











e The Township’s Fair Share Plan and the manner in which the community will meet its third round
obligation.

The housing element, as required by N.J.A.C. 5:94-1 et seq. and N.J.S.A. 40:55D-1 et seq. and N.J.S.A.
52:27D-310, shall be designed to achieve the goal of providing affordable housing to meet present and
prospective housing need, with particular attention to low and moderate income housing. It shall include
the municipality's strategy for addressing its present and prospective need and shall contain the following:

1. An inventory of the Township’s housing stock by age, condition, purchase or rental, occupancy
characteristics and type, including the number of units affordable to low and moderate income
households and substandard units capable of being rehabilitated.

2. A projection of the municipality's housing stock, including the probable future construction of
low and moderate income housing for the next ten years, taking into account, but not necessarily
limited to, construction permits issued, approvals of applications for development and probable
residential development of lands.

3. An analysis of the municipality's demographic characteristics, including, but not limited to,
household size, income level and age.

4, An analysis of the existing and probable future employment characteristics of the municipality.
5. A determination of the municipality's present and prospective fair share for low and moderate

income housing and its capacity to accommodate its present and prospective housing needs,
including its fair share of low and moderate income housing.

6. If a development fee is imposed pursuant to N.J.A.C. 5:93-8, a copy of the spending plan shall be
included.
7. A consideration of the lands that are most appropriate for construction of low and moderate

income housing and of the existing structures appropriate for conversion to, or rehabilitation for
low and moderate income housing, including lands of developers who have expressed a
commitment to provide low and moderate income housing.

8. A map of all sites designated by the Township for the production of low and moderate income
housing and a listing of each site that includes its owner, acreage and lot and block.

9. The location and capacity of existing and proposed water and sewer lines and facilities relevant to
the designated sites.
10. Copies of necessary applications for sewer service and water quality management plans submitted

pursuant to Section 201 and 208 of the Federal clean water Act, 22 U.S.C. Article 1251 et. seq.

11. A copy of the most recently adopted municipal master plan and the immediately preceding,
adopted master plan.

12. For each designated site, a copy of the New Jersey Freshwater Wetland map, where available.
Where not available, appropriate copies of the National Wetlands Inventory maps provided by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

13. A copy of appropriate U.S.G.S. Topographic Quadrangle for appropriate sites.




14. Any other documentation as may be required by COAH.




COMMUNITY OVERVIEW

The Township of Jefferson is 43 square mile, suburban community that contains Newark Watershed and
Jersey City watershed lands inclusive of approximately 21 square miles of preserved lands for
conservation and recreational purposes. The major land holders include: the State of New Jersey
Department of Environmental Protection with State forest/parklands; Morris County Park Commission,;
the Federal Fish, Game and Wildlife; Picatinney Arsenal and the Township of Jefferson.

Within the Township are two “centers” of commercial concentration. The Milton section is located in the
southern portion of the municipality adjacent to the West Milford boundary. The other commercial
section is located along Route 15 in the Lake Hopatcong region. Major highways and access to the
community include Route 80, Route 15, Berkshire Valley Road, Route 181 and Weldon Road. Within a
short distance of the Township, is Route 23, which provides additional north-south access.

The Township’s boundary is coterminus with eight other municipalities and two other counties. The
bordering municipalities include West Milford in Passaic County; Hopatcong, Sparta and Hardyston in
Sussex County; and Mount Arlington, Roxbury and Wharton in Morris County.

Jefferson is a developed, established older suburban municipality that has many lake communities that
over the past decades have converted from summer homes to year round residential use. Within its
bounds the community offers many parks and two golf courses.

The Township offers its residents a balance of cultural, commercial and recreational services. It is a
thriving community which provides all the necessary amenities to its population while also offering local
charm and a small town feel. While the community is fully developed it is anticipated that future
development will be in the form or redevelopment or revitalization.




HOUSING, POPULATION AND ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS

COAH’s regulations require that the municipal housing inventory identify the local housing stock
characteristics including the number of units, housing age, housing conditions, value, occupancy
characteristics and type, number of units affordable to low and moderate income households and
substandard units capable of being rehabilitated.

Inventory of Municipal Housing Stock

In 2000, the census indicated that there were a total of 7,527 housing units in Township of Jefferson.
This represented a 5.5 percent increase in housing units over 1990, where a total of 7,115 units were
reported.

Housing Characteristics

Nearly 89 percent of the Township’s housing stock is owner-occupied. In 1990 and 2000, the vacancy
rate in the Township was very low, with just 5.0 percent of housing units vacant. Additional details
regarding tenure and occupancy are provided in Table 1 below.

Table 1

Housing Characteristics (1990 and 2000)

Characteristic 1990 2000
Number Percent Number Percent

Total Housing Units 7,115 100 7,527 100
Total Occupied Housing Units | 6,330 88 7131 94
Owner Occupied 5,430 76 6311 83

Renter Occupied 900 12 820 11

Total Vacant Housing Units 245 3 396 5

Source: U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1990 and 2000.

Table 2 shows the relative age of the housing stock in Jefferson and Morris County, as reported in the
U.S. Census. As shown below, the age of the Township’s housing stock is consistent with the County as
a whole. Over one-half of the Township’s housing units were built before 1970 with the greatest
concentration between 1950 and 1970.




6
Table 2
Year Structure Built (2000)
Morris County Jefferson
Year Constructed

Units Percent Units Percent
Built 1999 to March 2000 1,974 1.5 136 2.2
Built 1995 to 1998 8,075 6.3 593 9.4
Built 1990 to 1994 8,637 6.7 232 3.7
Built 1980 to 1989 16,816 13.0 804 12.7
Built 1970 to 1979 17,898 13.9 794 12.6
Built 1960 to 1969 23,502 18.2 1,313 20.8
Built 1950 to 1959 23,889 18.5 1,413 22.4
Built 1940 to 1949 9,271 ‘ 7.2 586 9.3
Built 1939 or earlier 18,928 14.7 437 6.9
Total 128,990 100 6,308 100
Median Year Structure Built 1965 1965

Source: U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 2000.

The U.S. Census of Housing provides information on the value of owner-occupied and renter-occupied
housing units. Table 3 shows the distribution of housing values for the Township’s owner-occupied

housing units in 2000.

The median value for specified owner-occupied units was $180,400 in 2000, an 11% increase from the
1990 median value of $161,200. This was, however, significantly lower than the County average of

$257,400.
Table 3
Value of Owner - Occupied Housing Units(2000)
Morris County Jefferson
Value Number Percent Number Percent
Less than $50,000 570 0.5 31 0.5
$50,000 to $99,999 1919 1.6 414 7.1
$100,000 to $149,999 10255 8.7 1453 24.7
$150,000 to $199,999 22464 19.1 1889 32.2
$200,000 to $299,999 37531 32.0 1419 24.1
$300,000 to $499,000 32434 27.7 612 104
$500,000 or more 12100 10.2 54 0.9
Total 117273 100.0 5872 100.0
Median Value $257,400 $180,400
Source: U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 2000.

As shown in Table 4 below, the Township experienced a considerable increase in rental values between
1990 and 2000. The median gross rent of rose 16 percent over the decade, from $639 in 1990 to $754 in

2000.




Table 4

Gross Rent of Renter — Occupied Housing Units (1990 and 2000)

1990 2000
Rent Number Percent Number Percent
Less than $250 29 4.0 25 3.2
$250 to $499 157 19.0 69 8.8
$500 to $749 378 46.0 283 36.2
$750 to $999 181 22.0 245 31.2
$1,000 or more 74 9.0 146 18.6
No cash rent 0 0.0 16 2.0
Total 819 100.0 784 100.0
Median Rent $639 $754
Source: U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1990 and 2000.

Table 5 provides details regarding the composition of the Township housing stock with respect to the

number of housing units in structures. As shown below, the Township’s housing stock consists
predominantly of single family detached units.

Table 5

Units in Structures (1990 and 2000)

1990 2000
Rent Number Percent Number Percent
1 unit, detached 6187 87.0 6303 88.4
1 unit, attached 262 3.7 286 4.0
2 to 4 units 244 34 211 3.0
5 or more units 168 24 198 2.8
Mobile Home/Trailer 195 2.7 133 1.8
Other 59 0.8 0 0.0
Total 7115 100.0 7131 100.0
Source: U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1990 and 2000,
Housing Deficiency

Although the U.S. Census does not measure housing quality directly, the traditional method of estimating
deficient housing is through the use of census data known as indicators or "surrogates." COAH utilizes

three indicators of deficiency in its third round rules to determine each municipality’s rehabilitation share.
These indicators are described below:

1. Persons per Room: Units built prior to 1938 with 1.01 or more persons per room. These are old
units that are overcrowded.

2. Plumbing Facilities: Inadequate plumbing sufficient for rehabilitation is indicated by incomplete
plumbing facilities, i.e., lack of hot and cold piped water, flush toilet or bathtub/shower.

3. Kitchen Facilities. Inadequate kitchen facilities signaling rehabilitation are indicated by the non-
presence of kitchen facilities within the unit, or the non-presence of one of three components: a
sink with piped water, a stove, or a refrigerator.




According to the 2000 Census, and as shown in Table 6, approximately 18 percent of housing units in
Jefferson exhibited an indicator of potentially deteriorated housing. As shown below, the majority of the
potentially deficient housing units are included because of inadequate plumbing facilities. It should also
be emphasized that this analysis does not account for overlap, whereby a unit may be double counted by
being in more than one category. Moreover, in order for a housing unit to be considered substandard by
COAH and included as a “rehabilitation share” unit, it must also be occupied by a qualified low or
moderate income household.

Table 6
Housing Deficiency Surrogates (2000)

Housing Surrogate Number Percent
Constructed Prior to 1940 437 5.8
Overcrowded 43 0.6
Inadequate Plumbing Facilities 85 11.3
Inadequate Kitchen Facilities 18 0.2

Source: US Census of Population and Housing, 2000

COAH employed a new methodology for determining each municipality’s rehabilitation share in its third
round rules, whereby it was possible to isolate the indicators and provide an accurate measure of
deficiency within each municipality. COAH then utilized a multiplier to estimate the number of deficient
units which are occupied by income qualified households. Under this methodology, Jefferson was
assigned a rehabilitation share of 0 units.

Housing Affordability

The actual number of housing units that are theoretically affordable to low and moderate income
households can be estimated using census data and COAH regulations. Based upon the COAH 2005
Regional Median Income Limits for Region 2, a household of four persons is considered low income
when earnings are $40,150 or less, and moderate income when earnings are between $40,150 and
$64,240.

Using the established income limits discussed above, monthly costs can be assumed and an estimated
affordable housing price can be established. Using census data, it is possible to estimate the number of
housing units in the Township which are affordable to low and moderate income households. Table 7
details the calculation used to establish affordable housing prices. The affordability of the housing stock
is also analyzed.




Table 7

Estimated Housing Units Affordable to Low and Moderate Income Households

Sales Units Low Income Moderate Income
(year/month) (year/month)
Total Income $40,150/ 83,346 | $64,240/ $5,353
28 % for Housing Costs $11,243 /%937 $17,987 / $1,499
Less Property Taxes, Insurance, etc. $2,024 / $169 $3,237/ %270
| Total Available for Mortgage $9.219 /8768 $14.750 / $1.229
Total Mortgage Loan Amount (6, 30 yr) $128,096 $204,987
Down Payment (5 of Purchase Price) $6,742 $10,789
Total Purchase Price (Mortgage + Down Payment) $134,838 $215,776

Number of For-Sale Units Available:

™

(**)

For a low income household of four persons, assuming a fixed 30-year mortgage at 6.0 percent, a
residential unit valued at approximately $135,000 could be obtained. According to the 2000 census, 445
(7.6 percent) of the 5,872 owner occupied units in Jefferson are indicated to be valued at less than
$125,000.

For moderate income households of four persons, assuming a fixed 30-year mortgage at 6.0 percent, a
residential unit valued at approximately $215,000 could be obtained. Of the owner occupied units in

Jefferson, 3,342 (56.9 percent) are indicated to be valued between $125,000 and $200,000.

Rental Units Low Income Moderate Income
(year/month) (year/month)
Total Income $40,150/ $3,346 $64,240 / $5,353
30% for Housing Costs $12,045/ $1,004 $19,272 / $1,606
Less Utilities, etc. $1,800/ %150 $1,800/ $150
Total Available for Rent $10,245 / $854 $17,472/ %1,456

Number of Rental Units Available

™

**

For low income households of four persons, 455 renter-occupied housing units in 2000, or 58.1 percent of
all rental units, had a gross rent of less than $800.

Approximately 41.9 percent or 313 of the total renter-occupied housing units in 2000, had a gross rent
between $800 and $1, 500.

Future Construction of Housing

COAH regulations require a community's projection of future housing to be based, in part, on an
assessment of data which minimally includes the number of housing units issued certificates of occupancy
during the last 10 years. Table 8 shows information on the number of units which received a certificate
of occupancy between 1996 and 2005. Table 8 also provides information on the number of units which
were demolished during this time period.

Over the ten year period between 1996 and 2005, 1,303 units received a certificate of occupancy.
Throughout the same period, 92 units were demolished. This corresponds to an average net growth of
121 units annually.
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Table 8
Residential Units Authorized by CO and Demolition Permits ( 1996-2004)
Year Certificate of Demolition Net
Occupancy (Units) | Permits (Units)
1996 169 9 160
1997 156 6 150
1998 107 6 101
1999 73 7 66
2000 67 7 60
2001 63 12 51
2002 156 11 145
2003 192 9 183
2004 145 13 132
2005 175 12 163
Total 1303 92 1211
Source: NJ DCA Division of Codes and Standards

Population, Households and Income Analysis
COAH requires an analysis of the municipality’s socio-economic characteristics, including an assessment
of population size, rate of population growth, age characteristics, income levels and household size.

In 2000, the Township’s population was 19,717 persons, an 11 percent increase over the 1990 population.
As shown below, the Township’s population surged in the 1960°s and 1970’s. Growth in subsequent
decades has been more modest, with population continuing to increase through 2000.

Table 9

Rate of Population Growth (1930-2000)

Year Population Change
1950 2744 hokdAkx
1960 6884 4140
1970 14122 7238
1980 16413 2291
1990 17825 1412
2000 19717 1892
Source: US Census of Population and Housing.

Table 10 shows the age characteristics for the County and Township in 2000. The age distribution for the
County and the Township are similar. The median age of Township residents in 2000 was 37.2 years,
which is consistent with than the County median of 37.8 years.
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Table 10

Age Characteristics (2000)

Morris County Jefferson
Age Group Number Percent Number Percent
Under 5 32906 7.0 1452 7.4
5t0 19 93257 19.9 4246 21.6
20 to 29 47499 10.1 1698 8.6
30to 39 80782 17.2 3638 18.5
40 to 49 79776 16.9 3701 18.8
50 to 59 62059 13.2 2571 13.0
60 to 64 19403 4.1 721 3.7
65 to 69 : 15706 3.3 556 2.8
70 to 79 24746 5.3 771 3.9
80 to 84 7426 1.6 205 1.0
85 and above 6652 1.4 158 0.8
Total 470212 100.0 19717 100.0
Source: US Census of Population and Housing, 2000

Table 11 shows detailed information on household income in 1989 and 1999. The median income of

Township residents rose 30 percent between 1989 and 2000, to $68,837 in 1999. Approximately 25

percent of Township households earned more than $100,000 in 1999, compared to just 7 percent in 1989.
Table 11

Household Income (1989 and 1999)

1989 1999
Household Income Number Percent Number Percent
Less than $10,000 322 5.1 165 2.3
$10,000 t0$24,999 757 12.0 535 7.5
$25,000 to $49,999 2186 346 1468 20.4
$50,000 to $74,999 1789 28.3 1785 27.0
$75,000 to $99,999 792 12.6 1390 194
$100,000 to $149,999 362 5.7 1255 17.5
$150,000 or more 114 1.7 560 7.8
Total 6322 100.0 7158 100.0
Median Income $48,889 $68,837
Source: U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1990 and 2000.

The average household size in Jefferson declined modestly between 1990 and 2000, from 2.81 to 2.76.
Jefferson’s average household size is consistent with that of the County which was 2.72 in 1000.
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Existing and Probable Future Employment
The COAH Rules and Regulations require an analysis of the existing and probable future employment

characteristics of the Township, including the current employment in the municipality, employment
characteristics and occupational patterns of the residents of the Township, other community or regional
factors which may impact municipal employment, and the probable future employment in the community.

The following table describes the employment status of Jefferson residents. As seen below,
approximately 73 percent of Township residents were employed in 2000. In 2000, the Township had a
low unemployment rate of just 2.3 percent.

Table 12

Employment Status of Population 16 Years and Over (2000)

Employment Status Number Percent
Population 16 years and over 14939 100.0
In labor force 11040 73.9
Civilian labor force 11023 73.8
Employed 10681 71.2
Unemployed 342 2.3
Percent of civilian labor force 3.1
Armed Forces 17 0.1
Not in labor force 3899 26.1
Source: US Census of Population and Housing, 2000

Tables 13 and 14 detail the industry characteristics and occupational trends of employed Jefferson
residents. Table 13 indicates that the employed population of the Township is concentrated in
manufacturing (14%); in professional, scientific, management, administrative and waste management
services (12%); and in the educational, health and social services industry (16%). Table 14 provides
information on resident employment by occupation. It indicates that approximately 38 percent of the
employed population is employed in a single occupational category (management, professional, and
related occupations).
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Table 13

Employed Persons 16 And Over By Industry (2000)

Industry Number Percent
Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining 29 0.3
Construction 845 7.9
Manufacturing 1496 14.0
Wholesale trade 547 5.1
Retail trade 1265 11.8
Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 695 6.5
Information 468 4.4
Finance, insurance, real estate, and rental and leasing 995 9.3
Professional, scientific, management, administrative, and waste
management services 1282 12.0
Educational, health and social services 1718 16.1
Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation and food services 588 5.5
Other services (except public administration) 434 4.1
Public administration 319 3.0
Total 14939 100.0
Source: US Census of Population and Housing, 2000,
Table 14
Employed Persons 16 and Over by Occupation (2000)
Occupation Number Percent

Management, professional, and related occupations 4036 37.8

Service occupations 1132 10.6

Sales and office occupations 3210 30.0

Farming, fishing, and forestry occupations 9 0.1

Construction, extraction, and maintenance occupations 1326 12.4

Production, transportation, and material moving occupations 968 9.1

Total 10681 100.0

Source: US Census of Population and Housing, 2000.
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MUNICIPAL FAIR SHARE OBLIGATION

Introduction

Jefferson Township was a defendant in litigation with Bi-County Development of Jefferson Associates in
1988. A Settlement Agreement, in 1997, was reached with Bi-County whereby Bi-County would
construct the Township’s required new construction (69) units and contribute $620,000 for the
rehabilitation of the Township’s 62 rehabilitation obligation. This Settlement Agreement was accepted by
the Honorable Reginald Stanton and an Order Granting Judgment of Repose was issued. The Judgment
of repose was granted for six years.

The Township Planning Board adopted a Housing Element and Fair Share Plan, on June 21, 2000. This
plan addressed the Township’s cumulative 1987-1999 fair housing obligation. Subsequent to this, the
Township Council adopted a resolution on June 26, 2000 which adopted the Housing Element and Fair
Share Plan and petitioned the Council on Affordable Housing (COAH) for substantive certification.
From June 26, 2000 to October 26, 2005, while under the jurisdiction of COAH, the Township did not
receive any substantive communication from COAH requesting additional information, denying the
request or granting any conditional certification. On October 26, 2005, the Township received a request
for additional information from COAH. On January 19, 2005 the Township of Jefferson submitted a
resolution to COAH committing to petition for third round substantive certification.

Based on the October 26, 20005 communication, from COAH, NJ.A.C. 5 :94-15(a) prohibits Jefferson
from receiving second round substantive certification. To remain under COAH’s jurisdiction, Jefferson
Township adopted and submitted a resolution to

The following Fair Share Plan will provide a cumulative Plan for the first, second and third round
obligation. Because the substantive rules are different for the first/second round obligation and the third
round obligation, each period will be calculated and defined accordingly.
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FIRST AND SECOND ROUND OBLIGATION AND PLAN

Jefferson Township’s 1987-1999 cumulative obligation was originally 131 units, consisting of 62
rehabilitation units and 69 new construction units. As of December 20, 2004, Jefferson Township’s
second round obligation has been recalculated to 47 new construction units with no rehabilitation share.
In addition, Jefferson Township has a rental obligation of 25% of the Township’s new construction
requirement or 12 units. Further, not more than 25% or 12 units may be age restricted.

Development of the Bi-County properties is no longer a viable option. The entire area is now designated
as Highlands Preservation Area and the sanitary sewer option in no longer viable. Therefore, the
Township must meet its combined fair share obligation through other methods. Table 15 details how
Jefferson Township proposes to meet is 1987-1999 cumulative obligation.

Table 15

Recalculated 1987-1999 Fair Share Obligation

Recalculated prior round obligation 47 new construction units
TOTAL OBLIGATION 47 new construction units
The Chase at Jefferson - Senior Citizen Housing 12 units

(Block 513, Lot2.02)

Alpha Development - Group Home
(Block 512, Lot 21) 4 units
4 unit rental bonus

Center for Humanistic Change of NJ - Group Home
(Block 268, Lot 1.02) 5 units
5 unit rental bonus

Department of Persons with Disabilities
Diocese of Paterson - Group Home
(Block 447, Lots 21-26) 9 units
9 unit rental bonus

TOTAL UNITS PROVIDED 48 UNITS

It should be noted that The Chase at Jefferson is an established low and moderate income age restricted
complex operated by the non-profit National Church Residence of Jefferson. It contains 49 units.
Because the cumulative 1987-1999 Plan utilizes 12 units, the remaining 37 units are available as surplus
for use as part of the Third Round Plan. Similarly, the Department of Persons with Disabilities Diocese
of Paterson has a complex containing 24 bedrooms or units. As noted above, only 9 units have been
allocated to the 1987-1999 Plan. Therefore, a surplus of 15 units remains.




16

THIRD ROUND OBLIGATION

Jefferson Township’s third round affordable housing obligation is cumulative and includes the affordable
housing needs for the period of 1987-1999, The affordable housing obligation consists of three
components:

. The rehabilitation share
. The prior round obligation (1987-1999)
. Growth share (1999-2014)

The third round substantive rules permit a municipality to address its growth share with surplus credits
from its prior Fair Share Plan that addressed its 1987-1999 total housing need and which received
substantive certification as follows:

«  Units that have been built and a certificate of occupancy for each unit has been issued;
. Bonus credits generated by units that have been built; and
. Units transferred through the RCA when all funds required by the RCA contract have been

disbursed to the receiving municipality.

Jefferson Township addressed its entire 1987-1999 cumulative housing need, as noted above, through the
construction of new affordable age restricted units and several group homes within the Township. The
Township is entitled to address its growth share with any credit/surplus units that may have been created
within the 1987-1999 period. Obligations from the first and second rounds have been recalculated to
include the most recent data from the 2000 Census and are incorporated into Appendix C of the Third
Round Substantive Rules. Jefferson Township’s recalculated fair share obligation for 1987-1999 is 47
and its Rehabilitation requirement is 0.

Growth Share 1999-2014

Growth share represents the share of the affordable housing need generated by Jefferson Township’s
actual growth from January 1, 2004 through January 1, 2014. This is determined as the sum of residential
growth measured by the construction of new units, and the non-residential growth measured by the
number of jobs created as a result of non-residential development. Growth is measured based by
Certificates of Occupancy issued from January 1, 2004 through January 1, 2014.

Population and employment projections from the local Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) are
given the “presumption of validity” by COAH until updated projections for the State Development and
Redevelopment Plan are released. The North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority (NJTPA) is the
designated MPO for Jefferson and utilizes demographic forecasts to comply with federal transportation
planning mandates. For the growth projection, municipalities are required to estimate both residential and
non-residential growth from January 1, 2004 through January 1, 2014. One important note, the municipal
growth projections that are consistent with or exceed NJTPA growth projections have a presumption of
validity in a petition before COAH. Therefore, this plan will assume the NJTPA projection when and if
it is larger than the municipally generated projection.

Residential Growth Share

The NJTPA household growth projection for Jefferson shows an increase of 280 households between
2005 and 2015, from 7,670 households to 7,950. For every eight market rate housing units constructed,
COAH requires that one affordable housing unit must be provide in order to fulfill the municipality fair
share affordable housing obligation. The residential growth share is calculated by dividing by eight the
total number of residential Certificates of Occupancy projected to be issued from January 1, 2004 through
January 1, 2014 after subtracting demolished units. For every eight market-rate units built, one affordable
unit must also be provided as part of the Fair Share Plan (8 + 1). This results in a residential growth share
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requirements, as calculated by the NJTPA, of 31 units.
Table 16 shows the ten year historic trend for development based on Certificate of Occupancies issued
and demolitions. Generally, it can be anticipated that an average of residential units will be developed
within Jefferson Township for the period from 2006-2014.

Table 16

Ten Year Historic Trend of Certificates of Occupancy and Demolition Permits

‘96 ‘97 ‘98 99| <00 | ‘01 |02 |‘03 |04 ‘05
CO’sIssued | 169 | 156 | 107 |73 |67 63 | 156 |192 | 145 175
Demolitions 9 6 6 717 |12 11 9 13 12
Net 160 1150 | 101 |66 |60 |51 |145 |183 132 | 163

As shown in Table 16 above, a net of 1,211 new residential units were issued Certificates of Occupancy
from 1996 through 2005 with an average historic net creation of 121 units per year. Based upon the past
historic growth pattern, the Township would generally accept the average new residential growth of 121
units per year. This historic trend reflects the development of several large and medium sized
subdivisions that have been completed over the last several years. Specifically, “The Peaks, “ a 417
single family subdivision received its final Certificates of Occupancy within the last few months.

Over 90% of the Township’s 45 square miles, located in the Highlands Preservation Area. This severely
restricts new construction and future residential development. Certificates of Occupancy, for 2006, that
do not reflect The Peaks, totaled 6. Therefore, the Township proposes 1o rely on this figure for its
historical trend in order to realistically calculate its residential growth share obligation. The Township
recognizes that once the Highlands Master Plan is adopted and the corresponding regulations approved,
amendments to its plan may be necessary. However, given the present status of development
applications and the dramatic change in the issuance of Certificates of Occupancy, the Township believes
that the proposed methodology is appropriate and realistic.

Tables 17 and 18 below indicates that a net total of 104 residential units are anticipated from Certificates
of Occupancy to be issued for 2006, approved development applications, pending development
applications and other development applications. A net total of 295 new residential units, for 2004 and
2005, must be added to the anticipated development for the period of January 1, 2004 through January 1,
2014 for a total of 399 units.

Table 19 shows those affordable housing units created in 2005 that are both part of the prior round
obligation and surplus can be used toward the third round obligation.

«The Chase” operated by the non-profit, National Church Residence of Jefferson, is a fully developed,
affordable senior citizen housing rental project that was issued its Certificates of Occupancy in 2005. As
noted in Table 20, below, all 49 units can be excluded from the growth share projection. Therefore, the
net projected residential growth is adjusted to 350. The calculated residential growth share obligation is
43.75 units. Because the municipal residential growth share exceeds the NIJTPA’s calculation, the plan
utilizes the municipal projection and calculation.
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Table 17

Anticipated Development & Number of Residential Units
by Year that COs are Anticipated to be Issued

‘06

‘07

‘08

‘09

‘10

‘11

‘12

‘13

Total

Approved Development
Applications

Cook (B 499,L11; B 500, L

Oberman (B 20, L 37.01)

Smmith Shelters (B 200, L 10, 11, 22,
33)

Meyer

Coughlin (B 93, L 4)

Fredericks (B 518, L 31)

Water Village Homes (B 233.02, L
29.14, 29.15, 29.56)

B & A Homes (B 337, L 13.01)

McEwan (B 337.01, L 4)

Lyczkowski (B 360, L 31)

Prindham (B 488, L 1.01)

Rt. 15 Properties (B 273.02,L 1, 2)

Pending Development
Applications

Anticipated Development
Applications

Historic Trend

59%

6

6

6

101

59

12

9

14

10

10

126

o Reflects actual CO’s issued from 1/30/06-9/26/06.
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Table 18

Projected Certificates of Occupancy and Demolition Permits

‘06 | ‘07 | 08 | ‘09 | ‘10 | ‘11 ‘12 | ‘13 | Total
Total Cos Issued 59 (12 |9 14 110 {10 6 6 126
Demolitions 8 2 12 2 2 2 2 2 22
Net 51 |10 |7 12 8 8 4 4 104
Table 19

Total Net Residential Growth
(Sum of Actual and Projected Growth)

Actual => ¢= Projected =D
‘04 ‘05 |06 |07 [<08 [<09 [‘10 | ‘11 ‘12 ‘13 | Total
Total CO’s Issued 145 175 159 12 9 14 10 10 6 6 446
Demolitions 13 12 8 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 47
Net 132 163 |51 10 7 12 8 8 4 4 399
Table 20

Prior and Third Round Affordable Units to be Excluded
From Growth Share Projection, by the Year that CO’s
Are Anticipated to be Issued

‘04 | 05 ‘06 ‘07 ‘08 ‘09 ‘10 ‘11 ‘12 ‘13 Total
The Chase (B | 49 49
513, L 2.02
TOTAL 49 49

Non-Residential Growth Share

The NJTP projects an increase in employment from 4,540 in 2005 to 4,810 in 2015 fora total of 270 jobs.
The non-residential component of growth share requires that one unit of affordable housing be provided
for every 25 jobs created as measured by square feet of new or expanded non-residential construction
according to use group. This is determined by calculating the gross number of square feet of non-
residential space projected to be added from January 1, 2004 through January 1, 2014 by use group, and
dividing by the associated square footage by use group that will generate a one-unit affordable housing
obligation. These units are in addition to the residential component calculation. COAH substantive rules
provides the number of jobs created for every 1,000 square feet of construction by use group per 1,000
square feet of non-residential use area are determined by COAH.

The required calculations begin with projections provided by the MPO. The MPO growth projections
show employment projections in five year intervals from 2000 through 2025. To determine how many
affordable units will be provided to address non-residential growth, the Township must first determine the
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increase in employment by subtracting the number of jobs in the year 2005 from the number of jobs in the
year 2015. This provides a 10 year employment increase that closely parallels the 2004 to 2014 period on
which the Township’s growth is based. Once established, this figure is compared for consistency to the
employment growth the Township projects. The MPO projections for Jefferson indicates that the
Township’s non-residential growth share is projected to be 11 units.

Tables 21 through 23 show the projected Township non-residential growth share based upon approved,
anticipated and pending development applications. These tables indicate a smaller projected employment
growth than the MPO projection.

Table 21

Anticipated Non-Residential Mercantile “M” Square Footage
by Year that COs are Anticipated to be Issued

1 job/1,000 sf

‘04 | ‘05 ‘06 ‘07 ‘08 ‘09 ‘10 | ‘11 ‘12 | ‘13 | Total Jobs
sq. ft.

Approved

Development
Applications
Espinong Plaza ] 8,637 8,637 8.64
(B 198,L4)
Espinong Plaza II 7,200 7,200 7.20

Fitzgerald (B 521, | 360 360 0.36
L8)
Cosh (B 477, L 6,000 6,000 6.00
26)
Vianna Assoc. (B | * 6,412 6,412 6.41
233.03, L 29.031)
Vianna Assoc. (B | * 6,412 6,412 6.41
233.03, L 29.032)
Vianna Assoc. (B 3,750 3,750 3.75
233.03, L 29.033)
Obermann (B273, 14,645 14,645 | 14.65
L 2.04)

Pending

Development
Applications

Other Projected
Development

Total New | 360 16,574 30,482 | 6,000 53,416 | 53.42
Development
Total Demolition
















