Preservation Program (attached).  This building is currently listed in the Capital 

Improvement Program as “CPA Eligible.”  She noted that the CPA funding would be based on 

the building itself, which is on the National Register, not its use.  The use of CPA money would 

require that a permanent Historic Preservation Easement be placed on the building.  A for-profit 

entity might obtain historic tax credits.  Alderman Gentile reiterated that the city should hold 

onto the building and restore it through the pre-approved CPA process, for which a specific 



 

Real Property Reuse Committee Report 

June 24 and September 29, 2015 

Page 3 

scope of work is required as part of the application.  The city found money to purchase Aquinas, 

which was an unforeseen purchase.  This building should have been fixed three years ago.  There 

is no downside to apply for CPA money.  The committee should set a nominal value and pass it 

on to the administration.  He agreed that an appraisal would not be helpful if the city is going to 

ask someone to restore the building.   

 

Although Alderman Danberg earlier this evening proposed that the committee vote to require an 

appraisal, she withdrew that proposal and, with the exception of Alderman Fuller who was 

unconvinced that an appraisal would be a waste of money, the committee agreed to not seek an 

appraisal.  The committee asked Mr. Freas to draft criteria based on the committee’s discussions 

as well as the RFI and include those criteria in a draft board order for review in October.  The 

item was held 7-0 

 

#384-11(4)  JOINT ADVISORY PLANNING GROUP and PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 

DEPARTMENT filing their separate reports pursuant to Ordinance Sec. 2-7(2)b) 

identifying alternatives for the future use of the former Parks & Recreation site at 

70 Crescent Street, Auburndale, which was declared surplus by the Board of 

Aldermen on February 6, 2012.(Public Hearing opened and closed on February 

26, 2013.) 

ACTION: HELD 7-0 

NOTE:  On June 24 the committee invited public comment on the proposed use and a draft 

Request for Interest for this site. 

 

Elaine Rush-Arruda, 1921 Commonwealth Avenue, said the greatest concern is why the city is 

seeking to develop this land at all.  This part of the city has a ratio of open space well below the 

national average.  Five new properties have been developed within 100 yards of this site and 

three more are under demolition delay.  This is public land zoned for public use.  Parks and green 

space contribute to the health and well-being of the public.   

 

Beth Schroeder, 151 Ridge Avenue, submitted a letter in favor of retaining open space.  She 

supports a park that would memorialize the historic neighborhood settled by freed slaves after 

the Civil War and destroyed by construction of the Massachusetts Turnpike. The city owns this 

land.  It would be a loss to the local community and the city to disregard this opportunity.   

 

Doris Tennant, 14 Churchill Terrace, has lived in Newton for 30-odd years and for 14 years has 

run business in Newtonville.  There is an obligation to provide diverse housing in the city.  The 

community needs housing and improved open space, how appropriate to honor an African-

American community by building housing and improving open space.  The city can do both. 

 

Rick Jacobson, 117 Crescent Street, has been a teacher at the Williams School for 26 years. He 

opposes adding more congestion to an already congested area.  The neighborhood needs more 

noise mitigation and more green space.  This is a neglected part of the city. 
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Shule Aksan, 98 Crescent Street, said this is an overdeveloped neighborhood. In the charrette 

held several years ago not one person favored housing.  The Comprehensive Plan promotes 

pocket parks.  The size of this size is not adequate for both housing and open space.   

 

Chris Ludwig, 7 Weir Street, loves the neighborhood where he has lived for two years, but it is 

dense.  The entire site should be reserved for open space. 

 

Kathleen Kouril-Grieser, 258 Mill Street, said one of the non-binding questions on the ballot 

concerned public input prior to selling city-owned land.  The voters sent a message that they 

want a say in surplusing city-owned property.  If this property is developed, it cannot be 

undeveloped.  It is the Board’s role to protect, not facilitate development.  

 

Sarah Quigley, 105 Atwood Avenue, pointed out that the Parks & Recreation Commission voted 

unanimously to retain this site as open space.  The city is responsible for an environmental 

assessment of the site and should know the associate costs before issuing an RFP. 

 

Rene Thorson, a one-year resident of 96 Crescent Street, said that there are already traffic and 

density issues.   

 

Josephine McNeil, a member of U-CHAN, said the goal should include provision of new homes, 

with at least 25% qualifying as affordable along with the neighborhood’s request for 

improvement of the city-owned playground and tot lot.   

 

Howard Haywood, who is a commissioner of the Newton Housing Authority, said the city has an 

obligation to provide both open space and housing for all of its citizens.  

 

Lisa Gordon, 76 Elgin Street, believes the city has the responsibility to discuss what affordable 

housing means.  Pitting communities against one another and making open space proponents 

look like they do not care about housing is not productive.  

 

Michael Kaplan, 10 Auburn Terrace, a three- to four-year resident, urged the committee to 

protect public land and protect open space. 

 

Julia Malakie, 50 Murray Road, noted that that draft RFI included no minimum requirement for 

open space.  She cited the development at 192 Lexington Street.   

 

Alderman Gentile referred to the pro forma that Ted Tye of National Development (which has no 

interest in developing this property) was kind enough to prepare and which the committee 

reviewed at its June 24 meeting.  The pro forma (attached) based on 8 units, one half of which 

would be affordable, would make the project CPA eligible for up to 50% of the construction 

costs.  Alderman Gentile believes the city should construct the project.  The committee discussed 

how this would be accomplished.  Ms. Young indicated that Public Buildings would oversee the 

construction as it does for other city buildings.  Responsibility for managing the completed 

project would have to be determined.  Several members suggested that the Newton Housing 
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Authority would be a logical choice to manage the property.  Alderman Hess-Mahan was not 

convinced on the assumption for remediation.  He also suggested the committee reconsider the 

cap on the number of units.  He noted that seniors are underserved population.  He would support 

more small units for seniors, all affordable.  Howard Haywood said there is a three- to five-year 

waiting list for housing for seniors with an average income of slightly over $10,000 a year.  

Alderman Crossley agreed there is an urgent need for senior housing.  As to the remediation, the 

city owns the site.  She believes the pro forma is an excellent frame work.  The soft costs are 

generous, but she is not sure about the construction costs.  She pointed out that the proposal for 

this site is unlike the side-by-side duplexes cited by Ms. Malakie at 192 Lexington Street.  

Alderman Brousal-Glaser said that 50% affordable units are better than 20%.  Another advantage 

is that as the owner of the property, the city has the power to be specific with the boundaries of 

the Myrtle Baptist parking.   

 

Alderman Fuller agrees that by not having someone buy the lot and assume responsibility for the 

21E, the city can get additional units; however, she believes that sending out an RFI will be 

helpful and a better project can result from learning how others would approach developing the 

site.  It is possible at this point to set the maximum number of units with flexibility in the RFI to 

see what comes back in response.  An RFI is to get as much information and as many ideas as 

possible. Alderman Gentile disagreed that the city needs to send out an RFI.  He pointed out that 

a green building requirement can drive up costs by a significant amount.  He remains committed 

to eight units, which is the number that has been discussed.  Alderman Cote believes that the 

case for a park and open space has been made and that people are not being listened to.  The 

abutting Eversource property is a potential acquisition.  Alderman Sangiolo said the church 

parking is the biggest elephant in the room.  The issue must be resolved.  At this point it is not 

known how much space will be required for parking, or how much open space or how much 

hardscape v. pervious surface there will be.  Mr. Haywood said there are a number of 

misconceptions: the church is more concerned with access in and out of the parking lot. Perhaps 

it would be helpful to stake the property lines.   

 

The committee considered limiting the square footage of the building(s) or limiting the lot 

coverage instead, as was done in the Kesseler Woods petition.  A footprint of 12,500 would 

allow creation of additional but smaller units.  Should an RFI be issued to see how developers 

would approach the site?  Should the city assume the cost of the 21E?  What entity should be 

tapped to manage the project when completed?  Should the Planning Department explore filing 

an application seeking community preservation funding?  

 

Ultimately, the committee voted unanimously to ask the Mayor to move forward with the 21E 

and to ask the Planning Department to explore CPA funding.   

*** 

This evening Public Buildings Commissioner Josh Morse explained that when asked during 

budget discussions whether Public Buildings could build housing, his initial response was no.  

However, Public Buildings could act as a project manager, which is the role the department 

assumes with the construction of schools, fire stations, etc., jointly with the Parks & Recreation 

Department, who would assume responsibility for the enlargement of the playground/recreation 
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portion of the site.  Generally, public construction is more expensive than private construction, 

but in this case there would be no development fees because the city owns the land.  If the city 

were to construct the project, it would pay more in labor, but save on development fees. 

Although it is not free just because it would be overseen by city staff, Mr. Morse believes it 

would also be more personal and sensitive to the neighborhood in that the city would be more 

available to address any concerns.  Mr. Freas agreed that the city could provide the number of 

staff in-house.  This could be a pilot model for other mall projects. As to affordability, several 

members continued to believe that all the units should be affordable, while others favored a mix.  

It was pointed out that market rate units subsidize the affordable units.  If a project is 50/50, one 

half can be funded with community preservation money.  Ms. Ingerson referred members to the 

Program Financial Overview for the Community Preservation Program.   

 

Ms. Young pointed out that Chapter 705 of the Acts of 1975established the Newton Community 

Development Authority which, although it has never before been active, has broad authority.  

Essentially the Director of Planning & Development the Planning ex officio acts as the 

“Authority.”  Ms. Young said that since this type of project has never been done it is unclear at 

this point whether it would require a special permit or a Sec. 5-58.  The city is looking at which 

process is most appropriate.  The advantage the site plan approval process for city-owned 

property in Sec. 5-58 provides versus rezoning the property is that it frees the city from the 

constraints of the setbacks and other requirements of Chapter 30 to allow a more flexible site 

plan.  

 

Alderman Cote said there is a push from the community for more playing fields in the area, 

which acquisition of the Eversource property could facilitate.  Several people have suggested that 

the Parks & Recreation Department move back to the site.  Alderman Sangiolo said she had 

docketed an item about the relocation of that department, which has now moved to the Kennard 

estate.  Alderman Gentile said that although it would be great to acquire the Eversource site, it 

does not appear it is on the market.  He cautioned that it is important to have the neighbors weigh 

in as the majority probably does not want playing fields that would attract so many people and 

additional traffic to the area.  Mr. Freas was asked to provide a draft board order for the 

committee’s review at its October meeting. 

 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 10:30 PM. 

    

   Respectfully submitted, 

   Susan S. Albright, Chairman  
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Program Financial Overview 
for 

Real Property Reuse Committee
29 September 2015

Newton, Massachusetts
COMMUNITY PRESERVATION PROGRAM 

Staff Contact: 
Alice Ingerson, Community Preservation Program Manager,

617.796.1144, aingerson@newtonma.gov



2Newton, Massachusetts, Community Preservation Program www.newtonma.gov/cpa

Newton’s CPA Program
Funding Forecast

one‐time only

Online from www.newtonma.gov/cpa, 
Reports & Presentations, Current Reports



The “general“ 65% can be spent on any resource  ...

65%

but not on every resource!

+ + = 230%

Newton, Massachusetts, Community Preservation Program www.newtonma.gov/cpa3

Required Uses of CPA Funds



2011‐12 
Community Survey

Newton CPA  
Allocation 

Targets
± 5%

30%

25%

20%

20%

www.newtonma.gov/cpa4

Newton’s CPA Allocations
Past & Future

Newton CPA     
Cumulative 

Allocations
Fy03‐Fy15

33.2%

21.7%

30.8%

8.8%

For Newton Housing Partnership meeting, 9 September 2015
Newton, Massachusetts, Community Preservation Program

Key either open space or  recreation land

program                       affordable             historic                 acquisition              rehabilitation
administration            housing                 resources

Online from www.newtonma.gov/cpa, 
Reports & Presentations, Cumulative Reports 
& Guidelines & Forms, Community Preservation Plan
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70 CRESCENT STREET, NEWI'ON MA 6/23/2015 

Market lute Apartments 5,350 4 1,338 

Affordable Apartments 5350 4 
Total Net Rentable AWol 10,700 8 
Building Efficiency 85.0% 

Total Gross ua.. Feet 12 88 

Land $0 $0 $0 

Hard eosts - B.se Buildlng $2,517,647 $314,706 $140 

Hard eost - Site Work $400,000 1)50,000 $32 

Hard eost - Environmental Remediation $250,000 $31,250 $20 

Hard Co.t - Demolition $75,000 $9,375 $6 

Hru:d eost - Contingency $145,882 $18,235 $12 

SoftCnst. $499,425 $62,428 $40 

Finance eosts $102,750 $12,844 $8 

TotolDe"do entCosm $3990,704 $49 838 i317 

Bond finllllCing (MHFA ptognun) 50",4 $1,995,352 $249,419 $159 

CPA funds 50% $1,995 52 $249419 $159 

TotalC $3990104 $498838 $317 

I,,:';'meAlIa·IYsi§·.;:.rreridea·(l"ei(r1·c~- " -:.~cC.'{'i: ~ '''.£: )-,-::~ ~.' ,.'".:: ,-,'/~c'---';'" ':, F" .~. 
'Stablizcd 21117)" ,:. .: •. '": ' .; I,,' ". >'.,,' iro'{.~1 ". ~ . PSF/MoJllh '<Per U~iilY~~; ..'"l'SF/Yeb';: 

Apartment Rentallocome Markel Rate $164,005 $2.55 $11,001 $30.66 
Apartment Rental Income· Affordable $68,978 $1.07 $17,244 $12.89 

$0 $0.00 SO $0.00 
Total Income $232,982 $1.81 $29,123 $21.77 

kss Market Unit Vacancy @ 5.0% ($8,200) (SO.06) ($1,025) ($O.77) 

Less Afford.ble Rate V acane)' I @ 3.0% 

Effective Gta., Income 

Less 
Operating Expenses $66,306 $0.52 $8,288 $6.20 
Capitol R"""",,, $2122 $0.02 $265 
Total Expens .. $68,428 $0.53 $8,554 

NET OPERATING INCOME $154,285 $1.20 $19,286 

Le•• 
Debt SOl"ice $121,322 $11.34 $10,110 $0.94 

NET CASH FLOW $32,963 $3.08 $2,747 $0.26 

RETURN ON COST 3.87% 

$14.42 



70 CRESCENT STREET, NEWTON MA 
DEVELOPMBNTBUDGETSUMMARY 

6/23/2JJ15 

SOURCES: 30 yeat bond (4.5% into rate) 
CPA funds (100% aff. unit costs) 

$1,995,352 

$1,995,352 

$3,125 

$4,375 

'!~~~~~~.~-': ~~~~::·.,,!i~~~: 
. $(i25.$Q.40· 
$1,563 $0.99 

. ::~~f>.,,··'JO.40i 
$~25. <: .:. 'J,Q.4Q, 
.~313 '. ..$.Q;iO 
':~0:"!,)'6,09; 

$0 

$0 

$2,517,641 

$400,000 

$250,000 

$15,000 

$145,882 

$3,388,529 

$410,750 

$28,615 

$499,425 

$50,000 
$10,000 

$42,750 
$0 

$102,150 

$3,990,704 

LAND 
Land 

Total Land 

HARD COSTS 
Base building construction 

Site woxk /landscaping 
Environmental remediation 

Demolition ofhouse and quilding 

Hard cost contingency (5%) 

Total Haxd Cost 

SOFT COSTS 

Sub-total Soft Costs 


Soft Cost Contingency 


Total Soft Costs 


FINANCING COSTS 
Bond financing costs (MHFA program 25% ofbond amount) 


Operating Deficit Lease Up 

Construction Period Interest (4.5%@50% OUI$.bal., into only) 


Interest Reserve 

Total F'mancmg Costs 


TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COST 

$0 
$0 

$314,706 

$50,000 

$31,250 

$9,375 

$18,235 

$423,566 

$58,844 

$3,584 

$62,428 

$6,250 
$1,250 
S5,344 

$12 8441

$0.00 
$0.00 

$200.00 

$31.18 

$19.86 

$5.96 

$11.59 

$269.18 

$31.40 

$2.28 

$39.67 

$3.91 

$0.79 
$3.40 
$0.00 
$8.16 

$498,838 $317.02 



70 CRESCENT STREET, NEWTON MA 6/23/2015 

Ol.R{( 

Number of Units 

% ofAffordable Units 

Gross Square Footage 
Rentable Square Footage 

Number of Buildings 

Site Size 

Venture Date 

Complete Permitting 

Construction Period (months) 12 months 

CollllIlence Construction 
Occupancy Date 

# of Units AVeJ'Ilge NRA Monthly/ Unit Monthly/ SF Total SF Monthly Total Annual Total 

1 850 $2,338 $2.75 850 $2,338 $28,050 

2 1,400 $3,360 $2.40 2,800 $6,720 $80,640 

1 1 

4 1,338 $3,221 $2.41 5,350 $12,883 $154,590 

Unit Type # of Units Avernge NRA Monthly/Unit Monthly/ SF Total SF Monthly Total Annual Total 

1 Bed, 1 bath 1 850 $1,250 $1.47 850 $1,250 $14,994 

2 Bed, 2 bath 2 1,400 $1,400 $1.00 2,800 $2,800 $33,600 

3 Bed, 2 bath 1 1,700. $1,530 $0.90 1,700 $1,530 $18,360 

Affordable Averages 4 1,338 $1,395 $1.04 5,350 $5,580 $66,954 

$1.73 10,700 $18,462 


$1.73 


Injlotion AiZ/11Ial Rent PSF/Month 

$66,954 $1.04 
1.5% $67,958 $1.06 

1.5% $68,978 $1.07 

1.5% $70,012 $1.09 

Non-Trended Rental Income (FY 2015) 


Total Rental Income (I<Y 2016) 


Total Rental Income (FY 2017) 


Stabilized Rental Income (FY 2018) 


8 units 

50% 

12,588 SF 
10,700 SF 

$221,544 

Infotion An1lllQ1Rent 

$221,544 

2.5% $227,186 

2.6% $232,982 

2.6% $238,937 

8 10,700 $18,462 

8 1,338 $2,308 

Infotion AlmllQ1Rmt PSF/Month 
$154,590 $2.41 

3.0% $159,228 $2.48 
3.0% $164,005 $2.55 

3.0% $168,925 $2.63 



70 CRESCENT STREET, NEWTON MA 


PRO FORMA STABILIZED OPERATING STATEMENT 


Apartment Rental Income - Market Rate 
Apru:tment Rental Income - Affordable 

Misc. Income3 

Total Income 
Less Affordable Unit Vacancy 

Less Mru:ket Rate Vacancy4@ 

Effective Gross Income 

Personnel 

Rental Expense 

Advertising 

Administrative 

Cleaning 

Turnover 

Utility Expense 

Repairs & Malntenance 

Contract Services 

Professional Fees 

Property Insurance 

Real Estate Taxes 


Operating Expenses 

OPERATING INCOME 

CASH FLOW 

RETURN ON COST 

$154,590 $173,992 

$66,954 $71,063 

$10,000 $10,300 $10,927 $11,255 

$5,000 $5,150 $5,464 $5,628 

$5,000 $5,150 $5,464 $5,628 

$5,000 $5,150 $5,464 $5,628 

$7,500 $7,725 $8,195 $8,441 

$4,000 $4,371 $4,502 

$6,000 $6,180 $6,556 $6,753 

$4,000 $4,120 $4,371 $4,502 

$10,000 $10,300 $10,927 $11,255 

$2,000 $2,185 $2,251 

$4,000 $4,371 $4,502 

$62,500 $70,344 

$2,000 $2,060 $2,185 $2,251 

$147,306 $154,871 $157,910 $161,628 

$25,984 $33,549 $36,588 $40,306 

3.69% 3.88% 3.96% 4.05% 
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