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| NTRODUCTI ON

This report estimates the "fair share" allocations of present and
proj ected regional |ow and noderate incone housing which nust be
provided for by Cranbury and Monroe Townships in M ddl esex County,
New Jer sey. It is designed to act as a blueprint for expanding
housi ng opportunities for |ower inconme households in the nmetropol -
itan region in which these communities are |ocated.*

This fair share plan conforns to thé definitions and net hodol ogi -
cal guidelines contained in the recent New Jersey Suprenme Court
Deci sion, So. Burlington NNA A C.P. et.al. v. Twp. of M. Laurel
92 N.J. 158 (1983), referred to hereinafter as Mount Laurel 11.
This decision reaffirmed and refined the doctrine, first articu-

| ated by the Suprene Court in its 1975 decision in the sanme case,
that municipalities like M. Laurel nust "affirmatively afford"
the opportunity for decent and adequate |ow and noderate incone
housing, "at least to the extent of the nmunicipality's fair share
of the present and prospective regional need therefor”, 67 N.J.

151 (1975) at 174 (hereinafter referred to as Mount Laurel 1).

The determ nation of municipal fair share allocations involves
three basic steps:**

- identification of the relevant fair share housing region

- calculation of present and prospective housing needs of |ow
and noderate incone households in the region

-~ allocation of these needs to the municipalities within the
regi on based upon predetermned criteria.

Each of these procedures has generated a wi de variety of expert
opinion as to the nost valid statistical sources, nethodol ogies
and assunptions to be used. In the end, a fair share plan is only

"Lower incone" refers to both |ow and noderate income groups.
92 N.J. 158 at 248.



a best estinmate. Det erm nati on of housing needs and fair share
al l ocations nust, of necessity, rely on |less than perfect data as
well as an inconplete understandi ng of the innunerable variables
af fecting housing supply and demand and an inperfect ability to
project future popul ation and housi ng needs. G ven these con-
straints, the follow ng general principles and assunptions guided
these fair share all ocations.

1. The data and estimating techni ques used are designed to real -
istically quantify all mmjor conponents of present and pros-
pective |low and noderate inconme housing need in accordance
with Mount Laurel 11 mandates.

2. The assunptions and nethods used are designed to reflect typi--
cal housing market dynamcs with regard to such issues as
price and price elasticity in relation to supply and demand,
housi ng consunmer expenditure patterns, downward and upward
“"filtering" of housing units, etc.

3. The nethodology is intended to be readily conprehensible and
reproduci bl e using commonly avail abl e data.



I1. DEFINITION OF -REG ON

A fair share allocation region is a geographic area w thin which
| ow and noderate incone housing need is quantified and distributed
to nmunicipalities in an equitable and rational manner.

A CRI TERIA FOR DEFI NING A FAI R SHARE REG ON

Five considerations are relevant in determ ning which conmuni -

ties should be |lunped together in an attenpt to expand housing

opportunities for |ower incone households. These are discussed
bel ow. )

1. HOUSI NG MARKET CONSI DERATI ONS

When devising a fair share allocation for a barticular
muni ci pality the relevant region nust incorporate its

| arger housing market area within which |ow and noderate

i ncome househol ds seeking shelter in that community woul d
be expected to presently live or work. The Suprene Court's
definition of region in Munt Laurel 11, borrowed from
their previous decision in Cakwood at Madi son, Inc. V.

Twp. of Madison, is

t hat general area which constitutes, nore or |ess,
t he housi ng nmarket area of which the subject nuni-
cipality is a part, and fromwhich the prospective
popul ation of the nunicipality would substantially
be drawn, in the absence of exclusionary zoning.*

The single-nost inportant determnant of residential |oca-
tion is accessibility to enploynent opportunities.** Thus,

* 92 N.J. 158 at 256, quoting 72 N.J. at 537.
** According to the Federal Housing Admi nistration (FHA):

The |l ocation of actual and prospective enploynment centers and the
availability of transportation facilities of all types underlie
the selection of general |ocational alternatives as' places of

resi dence for the working popul ation.

See U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Devel opnment, FHA Econom c and
Mar ket Anal yses Division, FHA Techniques of Housing Market Analysis,
Washington, D.C.: GPO 1970, p. 12. ‘
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a market area definition of region would give substanti al
wei ght to the existing and prospective distribution of jobs
in proximty to the subject nunicfpality, particul arly when
viewed in light of present |ow and noderate inconme housing
opportunities.

Since Wrld War Il enploynent growth has surged in New Jer-
sey's outlying suburban counties, including M ddlesex, and
has | agged in ol der, urban counties, particularly Passaic,
Essex and Hudson (see Table 1). Nevertheless, the available
supply of |ow and noderate i ncome housing is still mainly
confined to older cities with declining enploynent opportun-
ities, in large part because of exclusionary zoning prac-
tices in the areas with job growth. The Supreme Court's
housi ng market definition of fair share regi on appears to
require that suburban areas, with significant nunbers of
new jobs, include within their region adjacent urban areas
with [arge nunbers of |ow and noderate inconme workers who.
either already work in the outlying gromh area or woul d
seek enployment there were it not for the absence of suit-
abl y-1 ocated affordable housing.*

2. THE GOAL OF CONSI STENT REG ONAL DEFI NI TI ONS
Anot her inportant criterion laid dowm by the Suprenme Court

for determining fair share regions is consistency between
the delineations used in vari ous cases. Thé Mbunt Laure

I'l decision specifies that any future Mount Laurel litiga-
tion shall be assigned to three special judges, each of
whomw || hear all cases in a particular part of the State.

The decision also granted presunptive validity to any de-
term nation of région by the Mount Laurel judges as applied
to all rmunicipalities included in that region. Wth this
arrangenent the court anticipated "that after several cases

Maki ng the expanding job opportunities of New Jersey's suburbs nore
accessible to the unenpl oyed poor (who are overwhel m ngly concentra--
ted in the State's older cities) is one reason cited by the Suprene
Court for its Mount Laurel |1 decision. See 92 N.J. 158 at 210,

foornote 5.
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Table 1

CHANGE | N PRI VATE COVERED JOBS
ELEVEN NORTHERN NEW JERSEY COUNTI ES, 1960-1980
(ARRANGED FROM GREATEST TO LEAST PERCENTAGE GROWH)

Covered Jobs* Per cent Change

Count y 1960 1970 1980 1960-1970** 1970-1980*** 1960- 1980
Morris 49, 527 86, 378 149, 902 + 74% + 74% +203%
Sussex 6,797 11, 184 17, 448 + 65 + 56 +157
Soner set 31, 218 46, 498 79, 324 + 49 + 71 +154
Hunt er don 8, 346 12,991 18, 845 + 56 + 45 +126
M ddl esex 110, 966 171, 337 236, 560 + 54 + 38 +113
Ber gen 170, 765 267, 628 340, 296 + 57 + 27 + 99
V\r r en 15, 387 20, 404 24,932 + 33 + 22 + 62
Uni on 154, 741 217, 425 229, 614 " 41 + 6 + 48
Passai c 125, 973 155, 021 157, 976 + 23 + 2 + 25
Essex 305, 903 326, 151 308, 195 + 7 - 6 - 1
Hudson 195, 837 213, 169 180, 369 + 9 - 15 - 8
Total (Area) 1,175, 460 1,528, 186 1, 743, 461 + 30 + 14 + 48

* Excl udes governnent | obs.
New Jersey Unenpl oynent Conpensati on.

By definition, refers to the nunber of workers eligible by law for
The covered statistics contained in these annual reports
are for the third quarter of each year. The counts are obtained from enpl oyer records for the
payrol | period which includes Septenber 12th.

** Change in definition of covered jobs in 1969 resulted in a 6.5% statew de increase.
*** Change in definition in 1972 resulted in a 2.6% statew de increase.

SOURCE: Bureau of QOperationa

Statistics and Reports; New Jersey Departnent of Labor and
| ndustry, Covered Enpl oynent

in New Jersey, 1969, 1979 and 1981 Editi ons.




have been tried before each judge, a regional pattern for
the area for which he or she is responsible will emerge".*

The goal of defining a consistent set of fair share regions
for all municipalities in New Jersey conflicts with a hous-
ing market definition of region under which -each muni ci pal -
ity's residential catchment area is defined by its accessi-
bility to employment (often based on comruting times), and
thus is unique to that community's |ocation and transporta-
tion connections. Fair share regions drawn to be consistent
for many contiguous municipalities will generally be |arger
t han ones centered on individual, conmmunities.

The Supreme Court cautions against narrowly drawn fair share
regions in Mouunt Laurel Il with the observation that "harm

to the objective of securing adequate opportunity for |ower
income housing is less likely frominperfect allocation

model s than from undue restriction of the pertinent region".**
Thus it appears that a nunicipality's housing market area
should only be regarded as a starting point in delineating

its fair share region, and other factors, which result in
consi derabl e expansion and modification of these boundaries,
should be given greater weight, where appropriate.

3.  SHARI NG OF HOUSI NG NEEDS

In addition to adhering to the explicit guidelines found in
the Mount Laurel 11 decision, fair share regions must nmeet
the inplicit requirement that increased opportunities for

| ow and moderate income households can be realistically pro-
vided within their respective borders. This criterion is
articulated in Justice Pashman's concurring opinion in Munt
Laurel | where he states that, anong other things, a fair
share region is "the area in which the housing problem can

* 92 N.J. 158 at 254.
** 92 N.J, 158 at 253 citing 72 N.J. 481 at 541.
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be solved".* n a practical level a fair share region nust

i ncl ude a reasonabl e bal ance between nunicipalities with
relatively large nunbers of needed housing units and little
avai | abl e vacant |land on which to build them such as Essex
and Hudson Counties, and areas containing adequate |and re-
sources with which such needs can be shared, such as suburban
porfions of Morris and Sonerset Counties. A region which is
defined too narrowy and predom nantly consists of comunities
with either great housing need or large land resources is in-
incal to the purpose of a fair share allocation area, nanely
the sharing of such needs and resources.

4.  DATA AVAI LABILITY AND RELI ABI LI TY

A nore mundane determ nant of fair share regions is the avail-
ability of reliable data with which to determ ne present hous-
ing need and estimate future needs. Future needs nust be de-
rived from projections of population and househol d grow h,

whi ch are generally unavail able for geographic areas any
smal | er than counties. Population projects at the mnunici pal

| evel , when attenpted, are notoriously unreliable. **

67 NxJy, 1513t 215 footnote 16. The M. Laurel |l decision at 256
endorses Justice Pashman's recommendations of factors to consider in
defining region. The Justice's other recomended factors were: the
area included in the interdependent residential housing market? the
area enconpassed by significant patterns of commutation; and the area
served by major public services and facilities.

The New Jersey Dept. of Community Affairs, in a working paper on Hous-
ing Allocation Regions, cautioned against defining regions where nuni -
ci pal projects would have to be relied upon, with the follow ng ex-

pl anatory footnote:

the New Jersey Dept. of Labor and Industry, which preﬁared such pro-

jections, has observed, "in the case of small geographical areas,
such as nunicipalities, projections are subject to a very high de-
gree of uncertainty". In explaining this, it was stated that popu-

Iationcfrojections (and inpliedy housing need projections) are
affected by a nyriad of social, economc and governmental factors.
This makes mnunicipal projections extrenely tenuous. (Quoted from
N.J. Dept. of Community Affairs, Division of State and Regi ona

Pl anni ng, Housing All ocation Regions, 1976) .

For a nore detailed discussion, see Wrking Paper Nunber 2, "Provisiona

Muni ci pal ity Popul ation Projections I985", Ofice of Business Econom cs,
Decenmber 1975, pp. 3-4.




The SUprene Court in Muwunt Laurel Il explicitly rejects the
use of municipal population projections in calculating fair
share all ocati ons because, the court believed, "one of the
factors necessarily involved in such municipal popul ation
projections is the prior and probable future effect of the
muni ci pality's exclusionary zoning".* The decision goes on
to explain,

| f, because of that exclusionary zoning, a suburban

muni cipality with substantial devel opable |and has a
very, very small probable growth as shown by the nost
reliabl e popul ation projections (resulting in part
fromits very small past growth caused by exclusionary
zoning), it should not be allowed to evade its obliga-
tion by basing its fair share of the |ower incone

housi ng need on that small projected popul ation growth. **

VWiile the court is referring specifically to municipal fair
share allocations based solely on the subject nunicipality's
proj ected popul ation growh, an equally invalid fair share
nunmber would result fromthe use of a region for which only
muni ci pal popul ation projections are available. For this
reason, only regions consisting of one or nore whol e coun-
ties neet the criterion of having readily avail able and
reliable data upon which to base fair share allocations.***

5. RELATI ONSHI P TO EXI STI NG PLANNI NG REG ONS

M ddl esex County, in which Cranbury and Monroe are | ocated,
is already recognized as an integral part of an officially

* 92 N.J. 158, at 258.
** 1d. at 258.

*** Wth respect to regional population projections the Suprenme Court
observed: :

It may be that the overall population projections for the State
of New Jersey and for its various regions are sonewhat affected
by the aggregate inpact of exclusionary zoning- that is something
for experts to determ ne. Even so, when gross popul ation projec-
tions are used for a region, it is nore likely that the tota
| ower incone housing need will be included and nuch nore |ikely
t hat whatever |ower housing incone need is in fact included wl]l
be distributed fairly, not in accordance with prior patterns of
excl usionary zoning, but in accordance with suitabilty for such
housing. 92 N.J. 158 at 258.
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sanctioned "Tri-State" planning region, which incorporates
all of the counties in New York, New Jersey and Connecti cut
Wi th strong economc, transportation and social ties to New
York City and each other. N ne counties in northern New
Jersey are included: Bergen, Essex, Hudson, M ddl esex, Mon-
nouth, Morris, Passaic, Sonerset and Union (see Map 1).

Since its creation by Interstate conpact in 1971 the Tri -
State Regional Planining Conm ssion attenpted to define and
coordi nate planning policies in this netropolitan region,

i ncl udi ng housing policies.* [Its 1978 housing plan. People,
Dwel | i ngs & Nei ghbor hoods contai ned a regi onal allocation
plan for |ower-income househol ds requiring assistance.

The Suprene Court in Muwunt Laurel | advised that, "...re-
striction within the boundaries of the state seens practi-
cal and advi sable", when delineating fair share regions.

I f the New Jersey portion of the Tri-State netropolitan
region is considered apart from New York and Connecti cut,
together these nine counties exhibit many of the charac-
teristics needed for a workable allocation region, as wel
as strong transportation, econom c and social ties.

An even broader definition of a netropolitan planning region
I's used by the non-profit Regional Plan Association (RPA) of
New York. This influential planning advisory body defines
the greater New York Regi on as enconpassing 31 counties, in-
cluding all 14 New Jersey counties north of Burlington (in-
cluding Ocean).

RPA has, however, broken this area down into four sub-regions
defined mainly by their increasing distance from New York
Cty and corresponding decline in intensity of devel opnent
In the New Jersey sector of the RPA netropolitan region these

The Tri-State Pl anni ng Conm ssion succeeded the Tri-State Transporta-
tion Commttee, which had undertaken regional planning studies since
1965. In early 1983 the Pl anning Conmm ssion was dissolved due to

di sagreenents between New Jersey, New York and Connecticut concerning
its funding and scope of activities.

-9-



MAP1

THE TRI-STATE REGION

AS DEFINED BY TRI-STATE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION *
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four "Rings of Devel opnent” are delineated as follows:

a heavily urbanized "Core", containing all of Hudson County
along with the Gty of Newark; a nostly high-density sub-
urban "lInner Ring", consisting of Bergen, Essex, Union and
sout hern Passaic; a noderate-density "Internediate Ring",
whi ch includes Mercer, M ddl esex, Mnnobuth, Morris, Soner-
set and northern Passaic; and a relatively |owdensity
"Quter Ring", enconpassing Hunterdon, GCcean, Sussex and
Warren (see Map 2).

The New Jersey sector of the RPA planning region is clearly
too large to serve as a viable fair share region, based on
the market/accessibility criterion (enconpassing, as it
does, two-thirds of the counties in the state). However,
its sub-regions provide a useful delineation of the areas
with |arge housing needs and little available land (the
Core and Inner Ring) as opposed to areas with relatively
nodest housi ng needs and anple |and resources (the Inter-
medi ate and Quter Rings). |In fact, these criteria were

i nportant determ nants of RPA's definition of the various
Ri ngs of Devel opment within the region.*

DELI NEATI ON OF A FAI R SHARE REG ON FOR CRANBURY AND MONROE

Because of the need to define a region consisting of whole coun-
ties, Cranbury and Monroe nmust be viewed as part of M ddl esex
County's fair share region. However, based on the above crite-
ria, it is apparent that M ddl esex is not an appropriate housing
all ocation area by itself. Such a region would violate the
principle of sharing housing needs and resources and is al so un-
realistically restrictive based on housing market and job |oca-
tion characteristics.

For

a full discussion of the characteristics of RPA's rings, see

Regi onal Pl an Association, The Region's G owth, 1967.

-11-
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The five netropolitan counties in RPA's "Core" and "lnner Ring"
(Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Passaic and Union), to which M ddl esex
Is linked by transportation, service and enploynment patterns,
all have unfavorabl e bal ances between housi ng need and | and
resources. The three adjacent "Internediate R ng" counties

(M ddl esex, Morris and Sonerset) contain large quantities of
vacant land and relatively small nunbers of households with
housi ng needs. \Wen combined with the five resource-deficient
counties the result is an eight-county region in which an

equi tabl e sharing of housing needs and |and resources can occur.
Addi tional counties could be added but this would make the re-
gion larger than needed, and |ess reflective of housi ng mar ket
consi derati onse '

Table 2 depicts the relative levels of housing need and | and re-
sources for counties in this eight-county region. Nunbers of

| ow and noderate incone househol ds provide an indication of
financial need and nunbers of physically-deficient and over-
crowded housing units serve as reliable indicators of physical
housi ng needs.* These are conpared with the quantity of vacant,
devel opabl e | and possibly available for the construction of new
housi ng in each county.

The five, heavily-devel oped Core and Inner Ring counties contain
82% of the |ow and noderate inconme households in the region and
84% of the physically deficient and overcrowded units, but only
20% of the region's vacant devel opable land. Conversely, the

| ess devel oped counties of Mddl esex, Mrris and Sonerset in-
clude 18% of the low and noderate income househol ds and 16% of
the physically deficient and overcrowded dwelling units in the
ei ght-county region, yet their vacant, developable |land com
prises approximtely 80% of the region's total. M ddl esex Coun-
ty contains 10% of the region's |ow and noderate inconme house-
hol ds, 8% of its physically deficient and overcrowded units and
23% of its vacant, devel opabl e acreage.

See Chapter V for a full discussion of present housing needs and
their indicators.

-13-



Table 2

- HOUSI NG NEED AND LAND RESOURCE
' I NDI CATCRS FOR THE EI GHT-COUNTY REG ON

Physi cal |y Deficient

Low & Moderate |n- & Overcrowded
cone Househol ds Housing Units Vacant Devel opabl e
1979* : 1980** Land__(1975-761**
County No. % of Regi on No. % of Regi on Acres % of Region

Counties with Unfavorabl e Bal ances Between Housi ng Need and Land Resources

Ber gen 93,178 15. 3% 12, 936 10. 2% 14,715 5. 4%
Essex 152, 008 25. 0% 34,752 27. 3?/0 8, 813 3.2%
Hudson 116, 437 19. 1% 31, 658 24. 9% -0- 0. 0%
Passai ¢ 70, 203 11. 5% 16, 888 13. 3% 25, 882 9. 5%
Uni on 65, 218 10. 7% " 10, 853 8. 5% 3, 655 1. 3%
Subt ot al 497, 044 81. 6% 107, 087 84. 1% 53, 065 19. 5%
Counties with Favorabl e Bal ances Between Housi nqg Need and Land Resources
M ddl esex 63, 053 10. 4% 10, 029 7.9% 62, 810 23. 1%
Morris 31, 590 5.2% 7,786 6. 1% 109, 447 40. 3%
i Soner set 17, 317 2.8% 2, 369 1. 9% 46, 562 17. 1%
Subt ot al 111, 960 18. 4% 20, 184 15. 9% 218, 819 80. 5%
Total for Region 609, 004 100. 0% 127,271 100. 0% 271, 884 100. 0%

*The nunber -of -househol ds earning | ess than 80% of the nmedi an househol d
income for the region. The 1979 regional nedian was approxi mately
$20, 474; 80% of the nedian was $16, 379.

**See Table 9 for definitions.

***\Vacant Devel opable Land is defined as all vacant land excluding land with
greater than 12% sl ope, wetlands and publicly-owned land as well as |and
qualifying for farmand assessnent.

NOTE: Percentages may not add up due to rounding.
SOURCES: Low & Moderate |Incone Househol ds: 1980 U.S. Census of Popul ation
and_Housing, Sunmary Tape File 3, Profile VII, Table 51.

Physical ly Deficient & Overcrowded Units: 1980 U.S. Census of
Popul ati on and Housing, Summary Tape File 3, Profile X
Table 15 & 17; Profile XII, Tables 35 6 38. See Table 9
of this report for calcul ations.

Vacant Devel opabl e Land: Division of State and Regi onal Pl anning,
- N. 3. Departrment of Community Affairs, A Revised Statew de Housing
Al location Report for New Jersey, My 1978, Appendix D.
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M ddl esex County's strong transportation and economic |links to
the rest of the northeastern New Jersey-New York region are
evident fromthe fact that nearly one-quarter of M ddl esex
County's enpl oyed residents work in other counties in the

ei ght-county region; 6%work in New York City. Thus, while
two-thirds of its enployed |abor force works in the county,
M ddl esex al so serves as a.comuter suburb to other |arge em
pl oyment centers in the netropolitan region. The county is
al so experiencing job growh, which is attracting increasing
nunbers of commuters fromother New Jersey counties. Approx-
imately 20% of the jobs in M ddl esex are hel d by workers liv-
ing in the seven other counties in the region.

The eight-county region is larger than nost housing market
areas. Because of this, not all parts of the region are

Wi thin easy commuting distance of Cranbury and Monroe Town-
ships. Nevertheless, nost of the region is within a 45-mnute
drive fromthese communities' borders, and virtually all of
it is no further than one hour. In addition, the region in-
corporates interrelated areas of job growh and enpl oynent
decline and thus takes into account the need to provide hous-
ing for |ow and noderate income workers who can be expected
to mgrate within northeastern New Jersey in response to
shifting job opportunities.

In conclusion, with respect to Cranbury and Monroe, a housing
al l ocation region consisting of Bergen, Essex, Hudson, M ddl e-
sex, Morris, Passaic, Sonerset and Union Counties is best
suited to neet both the judicial and practical requirenents

i nherent in the term "fair share region"
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DETERM NATI ON OF PROSPECTI VE NEED

A

| NTRODUCTI ON

In Mount Laurel | and "1 the SUprejhe Court set forth "a nuni--
cipal obligation to provide a realistic opportunity for a
fair share of the region's.present and prospective |ow and
moder at e i ncome housi ng need. * Prospective need is only

defined as "the nunmber of units...Heeded for a reasonable
period of tinme in the future".**

For the purpose of this fair share plan a ten-year period
(1980 to 1990) appears to be nost appropriate. \Wile past

al l ocation plans have often projected housing need for a twen-
ty-year period, the reliability of such projections decreases
rapidly with increasing tinme. It appears that a nore sensible
approach is to make shorter-termprojections which are then
updat ed as soon as new baseline data becomes avail abl e. In
practical terms, the next opportunity to obtain a detailed

pi cture of regional housing conditions and needs will be after
the next Census is undertaken in 1990. The npst recent exist-
ing data was collected in 1980. Thus, the ten-year period

bet ween these two dates was used.

Atime franme énding in 1990 al so nmakes sense as a reasonabl e

pl anni ng horizon for nunicipalities seeking adjust their |and
use regulations to provide for |ow and noderate incone housing
needs. The New Jersey Muinicipal Land Use Law nmandates re-exam-
i nation of each municipality's |and devel opnent regul ati ons at

| east every six years.*** A housing need projection to 1990

| eaves one year for nmunicipalities to nmodify their devel opnent
regul ations to reflect this estimate, followed by six years
prior to the next required periodic re-exam nation of such

or di nances.

92 N.J. 158 at 205.

1d.

at 215.

x** N J.S.A 40: 55D 89.
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The future need for |ow and noderate income housing is largely
determ ned by the rate at which new | ow and noderate incone
househol ds are forned or mgrate to the region.* This, in turn,
is largely a function of popul ation growth, although many ot her
vari abl es, such as the age distribution of the popul ation, mar-
riage and divorce rates, famly conposition, social forces,

enpl oynent patterns and the availability of housing all con-
tribute to determ ne the nunber of househol ds.

The total population of the eight-county region fell by 195, 000,
or 4% between 1970 and 1980, yet the nunber of househol ds grew
by 92,000, or nore than 6% (Qoviously, the average nunber of
persons in each household declined; from 3.14 in 1970 to 2.83
in 1980, a drop of nearly 10% Thus, it is the conbination of
proj ected popul ati on change and househol d size which determ nes
t he nunber of housing units needed in the future.

B. PRQJECTED POPULATI ON CHANGE

Rel ati vely sophisticated county popul ation projections for 1990
have recently been prepared by the New Jersey Departnent of
Labor.** In addition to total numbers of persons expected to
reside in each county in 1990, estinmates of the nunbers of
persons by sex and age group have been cal cul at ed.

Separate sets of projections were generated by four different
model s of future growth patterns. Two nodels (the ODEA Econ-
om c/ Denogr aphi ¢ and ODEA Denographic Cohort) are "preferred"
by the Departnment of Labor as theoretically superior to the
other two "regression" nodels. Both ODEA nodels are "cohort-
conmponent net hod" projections, however the Econom c/ Denographic

The Census defines "household" as all the persons who occupy a hous-
ing unit. Thus, by definition, there is a one-to-one relationship
bet ween the nunber of househol ds and the nunber of housing units
needed.

O fice of Denographic and Econom c Analysis, Division of Planning
and Research, N.J. Departnent of Labor, New Jersey Revised Total and

Age & Sex Popul ation Projections (1985-2000), July 1983.
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nodel différs from the Denographic Cohort nmethod in that m gra-
tion of persons 65 years of age and under is conputed based upon
proj ected | abor market conditions rather than on the basis of

m gration trends during the previous decade.* As such, the
Econoni ¢/ Denogr aphi ¢ nodel appears to be better suited to pro-
jecting future housing needs, since such needs are npbst strongly
connected with future changes in enploynent |ocations and num
bers of jobs.** A major weakness of the Denogr aphi ¢ Cohort

nodel is that its projections are based on mgration trends
during the 1970s, when exclusionary zoning linmted the nobility
of |l ower income households in the State.

Table 3 gives the projected 1990 popul ati on of each county
within the region, as well as historical population and popu-

| ati on change figures for 1960, 1970 and 1980. While the re-
gion's popul ation grew by 540,000, or 13% during the 1960s,
significant population |losses in all of the "Core" and "Inner
Ri ng" counties between 1970 and 1980 resulted in a net decline
of 195,000 persons for the region during the 1970s.

The ODEA Denographi ¢/ Economi ¢ Model projects a nodest 5% re-
bound in the region's population by 1990, essentially bringing

it back to its 1970 level. The total population is expected
to rise by 206,000, from approximately 4.4 mllion persons in
1980 to 4.6 mllion in 1990. All counties except Essex, Hudson

and Passaic are expected to experience significant popul ation
gromh. The "Internediate Ring" counties of M ddlesex, Mrris
and Sonerset, which have shown consistent popul ation increases
since 1960, are expe@ted to grow by 198,000 persons, or 16%
bet ween 1980 and 1990, and account for nost of the region's
popul ation growth this decade. In contrast, Essex and Hudson ’

See Id. pp. 1-8 for a full discussion of the assunptions and nethod-
ol ogTes used to generate these two sets of projections.

The Econoni c/ Denogr aphi ¢ nodel projects that M ddl esex County's pop-
ulation will grow by 16% between 1980 and 1990, which appears reason-
able in light of current econom c and popul ation trends. In contrast,
t he Denographi c Cohort nodel forecasts a negligible 0.9% popul ati on

i ncrease for Mddl esex during the 1980s. This appears to be patently
unreasonabl e, particularly in light of the fact that the State Ofice
of Denographic and Econom ¢ Analysis estimates that the County's popu-
| ation already grew by 1.6% between 1980 and 1982.
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TABLE 3
CHANGE | N TOTAL PCPULATION - EIGHT COUNTY REG ON, 1960- 1990

51~

Total_Popul ation Percent _Chanae

Proj ect ed Change in Popul ation 1960-  1970-  1980-
Gount y 1960 1970 1980 1990 1960-1970 1970-1980 1980-1990 1970 1980 1990
Ber gen 780, 255 897, 148 845, 385 915, 600 116, 893 -51, 763 70, 215 +15.0 - 58 + 8.3
Essex 923, 545 932, 526 851, 116 789, 400 8,981 - 81, 410 -61, 716 + 1.0 - 87 - 7.3
Hudson 610, 734 607, 839 556, 972 530, 500 -2, 895 - 50, 867 -26,472 - 05 - 84 - 4.8
M ddI esex 433, 856 583, 813 595, 893 690, 400 149, 957 12, 080 94, 507 +34. 6 + 2.1 +15.9
Morri s 261, 620 383, 454 407, 630 467, 700 121, 834 24,176 60, 070 ) +46. 6 + 6.3 +14.7
Passai ¢ 406, 618 460, 782 447, 585 451, 000 54, 164 -13, 197 3, 415 +13. 3 - 29 + 0.8
Sormrer set 143, 913 198, 372 203, 129 246, 800 54, 459 4,757 43, 671 +37.8 + 2.4 +21.5
Uni on 504, 255 543, 116 504, 094 526, 500 38, 861 -39, 022 22, 406 + 7.7 - 7.2 + 4.4
Tot al
Area 4,064,796 4,607,050 4,411,804 4,617,900 542,254  -195, 246 206, 096 +13.3 - 4.2 + 47

SOURCES: For 1960, 1970 and 1980, U.S. Censuses of Popul ation.

For 1990, Ofice of Denographic and Econom c Anal ysis,
ofI Labor, New Jersey Revised Total and Age & Sex Popul ati on Projections,
July 1983.

D vision of Planning and Research, New Jersey Depart ment
CDEA Denogr aphi c- Economi ¢ Model
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are projected to | ose 88,000 persons, or 6% of their residents,
during the decade. A county-by-county conparison with Table 1
shows that popul ation changes have historically been closely
related to enploynment shifts.

PRQJECTED HOUSEHOLD CHANGE

Aver age househol d sizes in the United States and in New Jersey
have declined steadily since the turn of the century. The

st at ewi de average of 3.76 persons per household in 1940 dropped
to 3.17 by 1970 and 2.84 by 1980. The regional average house-
hol d size has closely followed the New Jersey figure, falling
from 3.26 persons per household in 1960 to 3.14 in 1970 and
2.83 in 1980. Table 4 derives the average househol d size of
each county in the region.

Recent declines in average household size, which appear to have
accel erated during the 1970s, are in large part the result of

i ncreasi ng econom c i ndependence anong the elderly, the retired
and the adult unnmarried popul ation, as well as generally fewer
children per married couple.* These forces are very evident
froman exam nation of regional population trends by age group
and changes in household characteristics as shown in Table 5
for the period from 1960 to 1980 with projections to 1990.

The total nunber of households in the region grew by 18% from
1960 to 1970 and 6% from 1970 to 1980. However, the nunber of
famlies with children dropped by 9% after 1970, mrroring an
even larger (23% decline in the nunber of persons Qnder 18
years old living in households. - At the opposite end of the age
spectrum the nunber of elderly households (headed by persons
65 years and over) shot up by 21% between 1970 and 1980, while
the elderly population in households grew by only 14%  Thus,
for this age group, the rate of household formation occurred

at one and one-half times the rate of population grow h.

See U. S. Dept. of HUD, FHA Techniques..., op.cit., pp. 94-95.
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Tabl e 4

POPULATI ON AND HOUSEHOLDS | N El GHT- GCOUNTY REG AN, 1980

Popul ati on

Tot al Popul at i on Per sons
Count y Popul ation - in Goup = in * I-buselzhol ds = Per i}
Ber gen 845, 385 7,684 837>701 300, 410 2.79
Essex 851, 116 13,033 838, 083 300, 303 2.79
Hudson 556, 972 6,028 550, 944 207, 857 2.65
M ddl esex 595, 893 19,286 576, 607 196, 708 2.93
Morris 407, 630 9,001 398, 629 131, 820 3.02
Passai c 447, 585 7,062 440, 523 153, 463 2. 87
Soner set 203, 129 4,469 198, 660 67, 368 2. 95
Uni on 504, 094 4,820 499, 274 177,973 2.81
Regi on- 4,411, 804 71, 383 4, 340, 421 1, 535, 902 2.83

* By Census definition, the term "househol d"

: _ _ is interchangeable with
"occupi ed housing units".

SOURCE: 1980 U. S. Census of Popul ation, Summary Tape File 1.
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Persons living alone in "one-person househol ds" conprise the
fastest-growi ng household type in the region and have becone
vor aci ous consuners of housi ng. During the 1960s the nunber
of such househol ds expanded by 10% a considerably | ower
growth rate than the 17% increase in total households. Be-
tween 1970 and 1980, however, this group expl oded, grow ng
by 42% during a decade when. the total nunber of househol ds
went up by only 6% Two groups accounted for rmuch of the in-
crease in one-person househol ds: young adul t menbers of the
huge "baby booni generation, born between 1946 and 1957, who
have tended to |l eave their parents' honmes earlier and marry
| ater than previous generations; and elderly wonen whose
husbands had di ed.

Usi ng the age-specific ODEA Econom c/ Denographi ¢ popul ati on
proj ections generated by the N.J. Departnent of Labor, and
observed shifts in household conposition summarized in Table
5, projections of the nunbers of households in 1990, by type,
were derived for the region. These are included in Table 5.
A detail ed description of the projection nethodology is pre-
sented in Appendix I.

The total nunber of households in the region is projected to
be 1,676,821 in 1990. Wth a projected household popul ati on
of 4,546,517f the resulting average household size is 2.71.
This represents a decline of 4.2% fromthe 1980 figure, which
is considerably less than the 9.9% decline in household size
experienced between 1970 and 1980.

The nore nodest drop in household size projected for the 1980s
reflects several factors. First, the nunber of one-person

households will tend to grow less rapidly due to the fact that
t he "baby boont generation has passed its peak household form
ation years, which the small "baby bust" generation, born

after 1957, has now entered. Many of the "baby boonmers" wll
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Table 5

CHANGES | N POPULATI ON AND HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERI STI CS
El GHT- COUNTY REGI ON, 1960-1990

Proj ected % Change % Ch R oLect ed
0 v Change % Change
1960 1970 1980 1990 *60-' ' 70-'
60-'70 70-'80 2 50-\g
POPULATI ON BY AGE GROUP
Total Persons in Househol ds 3,991,711 4,538,439 4,340,421 4, 546,517+ +13.7 - 4.4 + 4 7*
t| - Under 18 Years Ip 325,639 1, 496, 163 1,152, 641 1,008, 433* +12.9 - 23.0 - 12.5*
u? - 18-64 Years - 2,316,725 2,625,217 2,711, 256 3,001, 199* +13.3 "+ 3.3 + 10. 7*
! - 65 Years and O der 349, 347 417,059 476,524 536, 885* +19.4 + 14. 3 +12. 7*
HOUSEHOLDS BY TYPE**.
Total Househol ds 1,226,177 1,443,412 1,535,902 1,676,821*** © +17.7 + 6.4 + Q. 2%
- Famlies Wth Children
Under 18 602,687 644,195 593,595 557,145*** + 6.9 - 7.9 - 6. 1x*x
- Elderly Households (Wth
Househol ders 65 Years
or O der) N A 248, 472 301, 582 351, 476*** N A + 21.4 + 16, 5***
- One Person Househol ds - 211,639 232, 215 330, 474 431, 663*** + 9.7 + 42.3 + 30. 6***
AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD SI ZE 3.26 3.14 2.83 2. 71** - 3.7 - 9.9 - 4.2

* Projected by the NJ. Dept. of Labor, Dvision of Pl anning and Research, Ofice of Denobgraphic and Econonic Anal ysis
(see Source). '
**  Househol d types are not nmutual ly exclusive or conprehensive. Considerable overlap between categories no doubt exists.
***  PpProjected by Abel es Schwartz Associ at es.
NA Data Not Avail abl e.
SOURCE: 1960, 1970 and 1980 U.S. Census of Popul ati on and Housi ng and, for 1990, New Jersey Revised Total and Age & Sex Popul a-=
tion Projections, (CDEA Econom c- Derographi ¢ Model, July 1983.
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be having children during the decade, which will result in a
| arge nunber of households with three or nore persons.

In addition, the proportion of elderly living in one-person
househol ds, which increased from23%to 27% during the 1970s,
wi Il not rise as quickly during the 1980s due to the fact
that this population group is living |onger, on average, and
a growi ng proportion will be unable to live independently

w t hout soneone to help care for them

Finally, the rapid inflation in housing costs which occurred
during the 1970s wi Il undoubtedly inhibit new household forma-
tion sonewhat during the 1980s. In this sense the prospective
supply of affordable housing units in the region will play a
role in determning future household size. If units are not
readi |y avail abl e, "doubling-up" and extended-fam |y house-

hol ds wi I | becone nmore common, thereby contributing to a

hi gher average househol d size.

PRQJECTED LOWN AND MODERATE | NCOVE HOUSEHOLD GROWH

Table 6 gives the nobst recent count of |ow and noderate incone
househol ds in each of the region's eight counties based on 1979
income data. Lowincone households are defined as those with

i ncones no greater than 50% of the medi an househol d i nconme for
the region.* Mbderate incone househol ds are those whose in-
comes do not exceed 80% and are not |less than 50% of the

regi onal nedi an.

The 1979 nedi an income for the eight-county region was $20, 474.
Thus, households with no nore than $10,237 of incone fell into
the | owincone category and those earning between $10, 237 and
$16,379 were classified as noderate incone.

92 N.J. 158 at 221, footnote 8
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Table 6

LON AND MODERATE | NCOVE HOUSEHOLDS | N El GHT- COUNTY REG ON
BASED UPON 1979 REG ONAL MEDI AN | NCOVE

ngg?y Low & Moderate Moder at e
1980 Vedi an | ncone Low | ncone | ncone
Tot al | ncone Househol ds Househol ds Househol ds
Count y Househol ds* (%) No. % of (o,. No. 9% of Co. No. % of Co,.
Ber gen 299, 880 24, 056 93, 178 31.1 51, 546 17.2 41, 632 13.9
Essex 300, 782 16, 186 152,008 50. 5 100, 128 33.3 51, 880 17.2
Hudson 208,062‘ 14,384 116, 437 56.0 76, 595 36. 8 39, 842 19.2
M ddl esex 196, 969 22, 826 63, 053 32.0 35, 121 17.8 27,932 14. 2
Morris 131, 777 26, 626 31, 590 24.0 15,684 11.9 15, 906 12.1
Passai c 153, 587 17, 907 70, 203 45. 7 43, 960 28. 6 26, 243 17.1
Soner set 67, 383 26, 237 17, 317 25.7 9, 127 13.5 8, 190 12.2
Uni on 177, 808 21, 625 65, 218 36.7 37,679 21.2 27,539 15.5
Regi on 1, 536, 248 20, 474** 609, 004 39.6 369, 840 24.1 239, 164 15.6

*Nunbers of households by inconme are from Census sanple counts and thus differ slightly
fromthe full-count household data reported el sewhere in this report.

seEstimate of regional nedian inconme nade with straight line interpolation of incone
ranges found in the 1980 U.S. Census Summary Tape File 3 for New Jersey, Profile VII,
Tabl e 51.

SOURCE: 1980 U.S. Census of Popul ation, Sunmary Tape File 3, Profile VII.
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A total of 609,004 households, or 39.6% of all households in
the region, had | ow or noderate incones in 1979. O these,
369, 840, -or 24.1% of all households, were |owincone and
239,164, or 15.6% were noderate income. These proportions
are practically thedsane as the statew de figures.

Hudson County had the highest proportion of households with |ow
and noderate incomes in thé region - 56.0% of whom 36. 8% were
low inconme. However, Essex County had the |argest absol ute
nunber of |ow and noderate inconme households - 152,008, or nore
than one-quarter of the regional total. M ddlesex County had
the fourth |owest proportion of incbne-restricted househol ds
anong the counties in the region. Thirty-tw percent of M ddle--
sex households fell into the Iow and noderate incone ranges;

14% were in the |l owincone category.

The nunber of househol ds projected for the region in 1990
(1,626,821) conpared to the known nunber of households in 1980
(1,535,902) yields a net increase of 140,919 households. An
assunpti on was made that | ow and noderate incone househol d

growh will occur at the same rate as overall household growth
during this decade. I n other words, the proportion of such
househol ds is expected to renmain essentially constant. This

was the case in both New Jersey and the region during the 1970s
and was considered to be a reasonable assunption by the Suprene
Court in a footnote to the Munt Laurel Il decision.

Thus, 39.6% or 55,804 of the 140,919 projected new househol ds
in the region as of 1990, wll be IOM/and noderate i ncone.
These 55, 804 househol ds constitute the basic prospective re-
gional |low and noderate incone housing need.

Whil e the present (1980) need for |ower income housing to re-
pl ace inadequate units is quantified in the follow ng chapter,
consi deration nust also be given to the probability that some
| ower incone units that are presently adequate will either
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deteriorate, be abandoned and/or be denolished during the
bet ween 1980 and 1990. According to U.S. Dept.
Construction Reports, 30,452 housing units were denolished
the eight-county regi on between 1970 and 1980,
1.9% of the total 1970 housi ng stock.

Unfortunately,

of Conmer oe

period

in

or approxi mately

there is no data avail able on how nmany denol i shed

units were occupied by |ower incone households prior to denoli-

tion. Nor are there reliable statistics on the nunbers of
income units which were not denolished, but becane either

standard or abandoned during the decade.
statistics it is virtually inpossible to quantify the pros
housi ng need resulting fromthe |oss of adequate dwelling

fromthe present |ower incone housing stock.

It nust also be recognized that the housing need discussed

is probably offset by a source of supply which is equally

| ower
sub-

In the absence of such

pective
units

above
diffi-

cult to quantify - nanely the downward "filtering" of exisjting
units fromnore affluent to less affluent users. Downwardl fil -
tering results when new expensive housing is built and occj upied
by househol ds who vacate older and |less desirable units which
are then passed on to |less affluent users at cheaper cost The
reverse process of upward filtering also takes place in a:reas
with very tight housing markets and where redevel ponent iis oc-
curring.

The Rutgers Center for Urban Policy Research has estimateid the
approxi mate nunbers of units in New Jersey expected to filter
based <on hi s-
units avail abl e

bot h upwards and downwar ds during the next decade,
torical patterns. The "net" nunber of additiona
to | ower inconme households (excluding units lost through upward
filtration and substandard units) is projected to be 107,000 on
a statew de basis. No breakdown by county or region is provided,
however 60% of New Jersey's existing housing units are in| the

* Robert Burchell et.al.. NMount Laurel 11; Challenge and Delivery of
Low- Cost Housing (New Brunswi ck: Center for Urban Policy Rese@grch)
1983, p. 3009.
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ei ght-county region. It is not unreasonable to assune that
this region contains a simlar proportion of the units that
filter down to | ower-incone househol ds. It is also possible
that this quantity of housing is sufficient to neet the need
generated by deterioration, abandonment and denolition of |l ow
and noderate incone housing. .

However, filter down can only occur if there is a healthy [sup-
ply of new housing injected into the market. Wthout this
addi ti onal supply nore affluent households will continue “P
occupy their present housing, thereby precluding these units
fromfiltering down to the | ower incone popul ation. Sincé
housi ng production |evels. are subject to a nyriad of force's
which are virtually inpossible to predict, no conclusions can

be drawn as to the validity of the Rutgers projections.

A final consideration in estinmating prospective housing need
is that a few units are needed to provide new | ow and noder at e
I ncome househol ds with choice and nobility in the housing [mar-

ket. Wthout a snmall selection of vacant avail abl e housirig
units, queuing, price gouging and ki ckbacks will be the nornal

mar ket response to perceived scarcity. This is why the comon--
|y accepted m ni mumvacancy rate required for a conpetitive
rental housing market is 5%  Oawner-occupi ed housing, which
does not change hands as often, requires only a 1.5% vacancy

rate to ensure market nobility.

Since 70% of |ow and noderate incone households in the region
are renters and 30% are owners, a weighted average vacancy rate
of 4% was applied to the 55,804 units needed for new |l ow dnd
noder at e i ncone households by 1990. This yields an additional
2,232 low and noderate inconme housing units, or a total pros-
pective regional need of 58,036. These calculations are sum
marized in Table 7.
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Table 7

CALCULATI ON OF PROSPECTI VE LOW
AND MODERATE | NCOVE HOUSI NG NEED

El GHT- COUNTY REG ON

Total 1990 Househol ds (projected) ' 1,676, 821
Tot al Households in 1980 (actual) - 1,535,902
Proj ected Nunmber of New Househol ds 140, 919
Esti mated Percentage with Low or Moderate I|ncones 39-6%
Subt ot al ’ 55, 804
Units Needed to Provide Market Mobility (4% 2,232

Total Prospective Low and-Mderate |nconme Housing

Need (1980-1990) 58, 036
Prospective Low Income Housing Need (60.7% 35, 228
Prospective Moderate Inconme Housing Need (39.3% 22,808

SOURCES: See Text.
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Based upon the 1979 distribution of |ow and noderate incone
househol ds, 60.7% of the total prospective need will be gener--
ated by |ow inconme households, who will thus require 35,228

of the 58,036 units. The remaining 39.3% of the prospective
need is attributable to new noderate income househol ds, who
will thus require 22,808 housing units by 1990.
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ALLOCATI ON OF PROSPECTI VE NEED

The Mount Laurel |1 decision requires that the housing allocation
process be tied to the concept land use maps contained in the State
Devel opnent CQuide Plan (SDGP).* These designate "G owh Areas”
(including entire municipalities and portions of nunicipalities)
"where accessibility to enploynent and services nake themparti cu-
larly suitable for devel opnent”.** The SDGP' s three other najor

~land use categories (limted growh, conservation and agricultural)

are collectively referred to as "non-growt h" areas by the Munt
Laurel 11 decision, although the Quide Plan recognizes that it is
nei ther desirable nor feasible to limt all future devel opnent to
grow h areas.

As a nmeans of channeling devel opment of |ow and noderate incone
housing to the nost suitable locations in the state, the Suprene
Court directed that "in non-growth areas...no nunicipality wll
have to provide for nore than the present need generated w thin
the nunicipality, for to require nore than that woul d be to induce
growh in that municipality in conflict wth the SDGE".*** Be-
cause the eight-county region is fairly urbani zed, w th excellent
accessibility to enpl oynent and services, very little of it is

| ocated outside of SDE growth areas (see Map 3) .

' However, six of the 226 nunicipalities in the region have no |and

| ocated within the growh area and are thus excluded fromthe

P

D vision of Planning, New Jersey Departnent of Community Affairs,
May 19 80.

ld., p. 47. According to the Plan these areas were delineated using
The following criteria: location within or adjacent to major popul a-
tion and/ or enploynment centers; location within or in proximty to
exi sting major water supply and sewer service areas; location wthin
or in proximty to areas served by nmaj or highway and commuter rai
facilities; absence of |large concentrations of agricultural |and;
and absence of |arge bl ocks of public open space or envjronnentally-
sensi tive | and.

92 N.J. 158 at 244.
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al l ocation process.* These are:

Chester Borough (Mrris County)
Chester Township (Mrris County)
Mendham Bor ough (Mrris County)
Mendham Townshi p (Mrris County)

Ri ngwood Borough (Passaic County)
Rocky Hi |l Borough (Sonerset County)

These six "non-growth" nunicipalities conprise nearly 5% of the
region's land area, but less than 1% of .the popul ati on, since they
are all relatively sparsely settled. Appendix Table A-4 contains
a profile of their characteristics.

Regarding the appropriate criteria to use in allocating regional

housi ng need to eligible nunicipalities, Munt Laurel |l says only
the foll ow ng:

Fornmul as that accord substantial weight to enploynent oppor-
tunities in the nmunicipality, especially new enpl oynent ac-
conpani ed by substantial ratables, shall be favored; formulas
t hat have the effect of tying prospective |ower incone housing
needs to the present proportion of |ower incone residents to
the total population of a nmunicipality shall be disfavored;
fornmul as that have the effect of unreasonably dimnishing the
share because of a nunicipality's successful exclusion of

| ower income housing in the past shall be disfavored. **

The ability of nmunicipalities to absorb new housi ng devel opnent has
typically been the nost inportant single factor entering into pros-
pective housing allocations. Limting the allocation to SDGP growth

Two ot her municipalities, Mntgonmery Township in Sonmerset County and
Washi ngton Township in Mrris County, appeared to have no land within
growth areas based on the rather crude maps in the published Guide

Pl an. However, the nore detailed, original guide plan maps on file
at the Departnent of Community Affairs show that the published maps
contain inaccuracies. Fromthe original it is clear that a portion
of Washi ngton Township is located in the Hackettstown growth area

and a small part of Mntgomery Township is in the southern prong of
the "Cinton Corridor" growh area.

92 N_J_ 15g 4t 256.
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areas has made the process sonewhat sinpler, by focusing only on

muni ci palities having |land which has already been determ ned to be
general ly suitable for devel opnent based on a broad range of plan-
ning principles used in developing the Guide Plan. However, nuch
of the growth area in the eight-county region consists of built-up

nei ghborhoods with little available acreage for new devel opnent.
Thus, the quantity of vacant, devel opable |and energes as the
singl e-nost inportant allocation criterion by which new housing
can be directed to where it is both -suitable and feasible.

Past allocation plans have also |ooked at nunicipalities® fiscal
resources as a neasure of their suitability for new | ow and nod-
erate incone housing, under the assunption that such devel opnent

pl aces a consi derabl e additional burden on nunicipal services (such
as school s, garbage collection, police protection, etc.) wthout a
corresponding increase in property tax revenues. This is clearly
not the case when | ow and noderate incone housing is built as a

m nor (20% conponent of what are essentially m ddle and upper in-
come devel opnents. To the contrary, past research indicates that
muni ci palities may enjoy sizeable tax windfalls as a result of
such devel opnment, particularly if it contains multi-famly housing
at hi gher densities.

The only allocation criterion explicitly favored by the Suprene
Court in Mwunt Laurel 11 is the relative enploynment opportunities
afforded by nmunicipalities and particularly new enploynent. Thus,
the court recognized the fact that new housing demand results from
new jobs. This is true not only for |ow-and noderate incone hous-
ing, but for the m ddle and upper income housing which nmust be
built in order for the lower income units to be cross-subsidized
in accordance with the available remedies of "builder's relief”
and mandatory set-asides or incentive zoning provisions.

Thus, the criterion of recent job growh is inportant both as an
i ndi cator of probable future housing needs, as well as a neasure
of where "Mount Laurel"” inclusionary devel opnents are nost |ikely
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to be built. It also reflects recent tax-generating non-residential
devel opnent which generally acconpani es increases in enploynent.

Based on the above considerations, two criteria were selected to
al |l ocate prospective regional |ow and noderate income housing need.
Each was wei ghted equally in the allocation formula.

- Vacant Devel opable Land - defined as all undevel oped |and: ex-
cluding land with greater than 12% sl ope, wetlands and publicly-
owned |and, as well as land qualifying for farm and assessnent.

- Gowth in Private Enploynent - defined as the difference in the
nunbers of non-government covered jobs between 1975 and 1981.

It should be noted that the vacant devel opable |land figure were
prepared by the N. J. Department of Community Affairs for their Re-
vi sed Statew de Housing Allocation Report and tend to exclude cate-
gories of land which are routinely devel oped. These are the only
statew de cal cul ati ons of devel opable |and avail able on a nuni ci pal
| evel . The nobst extensive excluded category is land in farm and
assessnent, which DCA explicitly stated, "cannot be considered as
a prohibition against the use of any farm and for housing devel op-
ment " If such |and had not been excluded fromvacant devel opabl e
| and, communities with farmand (including Cranbury and Monroe)
woul d have received greater allocations than they did. Much of

t he vacant land with slopes above 12% is also realistically avail -
abl e for devel opment so long as environnentally-sensitive site
plahning and construction techniques are enpl oyed.

The enploynent growh allocation criterion is based upon the re-
corded change in private jobs during the npbst recent six-year

period for which published statistics are avail able. A six-year
period was sel ected because it is a recognized tinme frame for short-
term pl anni ng pur poses. The nost recent short-term enpl oynent

trend is seen as the best available predictor of prospective housing
need resulting from new job growth.
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Tabl e 8 cal cul ates the prospective housing allocation for Cranbury
and Monroe Townships. The two comunities were found to have 2,626
acres and 10,667 acres of vacant devel opable |and respectively,

excl udi ng their considerabl e acreage under farm and assessnent

(col. 1). These figures represent 1.030% and 4.184% of the region's
vacant devel opable land (col. 2). The nunbers of covered private
jobs in Cranbury and Monroe grew between 1975 and 1981 by 587 jobs
and 979 jobs, respectively (cols. 3-5). These increases represent
only 0.303% and 0.506% of the region's job growth during the
period (col. 6).

The percentages for each comunity in colums 2 and 6 serve as the
two allocation factors. Since each is being given equal weight,
they are averaged to derive conposite allocation factors, shown in
colum 7. These percentages are nultiplied by the projected re-

gi onal |ow and noderate income housing need of 58,036 units, which
results in municipal allocations of 387 units for Cranbury and
1,361 units for Monroe, as shown in columm 8. These are the two
communitiese fair shares of the anticipated regional |ow and nod-
erate incone housing need for the period from 1980 to 1990.
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Tabl e 8

ALLOCATI ON OF PROSPECTI VE REG ONAL LOW AND MODERATE | NCOVE HOUSI NG NEED, 1980-1990
CRANBURY AND MONRCE TOWNSHI PS, M DDLESEX COUNTY '

(1) (2 (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Vacant Aver age
Devel opabl e .
Land Cover ed Job Growth 1975-1981 | JCATL . PLPePEELlve
% of Private Jobs . No. of % of Region's Enployment Allocation
Acr es Regi on 1975 1981 Jobs** Job Grow h Growt h 1990
Cranbury
Townshi p 2,626 1. 030 2,890 3,477 587 0. 303 0. 667 387
Monr oe
Township 10, 667 4.184 138 1, 117 979 0. 506 2. 345 1,361
REA ONr** 254,969 100.000 1,516, 798 1, 705, 143 193, 613 100. . 000 100. 000 58, 036

Excl udes governnent jobs. Covered jobs refer to the nunber of workers eligible by Iaw for New Jersey
Unenpl oynent Conpensation. The covered statistics contained in these annual reports are for the
third quarter of each year. The counts are obtained from enpl oyer reports for the payroll period

whi ch includes Septenber 12th for that year.

Job losses are treated as zero growth. Thus, total job growth in the region does not add up to the
total difference in jobs between 1975 and 1981,

Excludes six nunicipalities with no land in State Devel opnent Guide Plan "growh areas" (see text)s

SOURCES; Vacant Devel opabl e Land: New Jersey Division of State and Regional Planning, A Revised
St at ewi de Housi ng Al l ocation Report for New Jersey, My 1978, Appendi x D

Enpl oyment: Bureau of Operational Statistics and Reports, New Jersey Departnment of Labor
and I ndustry, Covered Enpl oynent Trends in New Jersey, 1975 and 1981 Editi ons.




V,  DETERM NATI ON AND ALLOCATI ON OF PRESENT NEED

A.  CATEGORI ES OF PRESENT HOUSI NG NEED

Low and moderate income households in the eight-county region
suffer froma nunmber of deficiencies with regard to their
present housing. MWhile all of these inadequacies are inter-
related in various ways, it is useful to categorize theminto
three broad cl asses:

(1) Physical Deficiencies - defined as seriously substandard
conditions in the existing residential stock.

(2) Market Failures - serious inbalances between supply and
demand, either in terns of gross nunbers of units or in
. the sizes and types of available units.*

(3) Financial Hardships - experienced by households with insuf-
ficient financial resources to purchase adequate housing in
the existing market, or who can only purchase adequate
housing by allotting an inordinate proportion of their in-
come to shelter.

A high proportion of |ow and noderate income househol ds exper-
I ence one or more of these general types of housing need.
Thus, any thorough needs assessment nust attenpt to quantify
all three, as well as the degree of overlap between the types.

‘B.  QUANTI FI CATI ON OF PRESENT NEED

1. PHYSI CAL DEFI Cl ENCI ES

Reliabl e measures of the physical adequacy of housing units
have been sought by the Census Bureau and planning professionals

* Wth regard to market failures it is inportant to distinguish between
housi ng demand and housing need. Effective demand is only generated
by houseEd0TdS with the resources to pay for the housing they seek
wher eas househol ds with no resources generally are in need of
better shelter.
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ever since housing statistics were first collected on a

| arge scale as part of the Census of 1940. Structura
quality was generally singled out as the best conprehen-
sive indicator of physical condition. Census enunerators
made subjective appraisals of structural conditions in
1940, 1950 and 1960. These were of dubious quality and
the "self-enunmerated” Census of 1970 abandoned this effort.

Fol  owup studies to the 1970 Census found that there is a
hi gh correl ati on between other housing quality statistics
and structural condition. Specifically, information on the
presence or absence of plunbing facilities was used by the
Census to generate reliable estimtes of the nunber of

“di | api dated"” housing units, defined as dwellings with a
conbi nation fo defects that were either so crucial or so

wi despread that the structure required extensive rehabili -
tation or replacenent.*

The 1980 Census provides even nore detailed data on the
equi prrent and facilities in each housing unit. Statistics
on two rather serious deficiencies were selected as indica-

tors of physically inadequate housing requiring "gut
rehabilitation or replacenment. These indicators are the
nunber of year-round housing units with no bat hroom or
only half a bath and the nunmber of year-round units with
no heat or only unvented room heaters, fireplaces, stoves
or portable heaters. Cross tabulations were used to elim
i nate doubl e counting caused by overlap between the two

cat egori es.

It is recognized that the nere absence of adequate heating
or plunmbing equi pment in a housing unit does not, by itself,
warrant its denolition and repl acenent. But such deficien-
cies are al nost always associated with other serious defects

U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1970 Census of Housing, Plunbing Facili -

ties and Estimates of Dil api dated Housing, Final Report, HC(6).
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which qualify the unit as "dil api dated" under the 1970
Census definition.

In fact, the 1980 total of housing units in the eight-
county region with either no conplete bathroom and/or in-
adequat e heati ng equi prment (70,645) is roughly equival ent
to the Census Bureau's estimate of dilapidated units in
1970 (60¢012). The difference may reflect a true increase
in the nunber of structures falling into disrepair (parti-
cularly in the Core cities), or inaccuracies in the two
estimates. G ven the inherent subjectivity involved in
determi ning which dwellings are in need of replacenent,
the two figures are remarkably close.

Table 9 (colums 2, 3 and 4) presents statistics on physi -
cally deficient units for the eight counties in the re-
gion. Only 4.6% of the region"s occupi ed housing stock
was found to have one or both inadequacies. The propor-
tions by individual county range froma high of 9.2% in
Hudson to a low of 2.0% in Somerset. M ddl esex had 4.2%
of its occupied units in these categories. Table 10 (col-
ums 2, 3 and 4) presents the same statistics for Cranbury
and Monroe Townships. In Cranbury, 3.8% of the occupied
units were physically deficient as of 1980. I n Monroe
the percentage was 2.3%

MARKET FAI LURES

Two reliable indicators of what may be ternmed market fail-
ures are available fromthe Census; the incidence of
overcrowded units and excessively |ow vacancy rates.

a#

Over crowded Housi ng

Overcrowded dwel lings are considered to signal a market
failure because they represent m snmatches between
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Table 9

PHYSI CALLY DEFI Cl ENT AND OVERCROWDED HOUSI NG UNI TS, 1980
El GHT- COUNTY REG ON

(1) (2) (3 (4) (5) (6) (7 (8) (9)
Qccupi ed Hsg. Units:
Tot al Tot al Physically Deficient S Overcrowded
Tot al Wth No Physi cal |y Physi cal | y Units Occupied by Low 6 Mxd. |Inc. HHa.
Cccupi ed W t hout Heat or Def i ci ent Over - Deficient &
Year - Round Conpl ete | nadequat e Units cr owded Over cr owded . % of Cccupi ed

County Hsg. Units  Plumbing Heat ** (Cols. 2+3) Uni t s** (Col's: 4 4-5) No. % of Regi on Units in County
Ber gen 300, 410 4,471 3,191 7,662 5,274 12, 936 10, 608 10. 2% 3.5%
Essex 300, 303 10, 145 8, 589 18, 734 16, 018 34,752 28, 497 27.3% 9. 5%
Hudson 207, 857 10, 519 8, 539 19, 058 12, 600 31, 658 25, 960 24. 9% 12. 5%
M ddl esex 196, 708 3,036 1,984 5, 020 5, 009 10, 029 8, 224 7. 9% 4. 2%
Morris 131, 820 1, 068 1,787 2, 855 4,931 7,786 6, 385 6. 1% 4.8%
Passai c . 153, 463 4,644 5, 582 10, 226 6, 662 16, 888 13, 848 ¢ 13.3% 9. 0%
Soner set 67, 368 678 658 1, 336 1,033 2,369 1,943 1. 9% 2. 9%
Uni on 177,973 3,162 2,592 5,754 5, 099" 10, 853 8, 899 8. 5% 5. 0%
Total 8-County Region 1,535,902 37,723 32,922 70, 645 56, 626 127,271 104, 364 100. 0% 6. 8%

Percentages may not add up due to rounding.
DEFI NI TI ONS OF HOUSI NG NEED CATEGORI ES (see text for full discussion of indigenous housing needs)

Col .
Col .

N

Units with no bath or only half a bath.

w

Units with no central heat or units containing only roomheaters with no flues, portable roomheaters, fireplaces or stoves.
Excl udes units in colum 2 to elimnate double counting.

Col. 5: Units with 1.1 persons per roomor nmore. Excludes units in colum 4 to elimnate double counting.

Col. 7: Derived by multiplying figure in colum 6 by 82% which is the estinmated proportion of househol ds in physically deficient and
overcrowded dwel Iings who qualify as |ow or noderate incone (see text).

SOURCE: 1980 U. S. Census of Popul ation and Housing, Summary Tape File 3.
Col. 1. Profile IX, Table 2.
Col. 2t Profile X Table 15.
Col. 3: Profile XIl, Table 35 Interpolated using Profile X, Table 17.
Col. 5s Profile XIl, Table 38, Adjusted for Doubl e-Counting Using Profile Xll, Table 35 & Profile X, Table 17.




I NDI GENOUS LOW AND MODERATE | NCOVE HOUSI NG NEED, 1980
CRANBURY AND MONRCE TOWNSHI PS
(1) (2) (3) ) (6) (7) (8) (9 (10
Qocupied 1Hsg, Units: Physi cal | y ‘
Tot al Tot al Deficient &
Tot al Wth No Physi cal | y Physi cal | 'y Over cr owded Non- Rent al Tot al
CQccupied Wt hout Heat or Defi ci ent Deficient & Units Cccupied Rental Units Units | ndi genous
_ Year- Round Conplete |nadequate Units Over cr owded by Low & Mod. Needed for Needed for Need
Muni ci pal ity Hsg. Units Pl unbing Heat (Cols. 2+3) (Cols. 4+5) I ncome HHs Mct. Mbility Mt. Mbility (Cols. 7+8+9

Cranbury Township 713 19 8 27 35 29 3 0 32
Nbnr oe Townshi p 5, 765 88 42 130 213 s 3 21 199

DEFI NI TI ONS OF HOUSI NG NEED CATEGORI ES (see text for full

Col .
Col .

Col .
Col .

Col .
Col .

SOURCE:

2:
3:

5:
7.

8s
9:

1980 U. S. Census_of Popul ati on and Housi ng,

Units with no bath or only half a bath.

di scussi on of

i ndi genous housi ng needs)

Units with no central heat or containing only roomheaters with no flues, portable roomheaters, fireplaces or stoves.
Excludes units in colum 2 to elininate double counting.

Units with 1.1 persons per

Derived by multiplying figure in colum 6 by 82%
overcrowded dwel Iings who qualify as |low or noderate income (see text).

Units needed to achieve m ni mal

Units needed to achi eve m ni mal

room or nore.

5.0% vacancy rate in rental

Col .
Col .
Col .
Col .
Col .
Col .

1:

2
3
5:
8
9

Profile | X, Table 2 .
Profile X, Table 15.

Profile XlI'I, Table 35 adj usted using Profile X, Table 17.
Tabl e 38, Adjusted for Doubl e-Counting Using Profile Xl I,

Profile X1,
Profile I X, Tables 3 & 4.
Profile I X, Tables 3( 4,

1.5% vacancy rate in non-rental

Summary Tape File 3.

Excl udes units in colum 4 to elininate double counting.

which is the estinmated proportion of households in physically deficient and

housi ng stock (see text).

housing stock (see text).

Table 35 6 Profile X, Table 17.



househol d sizes (denmand) and dwelling unit dinensions
and/ or configurations (supply). In truth, often over-
crowded housing conditions are as nuch attributable to
househol ds' |ack of financial resources as they are to
the lack of appropriate-sized units. Nevertheless,
overcrowded dwel lings represent undesirable physical
envi ronments whi ch can be appropriately renmedi ed by
construction of nore suitably-sized units offered at
affordable prices. Even-if not all such repl acenent
units are large, the effect of these additions to the
housing stock will be to create new options for house-
hol ds presently occupying units that are too large for
their needs, thereby nmaking sone of these dwellings
avai l abl e to overcrowded househol ds and fostering a
better overall "fit" between househol ds and housing

st ock. '

Housi ng experts and the Census Bureau both consider
overcrowded conditions to exist when there are nore
residents than roons in a given housing unit - in other
words when there are nore than 1.0 persons per room
Reliable statistics are avail able over many years,
indicating that, in general, the incidence of over-
crowdi ng has been declining throughout the U S. Never -
thel ess, there were 56,626 housing units in the region
with nore than one person per roomin 1980, excluding
physically deficient units (see Table 9, colum 5).
This represents 3.7% of the occupi ed housing stock. "
The incidences of overcrowded housing units in Cranbury
and Monroe were considerably | ower. In Cranbury only
8 units, or 1.1% of the physically adequate occupied
housi ng stock had nore than 1.0 persons per room in
Monroe 83 units, or 1.4% of the occupied stock, fell
into this category.
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b. | nsuf ficient Vacancy Rates

M ni mrum vacancy rates of 5.0% of the rental housing
stock and 1.5% of the owner-occupied dwellings are es-
sential to ensure nmobility and conpetitive pricing in
t hese housing nmarkets (see discussion supra at p. 28).
A rental vacancy rafe of less than 5% is considered

i ndicative of a "housing energency” in those states
with rent levelling acts, and triggers the inposition
of controls to prevent extreme rent hikes which result
fromthe real shortage of avai | abl e units.

When vacancy rates for the housing market as a whol e
are unacceptably low they tend to be virtually non-ex-
istent within the |ow and noderate incone sector of the
inventory. This is because prices are quickly bid up-
ward by hi gher incone households in a mrror inage

of the "trickle down" process cited by the Suprene
Court in the Madi son case. An increasing proportion

of the low and noderate incone inventory is thus | ost
as an affordabl e housing resource, just as irrevocably
as if those units had been denvoli shed.

An extrenme exanple of this process is occurring in
certain "gentrifying" neighborhoods in New York GCity,
where severe inbal ances between supply and demand have
caused rents to double and triple within a few years.
A detail ed sufvey of New York's rental vacancies, con-
ducted by the Census in 1981, found that while the
overall vacancy rate was 2.1% the rates for the three
| east expensive classes of units were all under 1.0%
despite the fact that many of these units are in old,
deteriorated buildings.* The vacancy rates for the
two nost expensive classes of apartnents were 3.0% or
hi gher.

* U S. Bureau of the Census, 1981 New York City Housing & Vacancy Survey
cited by Mchael A Stegnman, The Dynam cs of Rental Housing in New
York GCty, Cty of New York, Dept. of Housing Preservation and Devel -
opnment, Feb. 1982, p. 101.
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| ntroduction of new housing units which are specifical-
ly reserved for |ow and noderate income households is
the nost effective renedy for an extrenely tight and

i nfl ated housing market. The effect on nobility and
choice is immediate. According to a review of the em
pirical literature by Tri-State Regional Planning Com
m ssion, "New construction...usually generates between
2 and 3.5 noves for every unit built". I n addition,
Tri-State found that "Low inconme fanilies tend to bene-
fit nore fromnew construction that is below the median;
i.e., when the chain of moves is shorter”.* The
“trickle down" process, whereby replacenent of nore
expensive housing results in older units becon ng
avai l able to | ower incone groups, does not work in a
severely under-supplied, inflationary housing market.
There are too many other househol ds with higher in-
comes conpeting for the older housing units. They
only becone available to | ow and noderate incone
househol ds in a conpetitive market with suitably

hi gh vacancy rates.

Based on 1980 Census data, 3 rental housing units nust
be added in Cranbury and 3 nust be added in Monroe in
order to achieve adequate 5% vacancy rates*** The 1980
rental vacancy rates were only 3.7% and 4.4% respec-
tively. The vacancy rates for non-rental housing were
5.0% in Cranbury and 1.1% in Monroe. Thus, in Cranbury,
no additional "for sale" units are needed, while 21
dwel I'i ngs nmust be added in Monroe to achieve the mni -
mum 1. 5% vacancy rate necessary for market nobility.

* Tri-State Regional Planning Conm ssion, Quantitative and Qualitative
Aspects of the Chain of Mves in HousingMAnalysis. Interim Technica
Report 4531-3417, Cctober 1975, p. 1.

** |t should be recognized that the Census presents a "snapshot" of
vacancy conditions as of April 1980 and that vacancy rates tend to
fluctuate within narrow ranges over time. However, in the absence
of continuously updated vacancy surveys the Census data are the
nost reliable indicators of housing market fluidity for municipali-
ties.
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3.

The need for additional vacant units in the region as
a whol e was not quantified because, by definition,
this market need nmust be net locally. An acceptable
overal |l vacancy rate for an entire county will not re-
flect the severe inbal ances which nmay exist in partic-
ular municipalities, creating hardships for |ow and
noder ate i ncome househol ds seeking housing in those
communi ties.

FI NANCI AL HARDSHI P

I nsufficient income to purchase acceptable housing in the
current market has replaced physical deterioration and
overcrowdi ng as the nost pervasive and intractable housing
problemin the U.S. today.

Twenty-five percent has traditionally been considered the
maxi mum proportion of famly incone which can be set aside
for housing w thout creating financial hardship. Thie
rent/income ratio serves as the basis for the Munt Laurel

I decision's definition of "affordable"” housing for |ower
income famlies.*

For the purpose of this analysis househol ds paying 35% or
nore of their inconmes for shelter were identified. These
househol ds are truly in financial need based on the stand-
ard 25% rent/incone ratio. \Wen applied to the |Iow and
noder ate i ncome popul ation of the region, this definition
i dentifies households with |ess than $10,646 left for all
non-shel ter expenses (including taxes) after paynments for
housing. Thus, it nmay be said to define severe financi al
hardship, particularly in the case of |arger househol ds

wi th higher living expenses.

92 N.J. 158 at 221, footnote 8.
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* *

Even using this restrictive definition, the nunbers of

| ow and noderate incone households in the region paying
too much for shelter are staggering. Table 11 sets forth
these statistics for each of the region's eight counties
and Table- 12 does the same for Cranbury and Monroe,  Over
40% of the region's |ower income househol ds - approxi mate-
ly 260,000 - showed evidence of severe financial housing
need; 59% of the |ow iﬁcone househol ds and 17% of the nod-
erate income households. Forty-five of the |ower incone
househol ds in Cranbury and 351 of those in Monroe pai d 35%
or more of their incone for shelger in 1979. These figures
represent slightly less than one-quarter of the |ow and
moder at e inconme households in each nunicipality.

ALLOCATI ON OF PRESENT NEED

The Mount Laurel 11 decision specifies that,

all municipalities' land use regulations will be required
to provide a realistic opportunity for the construction
of their fair share of the region's present |ower income
housi ng need generated by present dil api dated or over-
crowded | ower inconme units.*

Tabl e -9 identifies 70,645 physically deficient dwelling units
in the region, which in previous Census years woul d have been
classified as "dilapidated'. An additional 56,626 units were
identified as overcrowded, making 127,271 units which fell into
one or both categories. Approximately 82% of the region's
physically deficient and overcrowded dwellings are occupied by

| ower incone househol ds, according to Tri-State Regional Pl an-
ni ng Conm ssion studies.** These 104,364 units conprise 6.795%
of the region's occupied housing stock and represent the
region's present replacenment need under Mount Laurel |I1.

92 N.j. 158 at 243.

Tri-State Regional Planning Conm ssion, People, Dwellings and
Nei ghbor hoods, March 1978, p. 15.
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Table 11

LONAND MODERATE | NCOME HOUSEHOLDS W TH FI NANCI AL HOUSI NG NEED
El GHT- COUNTY REG ON

Nbder at e Low | ncone Househol ds Moder at e | nconme Househol ds Low and Moderate | ncome

Payi ng 35% or More of Payi ng 35% or More of Househol ds Payi ng 35%

Low | ncore s I ncone for Shelter* | for Shel ter* f I nc for Shelter*

Househol ds Househol ds ncone for elter 0 ncone for elter
Count y (1980) (1980) No. % No. % NoO. %
Ber gen 51, 546 41, 632 32, 297 62.7 10,090 24.2 42,387 45.5
Essex 100, 128 51, 880 59, 508 59.4 7,362 14. 2 66, 870 44.0
Hudson 76, 595 39, 842 39, 857 52.0 2,286 57 42,143 36.2
M ddl esex 35,121 27,932 21, 902 62.4 5,758 20.6 27, 660 43.9
Morris 15, 684 15, 906 10, 528 67.1 4,658 29.3 15, 186 48. 1
Passai c 43, 960 26, 243 25, 878 58.9 3,925 15.0 29, 803 42.5
Soner set 9, 127 8,190 5,733 62.8 2,058 25.1 7,791 45.0
Uni on 37, 679 27,539 23, 056 61.2 4,631 16. 8 27, 687 42.5
REQ ON 369, 840 239, 164 218,759 59.1 40, 768 17.0 259, 527 42. 6

Low and noderate income renter househol ds paying 35% or nore of their income for gross rent in 1979 and non-condom n-

i umowner househol ds payi ng 35%or nmore of their incone for selected nmonthly owner costs. These costs include paynents
for insurance, nortgage, real estate tax and utilities. Approximately 5%of all households in the region were listed as
"not conputed', and were not included in this table. By definition, "not conputed" were households with zero or nega-
tive income and units tabluated as "No Cash Rent".

SOURCE: 1980 U.S. Census of Popul ation, Summary Tape File 3, Profile XI, Tables 30-31.
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Table 12

LON AND MCDERATE | NCOVE HOUSEHOLDS W TH FI NANCI AL HOUSI NG NEED, 1980
CRANBURY AND MONRCE TOMNSH PS

Low | ncone Househol ds Moder at e | ncome Househol ds LOM/&.Nbderate | ncone

Moderate  paving 35%o0r More of Payi ng 35%or Mre of Househol ds Payi ng 35%
Low | ncorre | ncone In for Shelter* | for Shel ter* f for Shelter*
Househol ds Househol ds gone 0 elte ncone for elter of Income for Shelter
Mini cipality (1980) (1980) No. % No. ‘ %
No. 0 I —
O anbury 107 82 42 39.3 45 23.8
3 3.7
NbNr oe 787 789 247 31.4 104 13.2 . 351 22.3

*

Low and noderate incorme renter househol ds payi ng 35%or nore of their incone for gross rent in 1979 and non-
condom ni um owner househol ds payi ng 35%or nore of their income for selected nonthly owner costs. These

costs include paynents for insurance, nortgage, real estate and utilities. Approximately 5%of all househol ds
inthe region were listed as "not conputed", and were not included in this table. By definition, "not conputed™*
wer e househol ds with zero or negative incone and units tabulated as "No Cash Rent".

SOURCE; 1980 U.S. Census of Popul ation, Summary Tape File 3, Profile XI, Tables 30-31.
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By requiring nunicipalities in "non-growh' areas to provide for
their full present housing need, the Suprenme Court favors the
neeting of indigenous needs "in place". The court also speci-
fies that

each municipality nust provide a realistic opportunity
for decent housing for its indigenous poor except where
they represent a disproportionately |arge segnent of

the popul ation as conpared with the rest of the region.*

It is axiomatic that nunicipalities in the region with dispro-
portionate nunbers of indigenous poor al so contain dispropor-
tionate shares of the region's present |ower incone housing
need. - The fornmula used to allocate present replacenent need
reflects this relationship and requires each nunicipality to
provide for its full indigenous replacenment need only where

t hat need does not represent a disproportionate segnent of the
comuni ty's occupi ed housi ng stock, as conpared with the rest
of the region. That portion of a nmunicipality's replacenent
need whi ch exceeds the regional 6.795% ratio between repl ace-
nment need and total occupied housing units is allocated to
other nmunicipalities wwth replacenent need rati os bel ow
6.795% In this way a coomunity with a disproportionately

| arge | ower income popul ation, and a correspondi ngly high pro-
portion-of physically-deficient -and overcrowded housing units
I's not overburdened by its present housing need obligation.

A nore equitable and realistic sharing of the present regiona

need is achieved, while each nunicipality is still obligated
to provide for a reasonable portion of its indigenous repl ace-

ment need in accordance with the Mount Laurel |1 mandate.

Tabl e 13 cal cul ates the present need allocations of Canbury
and Monroe. The nunber of occupi ed housing units in each com
minity (col. 1) is multiplied by 6.795% the proportion of oc-
cupied units in the region needing replacenent, to yield the
repl acenent need al l ocation shown in colum 2. |ndigenous

92 N.J. 158 at 214.
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Tabl e 13

ALLCCATI ON OF PRESENT LONAND MCDERATE | NCOME HOUSI NG NEED, 1980

WASHI NGTON TOMSHI P, MORRI' S COUNTY

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Tot al
Tot al D fference Al | ocat ed Present
Cccupi ed Al | ocation of | ndi genous (Al'location Regi onal Tot al Need
Year - Round Regi onal 1980 Repl acenent ~ Adjustnment) Need To Be  Indigenous Al location
Minicipality Housing Units Replacenent Need Need (Cols. 2-3) Met by 1990 - Need (Cols. 4+5)
Cranbury 713 48 29 19 6 32 38
NMonr oe 5, 765 392 175 217 ’ 72 199 271

SQURCES: Col. 1: 1980 U. S. Census of Population and Housing, Summary Tape File 3, Profile | X, Table 2.

- Col. 20 Col. (1) x .06795 (see text).
Col. 3: Table 10, Col. (7) (Physically deficient and overcrowded units occupi ed by | ow and noderat e
i ncone househol ds).
Col. 5. Col. (4 T3

Col. 6 Table 10, Col. (10).

<«



repl acenment need fromwi thin the community (col. 3) is then
subtracted fromthis replacenent allocation to determ ne how
many units the nmunicipality is allocated from ot her comuni -
ties (if indigenous need is lower than the regional allocation)
or allocates ig ot her communities (if indigenous need is high-
er than the regional allocation)s Each of the nunicipalities
has an indi genous replacenent need which is |less than 6.795%
of its occupied housing stock. Therefore, they are each all o-
cated additional units from the regional need as shown in
colum 4.

The allocation of present regional housing need in colum 4
represents households who will need to nove from physically -
deficient or overcrowded housing in nmunicipalities with high
| evel s of replacenent need to new units in conmmunities with

| ower | evels of need. In many cases the replacenent units to
be provided will be located in a different county than the
need being met. Thus, the allocation has the effect of shift-

ing the | ower income population distribution within the region.
Communities in which the |ower income segnent of the popul a-
tion is highly disproportionate, conpared to the rest of the
region, wll experience the greatest popul ation shifts.

In order for municipalities to adjust gradually to this | ower
i ncome popul ation redistribution, it is recomended that the
all ocated portion of the region's present replacenent need be
met over 30 years (one generation) rather than the seven-year
period to 1990. This will allow such shifts to happen grad-
ually in conjunction with other long-termtrends, particularly
intra-regional shifts in enployment opportunities which occur
over several decades. This approach is felt to be nore real -
istic since many, if not nost of the |ower incone househol ds
in need of replacenent housing are tied to their present resi-
dential location by the existing pattern of job opportunities,
as well as by other social and econom c networks, which they
may be reluctant to sever.
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Si nce present housi ng need has been quantified based on 1980
Census data, a 30-year allokation peri od would end in 2010.
One-third of the allocated ﬂeplacenent need shown in colum 4
shoul d be net by the end othhis fair share plan's time frane,
which is 1990. This portio| of the allocated need is shown in

columm 5.

Colum 6 presents each nuni¢ipalities' total present indi genous
need as derived in Table 1OL This figure includes both the re-
pl acenent need shown in colum 3 and the units needed to provide
for reasonable m ni numvacancy rates- which, as noted previously,
must be net in place. Total indigenous need is added to the
1990 allocated need in colu 5 to obtain the total present

need all ocations shown in colum 7. They are as follows:

Cranbury Townshi p , .38
Monroe Township ; 271

The present housing need rebresented by | ower income househol ds
in the region paying a disppoportionate share of their incone
for rent has not been allocated as part of this fair share
plan. This is not nmeant to] inply that the housing needs of

t hese financially-burdened househol ds are inconsiderable.

Each of them no doubt exper{ences true deprivation and personal
hardship as a result of their econonm c condition.

In addition, as shown in Tables 11 and 12, the huge nunbers of
financially needy househol dis pose a trenmendously difficult
chal l enge. To provide new, | affordable housing units to each
household in the region paying 35% or nore of its incone for
shelter would require replajcenent of 260,000 dwellings, or 17%
of the region's occupied housing stock. Cearly, this is im
possible within a seven-yealr tine frame. Such a solution also
ignores the fact that many of the units occupi ed by such house-
hol ds do not really need to| be replaced; they just need to be




-~
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|
|

nmade affordable. However, Ljere are a significant nunber of
househol ds wi th incones so jLHmted that even a nomnal rent
i nposes financi al hardship.] For exanple, the Census indenti -
fied 170,000 households in the region with incomes under $5, 000
in 1979. |

In light of the difficult pplicy and et hodol ogi cal questi ons

rai sed by these financi al h?using needs, the nunbers of house--
hol ds identified in Tables jll and 12 were not translated into

fair share allocations. Such an attenpt was al so hanpered by

the fact that currently avajlable Census cross tabul ati ons do

not reveal the degree of overlap between financial need and

ot her categories of present housing need.

Nevertheless, it is felt th“i the Mount Laurel |1 decision re-
quires that nmunicipalities |[strive to alleviate the financia
housi ng needs of househol ds; within their boundaries w th what -
ever resources are availab“e. These may consi st of such
nmeasures as abatement of property taxes, inplenentation of
energy cost-cutting prograns for honmeowners and | andl ords
(such as free metherizaticﬁn) as well as rent subsidies, such
as the Section 8 Existing Rousing Program or proposed federa

voucher systens and, where|appropriate, construction of new

| oner income housi ng. |




THE FAIR SHARE ZONI NG OBLI GATI ON

Cranbury's total |ower income! housing allocation is 425 units, in-
cluding 387 units to neet proépective housi ng needed between 1980
and 1990 and 38 units to neet|present housing needs as of 1980.
Monroe's housing allocation totals 1,632 units; 1,361 units for
prospective need and 271 uniti] for present need. According to the

Mount Laurel |1 decision thesis allocations nust be provided for by
Cranbury and Monroe's |land use regulations. Ideally, this nunber
of lower inconme units will be|constructed by 1990 to neet the iden-

tified housing needs. |

The Mount Laurel |1 decision indicates that rezoning to neet indi-
genous and al |l ocated present usi ng needs should occur i nmrediately,
wher eas provision for prospec#ive | ower incone househol ds may be net
by a "phase-in" over the period enconpassed by the fair share plan.*
However, because the nost rec€fnt Census was in 1980, the housing
need calculations in this plan are already 4 years old. Unless ap-
proxi mtely 40% of the total dunber of needed | ower-inconme housing
units have already been provided between 1980 and 1984, it appears

only reasonable that all or nbst of the prospective zoning obliga-

tion should be net imediately!, in addition to imediate provision
for presently needed | ower incone units.

‘Unfortunately, the chances that the regional |ow and noderate incone
housi ng needs identified in thhs plan will be met by 1990 are hanpered
by a nunber of factors. Per haps the nost discouraging of these is the
al most "conpl ete absence of state and federal housing subsidies for new
| ower income housing. While municipalities have an affirmative obli -
~gation to seek and encourage tlhe construction of subsidized housi ng
within their borders this activity is presently infeasible for the
nost part.

In the absence of subsidies, the principal affirnmative measures
that nunicipalities have available to nmeet their fair share obliga--
tions are "inclusionary zoning;devices".** Among t hese, the

92 N.J. 158 at 219.

92 N.J. 158 at 265-274.
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mandat ory set-aside device is considered by Munt Laurel Il to be
t he nost effective generator of |low and noderate incone housing.

Such a zoning renedy requires that a certain percentage of the
units in new residenti al develognents be made affordable to | ower
i ncome househol ds. Generally, it is econonically infeasible for
more than 20% of the units to bE set aside for |ow and moderate

i ncome househol ds. w

The mandatory set-aside device ts limted in its ability to produce

| ower inconme housing by the quantity of new m ddl e and upper incone

residential construction. The jnarket for such housing is, in turn,
nostly determ ned by the nunberJof new househol ds in the region,
along with demand for a |esser jnunber of replacenment housing units,
However, household growth on a jregional |evel generally occurs at
about the sanme rate anong all income groups. This neans that the
regional need for |lower inconme units will always exceed the supply
created by inclusionary zoning.| This is evident when one considers
the fact that 40% of the household growmh in the region will prob-
ably consist of |low and noderatée incone persons, while only 20%

of the units in mandatory set-asi de devel opnents are generally
reserved for |ower incone househol ds.

This fair share plan projects t%at the total nunber of househol ds
in the region will grow by 140,919 between 1980 and 1990 (see
Table 7, supra p. 29). It is also projected that 39.6% or 55,228
of these new households will have |ow or noderate incomes. The
remai ni ng 85, 115 househol ds are; expected to have m ddl e and upper

i ncones. ‘

G ven the current econom cs of’housing production, it is not un-

reasonabl e to assune that unsuQsidized housing w Il only be con-
structed for the new m ddle and;upper I nconme househol ds. In

addition, a portion of the exiting mddle and upper income housing
constructed units. During the
amounted to 3.2% of the total 1970

(

stock will be replaced by new |
period from 1970 to 1980 these

'
?6
|
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housi ng inventory. Applying the sane rate to the 1980 stock, it
is anticipated that 51,200 units of new, unsubsidized repl acenent
housing will be constructed in addition to the 85, 115 units built
for new m ddl e and upper inconme househol ds.

When conbined, these figures yield a total of 136,315 new, unsub-
sidi zed housing units projected ' to be built in the region between
1980 and 1990. If it is assumed that, for every four such units
one new | ower income unit can be produced as part of a mandatory
set - asi de arrangenent (based on the recommended 20% 80% r ati o),
then this mechani smcan generate a maxi num of 34,079 |ower incone
units during the decade.

Despite the fact that it is probably inpossible to neet all of the
regi onal housing needs identified herein through inclusionary zon-
ing alone, it is still inportant that nunicipalities attenpt to
provide for their full |ower income housing allocation. This is
necessary for a nunber of reasons. First, state and federal poli -
cies may well change before 1990, possibly maki ng new housi ng
subsi dies available. Mre inportantly, many nunicipalities, and
particularly those with high levels of growh, nmay be able to

meet or even exceed their fair share goals entirely through inclu-
sionary zoni ng.

Whet her this, in fact, occurs depends upon the innunerable factors
det er mi ni ng unsubsi di zed housi ng production in each nunicipality.
Anong these are job growth trends, interest rates, inflation |evels,
the availability of transportation and services (i.e. the pfice of
gasoline), social forces and public tastes. In the absence of any
preditability concerning these market factors, it is crucial that
inclusionary zoning by nunicipalities reflect their full fair
share allocations in order to provide the maxi num opportunity and
incentive for construction of |ower inconme housing.
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There may be other constraints to the achi evenent of particul ar
muni ci pal i ties' fair share goals, which even the nmost well-con-
cei ved all ocation plan cannot take into account. These nay be

| unped under the heading "peculiar devel opnent situations". Ex-
anpl es would be tenporary limtations on new devel opnent due to
the need to expand nunicipal infrastructure or the existence of a
severe traffic bottleneck requiring nmajor reconstruction work.

A nore pernmanent constraint would occur where the vacant |and
supply has been largely consurmed by extensive recent devel oprent.

Most of these peculiar devel opnent situations can be taken into
account by phasing in a nunicipality's fair share obligation over

a nunber of years, in order to allowtine to rectify the particul ar
constraint. In the rare case where a constraint cannot be readily
renmoved, an adjustnment of the nmunicipality's fair share allocation
may be necessary, based upon a detail ed exam nation of the commu-
nity's true capacity to accommodate new devel opnent.
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VI,

OTHER | NDI CATORS OF THE FAIR SHARE OBLI GATI ONS OF CRANBURY AND
MONRCE TOWNSHI PS

One of the underlying principles of both the Mount Laurel | and
Mount Laurel 11 decisions is that a muni ci pality must’ zone to per-
mt housing for |ow and noderate incone persons presently working
or expected to work within its borders. Thus, in Munt Laurel

the Supreme Court states that, "certainly when a nmunicipality zones
for industry and conmerce for local tax benefit purposes, it wth-
out question nust zone to permt adéquate housi ng wi thin the neans
of the enployees involved in such uses".* The decision found that
the comunity had "over-zoned" for industry in order to benefit
the local tax rate w thout providing zones in which |ow and noder -
ate inconme industrial workers could afford to live.

Simlar situations exist in Cranbury and Monroe, where approxi mate-
ly 2,200 acres and 5,200 acres of vacant |and, respectively, are
zoned for industrial or office-research devel opnent, yet there is

no provision for housing which is affordable to the | ow and nod-
erate income enpl oyees who can be expected to work in these zones.**

In Monroe, if the maxi mum buil ding coverage ratio of 40% in the

I ndustrial zone were fully utilized, a total of about 182 mllion
square feet of new industrial and office research space could be
devel oped in two-story buildings and 91 mllion in one-story struc-
tures. Applying a conservative worker/fl oorspace ratio of one
enpl oyee per 1,000 square feet of space to the lower figure, a
total of 91,000 jobs would be generated by such growth (17 jobs
per acre). Presently there are only about 1,000 private jobs in
the Township. This calculation provides an indication of the ex-
treme extent to which Monroe has overzoned for industry, particu-
larly in light of the absence of opportunities for affordable

wor ker housi ng.

67 N.J. 151 at .

The 1982 Cranbury Master Plan identifies 2,200 acres of vacant devel -
opable land in the Township™s O fice-Research and Industrial zones,

wi t hout even taking into account commercial zones. Pl ani met er neasure--
ment of Monroe's zoning map and exam nation of 1981 U.S. G S. Topograph--

Ic maps shows that there are approximtely 5,236 acres of vacant
devel opable land in that Township's Light Inpact Industrial zone.
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The Cranbury Master Plan estinmates that between 3,230 and 9,170
jobs would result from devel opnment of the Corporate Ofice-Research
Li ght Inpact Industrial and General Industrial zones there. These
estimates are based on unrealistically |ow enploynent densities of
bet ween one to eight enployees per acre. Nevertheless, assuning
that only 20% of the added jobs were held by |ow or noderate in-
come workers, between 650 and-1,830 |ower income housing units

woul d be needed. None are currently provided for by the Township's
zoni ng.

The Mount Laurel |1 decision also cites- the rapidly declining pro-
portion of Mount Laurel's fanilies who had | ow or noderate incones
in the past three Censuses as an indication of that Township's ex-
clusionary zoning practices and the need for affirmative inclusion-
ary devi ces.

A simlar pattern of exclusion has occurred in Cranbury and Monroe.
As shown in Table 14, the proportion of Cranbury's famlies who

ear ned bel ow 80% of the nedian famly inconme for New Jersey fel
continuously from35%in 1960 to 28% in 1970 to only 22% in 1980.
In Monroe the decline was even nore steep, with the [ower incone
popul ation falling from 46% of all famlies in 1960 to 38% in 1970
and-24% in 1980.

These patterns run counter to the trends in both M ddl esex County
and the State. In 1960 Cranbury and Monroe's shares of |ower in-
come famlies were higher than those in M ddl esex and New Jersey.
But between 1960 and 1980 the proportion of such famlies grew
slightly in both Mddlesex County and the State, while Cranbury's
and Monroe's shares rapidly declined to nmuch |ower |evels than
the County and State. This was largely because the two Townshi ps'
| and use regul ations were acting to permt only mddl e and upper
incone famlies to settle there.

92 N.J. 158 at , footnote 49.
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Tabl e 14

LONAND MCDERATE | NOOMVE FAM LI ES EARNI NG BELOWNV 80% COF THE N J.
CRANBURY AND MONRCE TOMSHI PS, M DDLESEX COUNTY, AND NEWJERSEY, 1960-1980

Ar ea

O anbury Townshi p:
1960
1970
1980

Monr oe Townshi p:
1960
1970
1980

M ddl esex County:
1960
1970
1980

New Jer sey:
1960
1970

1980 -

Medi'an Fam |y
| ncone

$ 6,982
14, 076
29, 408

5, 831
11, 681
26, 741

7, 068
11, 982
25, 603

6, 786
11, 407
22,907

SOURCE: U.S. Census of Popul ation, 1960, 1970 and 1980.

Tot al No.
of Faniliesr

508
600
556

1,319
2, 256
4,571

110, 156
146, 936
157, 631

1,581, 189
1, 838, 809
1,942, 108

MEDI AN FAM LY | NOCOMVE

Low & Mboder at e
| ncome Fam | i es

No.

176
170
120

604
852
1,073

29, 377
40, 640
43, 790

525, 807
637, 791
716, 552

%

34.
28.
21.

45.
37.
23.

26.
27.
27.

33.
34.
36.

oOowo
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Appendi x |

HOUSEHOLD PRQJECTI ON METHODCOLOGY

The nunber of households in the eight-county region in 1990 was
proj ected by applying anticipated age-specific nunbers of persons
per household in 1990 to the ODEA Econom c/ Denographi c age-specific
popul ati on projections for that sanme year. This nethod is superior
to utilizing only a single household size projection and a single
popul ati on projection in that the resulting household projection
reflects anticipated changes.in the age structure of the popul ation
as well as changes in household conposition. |In addition, single-
person househol ds were projected separately from households with
two or nore persons, adding an additional degree of refinenent to
the final househol d nunber.

An underlying assunption of the projections is that household com
position trends observed between 1970 and 1980 will continue into
the 1980s at one-half their rates of change in the 1970s. The
bases for this assunption are discussed in the text at pages 25
and -26, -supra. Table A-1 shows the derivation of age-specific
nunbers of persons per household for 1990. Three key age-groups
are differentiated: persons under 18; persons 65 and over; and
persons 18 to 64. The nunbers of persons in single-person house-
hol ds are treated separately, since their average househol d size
is always the same. For all others changes in the nunbers of
persons per household (by age group) between 1980 and 1990 are
assunmed to occur at one-half the rates of change observed during
the 1970s.

In Table A-2 the 1990 age-specific popul ation projections are

di vi ded by the age-specific nunbers of persons per household in
1990 (derived in Table A-1) to yield projected nunbers of house-
hol ds.  One-person househol ds are projected separately by assum ng
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that the 1970 to 1980 increases in proportions of person\’s 18 to 64
years old and 65 and over living alone would continue to 1990 at
one-hal f the 1970s' rate of change. Finally, the nunbers of house-
holds in all categories are added, which results in a projection of
1,676,821 households in the eight-county region by 1990.
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TABLE A-1|

1990 PRQIECTI ON OF AVERAGE NUMBERS OF PERSONS PER HOUSEHOLD BY ACGE GROUP
I'N THE El GHT- COUNTY REA ON ASSUM NG HOUSEHOLD TRENDS
CONTI NUE AT ONE- HALF THE RATE OF CHANGE | N THE 1970s

% Change in Persons Persons in Age

‘Per sons Househol ds Persons in Age per Househol d G oup per

Age Qoup & I n House- w Person(s) in Q oup per Act ual Proj ected Househol d
Househol d Type hol ds Age G oup Househol d 1970-1980 1980-1990 1990
Per sons 1970 1, 435, 061* 644, 195 2.23* :

Under 18 L980 1,079, 433 562, 133 1.94 -13. 0% -6.5% 1.81
Per sons 65

& Over
-In 1 Person ~ 1970 94, 937 94, 937 1.00

Househol ds 1980 125 543 125. 543 1.00 | 0% 0% 1.00
-In 2+ Person 1970 322,122 153, 535 2.10 X

Househol ds 1980 350, 081 176. 039 1. 99 -2 2% 2. 6% 1.94
Per sons

18- 64 Years
-ln 1 Person 1970 137, 278 137, 278 1.00

Househol ds 1980 204, 931 204. 931 1. 00 0% 0% 1.00
-In 2+ Person 1970 2,487, 939 413, 467 6. 02**

Househol ds 1980 2. 506, 325 439, 794 5. 70%* -5. 3% -2.6% 5. 55**

*1970 Data on Househol ds with chil Hénwas only available for fanmilies with one or nore children ~
of the head of househol d or spouse. o

*eHouseholds with two or nore menbers may contain Bersons in nore than one of the above age groups,
however the extent of this overlap is not available fromCensus tabul ations. Therefore, the
nunber of persons, ages 18 to 64, living in households w th persons under 18 and 65 and over coul d
not be determned and all of the persons in this age group (not living alone) were allocated to
househol ds w t hout anyone under 18 or over 64. This results in artificial nunbers of persons per
househol d for this group, which are useful only as a nmeans of projecting future nunbers of house-
hol ds fromantici pated popul ation figures, as in Table A3

SCURCE:}&??O_aqg 1980 U. S. Census of Popul ation and Housing with cal cul ati ons by Abel es Schwart z
soci at es ~



TABLE A-2

PRQJECTI ON OF 1990 HOUSEHOLDS
IN THE ElI GHT COUNTY REGQ ON

ASSUM NG HOUSEHOLD COMPQSI TI ON TRENDS CONTI NUE

AT ONE-HALF THE RATE OF CHANGE
IN THE 1970s

Aver age Nunber of

Age G oup & Pop. in Househol ds Persons in Age G oup Tot al
Househol d Type (1990 Proj ection)* per Househol d** Househol ds
Per sons Under 18

1, 008, 433 1.81 557, 145
Persons 65 and Over
In 1 person HHs 154, 232 1.00 154, 232
In 2+ person HHs 382, 653 1.94 197, 244
Persons 18-64 Years
In 1 person HHs 277 ,431 1.00 277 ,431
In 2+ person HHs 2,723 ,768*** 5.55 490,769
Total - All Ages 4,546 517 1,676,821

* New Jersey Revised Total and Age and Sex Popul ation Projections,

Econom c- Denographi ¢ Mbdel allocated by household t
househol d conposition trends continue at

the 1970s.
**See Table A-2 for derivation.

one-hal f

eeeHouseholds with two or nore nenbers nmay contain persons in nore than

one of the above age groups, however the extent of this overlap is not
avail abl e from Census tabul ati ons.

Ther ef or e,

age 18 to 64 living in households with persons under
cannot be determined. This is taken into account by using an artifi-

cially high average nunber of persons per
group, based on the known figures for
In this way doubl e-counting of househol ds has been elimnated fromthe

1990 projections.
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househol d for
1970 and 1980 (see Table A-2).

t he nunber
18 and 65 and over

of persons

this popul ation

CDEA
e assum ng observe*
the rate of change in



Table A-3

REG ONAL LOW AND MODERATE | NCOVE HOUSEHOLDS
BY RENTER AND OMER OCCUPANCY

R4

e
Tot al
Renter Cccupi ed Omer QOccupi ed Househol ds*
Househol d No. % No. % No. %
Low Income
Households 227,748 79.8 57,892 20. 2 285,640 100.0
Moder ate | ncone
Househol ds 161, 009 66. 1 82,478 33.9 243,487 100.0
Low and Moderate
| nconme House-
hol ds 388, 757 73.5 140, 370 26.5 529,127 100.0
* Househol ds for which this characteristic was reported. Approximtely
5% of all households in the region are listed as "not conputed”. By
Census definition, these include households with zero or negative
i ncome and units tabulated as "No Cash Rent".
SOURCE: 1980 U.S. Census of Popul ation, Summary Tape File 3, Profile
X, Tables 30 and 31.
‘P
2
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Table A-4

CHARACTERI STI CS OF MUNI CI PALI TI ES OQUTSI DE THE
STATE DEVELOPMENT GUI DE PLAN "GROMH AREAS"

Total Area Vacant _Devel opabl e Land 1980 Popul ation

o o ) . ‘ . As % As % As % As % , As % As %
Minicipalities Qutside "Gowh Areas'" _Acres of Co. of Region Acres of Co. of Region No. of Co  of Region
Morris County 300, 954 100.0 26.3 109, 447 100.0 40.3 407, 630 100.0 9.2
1. Chester Borough 1,024 0.3 0.1 303 0.3 0.1 1,433 0.4 0.0
2. Chester Township 18, 496 1 1.6 6, 537 6.0 2.4 5,198 1.3 0.1
é‘ 3. Mendham Bor ough 3,830 1.3 0.3 2,214 2.0 0.8 4,899 1.2 0.1
s'l 4. Mendham Townshi p 11, 264 3.7 1.0 5,091 4.7 1.9 4,488 1.1 0.1
Subt ot al 34,614 11.5 3.0 13, 965 12. 8 5.1 16,018 3.9 0.4
Passal e _County 122, 886 100. 0 10.7 25, 882 100.0 9.5 447, 585 100. 0 10.1
5. R ngwood Bor ough 17, 600 14.3 1.5 2,871 11. L 1.1 12, 625 2.8 0.3
Soner set  County 195, 552 100.0 17.1 46,562  100.0 17.1 203, 129 100.0 4.6
384 0.2 0.0 79 0.2 0.0 717 0.4 0.0
6. Rocky H Il Borough

) o o 52, 598 - 4.6 16, 915 - 6.2 29, 360 - 0.7

Total Six Minicipalities ‘
1, 145, 626 - 100. 0 271, 884 - 100.0 4,411, 804 - 100.0

Total In Region

Total Area: New Jersey Department of Community Affairs, New Jersey County and Minicipal Wrk Sheets
SOURCES: (Report PT-1), January 1976.
Vacant Land: New Jersey Departnent of Community Affairs, A Revised Statew de Housing Allocation Report for New
Jersey, My 1978, Appendix D.
Popul ation: 19 .. Census of Populatiop, Sunmmary Tape File 1.
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