@CSO v Cos Nege | Tob Q,MQLP |

ok Do M o Dok Wl reps
WW&WW‘nW' |

T 85

o W OUEO7T



o
RECEy ED
FEB 1. 1984
JiBaE SEETRLS CHAMBERS
®

HINTZ
. NELESSEN
ASSOCIATES

MLCO00O7F

ning - Urban Design-Landscape Architecture- Environmental Analysis - Media Presentations




NELESSEN

ling - Urban Design-Landscape Architecture- Environmental Analysis -Media Presentations

’ .




Hintz / N@U@SS@@ Associates

Planning s Urban Design 7 Environmental Analysis s Landscape Architecture

February 9, 1984

Mr. David Frizell, Esq.
Frizell and Pozycki

P. 0. Box 247
Metuchen, N.J. 08840

RE: Colts Neck

Dear David:

Pursuant to your request, we have prepared a report
for the Orgo Farms property, analyzing the regional set-
ing and prepared the current zoning ordinance for fair
. share allocation for low and moderate income housing in
Colts Neck.

We will be available to review our findings with
Colts Neck and the court.

-
-~ ”

Sincerely,’,

RN,

L g T ."‘- . -
Carl E. Hintz
PP, AICP, ASLA

/pat

Box 1241 Princeton, New Jersey 08540 609/737 1930
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PLANNING REPORT ON COLTS NECK TOWNSHIP

ORGO FARMS AND GREENHOUSES, INC. AND RICHARD J. BRUNELLI
vs.

TOWNSHIP OF COLTS NECK

Prepared by: Hintz/Nelessen Assoc.
' P. 0. Box 1241
Princeton, N.J. 08542

February 8, 1984
./"_~.: ’

Carl E. Hintz P.P. #1217
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REGIONAL ANALYSIS
FOR "ORGO FARMS"




LOCATION IN THE REGION - SDGP

Limited Growth Designation (SDGP)

According to the State Development Guide Plan (SDGP), revised
1980, the limited growth areas of the state should meet the follow-

ing criteria:

- relatively poor accessibility to existing commuter rail
and highway facilities;
+ low-density development with limited public water supply
and sewer services;
. - absence of large concentrations of prime agricultural
lands located in semi-rural areas; and
- absence of concentrations of public open space and en-

vironmentally-sensitive land of statewide significance.

Colts Neck has major highway facilities as exhibited by the
"Transportation" Map (Page 37 of the SDGP). Route 18 is a major
link through three counties (Somerset, Middlesex and Monmouth) and
has just recently been completed through to the Garden State Park-
way. It is a major east-west link in Monmouth County. Route 34,

a state highway, also runs north-south through Monmouth County.
These two highways intersect at the plaintiff's property, providing

excellent accessibility to the region.
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. The township's existing development pattern can certainly be
characterized as low density with limited public sewer water supply
and sewer services. According to the mapping found in the SDGP,
only small portions of the township, near Freehold Township, have
these facilities. The SDGP was a document prepared to guide future
investment of state money for these infrastructural facilities.

The plaintiffs do not seek federal or state funding for these fa-
cilities, but intend to construct sewer and water facilities so
that they are sized only to handle this project of 1,353 units, and
associated non-residential retail, service and office structures,
not providing for additional development in the township. This is
consistent with the SDGP, where on page 71 it states that "it is
either desirable nor feasible to prohibit development” in limited

growth areas.

Judge Serpentelli, in his opinion re. Orgo Farms et al. vs.
. Colts Neck et al. in October 1983, page 6, stated:
"a careful reading of Mount Laurel II provides clear sup-

port for the holding that a builder's remedy is not pre-
cluded as a matter of law in a limited growth area."

Another criteria for limited growth designation in the SDGP
is the absence of large concentrations of prime agricultural lands
located in semi-rural areas that also have the other designating
characterists. The SDGP planners differentiated areas that have

total "agricultural” designation. Colts Neck received a limited
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growth value, not agricultural.

Absence of concentrations of public open space and environ-
mentally-sensitive land of statewide significance is the other
"negative" factor to defferentiate between conservation areas andg
these limited growth areas. The following two maps from the SDGP,

"Steep Slopes and Wetlands" and "Public Open Space," show these

factors are not present in Colts Neck.
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It is argued by Robert Clark, county planning director, that
the Swimming Brook Reservoir must be protected and that limiting
or eliminating growth will protect that supply. The plaintiff's
property is located outside the Monmouth County's Growth Manage-
ment Guide's designated environmentall-sensitive areas, and exist-
ing and proposed protection areas for the Swimming River Reservoir.
If this site is critical to that supply, why wasn't it deemed
sensitive on the Growth Management Plan? The reason is obvious --
there are methods of preventing pollutants from reaching that
reservoir and those techniques can be applied more readily to a
planned development through sil traps, settling ponds and basins,
skimmer traps, etc., than through conventional "éprawl" development

or horses deficating adjacent to streams leading into the reservoir.

It is further stated by the county planner that the county is
desirous of preventing sprawl development. The kind of development
that has occurred in "dot" is located over existing development
(a gas stétion, Colts Neck Inn, antique store, etc.). The plain-
tiff's property would form part or all of that village since it is
the largest tract of vacant developable land near the intersection
- of County Road 537 and Route 34. The property extends to the
Route 18 intersection, and its western boundary parallelsrthe
business zone, with existing retail and service uses. These would

all be within walking distance of the proposed development. It is



a matter of the amount of development (i.e., number of units and
density), but certainly the location of a planned development at
this location is consistent with the county plan for concentrating

development at the Colts Neck village center.

In summary, the SDGP designates limited growth for Colts Neck
since the plan did not recommend spending additional dollars for
infrastructure (roads, sewer and water) needs in limited growth
areas. This did not preclude development from occuring in these
areas, but to reduce the amount of growth. (Page 7. Judge
Serpentelli, "The purpose of the Plan is to control growth - not
to eliminate.") The proposal made by Orgo Farms is not to extend’
sewer and water from Freehold or other areas, opening up Colts
Neck to new development pressure. And it does not propose to
build these facilities at township, county, state or federal ex-
pense, but these costs will be borne by the developer. The sewer
and water will only handle the development of Orgo Farms and not
encourage "leap frog" or further development to occur inconsistent
with the limited growth policy. But it will build development to

accommodate "Mount Laurel II" households.

There does not need to be further public investment for
Routes 34 and 18. The limited access of Route 18 with a major

interchange'adjacent to the property will maximize access to the



region while limiting negative impact on existing local roadways.

Colts Neck grew by 35.6% in the decade between 1970 and 1980,
or from 5,819 persons to 7,888. Between 1960 and 1970 the popula-

tion increased from 2,177 to 5,819, or a 167.3% increase.

The Orgo Farms development of 1,353 dwelling units, will
average 2.2 persbns per unit, or a population of approximately
2,977. This represents an increase of 38% over 1980, however, since
the project will be phased, and built over several years, the in-
crease is very consistent with the past limited-growth trend in
Colts Neck. 1In fact, the sprawl-type development that both the
SDGP and County Planning Director are concerned with preventing
could be alleviated by a planned village development. The Growth
Management Guide for Monmouth County recommends a “"village dot" at
the intersection of 537 and 34. The proposed Village Center at
Colts Neck (Orgo Farms) will fulfill both of these objectives of
village-concentrated development and certainly suburban sprawl.
The county projects a "village" of approximately 200 units of 600
persons to 1990. The county did not designate Colts Neck as a
town center because it is unique and should not have a’ town center
designation, although it has, in the opinion of HNA, all the

necessary land use and location to be considered a town center.

Closer examination of the county's growth management plan re-



veals a "village" designation immediately adjacent to plaintiff's
property. However, the conceptual Colts Neck can be defined as
being a classic example of sprawl -- large lot, single-family
development. The proposal of the Village Center at Colts Neck is

concentrated planned development, not "sprawl" development.

While it is laudable to protect agriculture and the equine
industry in Colts Neck, as espoused by the county planner, the
SDGP never recognized any large blocks of prime agricultural lands
in Colts Neck. Further, farm preservation may be reasonable
through many areas of Colts Neck, however, the plaintiff's property
is surrounded on three sides by non-agricultural uses =-- a state-
highway (Route 18) and beyond that, the Earle Naval Reservation,
on the western property line by largely commercial uses and Route

34, and on the northern side by single-family homes along Route

537.

Finally, the county seeks to limit growth in Colts Neck be-
cause it wants to see growth occur where there are utilities and
in the existing growth corridors. A proposal to build 1,353 units
on a 220t acre parcel in a township of 20,353 acres, only consumes
1% of the total land, yet will meet housing demand for all age and
income categories for some time to come. This will far better meet

sound planning principles than the existing development history of



Colts Neck where 2,150 housing units have consumed more than ten
times the amount of land as proposed by this development, yet have

only produced housing for middle-to-high income.

This development can be contained without public investment
of utilities, but making use of the existing attributes of a school,
shopping and service facilities, close job opportunities, and pre-

vious investments of millions of dollars in state highways.

The Tri-State Regional Planning Commission designated the
general area between Route 18 and the intersection of Highway 34
énd 537 as an Urban Lands area with a suggested density of 2.0 to
6.9 dwelling units per acre. The subregional map prepared by
Tri-State on October 4, 1978, showed the growth area to coincide
with the "village"” area designation of the county and Argo Farms
property. In keeping with sound planning principles, this growth
area was surrounded by very low-density development of 0.5 dwell-
ing unité per acre. It is the opinion of HNA that this is logical
and sound planning, particularly in response to the access, loca-
tion and environmental suitability. These physical characteristics
particularly make this site suitable to provide "Mt. Laurel" type

housing in a small planned unit development.

The Tri-State Regional Development Guide 1977-2000 developed

the above recommendation for this site area after computer-analyz-



ing pertinant land characteristics including poor lands for build-
ing, prime farmlands, headwater areas, and catchment areas. The
recommended open-land uses surrounding the site are farms, wood-
lands, preserves, parks or new residences with two or more acres

of land per unit.

The Tri-State Planning Commission, the Monmouth County Planning
Board, HNA and even the Colts Neck Master Plan, agree that this
general "village-center" area is the logical growth area in the

township.

The affidavit of William Queale primarily endorses the con-
clusions and policies made by Robert W. Clark, Director of the Mon-

mouth County Planning Board.

Mr. Robert W. Clark states in his affidavit of January 1984
that (page 6, #16) "The growth area should be located west of the
ridge line that crosses Route 537 as anything east of that line
draws into the reservoir." Mr. Queale in his affidavit simply en-
dorses this recommendation. This line is 1.5 miles beyond the
Colts Neck municipal boundary. If not draining into the reservoir
‘ was of such concern, why then did the township approve; and the
county approve, large subdivisions with large lawns, and long

lengths of roadways, where storm water leads to the reservoir?
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Mr. Queale concludes in his affidavit, "...move the line desig-
nating the growth area westward, bearing in mind that the new loca-
tion of the line is within the intent of the SDGP and best serves
recognized and vital planning concerns." It is the conclusion of
HNA that "vital planning concerns," not draining into the reservoir,
is, in fact, contrary to current practice in the township. This

makes Mr. Quaele's statement at the minimum, arbitrary.

Reviewing all the available information, including county re-
ports, SDGP, current master plan and zoning ordinances of Colts
Neck, affidavits, etc., it is the conclusion of HNA that the Vil-
lage Center area (537/34/Route 18) is the logical growth area in’
the township, and development of this area as a P.U.D. would embody
the right guality planning principles. The area is adjacent to an
under capacity limited access freeway, and will have great region-
al access. The area is near jobs, in Colts Neck, Holmdel and

Freehold, some of the largest employers in Monmouth County.

A planned development area here would concentrate growth and
prevent urban sprawl. The area is adjacent to bus, commercial and
a school. An additional small neighborhood shopping area is pro-

posed by the County Growth Management Plan.

The development in this area is consistent with growth areas

recommended in the County Growth Management Plan. Mr. Robert W.



Clark states, "Development should be targeted for village centers
or town centers, or growth areas. Colts Neck should be in a
limited growth area, except for a village center, which is situa-
ted at the intersection of County Route 537 and Route 34 in the

Township of Colts Neck." (page 2)

This area is consistent with the growth areas recommended in

the Tri-State Plan.

A small P.U.D. in this growth area, Orgo Farms, would have
the highest quality pollution control devices, techniques, in con-

formance with highest engineering standards.

A more concentrated development pattern allows greater control
of drainage than scattered site developments. This small planned
unit development would have its own water and sewage-treatment

facilities.

It is the opinion of HNA that development in this area is

consistent with the intent of SDGP.

In conclusion, the site location for the proposed Village
Center at Colts Neck is ideally suited with regard to its regional
accessibility, its environmental suitability and its potential

ability to fulfill the objective of providing a logical location



for low and moderate income housing, a village center as recommend-
ed by three major governmental planning agencies with a range of
‘housing types, commercial and job opportunities. The planned de-
velopment will have its own adequate water and sewer system and will
contain the highest quality environmental control measures to guaran-
tee high-water gquality of roads immediately adjaceht to the actual

reservoir.

The current master plan reprinted in 1979 on Plate 8 indicates
lot subdivision. Comparing this to the revised (March 198l1) cur-
rent zoning ordinance indicates several new subdivisions were ap-
proved and in all probability built upon. The Beaver Dam Road and

Runwood Land subdivision front directly on the reservoir as does

the Lovett Road subdivision.

The Partridge Way, Black Briar, Pilgram Way subdivision and

eight other new subdivisions all drain into the reservoir.
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ANALYSIS OF ZONING ORDINANCE

HﬁA in February 1984 purchased a copy of the current Colts
Neck zoning ordinance (revised to 3/1/81). The zoning ordinance
provides for six zones, of which three are residential, one is
industrial and one is business. The zoning in Colts Neck is pri-
marily A-1 with a minimum lot size of 88,000 sg. ft. There are
several smaller zoned areas, primarily A-2 and A-3 requiring 40,000
and 30,000 minimum lot sizes,~but these are typically existing
built-up subdivisions. The "D" Zone or laboratory and light in-
dustrial is minimal. The business zone "B" is concentrated around
the intersection of Route 537 and 34, and forms a boundary line
with the Orgo Farms property. The residential zoning in the town-
ship provides no opportunity for the construcéion of low and
moderate income hosuing. The township's 2oning ordinance is de-

signed to perpetuate the exclusionary pattern of development.
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FAIR SHARE METHODOLOGY

AND ALLOCATION CRITERIA
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The methodology to determine a municipality's "fair share" of
the region's present and prospective low and moderate income households
was generated by HNA after reviewing "Fair Share" analysis methodolo-
gy used by the New Jersey Division of State and Regional Planning,

"A Revised Statewide Housing Allocation Report;" "“The Branchburg
Township Fair Share Housing Report” prepared by Clarke and Caton
(November 1983): the expert report on Mt. Laurel II issues in"Urban
Léague of Greater New Brunswick vs. Borough of Careret et. al." pre-
pared by Alan Mallach (December 1983); "Housing Allocation Analysis:
A Proposed Fair Share Allocation Method" prepared by Harvey S.
Moscowitz; "Manalapan Township Fair Share"Report prepared by Prof.
Anton C. Nelessen (1978);"Chapter 7 1Introduction to the Fair Share

Concept, " Mount Laurel II, Challenge and Delivery of Low=-Cost Housing

prepared by the Center for Urban Policy Research; and, finally and
most importantly, the text of the Mt. Laurel II N.J. Supreme Court

decision.

It ié the opinion of HNA, after reviewing all the above docu-
mentation and discussing their methodology with planners and attorneys,
that the most comprehensive analysis to date of the present and pro-
spective needs on a statewide basis has been completed by the Center
for Urban Policy Research (CUPR). The analysis and conclusions gen-
erated in this book, CUPR, with regard to the aggregate demand for
present and prospective Mount Laurel-eligible households, and the di-
vision of the state into major regions, which correspond to the di-

rectives of Mount Laurel II, has been adopted by HNA.




-22-

The justification for the distribution of the counties into
various housing regions is included in pages 33-81 of the CUPR's
study, while the present and prospective household demand is develop-

ed between pages 82 and 140. These have been attached as an appendix

to this report.

The CUPR estimates that aggregate demand for the state of New
Jersey is 334,093 units, with a present demand for 120,160, and a

prospective demand to the year 2000 of 213,933 units.

The methodology used by HNA to distribute this aggregate de-
mand to appropriate municipalities within designated regions was
based on a formula outlined in the "Mt. Laurel II" decision:

"Formulas that accord substantial weight to employment op-
portunities in the municipality, especially new employment
accompanied by substantial ratables, shall be favored;
formulas that have the effect of tying prospective lower
income housing needs to the present proportion of lower
income residents to the total population of a municipality
shall be disfavored; formulas that have the effect of un-
reasonably diminishing the share because of a municipality's
successful exclusion of lower income housing in the past
shall be disfavored." (92 N.J. at 256).

The formula used by HNA is as follows (see technical appendix, data

base, regional variables):

(32) + (j6) + (%8) + (v4) + (h5)
5
(32) = Municipalities' share of the region's total covered jobs (1)
expressed in percentage of region as reported by Covered

Employment Totals, N.J. Department of Labor, 1981.
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(j6) - Municipalities' share of the region's increase in covered
jobs between 1972 and 1981 expressed in percentage.(z)
(28) - Adjusfed developable land includes the vacant developable

lands defined in the Revised Statewide Housing Allocation

Report, and land under "farm assessment," as tabulated by

the New Jersey Department of Taxation.

'In the Housing Allocation Report prepared by New Jersey
Division of State and Regional Planning, May 1978, vacant
developable lands exclude wetlands, flood areas, excessive
slopes, state-owned lénds and qualified agricultural
lands. These figures have been revised by HNA to exclude
any additional land which since 1978 has been purchaéed '
or, by other legislative action, has become state land

(Pineland Preservation/Protection Areas).

Including land under farm assessment provided the op-
portunity to determine the toal potential developable
land in each municipality as a separate factor. The
use of this factor weighs the future distribution of
low and moderaté income households towards those muni-
cipalities in growth areas which are land-rich. Those
municipalities which were designated in the State De-
velopment Guide Plan as completely in an "agricultural”,
wconservation® or "limited growth" area, or those
municipalities which have neither vacant developable

land (as computed by the Statewide Housing Allocation
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Report) nor agricultural-assessed land were excluded
from the HNA municipal allocation formula. These
municipalities would only have to provide for their
internally-generated or "indigenous" need for low and
moderate income housing units. This allocation formula
also limited the responsibility of providing additional
low and moderate income housing to existing urban built-
up areas if they had or were assigned zero vacant de-

velopable land.

(vd) - Economic Capacity Indicator. ECI is a measure of local
economic capacity of a municipality to absorb the service .
demands generated by the development of new housing. To
determine economic capacity, the equalized value for each
municipality was taken from the county divisions of taxa-
tion for 1983 (V1 in the data base). The population per
municipality was taken from the 1980 U.S. Census. Dividing
total equalized value per municipality by populations per
municipality provided a comparative measure of each munici-
pality's economic capacity on a per-person basis. Older,
deteriorated urban areas typically have the lower value per
capita. The more exclusive communities typically have a
higher value per capita. HNA used this value per munici-
éality to determine the potential distribution of the
economic capacity on a regional basis. Each municipality

was weighed equally.
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Municipalities with a higher economic capacity, or being
more affluent, will better be able to absorb supportive
expenses due to new development. Correspondingly, those
municipalities with lower economic capacity are less able
to absorb these supportive costs and have been given,

therefore, a lower weight in the allocation formula.

This factor cannot by itself be used, but must be used as
a fair share distribution factor in combination with the

other indicators in the formula.

Adjusted households is a factor expressed in percent of
the region. Certain municipalities have a high percentage
of households above moderate income. This indicates past
exclusionary practices of municipalities and seeks not to
penalize those municipalities which have a high percentage
of existing low and moderate income households and a high
percentage of existing, publically-assisted housing units.
The total number of households in each municipality was
determined using the 1980 U.S. Census. From this number
was subtracted the number of low and moderate income
households computed from the 1980 U.S. Census, median
household income. The 0-50% and 50% to 80% of median in-
dome definitions of low and moderate, respecfively, used

in Mt. Laurel II were applied. The total number of assisted
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housing units in each municipality was further subtracted
from this subtotal (total households - number of house-
holds of low and moderate income - number of assisted
households). Each municipalities' remaining households,
expressed as a percentage of the region, became th: final

factor in the allocation formula.

Two factors in the allocation formula measure local advantage/need
using jobs as the indicator. Two factors in the allocation formula
use land as an indicator, one factor uses past exclusionary practices
reflected as an indicator of non-low and moderate income househclds and

the final factor uses local economic capacity.

The total of these factors was divided by six, giving each factor
an appropriate equal weight. A final allocation ratio was then determined

and this was then assigned to the region's total present and prospective

"Mt. Laurel" housing need.

A controlling factor in the final allocation is potential land
holding. As an example, if a municipality only had 100 acres of remain-
ing developable land, and was assigned 200 units as their "fair share",
this land would have to hold 1000 units. The 200 units being 20% of the

total. This would be a resulting density of 10 d.u./ac.

HNA recommends that a density range of 8-16 d.u./ac. be used as the

holding capacity for developable land. This final control factor in the
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allocation formula insures a rational distribution of the regional need
and does not overburden the land in those municipalities which have a

small amount of remaining land.
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NOTES

(1) The covered employment data published by the New Jersey Department

of Labor refers to that part of the labor force subject to the
New Jersey Unemployment Compensation Law. Essentially, this
covers all jobs with yearly renumeration of $1,000.00 or over.
Some importanf exceptions should, however, be noted. Namely,
(a) certain categories of agricultural labor; (b) the self-em-
ployed; (c) federal employees, including both the military and
civilians employed on military bases; and (d) employees of a
church, or of elementary or secondary schools operating under
church charter; as well as a number of other categories of

smaller significance.

These exceptions to covered employment data suggest that the data
should be viewed with caution, particularly at the municipal
level. 1If one of the major employefs in a municipality falls in-
to one of these categories, e.g., a military base, then the |
covered employment figures may not be adequate without further

adjustments.

(2) Because New Jersey laws defining covered employment have been
amended on several occasions, certain inconsistencies in the
historical series are also unavoidable. Employment coverage
was expénded significantly in 1969, 1972 and again in 1978,

whereas in 1981 some 10,000 jobs lost coverage. These incon-
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sistencies raise problems which are particularly significant

at the municipal level.

Source: New Jersey Department of Labor, Office of Research and
Planning, New Jersey Covered Employment Trends, annual pub-
lication.
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COLTS NECK TOWNSHIP

FAIR SHARE ANALYSIS
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To determine the present and prospective low and moderate in-
come housing need.forColts Neck Township, a regional analysis was
conducted. The region used in the analysis comprises Ocean and
Monmouth Counties. The justification for using these two counties
as the region is clearly and analytically presented in the current
Rutgers Center for Urban Policy Research and the N.J. State League

of Municipalities publication entitled Mount Laurel II. Challenge

and Delivery of Low Cost Housing (December 1983) Pages 33 to 81:

"The Definition of a Housing Region." It is the opinion of HNA,
that the overlaying determinants of comparable housing market areas,
inter and intra bi-county region, journey-to-work commuter patterns,
the diversity of socio-economic population characteristics, the
presence of built-up and non-built-up areas, the ranges of affluence
and the availability of data for this bi-county region from the U.S.
Census and county planning boards, justifies Monmouth and Ocean as
the logical region from which theColts Neck fair share of present

and prospective low and moderate income households can be determined.

The 1980 U.S. Census of Population and Housing indicates that
in Monmouth County, 71% of the residents living in the county work

within the Monmouth/Ocean County region.

The Center for Urban Policy Research indicates that if out-of-
state commuters are removed from the sample and the travel patterns

of in-state workers are exclusively viewed, 94.8% of all workers in
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the Monmouth/Ocean region, live in the Monmouth region. The average

travel time is 18.3 minutes.

Once this region for Colts Neck was proposed, meetings were -
held with directors and staff members of Ocean and Monmouth Counties
planning boards, informing them of our intention to prepare a fair
share analysis, explaining our proposed methodology and requesting

their cooperation in gathering the necessary information.

To determine Colts Neck's regional fair share, an eguation was
generated, which determined its fair share as a percentage
of the regional data variables. All data was generated {rom primary
sources and programmed into an IBM computer memory. The following

data variables and sources were used:

1. 1970/1980 U.S. Census of Population per municipality.

2. Covered jobs for 1982 per muniéipality, N.J. Department of
Labor.

3. Covered jobs for 1971 per municipality, N.J. Department of
Labor.

4. Equalized county real property value for 1983, Monmouth and
Ocean Counties' Divisions of Taxation.

5. Vacant developable land, as generated from a Revised State-
wide Housing Allocation Report for New Jersey (HAR), New

Jersey Division of State and Regional Planning.
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6. Land in Pineland conservation/protection areas generated by
the Pinelands Commission.
7. Farmlana - Land under Farm Assessment for 1983, N.J. Depart-
ment of Treasury.
8. Number of households, 1980 U.S. Census.
9. Number of households per income category, 1980 U.S. Census.
10. Median household income, 1980 U.S. Census.

ll. Growth area analysis, State Development Guide Plan (SDGP).

There are 87 municipalities in Monmouth and Ocean Counties; 53

ir. Monmouth and 34 in Ocean.

For the purpose of our allocation formula, certain of these
municipalities were grouped based on recommendations of the staff
of the county planning boards. One of the prime examples of this
is the Englishtown - Manalapan grouping. Certain municipalities
were grouéed, because locations of covered jobs are based on post
office addresses, and some jobs, which are actually in Manalapan,
use the Englishtown post office address and are, therefore, enumerated
within Englishtown. A second fact, which reinforced the grouping of
certain municipalities, was when a small borough with a post office is
completely surrounded by a larger municipality, sometimes of the
same name, as an example, Freehold Borough and Freehold Township.

These two municipalities were also grouped to determine their final fair



share allocation. Combined were Englishtown and Manalapan, Farming-
dale and Howell, Freehold Boro and Freehold Township, Shrewsbury and
Shrewsbury Township, Lakehurst and Manchester. If the court so wishes,
these municipalities can be disaggragated, but it is the opinion of

HNA and the county planning staffs that these municipal groupings are

logical and reasonable.

The data for each municipality was programmed into the computer
to indicate both the actual numerical data and the percentage of the
region that is represented. This §ércent-of-region methodology al-
lowed HNA to generate an allocation factdr to be applied to each

municipality or grouping.

POPULATION

In 1980 Colts Neck had a population of 7,888, representing just
junder one percent (.93) of the bi-county region's total population.
In the past ten years, Colts Neck grew by 2,069 persons, a 35.6 per-
cent increase, representing just above one percent (1.16) of the re-

gional population gain.

Regarding the age structure of this population, it should be said
that Colts Neck ranks among the five municipalities with the highest
percentages of their population under 5 and between 5 and 19 years of
age, and also among the five municipalities with the lowest percentage

of their population over 65.
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Colts Neck's population is grouped in 2,151 households, at an
average of 3.67 persons per household, significantly above both the
county's average (2.96 persons/household) and the bi-county region-
al's average (2.85 persons/household), and second in the region.

Of these 2,151 households, 132 and 157 are, respectively, moderate

and low income, 6.1 percent and 7.3 percent of the municipality's
total number of households. But while the region as a whole con-
tains 39.5 percent of its households in the low and moderate income
category, Colts Neck qontains only 13.4 percent, or about one-third

of the regional average. And while Colts Neck contains .72 percent

of the region's households, it only houses .25 percent of the region's
low and moderate income households, again about one-third of the re-
gional average. These variations around the regional average clearly

suggest the existence of exclusionary practice.

It should also be added that, with a net density of only .39
persons per acre, Colts Neck ranks as the third lowest density
municipality in the county, considerably below the majority of other
municipalities. Coincidently, Colts Neck also ranks third in the

county in terms of its dwelling units per acre density.
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JOBS

Job growth is a major criteria in determining the municipality's
fair share allocation. If a municipality has a lower regional share
of job growth, it should have a lower numerical obligation to satis-

fy the regional housing need. Job growth in a municipality means a

commensurate obligation to satisfy the regional housing need.

Existing jobs in a municipality, expressed as a percentage of

the total regional jobs in 1981, was a second factor used in the jobs
category for the allocation formula. This factor became particularly
important for those municipalities which had a high percentage of

total jobs and a low proportion of low and moderate income households..

Colts Neck had 532 covered jobs in 1972 and 743 in 1981, or a
39.7 percent increase. This increase represents .38 percent of the
regional job growth, which parallels the municipality's .39 percent

of total regional employment.

As indicated earlier (p. 20, Fair Share Methodology and Alloca-
tion Criteria section), covered employment data is not always the
most adequate data when examining employment and employment change
at the municipal level. The categories of workers which are excluded
from this data-base (federal employees, church employees and teachers
at church-chartered schools, certain agricultural labor, the self-

employed and others) can, if grouped, constitute a significant share
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of a municipality's labor force.

Colts Neck is a perfect example of these limitations, with the
700 civilian and 420 military =~ neither of which are covered =--
stationed at the Naval Weapons Station Earle. Even if only the
civilian portion of Earle's labor force is taken into account, it
virtually doubles the municipality's labor force. It is difficult
to assess how employment has grown at Earle, given the absence of
published sources, but the Public Affairs Office at Earle indicates
that employment at Colts Neck will continue to grow in the near

fugure.

The use of covered employment data in the allocation model
must be viewed, then, taking these potential caveats into account.
In the case at hand, Earle Naval Station ranks as the 15th largest
individual employer in Monmouth County, if only civilian employees
are counted (if the military are included, it climbs into 8th).
The only other military employer with more than 100 employees (top
56 major employers in the county)*’is Fort Monmouth Army Base. In
Ocean County there are two major military employment centers: ‘Fort
Dix and the Naval Air Engineering Center at Lakehurst. It would,
therefore, seem that, if the figures for military employers in the
region were added to the covered employment data, only a very few

municipalities would see their employment numbers altered signifi-

*
Source: Monmouth County Planning Board, July 1983.
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cantly, among which one would find Colts Neck.
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LOCAL DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

The amount and quality of land available for development is an
additicnal factor used in the allocation formula. Simply put, the
greater the amount of vacant developable land, the greater the fair
share allocation. The percentage of total regional vacant develop-
able land was determined by using the "Revised Statewide Housing Al-
location Report for New Jersey," housing allocation criteria data.
This is the only consistent data on vacant developable land that
HNA could find to be acceptable for ﬁhis factor in the calculation.
Ocean County has recently updated their Master Plan and has mapped
out vacant developable land, but Monmouth County has not. There-‘
fore, the vacant developable land tabulated ip the N.J. State
Housing Allocation Report was used as a base. This data could nct
be used for those municipalities which are now in the Pineland Pro-
tection or Preservation areas, and were not subtracted as part of
Public Lands in the HAR's vacant developable land calculations.
This has occurred because the Pinelands Act postdates the HAR. To
correct for this, HNA telecommunicated over several days with the

Pinelands Commission and the Ocean County's representative to the
Pinelands Commission to determine the amount of additioﬁal land

which could no longer be developed. These numbers were subtracted
from the Vacant Developable Land in the HAR to determine a revised
vacant developable land figure. A percentage of the regional total of

vacant developable land was calculated with the aid of the computer
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for all municipalities in the region. Colts Neck has 5,854 acres
or 2.95% of the regional total of vacant developable land. That
figure excludes all wet lands, all public lands, all built-up lands,

qualified farmland and land with greater than 12% slope.

Much of the qualified farmland in any developing municipality
is owned by developers, speculators or farmers who wish to sell land
for retirement or other financial needs. It is the opinion of HNA
that this farmland is developable and an additional factor to be

used in the allocation formula. This factor is total available de-

velopable land. This places additional weight on land availability

when assigning the fair share. Without this factor, more weight is
given to the other factor of local economic capacity and past ex-
clusionary practices. There are certain municipalities, which,
because of their total agricultural designation in the N.J. State
Development Guide Plan, have been dropped out of the allocation pool
and, therefore, need only provide their indigenous (or internally-
generated) needs. These municipalities are Roosevelt, Upper Freehold,
Millstone and Allentown. All other municipalities contain growth
areas and must absorb their fair share based on total available de-

velopable land.

Total available developable land was generated by adding the re-
vised vacant developable land acreages to the land which qualifies for

farm assessment. This acreage figure reflects the total developable
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land from which has already been subtracted all public land, wet

lands, built-up areas and environmentally sensitive soil areas.

It is the opinion of HNA that this acreage and corresponding
percent of regional developxble land per municipality represents a
more realistic factor to assess regional need. This factor adds

additional weight to availability of land as an indicator of the

need to absorb low and moderate income units. The data indicates
that Colts Neck has 14,941 acres of adjusted vacant developable
land, or 4.84 percent of the regional share. This is also a good

76 percent of the municipality's total taxable land.

There are several other municipalities, which have zero vacant
developable land and, therefore, were assigned "0" allocation. They
have been assigned zero ir the Revised Statewide Allocation Report
tabulating vacant developable land, and they have zero qualified
farmland. These municipalities include: Barnegaf Light, Bayhead,
Beachhaven, Engleswood, Harvey Cedars, Highlands, Keansburg, Keyport,
Lavallette, Long Beach, Manasquan, Mantoloking, Matawan, Point
Pleasant Beach, Seaside Heights, Seaside Park, Ship Bottom, Shrews-

bury Township, Spring Lake Heights, Surf City and Union Beach.
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LOCAL ECONOMIC CAPACITY

The higher the local economic capability, the greater the abili-
ty of a municipality to afford some of the expenses associated
with providing low/moderate income households with housing, housing
services and quality community facilities. The opinion of HNA
parallels that of the Center for Urban Policy Research. Value per
capita represents "economic capacity of municipalities to absorb the
service demands generated by the development of new housing, if direct
subsidy, tax abatement or other fiscal assistance measures are associ-
ated with housing, new low-income households or these households re-
guire more or specialized public services, a more affluent community
will be better able to absorb such supportive expense" (p. 398).

HNA used a combination of factors of total egqualized property value

and population to determine local economic - capability.

The taxable value per capita was computed using the 1980 U.S.
Census of Population and the 1983 County Equalized Valuation as taken
from the Abstract of Ratables 1983 for the two counties' Boards of
Taxation. The total equalized value per municipality was divided by
the population. Once the computer determined the per capita value

per municipality, the percentage of the region's per capita value
was computed. Colts Neck's 1983 County Equalized Valuation is

$313,065,040; or 1.37 percent of the regional total.
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The taxable per capita value is $39,689 in Colts Neck, well above

the $26,934 regional average.
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CONCENTRATIONS OF LOW AND MODERATE INCOME HOUSING AND ASSISTED HOUSING

An objective in the fair share allocation formula is to foster
dispersal away from locations with prior concentrations of affordable
and/or subsidized housing units. A factor was generated in the allo-
cation formula used by HNA to accomplish this objective. The court
stated:

"formulas that have the effect of unreasonably diminishing

the share because of a municipality's successful exclusion
of lower income housing in the past should be disfavored."

This factor in the allocation formula has three steps: Determin-
ing total households, subtract existing low and moderate income house-
holds and subtract existing assisted housing units. The amount of-
existing assisted housing and the higher concentration of low and
moderate income households in the various municipalities is included
in the allocation formula to meet the court's objective. These
indicators attempt to direct allocation away from areas of high con-
centrations of low and moderate income or subsidized housing and to-
wards those municipalities which have previously been exclusionary.
The rationale behind this criterion, is that, (1) the poor should
be dispersed rather than concentrated in any particular geographic
- location and/or (2) locations which have existing high levels of
housing for the poor are already doing a part or their full fair

share.

To determine this factor in the allocation formula, the total

numbers of households per municipality were taken from the U.S.
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Census and disaggragated by income levels. 1980 median household

income was used to delineate households into both low and moderate
income households. Low-income households are those whose income is
0 to 50% of median household income and moderate is defined as be-

tween 50% and B0% of median income.

The 1980 regional median income, median income for
both counties'were combined and a simple average median household
income for the region was determined. This methodology allowed
HNA to determine the percéntage of households for each municipality
in the bi-county region which are below and above the 1930 median income.
It further allowed HMA to. array those households in the low-income cate-
gory and those in the moderate-income category pér municipality ana
as a percentage of the region. The 1980 Median Household Income
(MHI) for Monmouth County derived from the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development is $24,526, and the Median Household Income

(MHI) for Ocean is $18,800.

OCEAN (MHI) + MONMOUTH (MHI) = REGIONAL (MHI)
2

$24,526 + S18,800 _ 27,663
2

Based on this figure of $21,663, low income would be defined as
between 0 and 50% of this regional averaged median or between $0 to
$10,831.50. Moderate-income ranges between 50% and 80% of this re-

gional averaged median, or $10,832.06 to $17,330.00.
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This median-income figure is raised slightly to $22,303 if the
total median household income is divided by total households. As
mentioned earligr, based on the 1980 regionalimedian household in-
come of $21,663, Colts Neck contained .72 percent of the region's
households and only .25% percent of the region's low and moderate

income households.

The allocation formula used by BNA directs future allocations
away from those municipalities which have large amounts of existing
subsidized or assisted housing (e.g; Asbury Park has approximately
25% of the region's assisted housing) by subtracting the number of
assisted housing units from the total number of households, and di-
rects it towards those municipalities within the growth area wvhich
have no assisted housing units. The amount of assisted housing per
municipality was provided by the Monmouth and Ocean Counties'

Planning Boards, respectively.

Colts Neck has no assisted public housing. From December 1973
to December 1981, 374 single-family units were built in Colts Neck;
during the same timeframe, no multi-family units were cohstructed.
Colts Neck rates among the municipalities with the highest ratios
of single-family (96.4%) to multi-family (3.6%) housing in the region.

It also presents one of the lowest vacancy rates (3.1%).
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THE REGION'S PRESENT AND PROSPECTIVE NEED

The present housing need for the Colts Neck region was determined

by using the criteria of physical condition (overcrowding, lacking

plumbing facilities, etc.), housing costs (where housing costs to

income ratios are above 25%) and location (where the housing unit was

poorly sited in relationship to the householder's place of work).

The current regional housing deficiency for existing low and

moderate income households was determined by using the 7 basic vari-

ables from the U.S. Census of Population and Housing, which describes

housing quality:

1.
2.

Year built, prior to 1940 or after 1940.

Persons per room or overcrowding; more than 1.0l persons
per room.

Units which lack exclusive access.

Units lacking exclusive plumbing facilities.

Units lacking complete kitchen facilities.

Units lacking central-heating facilities.

Units in structures four stories or greater which lack

elevators for the top floors above three stories.
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The present housing need for the Colts Neck region is 4,960
units. It is the opinion of HNA based on the work completed by the
Center of Urban Policy Research that this need is reasonable (see

page 115 of the CUPR Study in appendix to this report).

The prospective housing need for the East Central region, as

determined by the Center for Urban Policy Research, is 43,086 units

by the year 1990, with an additional 36,868 units by the year 2000.

The East Central region has thus a total need of 48,046 units
(present and prospective) by the year 1990 and 84,914 units by the

year 2000.

Applying the allocation formula prepared by HNA to prospective
and present regional housing need as prepared by the Center for
Urban Policy Research, Colts Neck's fair share is 961 (862 + 99)

units for the year 1990 and 1,698 units for the year 2000.
' The allocation formula is:

(j2) + (j6) + (428) + (v4) + (hS) _ .
5 .

f = Colts Neck's fair share ratio of the regional need.

Low and Moderate Income Housing Need

Present To 1990 1990-2000

Colts Neck 99 862 737
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In a current "Fair Share Housing Report - Branchburg Township"
prepared by Clarke and Caton for Judge Serpentelli in November 1983,
it was suggested that any base figure for current need should include
vacancy as a component of present need (p. 18). The "Caton report”
suggests that the vacancy ratio for rental housing should be 5% and
for owner-occupied housing or for-sale housing, 1.5%; this vacancy
factor could be added as an appropriate percentage in relationship

to unit type (owner vs. renter).

In Monmouth County, based on 1880 U.S. Census, there are 170,130

households of which 52,145, or 30.65% are renters.

In Ocean County there are 128,304 households of which 21,896,

or 17.06% are renters.

It must be noted that present need as projected by the Center
for Urban Policy Research assumes that "those income-constrained
Mount Laurel households living in 1980 in socund housing, but whose
rent-to-income ratio are in excess of 25% are assumed to occupy this

housing at these costs" (p. 90).

The present need would thus increase if these houséholds were

included therein.
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Now that this number has been calculated, the next step, if any,
would be to determine what percéntage of this need could be absorbed
using the current zoning ordinance and what is the total amount of
new housing that would have to be built if 20% of any new de-

velopment was devoted to low and moderate income housing.
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2 Allzrnhurst 2 Q.11% Iz
T Allantown b&2 0.22% 120
1 Aszsury FPark 74207 2.481% 1,412
T 2tlantic Highla 1,774 0, &0% 124
L Avon-By-The-Zesa 1,204 e T4 194
T Bslmar T.019 1.01% 524
2 Bradlsy Be2ach 2,013 0.57% T39
? Zrizlle 1,489 0.S0% 148
10 Colits Meck 2,151 0.72% 32
11 D=zal 650 0.22% g9
12 Zztontzswn 4,959 1.865% 8&&
1T Englishtown 33 O.11% &0
Manzalzan S.27 . 1.87% 450
L4 Fair Havan 1,895 V.8T% 130
1T Farmingdale =2 0.17% 4 20
Fowell 7,822 2.82% 22
13 Frzshold Borao T,.S73 1.20% =38
Frzehcld Twrshp S.585 1.858% 445
17 Hazlet 65,393 2.21% gt
12 Highliands 2,216 0.74% 74
17 Hzimdel 2,22 D.73S% 112
I interlaken 8 0.12% 22
21 Wzanshurg Z,471 1.13% 350
22 Havgert 2,927 0,29% 72
2T Littie EZilver 1,340 0.62% 151
24 Lzch Arbour 22 Q.04% 23
25 Lzmg Branch 11,672 T.P1% 2,043
Z& Manasguan 2,119 .71% T&ET
7 Marlborg 4,342 1,32% 237
Matawan : Z.08B6 1.03% 404
Mmicddlstown 18,841 &.31% 1,528
Millstone 1.146 0, I8% 123
71 Monmouth Beach 1,338 0. 4S% 134
IZ Meotunsz F,?17 T.32% 1,33
IT Mepturme City 2,204 O.74% I35
T4 Ccoczan 8,449 2.87% 1,157
TZ Beczanport 1,748 0.59% 232
T& R=zd Bank 4,208 1.64% : T8
Z7 Raoocssvelt 282 0. 09% 2
IZ Fumson 2,302 0.384% 17e
I? 22z Bright ?41 Q.3I2% 137
24 Bza Girt 77 0.I3T% 24
41 Zhrazwsbuwry Boro 23S 0.I3% 7o
Srrawsbury Twp 420 0.13% =
47 Scuth EBzlaoar AHT4 0.232% 110
27 Zprimg Laks 1,476 Q. 472% 174
& Bzring Laks His 2,341 0.72% 31
45 Tinton Falls 2,312 a.7E% 2%
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1,967 O.56% 272 12017

392 O.30% 122 17.7%

5,373 2.192% 74 11,30

2,241 0.7EU 172 2.57

170,170 S7T.O0L% 21,52 12,77

=i 253t Twnzhp 2.320 0.24% 02 17.2%
i =gat Light 25 3. 02% =8 22, 4%
=2 B Hzad 321 O.17% 70O 13,40
T Zesach Haven TED 0.25% 1279 12.%%
Z4 EFzachwcocod 2,477 0.37% 4183 16.9%
EZ Earbszlsy ?,614 F.22% 2,293 22.%
S5 Hrick 13,270 &.I4% 2.72 14,47
=7 Dover 22,178 7.43% S,.292 14,387
Z8 Eaglezweod T&e2 0.12% 8% 2T.50
2 Harvey Cedars 157 0.086% =8 146.8°
52 Izland Heights 576 0.19% 100 7.4
=1 Jzckson 7,736 2.860% 28° 11.20
=2 L 5,107 1.71% 7S 17,10
2T L= urst 8%7 . . 30% 21t 27,60
Manchestar 13,863 4.55% 3,100 22.4

&4 L cod 14,4329 4.85% 2,384 16080
5% Lavalletts 15 D.31% 144 15.7°
=& Littles Egg Harb Z,145 1.05% , 527 ' 20,30
57 i.ohng Beach 1.342 0.S2% Tt 20,20
&2 Mantoloking 124 G.Os% i1 S50
52 Do=an 1,472 0.30% | 210 14.1°
7o Oc=zan Bate S&0 0.19% 12t 21.60
71 Finpe B=ach &38| Q0.22% 97 14,77
TZ Flumsted 1,564 _ 0.52% 265 16.90
TI Pzimt Plzasant &,3581 2.20% 61 14.4°
T4 Ft, FPlzasant RBe 2,167 O.73% 42 z.80
735 ZS=aside Heights 2 0.28% 131 21.8
75 Szaside Park 734 0.26% 117 14.79
T7 Zhip EBettem 608 0.20% 106 740
T3 2. Toms River 1,042 O.3I5% 239 22.9
7?2 Zc=zffard 3,789 1.27% 734 20.7°
20 Surf City 709 0.247% 120 2.3
21 Tukertan 31 0,334 200 20,38
SCZAN CCUNTY 128,304 2.79% 22,021 17.2

ToTAL 293,474

100, 00%

43,545 14,8

Low Income: $0-9,29F/yr
Moderate: $9,9999-14,9%99/ v
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2 Allenhurst Q. 08% S0 12. 2% R = b
T Allantown 0.2T% 2a 1Z.7% SIS
Ry Y Z.24% T.573 49, 5% 1,31%
T At = ghla 0.45% 77 21.2% 0,310
5 Avon=2y-The—-Ces D.45% 270 Z&.TF% O.Ts"
T Zelmar 1.47% 1,052 . Z4.3% 1,420
2 Bradizay Zeach 0.82% 215 40.5% 1.10%
7 Brizlle 0.334% 29 17.3% Q. ZS7
10 Colts MNeck 0. 30% 157 7.3% 0,210
11 Deal ' 0.14% 110 1&. G.13%
12 Eatontown 1.3%% 1,174 23, 1.22°
1T Englishtown 0,.14% 118 4, G.1&°
Manalpan 1.03% 590 2. 0.2
14 Fzir Haven 0.Z2% 27 12.2 Q.22
1€ Fazrmingdale 0.21% 106 20,73 G.14%
Howall 2.12% 1,535 17, 2.070
ls Frzskzslid Bors 1.35% 1,039 292.1 1,408
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12 Highlangs .88% 3545 24.¢ 0,70
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2t Ye=ansburg 1.28% 1,215 IE.4 1.584°
2% Hevoort 0.387% 1,156 I9.1% 1.2&8
2T Little Zilver 0.37% 1327 7.4% o, 18
24 Lsch Arbour : 0, 05% 1S 12.0% Q4020
22 Long Branch 4,.70% 4,248 Th5.4% .72
T4 Manasguan 0.84% Sétl 2&.5% C.7&
27 Marltcro 0.58% &8 8.1% dLT0
Z2 Matawan 0.9T% S2S 17.0% 0.7
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Szd Bank 1.63% 1,549 TL.6% 2.09
Eossavelt D.07% =4 2.1% QL0
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Fum
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4T Zgring Lake 0. 304 271 13.4%
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1T Timteon Fzlls 0.7&% 214 S 9.2%
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2 Allsnhurst 1.087%
: I Allentown Q.447%
4 Asbury Park Q.227%
S Atlantic Highla 0.588%
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22 bFeyvport 0. 4L19%
27 Little Silver 0.9Z24%
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