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LOCATION IN THE REGION - SDGP

Limited Growth Designation (SDGP)

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

ing criteria:

- relatively poor accessibility to existing commuter rail
and highway facilities;

- low-density development with limited public water supply
and sewer services;

-+ absence of large concentrations of prime agricultural
lands located in semi-rural areas; and

+ absence of concentrations of public open space and en-

vironmentally-sensitive land of statewide significance.

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

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

excellent accessibility to the region.
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The township's existing development pattern can certainly be
characterized as low density with limited public water supply
and sewer services. According to the mapping found in the SDGP,
only small portions of the township, near Freehold Township, have
these facilities. The SDGP was a document prepared to guide future
investment of‘state money for these infrastructural facilities.
The plaintiffs do not seek federal or state funding for these fa-
cilities, but intend to construct sewer and water facilities so
that they are sized only to handle this project QE_£L§§§ un}ts, and
associated non-residential retail, service and office structures,
not providing for additional development in the township. This is
consistent with the SDGP, where on page 71 it states that "it is

neither desirable nor feasible to prohibit development" in limited

growth areas.

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

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

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

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

Absence of concentrations of public open space and environ-
mentally-sensitive land of statewide significance is the other
"negative" factor to differentiate between conservation areas and
these limited growth areas. The following two maps from the SDGP,
"Steep Slopes and Wetlands" and "Public Open Space," show these
factors have a minimum negative impact on the potential develop-

ability of Colts Neck.

The township of Colts Neck contains 31.6 square miles of land
area or 20,354 acres. Of this amount, 8.089 or 5,214 acres of
this is included in the N.A.D. Earle federal installation. Earle

is not included in the 2zoned acres of the township.
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It is argued by Robert Clark, county planning director, that
the Swimming Brook Reservoir must be protected and that limiting
or eliminating growth will protect it. The plaintiff's
property is located outside the Monmouth County's Growth Manage-
ment Guide's designated environmentai};sensitive areas, and exist-
ing and proposed protection areas for the Swimming River Reservoir.
If this site is critical to that supply, why wasn't it deemed
sensitive on the Growth Management Plan? The reason is obvious --
there are methods of preventing pollutants from reaching that
reservoir and those techniques can be applied more readily to a
planned developmént through sil traps, settling ponds and basins,
skimmer traps, etc., than through conventional "sprawl" development/

or horses deficating adjacent to streams leading into the reservoir.

It is further stated by the county planner that the county is

desirous of preventing sprawl development. The kind of development

that has occurred in the past in Colts Neck is the classic definition
of urban sprawl, large-lot single-family subdivisions, with long wide
roads scattered over the township. The county has designated in its
Growth Management Plan a "dot" or village growth area at the inter-
section of Route 537 and Route 34. That village "dot" is located
over existing development (a gas station, Colts Neck Inn, antique
store, etc.). The plaintiff's property would form part or all of

that village since it is the largest tract of vacant developable

,/’ .
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~ land near the intersection of County Road 537 and Route 34. The
property extends to the Route 18 intersection, and its western
boundary parallels the business zone, with existing retail and
service uses. These would all be within walking distance of the
proposed development. It may be a matter of the amount of develop-
ment (i.e., number of units and density),-but certainly the loca-
tion of a planned development at this location is consistent with
the county plan for concentrating development at the Colts Neck

village center.

In summary, the SDGP designates limited growth for Colts Neck
since the plan did not recommend spending additional dollars for
infrastructure (roads, sewer and water) needs in limited growth
areas. This did not preclude development from occuring in these
areas, but to reduce the amount of growth. (Page 7. Judge
Serpentelli, "The purpose of the Plan is to control growth - not
to eliminate it.") The proposal made by Orgo Farms is not to ex-
tend sewer and water from Freehold or other areas, opening up Colts
Neck to new development pressure. And it does noﬁ propose to

build these facilities at township, county, state or federal ex-

pense; these costs will be borne by the developer. The sewer and sondy

water facilities will only handle the de?elopment of Orgo Farms and -

2L

— -

not encourage "leap frog" or further development to occur incon-

" e it e P

sistent with the limited growth policy. But it will build develop-

ment to accommodate "Mount Laurel II" households.

4
ws T
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There does not need to be further public investment for
Routes 34 and 18. The limited access of Route 18 with a major
interchange adjacent to the property will maximize access to the

region while limiting negative impact on existing local roadways.

Colts Neck can accommodate a planned unit development as pro-

posed and still maintain a low growth rate.

Colts Neck grew by 35.6% in the decade between 1970 and 1980,
or from 5,819 persons to 7,888. Between 1960 and 1970 the popula-
tion increased from 2,177 to 5,819, or a 167.3% increase.

The Orgo Farms development of 1,353 dwelling units, will

average 2.2 persons per unit, or a population of approximately

e,

2,977. This represents an increase of 38%,over 1980. However,

S
i

the project will be phased, and built over several years, the in-
crease is very consistent with the past limited-growth trend in
Colts Neck. 1In fact, the sprawl-type development that both the
SDGP and County Planning Director are concerned with preventing
could be alleviated by a planned village development. The Growth
Management Guide for Monmouth County recommends a "village dot" at
the intersection of 537 and 34. The proposed Village Center at
Colts Neck (Orgo Farms) will fulfill both of these objectives of

village-concentrated development and cértainly suburban sprawl.
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The county projects a "village" of approximately 200 units of 600
persons to 1990. The county did not designate Colts Neck as a
town center because the county planning director felt the township
‘was unique and should not have a town center designation, although.
it has, in the opinion of HNA, all the necessary land use and lo-

cation to be considered a town center.

The county's Growth Management Plan, as stated earlier, recom- |
mends a "village" designation immediately adjacent to plaintiff's
property. The proposal of the Village Center at Colts Neck is

concentrated planned development, not "sprawl" development, as has

been the residential growth pattern in the past.

While it is laudable to protect agriculture and the equine
industry in Colts Neck, as espoused by the county planner, con- fc
tinued large-lot single-family subdivisions will consume even iarger
blocks of land than a development area growth policy. Farm preser-
vation may be reasonable through many areas of Colts Neck, however,

the pla;ptéff's property is surrounded on three sides by non-agri-

e ot B T

cultural uses -- a state highway (Rdﬁtéwiéa and beyond that, the
rEar;e Naval Reservation, on the western property line by largely
commercial‘usesnénd Route 34, and on the nqrthern side by single-
family homes alogg Route 537. The fourth siderof the property will
be confined by a farm (open space). This is ideal for a planned

unit development.arconcentfated development surrounded as much as

possible by open space.
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Finally, the county seeks to limit growth in Colts Neck be-
cause it wants to see growth occur where there are utilities and
in the existing growth corridors. A proposal to build 1,353 units
on a 220t acre parcel in a township of 20,353 acres, only consumes
1% of the total land, yet will meet housing demand for all age and
income categories for some time to come. This will far better meet
sound planning principles than the existing development history of
Colts Neck where 2,150 housing units have consumed more than ten
times the amount of land as proposed by this development, yet have

only produced housing for middle-to-high income.

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

vious investments of millions of dollars in state highways.

The Tri-State Regional Planning Commission designated the
general area between Route 18 and the intersection of Highway 34
and 537 as an Urban Lands area with a suggested density of 2.0 to
6.9 dwelling units per acre. The subregional map prepared by
Tri-State on October 4, 1978, showed the growth area to coincide
with the "village" area designation of the county ane;ﬁng Farms
property. In keeping with sound planning principles, this growth
area was surrounded by very low-density development of 0.5 dwell-
ing units per acre. It is the opinion of HNA that this is logical

and sound planning, particularly in response to the access, loca-
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tion and environmental suitability. These physical characteristics
particularly make this site suitable to provide "Mt. Laurel" type

housing in a small planned unit development.

The Tri-State Regional Development Guide 1977-2000 developed

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

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

of land per unit.

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

township.

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

mouth County Planning Board.

Mr. Robert W. Clark states in his affidavit of January 1984
that (page 6, #16) "The growth area should be located west of the
ridge line that crosses Route 537 as anything east of that line
draws into the reservoir." Mr. Queale in his affidavit simply en-

dorses this recommendation. This line is 1.5 miles beyond the
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Colts Neck municipal boundary. 1If not draining into the reservoir
was of such concern, why then did the township approve, and the
county approve, large subdivisions with large lawns, and long

lengths of roadways, where storm water leads to the reservoir?

The current master plan reprinted in 1979 on Plate 8 indicates
lot subdivision. Comparing this to the revised (March 1981) cur-
rent zoning ordinance indicates several new subdivisions were ap-
proved and in all probability built upon. The Beaver Dam Road and

Runwood Land subdivision front directly on the reservoir as does

the Lovett Road subdivision.

The Partridge Way, Black Briar, Pilgram Way subdivision and

eight other new subdivisions all drain into the reservoir.

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

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

Reviewing all the available information, including county re-
ports, SDGP, current master plan and zoning ordinances of Colts

Neck, affidavits, etc., it is the conclusion of HNA that the Vil-
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lage Center area (537/34/Route 18) is the logical growth area in
the township, and development of this area as a P.U.D. would embody
the right quality planning principles. The area is adjacent to an
under capacity limited access freeway, and will have great region-
al access. The area is near jobs, in Colts Neck, Holmdel and

Freehold, some of the largest employers in Monmouth County.

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

posed by the County Growth Management Plan.

The development in this area is consistent with growth areas

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

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

Township of Colts Neck." (page 2)

A small planned unit development in this area is consistent

with the growth areas recommended in the Tri-State Plan.

A more concentrated development pattern allows greater control

of drainage than scattered site developments.
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A small P.U.D. in this growth area, Orgo Farms, would have the
highest quality pollution control devices and techniques, in con-
formance with highest engineering standards, thereby further pro-

tecting the Swimming River Reservoir.

This small planned unit development would have its own water

and sewage-treatment facilities.

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

sistent with the intent of SDGP. l

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

ability to fulfill the objective of providing a logical location

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

tee high-water gquality of roads immediately adjacent to the actual

reservoir.
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ANALYSIS OF ZONING ORDINANCE

HNA in February 1984 purchased a copy of the current Colts
Neck zoning ordinance (revised to 3/1/8l). The zoning ordinance
provides for six zones, of which three are residential, one is
industrial and one is business. The zoning in Colts Neck is pri-
marily A-1 with a minimum lot size of 88,000 sgq. ft. There are
several smaller zoned areas, primarily A-2 and A-3 requiring 40,000
and 30,000 minimum lot sizes, but these are typically existing
built-up subdivisions. The "D" Zone or laboratory and light in-
dustrial is minimal. The business zone "B" is concentrated around
the intersection of Route 537 and 34, and forms a boundary line
with the Orgo Farms property. The residential zoning in the town-
ship provides no opportunity for the construction of low and
moderate income housing. The township's zoning ordinance is de-

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

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

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

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

prepared by the Center for Urban Policy Research; and, finally and

most importantly, the text of the Mt. Laurel II N.J. Supreme Court

decision.

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

rectives of Mount Laurel II, have both been adopted by HNA.
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The justification for the distribution of the counties into
various housing regions is included in pages 33-81 of the CUPR's
study, while the present and prospective household demand is develop-

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

to this report.

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

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

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

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

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

base, regional variables):

(j2) + (jé6) + (48) + (v4) + (h5)
5
(j2) - Municipalities' share of the region's total covered Jjobs (1)
expressed in percentage of region as reported by Covered

Employment Totals, N.J. Department of Labor, 1981.




(36)

(28)
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- Municipalities' share of the region's increase in covered

jobs between 1972 and 1981 expressed in percentage.(2)

Adjusted developable land includes the vacant developable
lands defined in the Revised Statewide Housing Allocation
Report, and land under "farm assessment," as tabulated by

the New Jersey Department of Taxation.

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

({Pineland Preservation/Protection Areas).

Including land under farm assessment provided the op-
portunity to determine the toal potential developable
land in each municipality as a separate factor. The

use of this factor weighs the future distribution of
low and moderate income households towards those muni-
cipalities in growth areas which are land-rich. Those
municipalities which were desighated in the State De-
velopment Guide Plan as completely in an "agricultural",
"conservation” or "limited growth" area, or those
municipalities which have neither vacant developable

land (as computed by the Statewide Housing Allocation
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Report) norbagricultural-assessed land were excluded
from the HNA municipal allocation formula. These
municipalities would only have to provide for their
internally-generated or "indigenous" need for low and
moderate income housing units. This allocation formula
also limited the responsibility of providing additional
low and moderate income housing to existing urban built-
up areas if they had or were assigned zero vacant de-

velopable land.

(v4) - Economic Capacity Indicator. ECI is a measure of local
economic capacity of a municipality to absorb the service
demands generated by the development of new housing. To
determine economic capacity, the egqualized value §9; each

municipality was taken from the county divisions of taxa-

tiggﬂfo;w}QSB (V1 in £he data base). The population per

RN e e

et e

municipality was taken from the 1980 U.S. Census. Dividing
total equalized value per municipality by populations per
municipality provided a comparative measure of each munici-
pality's economic capacity on a per-person basis. Older,
deteriorated urban areas typically have the lower value per
capita. The more exclusive communities typically have a
higher valbe per capita. HNA used this value per munici-
pality to determine the potential distribution of the
economic capacity on a regional basis. Each municipality

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

therefore, a lower weight in the allocation formula.

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

other indicators in the formula.

Adjusted households is a factor expressed in percent of.

the region. Certain municipalities have a high percentagégégf
of households above moderate income. This indicates past J;%%
exclusionary practices of municipalities and seeks not to—"
penalize those municipalities which have a high percentage

of existing low and moderate income households and a high
percentage of existing, publically-assisted housing units.

The total number of households in each municipality was
determined using the 1980 U.S. Census. From this number

was subtracted the number of low and moderate income
households computed from the 1980 U.S. Census, median
household income. The 0-50% and 50% to 80% of median in-

come definitions of low and moderate, respectively, used

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

factor in the allocation formula.

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

—--4'-\’

the final factor uses local economic capacity.f ol

N S
—

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

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

"Mt. Laurel" housing need.

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

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

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

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

small amount of remaining land.
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NOTES

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

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

smaller significance.

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

adjustments.

(2)

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

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

at the municipal level.

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

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

of Municipalities publication entitled Mount Laurel II. Challenge

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

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

and prospective low and moderate income households can be determined.

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

within the Monmouth/Ocean County region.

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

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

travel time is 18.3 minutes.

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

’their cooperation in gathering the necessary information.

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

data variables and sources were used:

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

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

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

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

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

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

l1l1. Growth area analysis, State Development Guide Plan (SDGP).

There are 87 municipalities in Monmouth and Ocean Counties; 53

ir. Monmouth and 34 in Ocean.

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

These two municipalities were also grouped to determine their final fair
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share allocation. Combined were Englishtown and Manalapan, Farming-
dale and Howell, Freehold Boro and Freehold Township, Shrewsbury and
Shrewsbury Township, Lakehurst and Manchester. If the court so wishes,
these municipalities can be disaggragated, but it is the opinion of
HNA and the county planning staffs that these municipal groupings are

logical and reasonable.

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

municipality or grouping.

POPULATION

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

cent increase, representing just above one percent (1.16) of the re-

gional population gain.

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

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

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

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

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

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

suggest the existence of exclusionary practice.

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

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

Job growth is a major criteria in determining the municipality's
fair share allocation. 1If a municipality has a lower regional share
of job growth, it should have a lower numerical obligation to satis-

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

commensurate obligation to satisfy the regional housing need.

Existing jobs in a municipality, expressed as a percentage of

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

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

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

of total regional employment.

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

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

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

future.

The use of covered employment data in the allocation model
must be viewed, then, taking these potential caveats into account.
In the case at hand, Earle Naval Station ranks as the 15th largest
individual employer in Monmouth County, if only civilian employees
are counted (if the military are included, it climbs into 8th).
The only other military employer with more than 100 employees (top
56 major employers in the county)* is Fort Monmouth Army Base. 1In
Ocean County there are two major military employment centers: Fort
Dix and the Naval Air Engineering Center at Lakehurst. It would,
thefefore, seem that if the figures for military employers in the
region were added to the covered employment data, only a very few
municipalities would see their employment numbers altered signifi-

cantly, among which one would find Colts Neck.

*
Source: Monmouth County Planning Board, July 1983.
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LOCAL DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

The amount and quality of land available for development is an
additional factor used in the allocation formula. Simply put, the
greater the amount of vacant developable land, the greater the fair
share allocation. The percentage of total regional vacant develop-
able land was determined by using the "Revised Statewide Housing Al-
location Report for New Jersey,” housing allocation criteria data.
This is the only éonsistent data on vacant developable land that
HNA could find to be acceptable for this factor in the calculation.

Ocean County has recently updated their Master Plan and has mapped

out vacant developable land, but Monmouth County has not. There-
fore} the vacant developable land tabulated in the N.J. State

This data couléd ncot

Housing Allocation Report was used as a _base.
be used for those municipalities which are nowlin the Pineland Pro-
tection or Preservation areas, and were not subtracted as part of
Public Lands in the HAR's vacant developable land calculations.

This has occurred because the Pinelands Act postdates the HAR. To
correct for this, HNA telecommunicated over several days with the
Pinelands Commission and the Ocean County - representative to the
Pinelands Commission to determine the amount of additional land

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

vacant developvable land was calculated with the aid of the computer
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land from which has already been subtracted all public land, wet

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

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

additional weight to availability of land as an indicator of the

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

76 percent of the municipality‘s total taxable land.

There are several municipalities, which have zero vacant-

developable land and, therefore, were assigned "0" allocation. They
have been assigned zero ir the Revised Statewide Allocation Report
tabulating vacant developable land, and they have zero qualified
farmland. These municipalities include: Barnegat Light, Bayhead,
Beachhaven, Engleswood, Harvey Cedars, Highlands, Keansburg, Keyport,
Lavallette, Long Beach, Manasquan, Mantoloking, Matawan, Point
Pleasant Beach, Seaside Heights, 3easide Park, Ship Bottom, Shrews-

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

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

HNA used a combination of factors of total equallzed property value

and populatlon to determlne local economlc capablllty.

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

per municipality, the percentage of the reglon S per caplta value

was computed. Colts Neck's 1983 County Equalized Valuation is

~

$3l3 065,040, or 1 37 percent of the regional total.
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The taxable per capita value is $39,689 in Colts Neck, well above

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

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

"formulas that have the effect of unreasonably diminishing

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

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

share.

To determine this factor in the allocation formula, the total

numbers of households per municipality were taken from the U.S.
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Census and disaggragated by income levels. 1980 median household
income was used to delineate households into both low and moderate
income households. Low-income households are those whose income is
0 to 50% of median household income and moderate is defined as be-

tween 50% and 80% of median income.

The 1980 regional median income for

both counties were combined and a simple average median household

income for the region was determined. This methodology allowed

HNA to determine the percentage of households for each municipality

in the bi-county region which are below and above the 1930 median income.
It further allowed HNA to. array those households in the low-income cate-
gory and those in the moderate-income category pér municipality and

as a percentage of the region. The 1980 Median Household Income

(MHI) for Monmouth County derived from the U.S. Depgrtment of Housing
and Urban Development is $24,526, and the Median Household Income

(MHI) for Ocean is $18,800,

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

$24,526 + $18,800
2

$21,663

Based on this fiqure of $21,663, low income would be defined as

e et i T A R TR e et et

between 0 and 50% of this regional averaged median or between $0 to

$10,831.50. Moderate-income ranges between 50% and 80% of this re-
RS o

gional averaged median, or $10,832.06 t9“$17,330.00?
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This median-income figure is raised slightly to $22,303 if the
total median household income is divided by total households. As
mentioned earlier, based on the 1980 regional median household in-
come of $21,663, Colts Neck contained .72 percent of the region's
households and only .25% percent of the region's low and moderate

income households.

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

Planning Boards, respectively.

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

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

The present housing need for the Colts Neck region was determined

by using the criteria of physical condition (overcrowding, lacking

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

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

pqér}y‘siﬁed>iQ";elationshipyto the householder's place of work).

The current regional housing deficiency for existing low and
moderate income households was determined by using the 7 basic vari-
ables from the U.S. Census of Population and Housing, which describes

housing quality:

1. Year built, prior to 1940 or after 1940.
2. Persons per room or overcrowding; more than 1.0l persons

per room.

{ 3. Units which lack exclusive access.

——

4, Units lacking exclusive plumbing facilities.
5. Units lacking complete kitchen facilities.
6. Units lacking central-heating facilities.

7. ‘Units in structures four stories or greater which lack

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

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

The prospective housing need for the East Central region, as

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

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

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

year 2000.

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

units for the year 1990 and 1,698 units for the year 2000.

The allocation formula is: , Q f . i /“E'
N ; ! ' AN AN
30 vt a0 o
(j2) + (i6) + (28) + (v4) + (h5) £
5

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

Low and Moderate Income Housing Need

Present To 1990 1990-2000
Colts Neck ‘99 | 862 737

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

to unit type (owner vs. renter).

In Monmouth County, based on 1980 U.S. Census, there are 170,130

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

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

or 17.06% are renters.

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

housing at these costs" (p. 90).

The present need would thus increase if these households were

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

velopment was devoted to low and moderate income housing.




TECHNICAL APPENDIX - I

DATA BASE



COMMENTS CONCERNING THE METHODOLOGY AND TECHNICAL DATA
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The method is dependent on basic data on population, available
land, jobs, etc. from standard sources. This data is presented
in the Appendix to this report. The first step in the
methodology is to remove those municipalities where

.there is no vacant developable land or
.they are totally agricultural or

.they are designated as limited growth or conservation areas
in the S.D.G.P.

Regional shares for the remaining municipalities are then
computed, i.e., the original data would reflect smaller shares
relative to the adjusted data base. The last step is to combine
the adjusted regional shares as discussed in the body of this
report and to apply the resulting shares against housing demand.

The regional shares are simple percentages in all instances save
one — variable v4, Valuation per capita. The percentage regional
share of valuation per capita (v4) for each municipality is
calculated by dividing the value per capita (v3) for the
municipality by the sumation of v3 values for the region. For
example, v4 for Colts Neck is:

(I9,4689/4,090,076)%100% = .970%

where, the denominator is the summation of municipal
values of v3 over the region.

As an example of the effect of the adjustment process, the
Colts Neck result is:

Adjusted Share(Z)=(j2*+jb"+]8=+y4athSa) /5

= 2,00%
S0, »0200% 4,960 = P9 units for current demand
% . 0200% 79,954 = 1399 units for future demand.

1699 (rounded result)

This represents the year 2000 result. If we projected to 1990,
Colts Neck has an allocation of 960 (8461 prospective demand to 1990,
99 current or existing demand.
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Manmouth % Ccz2an - Data Base

= il iz i3 i4
Income

Househal:;-————__—i-—~- No. of %

a¥f Moderate af
Municipalities Ragiaon Income Municipality
y szardeen TTTTTTTTTE R TTTTTTTILEm T T =97 T i T
2 Allenhurst z2 : Q. 11% R 10.1%
T Allantown 662 0.22% 100 S.1%
3 Asbury Fark 7,207 2.41% 1,412 $19.56%
g Atlantic Highla 1,776 0.60% 194 10.9%
Svon—gy—-The-Sea 1,004 0. 4% 196 19.5%

oy o
I

Belmar I,.019 1.01% . h24 20.7%
Eradlsy Beach 2,013 0.87% 159 17.3%
Brielle 1,489 0.50% 148 2.9%

-0 W

10 Colts Meck. 2,131 0.72% 2 &.1%
11 Ce=al 650 0.22% =9 ?.1%

- 12 Eatontown 4,939 1.86% 866 17.5%
1 17 Englishtown 3 Q.11% &0 : 17.7%
Manalpan 5,578 1.87% 450 g.1%

14 Fair Haven 1,899 D&% 140 7. 4%
15 Farmingdale S21 . Q.17% : 2?0 17.3%
Howell 7,822 2.62% 25 11.8%

14 Freehold Boro 3,573 1.20% =38 16.3%
Frzehold Twnshp 2,365 1.86% 445 8.0%

L 17 Hazlet 6,395 2.21% I3 . A%
18 Highlands 2,216 0. 74% 374 16.3%
.17 Holmdal 2,22 0.73% 119 S.3Y
20 Interlaken 89 O.1T% 28 7.2%
21 Kganshuwrg ’ Z,431 . 1.15% IS0 16.0%
22 ¥evport 2,957 0.99% 378 2.3%
;27 Little Silver 1,840 0.62% 161 8.8%
| 24 Lach Arbour 25 _ 0.04% 2z 12.4%
l 25 Long Branch 11,672 T.?1% 2,043 17.5%
[ 2& Manasguan 2,119 0.71% 87 17.3%
P37 Marlboro 41,3542 1.52% 237 3.3%
28 Matawan : Z,086 1.03% 404 13.1%
29 Middlestown 18,841 ' &.31% 1,528 8. &%
I Millstone 1,146 0.328% 123 10.7%
31 Monmouth Beach 1.44 0.435% 144 10.38%
IZ Neptune P.917 T.32% 1,53 15.9%
Meptune City | -._u4 0. 74% I3 15.2%
Scezan : 8,449 2.87% 1,157 1Z3.7%
Cceanport 1,748 0.59% 232 13.1%

Fzd Bank 4,908 1.44% 708 14,47
Rocsavelt 282 0.09% ’ 29 ' 100 3%
FRum=zon 2,902 . 0.84% 7 7.2%

S2a Bright ?41 0.32% 137 14.56%

E=a Girt 77 0.3I3% ?4 ?.5%
Zhirrzwsbury Boro 728 0.IT% 70 AR
Shrawsbury Twp 400 D.1ZT% S 21.T%

+2 Scuth Belmar 554 0.322% 110 1&£.3%
T Epring Lake 1,476 0.49% 17 C1t.en
44 Soring Lake Hts 2,341 Q.73% . 331 14,17
3T Tinton Falls 2,315 0.78% I2 14,20
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Manmouth % Ccean - Data Baze

falrshrd.wks i3 ) i7 i3
ol /235724
“ No. of o A
of Low Income of of
Municipalitiess megicn Municipality Region
1 Atbsrdsen . + S £ TTTTTTTizien T T T Tolm
2 allisnhurst 0. 08% &0 ' 13.3% 0. a8%
' I Allentown 0.23% 38 I.3I% OLlZN
A Asbury Fark T.24% Z,57S 49, 5% .81%
| 3 Atlantic Highla 0.45% | 377 21.2% 0.51%
5 &von-By-The-Sea 0.43% 270 2&65.7% D.Z&%
7 Zelmar 1.43% 1,032 I4.3% 1.42:
| 3 Bradley Eeach 0.82% 315 40, 5% 1.10%
7 Brielle 0.34% 258 17.3% 0.3I8%
13 Colts Neck 0. T0% 157 7.7Y 0.21%
i1 De=al 0.14% 110 16.9% Gl 13%
12 Eatontown 1.99% 1,174 23.7% 1.38%
' 1T Englishtown 0. 14% . 118 I4.3% 0.18%
Manalpan 1.03% &0 2.4% 0.2T%
; Fair Haven 0.32% 2z 2.3% 0.32%
1% Farmingdale 0.21% 106 20.3% 0.14%
! Howell 2.12% 1,535 : 19.6% 2,07
. 1% Frzshaold Boro 1.33% 1,039 29.1% 1.40%
% Frzshold Twnzshp 1,02% Z93 10.7% 0.81°
17 Hazlet 1.45% 1,006 15.3% 1.35%
- 12 Highlands 0.8&% 545 24. 4% 0. 7730
1? Holmdel 0.27% 139 &.2% 0.17°
22 Intarlaken O.06% =4 12.9% D.077%
21 K 1.26% 1,215 I5.4% 1.864%
=X port 0.37% 1,156 I9.1% 1.548%
23 tle Silver 0.37% 137 7.a% 0,130
24 Loch Arbour : 0.05% 13 12, 0% 0,027
2% Long Branch 4.70% 4,248 Th. A% =725
24 Manasguan C.84% 61 26.5% 0.78%
27 Marlhero 0.35% T68 8.1% 20300
22 Matawan 0.93% 325 17.0% (A B
25 Middletown T.74% 2,418 13.9% .33
1 I Millstcore 0.28% 218 18.8% 0,297
¢ Il Monmouth Eeach 0.3IT% 174 13.0% 0,230
2 Neptune T.33% 2,842 28.9% .25
" I Maptune City 0.77% 648 29.4% 0,37
I4 Ccean 2.66% 1,23 14.7% 1.877
. IZ Dcean 0. 53% 313 17.7% 0,427
Io Red 1.63% 1,34% I1.6% 2,093
TR Q.07% 4 2.1% 0,037
282 R O.41% 277 11.1% 0.I7°
37 & Q.31% 244 25.9% 0,330
S0 0.22% 144 14.7% .19
i1 2 Q. 16% ' 131 123.2% 0.13%
= Q. 20% 155 I8.8% Q.21
42 0. 25% 23 Ts5.4% . 0,32
4% E 0. 40% 27 18.4% .34
i1 = 0O.7T5% 47s 20,37 Q. 547
4z T 0. 78% 214 ?.24 GL270




f Monmouth % Ocean - Data Rase
14 Union Zeach 0, &8% 4g7 24.3% 0.&58%
47 Uppsr Frecehold ).ga 173 19.4% 0.22%
43 Wall 1.67% 1,402 21.5% 1.289%
17 W, L
R ia

ocrnig Brarnch O.44Y% 70 16.5% 0.S0%
QUTHE CZOQUNTY 49,47 I7.137 21.8% SO.01E

ot S L -t s o im

o Barnagat Twnshp 1.15% 473 24.0% D.PL%
. =L Zsrnegat Light 0, 13% 2 16.2% 20,0867
=2 Bay Head _ Q.18% I 17.3% D.13%
=2 Zeach Haven 0.32% 212 27.9% 0.29%
£4 Zeachwocd 0.376% =2 21.4% D.71%
ZZ Rarkelay S.27% I,214 I3.4% 4.3T%
=5 EBriczh &.25% 4,415 23T 3.75%
=7 LDover 7.56% S, 541 25.4% 7. 50
=22 Eaglezswood 0.20% 108 29.0% D.14%
Z? Harvey Cadars QO.086% St IO.8% 0,074
52 Island Heights 0.23% 148 29.2% 0. 2TY%
51 Jackson 2.048% 1,654 21.3% 2.23%
52 Lacey 2.01% 1,538 TO.1% 2.07%
57 Lakshurst 0.48% 21 24.3% 0.29%
Manchester 7.12% 35,494 ' IP.E% 7.40%
54 Lakewzod Z.47% Z,032 Z4.7% 6.78%
5% Lavzllette 0.33% 23S I2.2%
&5 Littla Egg Harb 1.46% P11 29.0%
&7 Long Beach 0.71% I72 23.4%
22 Mantcloking 0.03% 14 7.5%
57 Ocesan 0. 48% 471 I2.F%
73 Ocezan Gate 0.28% 215 I8.4%
7i Fin2 Beach 0.22% 169 25.7%
72 Flumsted 0O.617% 357 22.3% 0.48%
7Z Faint Pleasant 2.21% , 1,797 27.49% 2.42%
74 Ft. Fl=asant Be 0,79% &S50 I0Q.0% 0.88%
7S ZSeaside Haights 0.42% . 331 47 . 0% 0.23%
7& Seaside Fark 0.27% 282 6.0 0. I28%
77 Ship EBettom 0.24% 210 I4.5% 0.28%
72 8. Toms River 0.55% 248 23.8% 0. ITY
7? Stafford 1.80% F9S 26.3% 1.34%
20 Surf City Q.30% 242 I4.1% 0,3I3TY
31 Tukesrton 0. 46% 80 I8.7%4 0.51%
aceEaN COUNTY S0,.37% 37,120 28.7% 49.99%

TOTAL 100.00% 74,257 24.9% 100, 00%




Mommouth % Oczan - Data Base

!

§

fzirshrd.wks i9 110 it |

41/22/24 !

No. of Low % A T !

and Moderateg of f
Municigelitiss Income Municipality Region

1 fAberdeen T —‘_—_IT576 T2l 1y T T T oy
2 Allanhuwst 23 23.3% .08%
T Allzntown 188 28.4% 0O.186%
4 Asbury Fark 4,927 62.2% 4,2%%
Z Atlantic Highla =71 I2.2% 0.423%
t A&von-Byv-The-Zza 466 445, 4% Q. 40%
7 Zelmar 1,675 3S.35% 1.42%
2 Bradlsy Beach 1,174 =8.7% 1.00%
7 Briells 4086 27.3% D, T4%
10 Colts Neck 289 17.4% 0,.235%
11 Deal ' 1469 24.0% G.14%
12 Eatontown 2,040 41.1% 1.72%
17 Englishtown 178 S2.9% 0,13%
Manalpan 1,130 20.4% D.97%
14 Fair Haven 374 192.7% 0.32%
15 Farmingdale 194 37.86% O.17%
Howell 2,460 21.4% 2.09%
15 Fraehold Boro 1,827 43.3% 1.,38%
Fresheld Twnshp 1,042 18.7% 0.892%
17 Hazlet 1,439 24.9% 1.39%
182 Highlands 919 41,3% 0.78%
1?7 Holmdel 258 11.6% G.22%
20 Interlakan = 21.1% G.OTA
21 Meaansburg 1,785 51.4% 1.50%
22 Fayport 1,534 S1.7% 1.30%
27 Little Silver 293 16.2% 0.28%
24 Loch Arbour . RIC] I0.4% 0.03%
2% Long Branch 6,29C S3.7% 5.24%
25 Mzanasguan 928 4Z.8% 0.79%
27 Marlzsocro 607 13.4% 0.52%
22 Matawan 229 Io.1% D.79%
22 Middletown 4,246 22.5% Z.H0%
IO Millsteone 378 29.5% 0.2%%
1 Mornmouth Bzach Ii8 22.3% .27
IZ Meptun=z 4,400 44, 4% T.78%
IT Negtune City *83 44, 6% 0,.897%
I4 Dc=an 2,396 28.4% 2.0T%
IZ Oz=2anport 5495 I0.39% 0.46%
T4 Fed Eank 2,257 46,.0% 1.92%
I7 Roosavelt &3 22.3% 0.05%
Rumscn 4S8 18.2% 0. I9%
S2a Bright 381 40.5% 0.32%
S=za 3Firt 2= 24.4% Q.20%
Zhrzwshury Horo Z01 20.2% 0,174
Shirswshury Twp 24¢ &0 0% 0.20%
12 South Sslmar T43 2. 2% . T0%
4T ZSpring Lake 445 T0.1% 0. I8%
14 Spring Lake Hts 84 4. 4% 0. 68%
15 Tipton Fzllsz =4z 2T.85% 0. 348%
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fairshrd.wks il iz _ Jz i4
Ol1/28/84 Jobs
1981 % 1972 Change
of 1281~-1972
dunlicigalities Fegicn
1 dserdesn T3, 158 T 1 esn T2,08% 1,113
2 Allanhurst 4462 0.24% 15 (13543)
I Allentown 36 0. 18% 27 ?
4 Aspury Fark S, T8 2.77% 7,213 (1,897)
£ Atlantic Highla 1,208 0.&I% ;88 220
4 Avon-By-The-3ea 333 0.28% &31 {143
7 Belmar 2,001 1.04% 1,708 29=
3 EBradlsy Beach 1 D.22% - 352 (273
7 Brizlle 1,145 0.&60% S92 247
13 Colts Neck 743 0.39% S32 211
11 Dezal ‘ Ta1 0.18% 357 (156)
12 Eatontown 7,301 3.31% 3,52 T, 773
12 Englishtown 1,230 0. &4% 1,12 104
Manalpan 1,544 0.36% 272 672
14 Fair Haven I9S 0.21% I42 33
13 Farmingdala 2,591 1.40% 2,280 441
Howell I.381 - 1.87% 88 Z,493
14 Freeshold Bora 5.19S 2.71% 4,862 3T
Fresheold Twnshp 5,340 I.957% 3,992 2,248
17 Hazlet 2,989 1.56% 2,763 228
12 Highlands TOh 0.37% 352 124
i7 Holmdel 11,139 S.81% 7422 Iy210
2% Intearlaken 17 D.01% 8 . (811
21 Neansburg : S00 0,Z1% ' 848 (2483)
2Z Fevpoart 1,908 1.00% 2,392 (484
2T Little Silver . Q22 ‘ 0.48% &899 223
24 Lzoch Arbour 33 0.02% 2 Iz
25 Long Branch 8,13 4.24% 7. 605 332
26 Marasquan 2,387 1.28% 1,877 810
27 Marlboro 2,306 1.20% 347 1,35
28 Matawan 2,144 ' 1.13% 891 1,273
27 Middletown 2,924 I.10% 85,32 610
I Millztone 455 0.24% 183 270
T{ Monmouth Beach 68 0.19% 214 152 1
CI2 Meptune 7,731 4.03% 3,800 1,971
IT Neptune City 1,82 0.95% 1,778 47 !
4 Ooean &,881 o T.4T% 2,617 I, 9464
75 Oczanport 1,72 0.20% 8367 380
I& Re=d EBank 3,344 4,.35% 7,662 882
I7 Roosevelt &1 Q.0Z% 11 S0
I3 Rumson 834 D.44% &44 1240
I% Zea Bright 742 0.39% 411 Iz
4 Sga Sirt , 836 0.33% 370 258
41 Shrswsbury Borg 2,32 1.21% 1,342 479
Shrawsbury Two 274 D.14% 94 (118
42 Zouth Belmar 171 D.09% ) 151 10
4T Bprimg Lake L£95 O.Z28% 22 (2273 ¢
14 Epring Labks Hts 172 Q.43% 323 2T4
3% Tinton Falls Z.274 1.77% S02 2.2%92




.
: . Monmcuth % Oc=2an -~ Data Hase
45 Union E=ach 319 0.43% 8235 (5}
{47 Upoer Fraehold 494 0.25% 143 48
a3 wall T, 771 1.97% 2, 359 1,412
43 W. Long Branch I,547 1.35% 2,489 1,054
MOMMOUTH COUNTY 129,414 67.51% 74,232 IE.174
5 Farregat Twnshp I13 0. 14% 17& 177
=1 Rarneagat Light 243 0. 13% 170 7
=2 Bay Head 241 . 14% 229 2
=7 Zeach Haven 1,114 0.58% 2= 139
54 Ezachwood 433F 0.28% 445 3
52 Barkeley 1,441 O.75% P00 z41
=5 Frick 4,241 F.26% 4,735 1,445
57 Dover 18,185 ?.49% 12,137 &, 048
=8 Eagleswood 136 0. 08% 109 47
=9 Harvey Cedars 107 0.0&% 105 <
50 Island Heights 0. 00% 72 (77}
&1 Jacksc z,71°9 2.04% 27 2,972
42 Lacey 1,874 0,98% 19 257
&% Lakehurst 22= .43% IR0 23
Manchester 1,308 2. 58% 424 884
&4 Lakewood 10,850 S.86% 8,509 2,341 .
&3 Lavalletts 573 0, I5% 437 208 |
a4 Little Egg Harb 179 0.09% =4 5
&7 long Beach 7086 0.I7% 450 244
&2 Mantcloking 210 G.11% 75 138
47 Sc=an 448 0.24% 23 2T0
70 Ocean Gate S0 0.03% T 17
7L F*nm Beach 22 0.12% S 171
72 Plumsted 272 0.14% 252 20
73 Foint Pleasant . 457 1.80% 2,740 17
74 Pt. Pleazant Ee 2,274 1.19% 1,894 578
72 Z2=aside Heights 1,759 Q. 72% 3E1 878
7& Seaside FPark 704 0.37% 39 45
77 Ship Bottom S&0 Q.Z34% S&0 120
72 3. Toms River 23 Q0.12% . 214 2
77 Staffaord 2,208 1.15% 1,036 1,172
20 Surf City 274 0.14% 2 o3
21 Tukesrton 582 0.Z0% 355 27
2CEAN COUNTY 62,282 I2.49% 41,709 20,3577

TOTAL 191,698 100.00% 135,987 23,711
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Monmouth

fzirshrd.wks
O 7 5,24
Mumicipalities
1 fberdezn
2 Allenhurst
T Allentown
3 Asbury FPark
5 Atlantic Highla
& Avon-By-The-5ea
7 Belmar
3 Bradley Beach
? Brielle
12 Colts Neck.
11 Deal
12 Eatontown
17 Englishtown
Manalpan
id Fair Haven
IS Farmingdals
Howell
15 Frezhold RBoro
Freehold Twnshp
17 Hazlet
12 Highlands
17 Holmdel
20 Interlakesn
21 Keansburg
22 kFeyport
27 Littles Silver
24 Loch Arbour
2% Long Branch
245 Manmasguan
27 Marlbaro
28 Matawan
27 Middletown
0 Millstone
321 Monmouth Beach
32 Neptune
' 3T Neptune City
4 Oce=an
IS5 Oceanport
6 Red Bank
37 Roossvalt
I8 Rumsen
7 Z=2a Bright
40 Zga Girt
41 ~-'§wsbury Boro
rewshury Twp.
42 C:uhh BEzlmar
4% Bpring Lake
34 Spring Lake Hts
4% Tinton Falls

Ocean

2.
s

- Data

1981-1972
Municipality

1046.9%
?.2%
69.1%
15.8%
19.6%
I9569.3%
11.4%
71.3%
g.2%

o dmin
~-y L7
das £

/s
S4.1%
-82.7%
-29.2%
=-20.2%

31.9%
1650.0%
7.0%
S1.4%
4Z.3%
42, 9%
11.3%
1 4~J - u
70.4%

RPRRY A

2. 6%
151.5%
99. 2%
8. 9%
454. 5%
29. 5%
30.5%
71.9%
26. 0%
-29. 9%
. 2%
~24. 8%
T, 1%
ST&. 1%

Base

1781-1972
Regicn
TTTTTTTT 2 oo
-0, 28%
C.02%
-T.41%
- D.39%
-0.27%
0.33%
-0.17%
0.93%
0.3I8%

~0.03%"

&.77%
0.19%
1.21%
Q. 10%
,::) "7Q'/.

27
0.9&6%
S.11%
0.41%
0.28%
7.02%
-0.13%
~-0.45%
-0.87%
0.40%
0.086%
0.95%
1.45%
2.44%
2.29%
1.09%
0.48%
0.27%
Z.47%
Q.08%
7.12%
1.24%

"!"\l
. sndn

0.092
0.34%
0.39%
0.48%
0.84&%
~-0.21%
0.02%
-0.41%

€3 - H.,

-r-

S.19%
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Monmauth

Urmiocn EBeach
Umper Frzehold

W. Lomg Branch
MOMMOUTH COUNTY

t

ZBarmegat Twnshp
Zarnsgat Light
Zay Head

Beach Hawven
Ezachwood
Berkaley

Tima =1L

ok D S 24

Dover
Eaglezwocd
Harvey Cedars
I=sland Heights
Jackson

Lacay
Lakshurst
Manchestar
Lakewgod
Lavallatte
Littl= Egg Harb
Long Beach
Mantoloking

OJcean
Oczan Gate
Fine Beach

Flunsted

Foinmt Plzasant
Ft. Plzasant Be
Ssaside Heights
Sgazide Fark
Shig Bottom

S. Toms River
Stafford

Surt City
Tubkerton

OCEAN COUNTY

TaTAL

% QOcean

- Data

-0, 7%

- - -
2IS.1%

29.9%
42.3%
——-7 rey

. ain

77.89%
42.9%

14.0%

20.4%
8.5%
&0 1%
I0.2%
492 . 8%

. 1%
1.9%
-100.,.07%
T2 8%

o e sim ®

104, 1%
39.3%
208.3%
27.5%
42.1%
231.9%
SI.35%
180. 0%
6. 6%
S51.5%
137.9%
7.9%
17.6%
4. 1%
?9.7%
?&.1%
17.9%
11.2%
113.1%
=-16.7%
4.9%
49. 3%

41.0%

Base

-0, 01%
0.582%

2.53%

"1.8%9%
LHT.06%

Q.25%
0.13%
0.06%
Q0.34%
Q.07%
0.?7%
2.60%

10.886%
0.08%

. QO%

-0Q.14%
S.37%
1.72%
0.42%
1.59%
4.20%
Q.37%

- a
0.22%

0.44%
0.248%
0.417%
0.0I%
0.24%
0. 04%
0.93%

1.04%

1.58%
0.62%
0.18%

0.04%

2.10%
-0.10%
0.05%
26.94%

100.00%

- o AR 3 AR A




Monmouth % Ocean - Data Base

\

fairshrd.wks 11 : 12
OL1/25/348 Vacant Developable Land
B
of
Mumicipalities Region
{ Absrdeen TTTTTTi,ave T 0. 74%
2 &llenburst s .00 ¢
T Allentown = 0. 04%
4 Asbury Farlk 44 0.02%
2 Atlantizc Highla 0 .00
5 Avon-By-The-Sea 4 . Q0% i
7 2elaar 7 . Q0% g
3 Bradley Bzach ? . QO% :
¢ Brielle 170 0. 0% !
19 Colts Meck 5,354 . 2.95% !
11 Deal ~tTIg TG 02%
12 Eatontown 8173 ' D.41% j
1T Englishtown 127 0.06% i
Manalpan 9,423 4,747 é
Fair Haven . 41 0. 02% i
1% Farmingdals 124 0,05% i
Howall 24,325 12.25% Y
15 Freehold Boro 120 0. 087 ?
Frzehold Twnshp 9,864 4,97% : j
17 Hazlet : 1,125 Q0.27% M
13 Highlands X 0 0.00% !
17 Holmdel Z.S19 1.77%
20 Interlaken 10 0.01%
21 Feansburg 0 O, 00%
22 revport 0 ' 0. 00%
27 Littla Silver 282 0.14%
24 Lgch Arbour 3 v . Q0%
25 Long Branch Q 0. 00%
2& Manasguan 0 0.,00%
27 Marlbgcro ?,481 4.77%
ZE Matawan 0 0.00%
27 Middletown 10,23 3.135%
TG Millstone 7,031 I.24%
I1 Menmouth Beach 44 0.02%
I2 Meptune 733 Q.I28%
ZZT Neptune City 49 0.02%
24 Oce=an 1,987 0.99% :
IS Cea2anport 294 0.15% !
& Red Bank 66 0.0I% ;
I7 Roosevelt 95 0. 20% i
T2 Rumson 623 O.32% p
Z? E=a Bright 50 0.03%
43 ZSea Firt 25 0.01%
41 Shra=wshury Baoro 5469 Q.29%
Ehrewshury Twp 19 0.01%
12 Sguth Belmar , ) . Q0%

4T Spring Lake 23 DL01%
44 Boring La
F

A Ty
B R I i S

2 Hts Q 0, Q0%

k
alls I, 065 1.54%

e -
[~




Menmauth % Cec=am - Data Baze

45 Union Bzach 0 0. 00%
47 Upper Fr=sehold 4,292 T.1T7%
Wall 7277 4,02%
W. Lzrg Branch '504, Q.23%

MOMMOUTH COUNTY

107,131

SIT.9T4

T3 Barnzgat Twnshp 1,500 0.75%
1 Earnegat Light 0 0.Q0%
i T2 Bay Head Q Q. 00%
ST Beach Haven 0 O.00%
. 54 EBzachwood 717 0.36%
=T EBerkelegy : L 4I9 2.74% . A
&£ Brice ,.1-9 T.299%
g7 LDever 14,088 7.08%
Z2 Eagleswood 8] 0.00%
=% Harvey Cedars 0 0. 00%
&0 Island Heights S& T 0.07%
A1 Jacksan 17,898 P.01%
52 Lacey 0 0.00%
&% Lakeshurst 6,242 F.14%
Manchester Q.00%
44 Lakewood 7,708 Z.98%
&5 Lavalletts O Q.00%
&6 Little Egg Harb 18,474 7.90%
&7 Long Beach 0 0.00%
&2 Mantoloking 0 Q. 00%
&7 Cc=an 3,692 1.356%
7 Ocean Gate 153 0.08%
71 Pimne Beach 32 0.02%
72 Flumsted 6,841 ZT.44%
73 FPoint Plzasant 248 0.13%
74 Ft. Pleasant RBe 0 0. 00%
7% Seaside Heights 0 ©OL00%
75 Semaside FPark 0 0. 00%
77 Ship Bottom 0 Q. Q0%
783 2. Toms River &0 0.03%
77 Stafford 1,500 0,748% ;
20 Surf City 0 0. 00% .
21 Tukzrton 2,316 1.17%
DOCEAN COUNTY 31,500 45.07%
TOTAL 198,431 100, 00%

S et T




Fairshr4.wks

.y s mE s
Sl 25/ 8‘1

Municipalities

1 Ahzriszen
2 Allenhurst
I Allentown
4 fzoury Fart
S Atlantic Highla
& Avon-By-Tha-Sea
7 Ezlmar
' 8 Bradlev Beach
: ? Briglle
.10 Colts Neck
i 11 Deal
| 12 Zatontown
| 12 Snglishtcwn
§ Manalpan

14 Fair Haven
Farmingdale

| Howell

i 146 Frzshold Boro

: Freehold Twnshp

17 Hazlest
i2 Highlanrds
1? Holmdel

20 Interlaken

21 Heansburg

22 Keygport

23 L:;*‘ﬁ Silver
24 Loch Arbcur
25 Long Branch

25 Manasguan
<7 Marlbara

Matawan

27 Middleatown
Millstone
Monmouth Beach

IZ 11—-;..\.LHE'
IZ Neptune City

& Coe=an
Dzzanpart
Fed Rank
7 Roosevelt

I2 Rumson
39 S=a Bright
30 Zza Girt

D

41 Shrawsbury Boro

Shrawshbury Twp

42 South Belmar
47 Zpring Lake
44 Spring Lake HE
33 Tinton Falls

. . Monmouth &

Jecean

13 14
Land cont.
Farm Total
Land Tarxabla Land
1ce.st =, 488.00
192,00
00 « D0
60,00
11.&9 2,496.00
256.00
S7E.00
448,00
1.,182.00
?,086. 48 20,224.00
. 7468.00
19.320 F.776.00
&1.90 I84.00
8,414,320 20,544.00
1,024,.00
z1.83 T20.00
8.,879. 44 40,448,100
T6.00 1,088.00
10,3324.88 24,512.00
104.73 . 3,871.20
704, 00
4,471.46 11,456.00
. 00
u-.Bﬂ
826.00
75.00 1,722.00
44,30
44,12 T,.264.00
1,088.00
5,602.2 19,328.00
1,43446.40
2,860.50 24,443.00
14,366.49 22,910.40
704,00
52.80 T, 120,00
576,00
IT2.T3 1,984.00
7.059.2
1,132.00
&02.53 1,241.60
T.3I92.00
I84.00
8325. 460
133.00 1,472.00
S7.60
122,00
832.00
8%&. 00
783.57 10,374.40

AT A

Data Base

Househclds per
acre of vacant
Dev. Lard

.59

24.567
R.07
162.80
ERR
.00
471.2°9
2232.467
8.76
0.37
12.24
5.10
2.87
0.39
46.22
S.01
0.32
29.78
0.38
.84
ERR
0.63
I2.90

ERR
ERR
5.52
41,467
ERR
ERR
0. 48
ERR
1.34
0.16
D). 36
T.17
44,98
4,70
6.01
74,3
0.71
3.94
18.82
39.08
1.75
21.(-
109,00
64.17

ERR
0.7&

1
“

16
Households par
acre cof totsl

Ag.Open % V.D.1

=4 Fae Kan)
* Sd e T

e ¢
251,40

41,29
223,57
8.7&
D.14

v~ o=
1-‘-J‘r

S.246
1.79
0.31
45,22
.84
().__,
22.90
0.28
9.3
ERR
0.2
I8.70
ERR
ERR
S.1%
a1.67
254.55
ERR
Q.28
ERR
1.44
0.03
T0.38

17 ™

‘14. 98
T.67
&.01

T4.34
0.28

I.94
18.82
.08

1 i
-t e

a‘-l . (."J
109,00

&4.17
ERR

0.850




. . Mzcnmouth % Oc=2an - Data Base

i Union Beach 1,152.00 ERR . ERR
17 lipper Freshold 23,344,173 30, 144,00 0,14 Q,07
38 Wall I,843.123 19,844, 40 0.82 ' 0,35
42 4, lL=ng Branch 102,27 1,856, 00 4, 4% T.70

MOMMOUTH COUNTY 4,990, 0& 4._8é 40 1.29 0.2%
£ Barnsgat Twnshp F29.99 23,232,000 1.88 1.15%
Z!1 Barns=gat Light I9&.20 ERR ERR
=2 Bay Head 316,00 ERR ERF
€7 Baach Haven 4D, OO ERR ERR
Z4 FBeachwood 1,722.00 T.43 7.495
Z5 Eerkaley 2530460 25,702.40 1.77 1.6%
245 Brick 44,85 15,894.00 2,446 2.54
=7 Cover 671.14 28,179.20 1.58 1.351
£2 Eagleswood ' 10,944, 00 ERR ERR
57 Harvey Cadars 505,860 ERR ERR
2 Island Heights 403,20 10,29 10,29
51 Jackson 2,5853.3 &4,512.00 0. 43 0.3
42 Lacey F49.253 95,344,300 ERR .7
£% Lakehwrst 742,40 Q.14 .14

Manchester S04.04 S2,4672.00 ERR 27.’“
54 Lakawcod 374.32 16,512.00 1.83 1.73
£t5 Lavallstte ' T64.80 ERR ERR
L& Littla Egg Harb 83,00 0,848, 00 .20 0,26
t7 l.ong RBeach 2,688.00 ERR ERR
52 Mantoloking 281.50 ERR ERR
57 Ccaz2n T20.00 Q.40 3, 40
70 Ocean Gate : 12,780.80 .86 3.66&
71 Fine Beach ' 480,00 20.58 20.58
72 Plumsted 7,876.73 26,048,00 0.2Z G.11
7T Point Fleasant 2,304,00 24,48 24.48
74 P, Pleasant EBeach L. 00 ERR ERR
'S Zesaside Heights 160.00 ERR ERR
74 Seaside Fark 384.00 ERR ERR
77 Ship Bottoem 454, 40 ERR ERR
2 5. Toms River 894&. 00 17.3%37 17.37
'? Stafford 758.13 29,376.00 2.83 1.867
0 Surfd City S76.00 ERR « ERR
311 Tukasrton 2,43T2.00 0.42 Q.42

OCEAN COUNTY 15,087.96 410,24G,00 1.40 1.20

TOTAL 110,078.02  715,526.40 1.50 0.97




Monmeouth

’

Lairzhrd.wis
21722784
Muanicisozlities
1 Scerdeen
Z Allanhurst
T Allantown
4 Ssbury Park
S Atlan+1_ Highla
& Avon-By—-Tha—-Sea
7 Belmar
8 Bradley B=ach
7 Briell
10 Colts Nech
11 Pesal
12 Eatontown
12 Englishtown
Manal agpan
14 Fair Haven
S Farmingdale
Howell
14 Frezhcld Boraos
Freehold Twnshp
17 Hazlat
18 Highlands
17 Holmdel
20 Interlaksn
21 Feansburg
22 Heyport
2T Little Eilver
24 Loch Arbour
2% Long Eranch
Z56 Manasguan
27 Marlboaoro
22 Matawan
22 Middlz=town
Z0 Millstone
31 Monmouth Beach
Z2 MNeptune
ZZ Meptumes City
Z34 Cc=an
IS Dceanpoirt
I5 Fed Eank
I7 FRoossvelt
8 FRumson
P Z2a Bright
40 Ses Girt
41 Zhrzwsbury Boro
Shrewsbury Twp
42 ZSemuth Belmar
27 Zpring Lake
44 Zpring Lake Hts
1T Tinton Falls

)9-1 —

Cec=an

1~

&/

Ad gd Vacant
Developabla
Larnd

-
just

170
4,941
48

-
ey

199
41
136
I3, 405
156
20,199
1,230

0
7,990
10

0

0
357

1

17

a3

0
16,083
0
13,100
21,397
a3

806

49
2,299
294
66

998
535

50

25

752

19

b

Data Base

18
pA
regian

—— it . S " St . o i ey S

QO
Y 4
0. 01%
. D0

« Q0%
< O0%
- D0%
- D.08%

4.84%
0.02%

0.27%

Q. Oé?

o. %

O.Ulu

0.04%
10.82%

Q.09%

&5.54%

0.40%

Q. 00%

.OOZ

0.00%

O O0O%

0.12%

alay

Q.01%

0.00%

S.21%

« O0O%

4,24%

6.927T%

0.01%

Q. 26%

D.02

0.74%

O.IO%

0""

0. S2%

O.ZIZ

0.,02%

0.01%

0.24%

0.01%

« D0O%

0.01%

0.00%

1

~e.,
- ._-.I/,-
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Monmouth

UJnion Eeach
Upper Frezeheld
Wall

4. Long Branch
MOMNMCOUTH COUMTY
Zarnegat Twnshp
EBarrnegat Light
Bay Head

Ezach Haven
Beachwcod
BEzrkeley

Brick

Dover
Eagleswood

Harvey Cedars
Island Heights
Jackson
Lacay
Lakehurst
Manchester
Lalkeawood
Lavallztte
Little Egg
Long EBeach
Mantoloking
Dcean

Ocean Gate
Finme B2ach
Flumsted

Harb

Foint Pleasant
Ft. Fleasant Be
Szaside Heights

ide Park
S. Toms River
Stafford

Surf City
Tukerten

CEAN COUNTY

TOTAL

o
;'~/.

Qzean -

Data Base

)
29,378
11,820

506
202, 121

2,430
Q
0Q
Q

717

S, 693

7.174

14,729
0

0

Sé
20,251
P49
6,242
S04

8,279

0

13,757
0

0
3,692
153

=2
14,717
2468

0

0

0

0

&0

2,268
0

2,314

106,288

308,709

0. 00
F.67%
Z.87%
0.20%
59.47%

0.79%
0.00%
D.DOZ
< 00
\J. :.'

1.84%

2.32%

4.77%
0. 00%
Q. 00%
0.02%
b.b6L%
0.31%
2.02%
Q. 16%
2.68%
0.00%
S.10%
0. 00%
Q. 00%

. 20%

0, 00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.02%
0.73%4
0.00%
0.73%

Z4.33%

100.00%




Monmouth % Ccean - Data Base

fairshrd.wks pl g2 =]
122584 Fopulation
R i 1970
of
Municipalities Region
1 Abardaen 17,235 2.03% 17,480
2 allsnhurst . - F12 O.11% 1,012
T Allentown 1,942 U.ZTZ 1,603
4 Asbury Park 17,0135 2.00% 16,3553
2 Atlantic Highla 4,930 0.328% S.102
5 Aven-By-The—-Sea 2,33 0.28% 2,163
7 Belmar 6,771 0.B0% 5.7 2
3 Bradley Beach 4,772 Q.356% 4,157
7 Brislle 4,048 0.48% J.u°4
12 Colts Neck 7.388 QI9T% 5.81%
11 Dzal | 1,932 0.27% 2,401
12 Eaton*town 12,703 1.50% 14,617
17 Englishtown P74 0.11% 1,048
Manalpan 18,914 2.27% 14,049
14 Fair Haven’ 3,679 0.87% 5,142
15 Farmingdals . 1,748 0.18% 1,148
Howell 25,063 2.95% 21,,ué
15 Fr=ehold Bora 10,020 1.,18% 10,545
Frashaold Twnshp 12,202 2.26% 13,188
17 Hazlet _J,Hl” 2.71% 22,379
18 Highlands 5,187 Q.581% 22716
17 Holmdel 8,447 0.99% 48,117
- 20 Interlaken 1,037 . 0. 12% 1,182
21 Keansburg 10,4613 1.28% L 720
22 Heyport 7,413 0.87% 7,205
27 Little Silver 5,548 O.863% 5,010
24 Loch Arbour 369 0.04% 398
2% Long Branch 27,8179 Z.91% 1,774
2& Manasguan S, 354 0.63% 4,971
27 Marlboro 17,560 2.07% 12,273
28 Matawan 8,837 1.04% 2,136
<2 Middletown 2.414 7.37% 54,523
I3 mMillstone 3,926 0.46% 2.5”5
Z1 Monmouth Eesach 3,318 0.39% 2,042
I2 Neptune 28, 366 F.324% 27,863
7 MNeptune City 5,278 0.82% S.HOH
T4 Ocean 27,3870 2.73% 18, 643
I3 Desanport 5,888 0. &9% 7,303
T4 Red Bank 12,031 1.42% 12,847
I7 Roosesvelt 835 0.10% 314
2 Fumsaon 7,627 0.90% 7,421
7 Z2a Bright 1_81” 0.21% 1.3?°
40 Ssa Gir 2,650 0.31% 2,207
41 Shrazwsbury Boro 2,982 0, 35% 3,I15
Ehizwsbury Twp RS 0.12% 1,154
42 ZSouth Belmar 1,586 0.189% 1,420
43 Spring Lake 4,215 0.30% Z,398
44 Spring Lake Hts D.,424 C.564% 4,502
43 Tinton Falls 7,740 0.91% 8,379
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Mormouth % Qzean - Data Base

Uriion Besch
Upoer Fraehold
Hall

W, Long Branch

MOMM2UTH COUNTY

Zarnsgat Twnshp
Barnegat Light
Bay He=ad

Seach Haven
Be2achwocd
Barkeley

Brick

Covear

Eagleswoced
Harvey Cedars
Island Heights
Jackson

Lacey
Lakeahurst
Manchester
Lakewood
Lavallette
Little Egg Harb
Long Beach
Mantoloking
Oc=zan

Ocezan Gate
Fine Beach
Flumsted

Foint Plzasant

Ft. Plegasant Be
Ssazide HMeights

Seaside Farlk
Ship EbBottom
S. Toms River
Statford

Surt City
Tukearton
OCEaN COUNTY

TOTAL

6,354 0.75%
2750 0.32%
18, 952 2.23%

7,780

S0T,173

3,702 1.02%
619 0.07%
1,340 0.1&%
1,714 0. 20%
7,637 0.91%
23,151 2.73%
57,429 &.3I2%
64,455 7.59%
1,009 0.12%
363 0. 04%
1,575 0.19%
25, 644 3. 02%
14,161 1.567%
2,908 0.34%
27,987 3. 30%
ze, 464 4.53%
2,072 0.24%
2,483 1.00%
I, 489 0.41%
43z 0. 0S%
3,731 0. 44%
1,385 0.1&%
1,794 0.21%
4,574 0.55%
17,747 2.09% .
5,415 0.68%
1,802 0.21%
1,795 0.21%
1,427 0.17%
3,954 0.47%
10,385 .22%
1,571 0. 18%
2,472 0. 29%
T45,038 40.75%
849,211 100.00% -

0.37%

~es,
S9.25%

Source! N.J. Dept. of Labor,
Fopulation Estimates for
New Jersey, S=pt., 1983,

4,472
2,551
156,490
4,345
451,341

1,539
==
1,083
1,488
4,370
7,718
35,057
43,751
14
1,397
18,276
4,416
2,641

7,550

Il s ienlind
ol g el

1,509
2,972
2,910

319

DA

1,081
1,395
3,113
15,948
3,382
., 248
1,432
1,079
=, 581
3,484
1,129
1,924
208, 470

670,311
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0
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3

LI

bury Fark
gtlantic Highla
Avon-By-The~3S=2a
E=zlmar X
Eradley Beach
Brielle

Lo

Colts Nect
Deal
Eatontown

Englishtown
Manalpan

Fair Haven
Farmingdalza
Howall
Frzehold Bors
Freehold Twnshp
Hazlet
Highlands
Holmdel
Intesrlaken
Feanshurg
FKeyport

Little Silver
Lach Arbour
Long Eranch
Manasguan
Marlboro
Matawan
Middietgwn
Millstone
Menmouth EBeach
Meptune
Meptune City
Oc=an
Qczanport

F=d Bank
Focszvelt
Rumson

Ses Bright

Sea Girt
Shrewsbury Boro
Shrewsbury Twp
South Belmar

Sprinmg Lake
Spring Laka Hts
Tinteon Falls

Change
1930-1970

(100)

>
I

432
(152
174
389
409
474
2,069
(44%)
(1,918)
(721
4,863
(463}
200
5,309

(325

5,017
774
1,271

2,330

(145)
893
208

(462)
(26)
(1,955
383
5,287
(299)
7,951
1,391

1,27

503
(228)
4,927

(1,415

(816}
21
=02
4773
44z
(333

(1&9)
74
19
322

(483)

Baze
pS pé
—mmmmmge - G
17920-1970 1280-1970
Municipality Fegion
TTTTIRTsn TTTTTTIoTEEn
-9, 9% -0, Q8%
22.4% 0.20%
2.9% Q.27%
-Z. 0% -0, 08%
8. 0% 0.10%
17.1% 0.55%
14.56% 0.34%
123.2% 0.258%
IS. 5% 1.186%
-18.7% -0, 25%
-13.1% -1.07%
-4&.9% -0.04%
I4.56% 2.72%
-7.5% —-0.256%
17.4% O.11%
19.2% 1.85%
-5.0% -0, 29%
45. &% I.386%
Z.3% 0.43%
I2.9% 0.71%
z8.1% 1.30%
-12.3% -0.08%
?.2% 0.30%
2.9% 0.12%
-7.7% -0.26%
-b6.6% -0.01%
-4, 2% -1.09%
7.7% 0.21%
Z.1% 2.958%
-2.3% -0.17%
14.6% 4.44%
S4.,9% 0.78%
2.5% 0.71%
1.8% 0.28%
-4.1% -0.13%
25.4% 2.75%
-21.5% -0, 90%
-6.4% -0, 486%
2.8% 0.01%
2.7% D.11%
IS5.3% 0. 2&%
20.1% Q. 25%
-10.86% -0.20%
-14.5% -0, 09%
3.1% 0.04%
. 2% 0. 18%
17.9% 0.486%
-7.8% -0, 374
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Dover
Ezgleswoad
Harvey Cadarsg
Island Heights
Jackson
Lacey
Lakeshurst
Manchester
Lakewood
Lavalletta
Little Egg Harh
Long EBeach
Mantoloking
Jcean
Ozczan Gate
Fime Besach
Flumsted
Foint Pleasant
Ft. Pleasant Ee
1da Heights
ide ParL
Gottom

ns River
Staffaord
Surfs City
Tubkarton
DCZAN COUNTY

(0 ) (1 UY
omom ot
L TR T
T m U’I
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0
3
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TOTAL

% Ocean - Data Baze

(118)

1.4;
13,
20,

6

137,

173,

199
. 462

(= —
o Bl b}

-4-—-:-1

162
&3

=
2357

e
.

233
S72
704
184

42

178

. T68

.S4as

287
437

T, 241

363

.S11

578
114

» 209

304
401

Sé61
779

=-c-‘
P Y

=4
3&3
3483

(27)
701
442
S446
348

F00

-1.8%
7.3%
14.9%
7.8%
8.%%

445. 3%
11.7%

2T.7%

= My
135.2%

‘75 1'/
192, 4%
S3.0%
47 .3=%
__.6'
15.86%
12.7%
40, 3%

204.8%

10.1%
270.7%
S32.5%
I7.3%
185. 4%
19.3%
33.7%
&7.9%
28.1%
28.7%
Z.6%
11.1%
10.9%
44.4%

e e
aed w

- -v-/
—tain i

-0.7%
181.9%
39.1%
HB! .Jll

&&6.0%

25.7%

—0.07%
0.11%
1.38%
0.3I0%

2T.10%

4.00%
0.04Y
0.14%
D.13%
1.348%
2.31%
10.323%
11.57%
D.10%
0.03%
0. 1¢
4,12
T
D.15
11.42%
7. 30%
Q.31%
Z.08%
Q.32%
Q.08%
0.34%
0.17%
0.22%
G.I1%
0.9%%
0.320%
O.71%
0.20%
0.19%
-Q.02%
Z.75%
0.25%
0.31%
76.90%

100.00%




“airshrd.wks vi v2 vz
S125734 Valuation
Net % Yalue
of Far capita
wnicicaliitizs Region
1 Aberdaesn TIso,I91,09f  1.S3% 20,330
2 Allsnhurst 40,119,585 0. 13%° 43,771
I Gllentown 35,632,394 D.16% 18,141
4 Asbury Park 156,617,891 0.8653% 2,204
Z Atlantic Highla 118,182,440 0.52% 23,875
s Avon-By-Tha-Sea 78,387,300 0.34% 33,615
7 Balmar 138,698,213 0. &8% 22,993
2 Bradlzy Beach 83,381,716 0. I6% 17,473
7 Brizlle 72,384,013 0.759% 42,375
10 Colts Neck 313,063,040 1.Z7% 3%, 5687
{1 Deal 176,063,450 0.77% F0, 1946
12 SEatantown 283, 465,264 1.25% 22,472
:T Erglishtown 21,080,640 0.09% 21,599
Mansalpan S4Q,723,286 2.385% 28,3879
14 Fair Haven 178,758,463 0. 78% 31,477
1% Farmingdala 28,279,578 0.12% 20,97%
Howall 48,129,033 2.40% - 21,848
14 Freshold Barao 204,448,755 0O.F0% 20,504
Fr=shald Twnshp 548,473,789 - 2.49% 29,608
17 Hazlet 419,827,212 1.3T% 18,230
{2 Highlands 110,774,192 0.48% 21,357
1% Holmdel 2546,714,740 2.4T% 685,707
20 Interlakesn 28,771,361 0.17% 7,788
21 Meansburg 116,448,216 0.51% 10,992
2% Keyport 126,246,875 0.55% 17,039
2T Little Silvaer 210,448,979 0.92% I7L?T2
24 Loch Arbour 12,770,332 0.0&% 4, 4608
ZZ Leng Branch 307,847,675 2.22% 17,021
2& Manasguan 212,771,990 0.93% I9,728
Z7 Marlboro . 215,694,058 o 2.25% 27,348
Z2 Matawan 172,488,722 0.73% ' 19,3541
27 Middletown 1,700,350,055 7.43% 27,173
IO Millstonme 175,912,189 0.359% 4,517
I1 Monmouth Bzach 148,777,778 ’ Q.65% 44,344
T2 Meptune 499,224,256 2.18% 17,599
IZ Mepture City 104,950,623 0. 44% 19,892
I4 Deocean 672,449,280 2.74% 28,53
IZ Ocezanpert 201,317,332 0.88% 34,171
I& Red Bank 264,366,196 1.18% 21,774
Z7 Roosavelt 17,401,998 Q. 08% 20,841
I8 Fumscn 350,804,747 1.53% 45,019
I7 3=a Bright 75,782,301 0.T4% 42,374 o
4 Zma Girt 172,321,702 0.73% &8, 027
41 Zhreswsbury Boro 130,384,101 0.97% 44,013
Zhrawsbury Twp 5,169,871 0.02% S.196
32 ZSouth Belmsr II3,972,474 0.18% 21,448
47 Spring Lake 285,348,572 1.03% 55,836
44 3Spring Lake Hts  143,93%5,38%& 0.63%. 26,52
2% Tintgn Falls 213,454,775 0.93T% 27,57




Mcnmouth

MONMOUTH COuUNTY

o

% Ocesan - Data PBase

12,171,417, 430

37.58%

%5 Union Beach 96,972,101 Q.42% 15,262
#7 Upoer Freeholg 106,308, 759 0.47% -8,8764
22 Wall 580, 998, 903 2.547% 30,654
47 W. Long Braneh 220, 656,062 0. 96% 29,397

25,177

Z0 Barrmzgat Twrshp 167,005,057 0.71% 13,722
2l Rarregat Light 128,124,356 0.56% 06,934 -
32 Bay Head 139,463,537 0.61% 104,077
33 Beach Haven' 219,904,532 0.94% 128,299
24 Ezachweod 136,014,040, 0.39% TaAF4
S Berkeley 710,947,083 T.11% 30,709
35 Brick 1,308,222,511 &.39% 28,127
37 Dover 244,238,204 1.07% 3,739
S8 Eagleswcod 25,465, 609 O.1&% 33, 149
27 Harvey Cadars 137,925,731 0. 60% 372,961
50 Island Heights 41,269,874 0.13% 26,207
&1 Jackson 497,890,877 2.18% 19,415
&2 Lacey 488,109,534 2.13% 34,3469
&3 Lakzhurst 28,473,743 0.13% ?,882
Marichester 712,754,208 J.12% 25,447
54 Lakewoozd 713,978, 154 Z.12% 18,3562
53 Lavallezte 234,892,750 1.03% 117,765
©& Little Egg Harb 307,344,432 1.324% 386,27
57 Long Beach 852,883,279 I.T7I% 244,521
&8 Mamtoloking 131,106,615 0.57% 02,727
&7 Oczan 137,948,797 C.60% 26,977
70 Ocean Gate I6,331,801 0.16% 26,232
71 Fine Peach 49,4584, 657 0.22% 27,8465
72 Flumstad 77,595,029 0.347 16,401
73 Foint FPlassant 466,923,914 2.047 25,710
74 Ft. Pleasant Re 242,550,946 1.086% 44,792
73 Seaside Heights 133,692,234 0.561% 786,954
75 Seaside Fark 162,515,813 0.71% 90,578
77 Ship Bottom 131,545,980 Q.466% 106,179
72 5. Toms River 45,3599, 4460 0.20% 11,788
77 Stafford 481,253,843 2.10% 46,341
S0 Surfd City 207,170,906 D.21% 171,872
S Tukartoan 70,571,727 0.71% 28,548
CCEAN CCOUNTY ?:701,646,577 42.432% =8,0Z¢%
TCTaL 22,873,064,057 100.00% 26,924

Source: 1980 US Census
Abstract of Ratables, 1983
Cezan 2 Monmouth Countiesg®
Boards o<+ Tarxation




1 RA-erdesn 0. 500%
2 Allarhurst 1.087%
I Allentown 0.4477%
1 Asbury Park 0.227%
I Atlantic Highla 0.588%
S Avon-By=The- —~S=2a3 0.323%
7 EBelmar «Sh&Y
8 Bradley Beoach 430%
? Erlelle 04T
12 Colts MNeck PTTY
11 Ceal 250
12 Eatontown Q.353%
13 Englishtown 0.332%
Manalpan Q704
14 Fair Haven D.775%
13 Farmingdale 0.51&%
Howel} 0.538%
1& Fra2ehold Berao 0.3507%
Fraehold Twnshp 0,729%
17 Hazlat 0.449Y
18 Highlands 0.3286%
1? Holmdel 1,8622%
20 Interlaken 0.920%
Z1 Faansburg 0.271%
22 Keyport 0.419%
2T Little Silver 0.2Z4%
24 Loch Arbour - 0.852%
23 Long Branch . 0.419%
25 Manasguan 0.283%
27 Maribears 0.723%
28 Matawan 0.481%
27 Middlatown 0. 649Y
T M-ilT’*'L:r'xe 0.250%
Z1 Mommouth Beach 1.104%
Iz Nsnfune Q.433TY
I7F Meptune City 0.490Y
24 Crcasan Q.702%
I3 Cczanport 0.342%
4 Red Bank 0.541%
I7 Roossvel+ 0.513%
B Rumson 1.1323%
7 Zes Bright 1.042%
4l Sga Gift 1.&601% .
41 Shrswsbur/ Eorag 1.083%
:P*=wsburv Twp 0.128% .
12 Zcuth Be‘mar Q.333%
27 Zpring Lake 1.273%
14 ZBpring Lake Htg 0.633%
2% Tinmton Falls D.579%
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4%

2/09/84

Municipalities

Aberdeen
Allenhurst
gllentown
Azhury Fark
Atlantic Highla
Avon—By-The-Sea
Balmar

Bradley Beach
Brizlle

Colts MNeck

-

XN

Y

o

Fatontown

= Englishtown

Marnalapan

Fair Haven
Farmingdale
Howsll

Freshold Horo
Freehold Twnshp
Hazlet
Highlands

7

Loch Arbour
L.ong Branch
Manasquan
Marlboro
Matawan
Middletown
Millstone
Monmouth Beach
Neptune
Meptune City
Geocean
Oceanport

Fed Bank
Foosevelt
Rumson

Sea Bright

Sea bBirt
Shrewsbury Boro
Shrewsbury Twp
South Belmar
Epring Lake
Spring Lake Hts
Tinton Falls

Monmouth

Valuation

% Ocean - Data‘Base

350,391,091
40,119,585
35,632,594

156,613,891

118,182,440
78,557, 300

156,698,213
33,381,716

172,384,013

313,065,040

176,063, 450

285, 465, 264
21,080, 640

540,723, 256

178,738, 463
28,279,557

=548, 129,033

206,448,755

568,473, 289

419,527,212

110,774,192

554,714,760
8,771,361

114,668,716

126,246,835

210,448,979
12,770,532

507,847,676

213,771,990

515, 694, 058

172,685,732

, 700,350, 055

135,512, 189
148,799,978
499,224,256
104,950, 623
672,469, 280
201,317,328
264,366, 196

17,401,998
250,804,747
76,782,701
172,321,702
130, 366, 101

5,169,871
33,932, 434

235,748,572

143,935,896
217,454,775

e e e et v ot o St S ot

Q.16%
0.14%
Q.63%
0.48%
0. 32%
O.&63%
O.324%
0,.70%
1.27%
D.71%4
1.16%
Q.09%
2.19%
O.72%
0.11%

2.0

D ow ALl

0.84%
2.30%
1.70%
0.45%
2.26%
O.16%
Q.47%
0.51%
0.95%
O.05%
2.06%
0.87%
2.09%
0.70%
6.89%
0.55%
0. 60%
2.02%
0.43%
2. 734
Q0.82%
1.07%
Q.07%
1.42%
Q0.31%
0.70%

0.33%

0.02%
0.14%
0.95%
0, 58%
0.87%

Value
Fer capita

20, T30
47,991
18, 161
9,204
27,875
I3, 615
22,995
17,473
42,374
39, 689
90, 196
22,472
21,599
28,589
71,477
20,979
21,968
20, 604
29, 605
18,230
21,357
65,907
37,388
10,997
17,030
37,932
34, 608
17,031
39,978
29,768
19,541
27,173
34,517
44,846
17,599
19,892
28,53
34,191
21,974
20,841
46,019
42,374
65,027
44,013
5,196
21,648
55,836
26,537

27,3578
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Union Beach 96,972,101 0.I9% 15,262
Upper Freehold 106,908,758 O.43% 8,876
Wall 580,998,903 2.35% 30,6546
W. Long Branch 220,656,042 0.89% 279,899
MONMOUTH COUNTY13,171,417,480 5IT.38% 1,606,917
Barnegat Twrnishp 163,005,057 0.&886% 18,732
Barmnegat Light 128,124,356 0.3S2% ”06.086
Say Head 13 9.4a4,é .7 O.E57% 1Q4,077
Bzach Haven 219,904,572 0.89% 128,299
Beachwood 136,014,040 0.55% 17,4694
Berlkeley 710, 04/.J8” 2.88% 30,709
HBrick 1,qwq,272,611 LH.o11% 28, 123
Dovar 2,044,238, 204 8.29% 31,716
Ezgleswood 5, 465, 609 0. 14% .5‘-49
Harvey Cadars "7 P25,731 0. 56% I79,961
Izland Heights 41,269 874 D.17% 26,203
Jackson 477,870,877 2.02% 19,415
Lacey 488, 109,584 1.98% 4,469
Lakshurst 28,678,747 0. 12% 7,862
Manchester 712,734,208 2.89% 25,4467
Latewood 713,978,154 2.89% 18,562
Lavallette 234,892,730 0.95% 113,365
Little Egg Harb 307,344,432 1.25% 36,23

l.omg Beach 852,888,279 . 446% 244,321
Mantoloking 131,106,615 0,.53% 302,787
Ocean 137,948,797 0.56% 36,977
Ooe=an Gate 6,331,801 0. 15% ”6,2?2
Fine Beach 49,686,657 0, 20% 27,865
Flumsted 77,593,029 0.31% 16,601
Foint Fleasant 466,928,716 1.89% 26,310
Ft. Fleasant He 742.550 b6 O.98% 44,792
Szaside Heights 1"8_&9“,286 0.546% 76,7465
Bezazide Fark 162,515,813 0. &66% 70,3538
Ship Bottom 191,545,980 0.61% 106.199
5. Toms River 446,599,460 0. 19% 11,783
Stafford 481,253,843 1.95% 446,341
Surt City 207,170,906 0.84% 131,872
Tukerton 70,571,727 0,29% 28,3548
OCEAN COUNTY 11,501, 6446,577 456, 624 2,483,159
TOTAL 24,4873,064,057 100,.00% 4,090,076

Monmouth % Ucean -~ Data Hase

Source: 1980 US LCensus
Abstract of Ratables, 19873
Ocean % Monmouth Counties®
Boards of Taxation



QOG-Falh-84 Monmouth % Ocean — Data Base

fairshrd.wks v4
O2/072./84
pA
V.F.C.
region
Municipalities
1 Pberdesn 0O.497%
2 Allenhurst 1.07&%
T Allentown 0. 444%
4 Asbury Fark Q.225%
= Atlantic Highla 0. 584%
& Avon-By-The—-Sea Q. B322%
7 Baslmar 0.562%
3 EBradlsy Beach O.427%
? Brislle o 1.0386%
10 Colts Nech 0. 270%
11 Deal 2.205%
12 Eatorntown 0.549%
12 Englishtown 0,.528%
%a.“_apwn O.89F%
14 Fair Haven 0.770%
153 Farmingdale Q.517T%
Howel l Q0.535%
14 Fragheld Boro 0.504%
Freehold Twnshp O.724%
17 Hazlet 0.4486%
183 Highlands 0.522%
1?2 Holmdel 1.611%
20 Interlabken G.9214%
21 Keansburg 0, 269%
22 Fevyport O.416%
27 Little Silver Q.927%
24 Loch Arbour 0. 8456%
25 Lomg Branch D.416%
24 Manasqguan 0.976%
27 Marlboro 0.718%
28 Matawan Q.478%
29 Middla=town 0.664%
I Millstone 20.844%
21 Monmnmouth Beach 1.096%
2 Neptune 0.430%
ZZ Meptune City 0.484&%
Z4 Ocean 0.698%
5 Dceanport 0. 8367
34 Red Bank 0D.537%
27 Roosevelt 0.310%
I8 Rumson 1.125%
%7 Sea Bright 1.038%
40 Sea Girt 1.590%
41 Shrewsbury Boro 1.076%
Shrewsbury Twp 0.127%
42 Zouth Belmar 0. 530%
4% Bpring Lake 1.32865%
44 Spring Lake Hts 0.649%
45 Tinton Falls 0.674%




152 tnion Beach

47 Upper Freehold
12 Wall

47 W. Long Branch
MOMMOUTH COUNTY

Barmnegat Twnshp
Barnegat Light
Bay Head

= Hawven
: hwood
=T aley
54 Brich
57 Dover
58 Ezgleswood
32 Harvey Cedars
land Heights
wckson
AC2y
akehurst
chester
Lakewood
Lavallette
Little Egg Harb
Long Beach
Manteloking
Joesan
7 Ooean Gate
71 Fine Besach
7 Flumsted
7E Foint Fleasant
74 Ft. Fleasant Be
73 Seaside Heights
75 Seaside Park
77 Ship Bottom
78 5. Toms River
77 Stafford
¥

a4 Surd City
81 Tukerton
OCEAN COUNTY

TOTAL

Monmouth
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100G,

. 386%

- A06%

. 288%

% Ocean -

Data Base

I7I%
FSOU

7S50%
FI1
288%

4587
061%
S45%
1 ".’7'4’
473

751%
&88%
TTSY
3=9%
290
&HA41%
475%
347
241%
H2TY
4547%
772U
F73%
40T%
FO4Y
&b41%
L7 5%

bH4T%
095%
382%
214%
S97%

133%
2247
698%
712%

QOGL




