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Executive Sumnacy 

This Technical Ref m:ence Document examines various aspects of lPlsinq 
demand and supply in New Jersey over the last two decades, including 
houseOOld foi:ma.tion, tenux:e, type of structures, and price by 10C2:tion. The 
major findings are sunrnarized bel<7fl: 

New Jersey teusing Trends in the 1970's 

IDJSll{; DEMAND 

o The 1970's ~ characterized by the emergence of smaller 
houseOOlds due to clivoJ."Ce, delayed marriage, and an aging 
p::>ptlation. '1hi.s led to an in:rease in the per-capita denarx:i for 
housing and contrib.ited to an incmase in hCUSing costs. 

o ·sirv::e 1960 New Jersey's rate of h:Jneownership has been bel<7fl that 
of the nation but above that of the northeastem states . In the 
1970's ~Jersey's lPlsinq tenum ncVed.further in the direction. 
of amership, but growth in this sector was not as rapid as in the 
past. Ccn:bniniums incmased their market shaJ:e over the decade, 
especially in resort/i:et.i.ranent areas near the shom. 

o The gap between owner and mnter i1x:aTes clearly widened in New 
Jersey in this decade. Partly as a result of inCane and household 
characteristics, the two tenure sectors also became nore 
segregated by race. · 

!DJSnl'.; SUPPLY 

o New Jersey experierx:ed rapid growth in single family residential 
housing in the 1950's, bit in the xecession-plagued 1970's added 
fewer units to its housing inventoxy than in any decade since 
world War II. 

o New Jersey in 1980 had a high prop::>rtion of residential structures 
built between 1940 aoo 1970, the period of the State's nost rapid 
sururbanization. The housing stock in the rest of the oortheast 
tended to be older; housing in the rest of the nation newer, on 
average, than in New Jersey. 

o Between 1970 and 1980 the pen:entage of single-family units in New 
Jersey rose to 58%. But the pen:entage of detached units fell over 

i 

You Are Viewing an Archived Report from the New Jersey State Library



the same period, providing evidence for the appearance of 
townh::>use developnent. 

IDJSDG PRICES 

o 'Iba ratio of median hane sales price to median household i.ncane 
increased in New Jersey :fxan 2.5 to 3.0 over the decade, while 
median rents incmased faster than median household i.ncane. 

o In 1980 there was a clearly identifiable ring of high-priced . 
housing located in the New Jersey sub1m surrounding - but not 
adjacent to - New York City. Prices in the southem part of the 
State were unifollllly lower than th:>se in the rxttth. 

New Jersey fblsing Trends in the 1980's 

o '!he increase in the number of households that became evident in 
the 1970's continued into tjle 1980's. In 1987 average household 
size in New Jersey stcxxl at appi:oximately 2.s: 

o Alt.OOugh housing demand in the State has been strong since 1983, 
it is possible that demand by the "babY l:xx:m'' cohorts peaked in 
1987. 

HXJSDG SUPPLY 

o Throughout the decade, housing construction has been highest in 
Q:ean, Middlesex and MolllDUth counties; lowest in Warren, 
Cumberland and Salen counties. 'Iba pace of housing construction 
appears to have i.Jx:reased in Burlington and Sanerset counties. 

0 The trerxl toward tcM1house and high-density developnent in New 
Jersey continued in the 1980's. 'lbwnhouse projects wem DDSt 
camon in the ui:banized oortheast and the xoute-one corridor. In 
the latter region, projects appear to have included smaller units 
in denser configurations than th:>se prevailing in the mst of 
oorthem New Jersey. 

o Housing costs in the oortheastern United States accelerated rrore 
quickly in the 1980's than elsewheJ:e. By 1987, New Jersey's hane 
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price-to-incane ratio had reached 4.0. By the end of 1988, 
OOwever, prices had begun to fall in response to slackening 
dsnan::i. 

o Housing costs per square foot wei:e particularly high in the mute­
one corridor in 1985. Average sales prices in the New- Jersey 
sub1:rhs near Philadelphia tended to be lc:Mar than those acJ:OSS the 
Delaware River and north of 'l'l:enton. · 

Low and lb:ierate Incare tblsing: The New Jersey Council on Affoz:dable 
HJusing 

o The Fair lblsing Act makes a "hJusing elarent" a mandatoey part of 
nunicipal master plans starting August 1, 1988. '!be Council of 
Affoniable }t)using (COAH) is responsible for helping 
nmicipalities meet their mquil:ement to p:ovide a "fair shal:e" of 
the affordable h:Jusing in their reqion. 

o Using the State D:!pa.rtment.of tabor's __ HistQr,U:aJ Migration Model 
to project population, 00\H has estimated a hJusing need of 
145;707 units for the period 1997 to 1993. 'Need' is defined as 
that p:>rtion of total demard that is unlilcely to·be built by the 
private sector due to the incate characteristics of the persons to 
be sheltered in the hJusi.ng. 

o · 00\H calculates nmicipal hJusing need as the sum of present and 
p%ospective need adjusted by expected futum changes in the 
hJusing stock, and by rramicipal data on the lack of suitable land 
o~ adequate infrastructUJ:e. A nm.icipality' s present and 
prospective need will be based, in part, on its status as a growth 
or limited growth area. 

o A nmicipal fair share plan may specify mhabilitation, zoning, 
l'lllnicipal construction, or ~ional Contribution AgJ:eements 
as ways to meet the pbliqations iJr1x>seci by the Act. Under a 
Regional Contribltion Agmement, a nunicipality may transfer up to 
50 percent of its housing obligation to arother nunicipality in 
its region willing to accamcdate the developnent. 

o COAH and the State Planning carmission have agreed that oothing in 
the State Developnent and Redevelopnent Plan should be considered 
as m:xlifying, in any way, the existing present a:rrl prospective 
housing allocations to July 1, 1993 previously pt:anulgated by 
CXWi. 
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Estimates of Future fbusing Demand 

ODICE OF ME'IHXXlI!X;Y 

o The nodels that best predict future housing demand take into 
account changes in the tendency to fem households. When canbined 
with estimates of derolltions mxl conversions, this "headship. 
rate" technique has been shown to accurately nalel past changes in 
the h:Jusing stock. 

o Estimates of national housing demand prepared by the Bureau· of the 
Census, the Rutgers Center for Urban Population Resecu:ch, and the 
MIT-Harvard Joint Center for lblsing Studies illustrate the 
different results that can be obtained using different assumptions 
about household fcmnation. '!be CUPR forecast, in particular, 
foresees a higher rate of marriage, and hence a demand for larger, 
m:>re spacious housing \DU.ts than ck> the other two studies. . . 

o If either the Census or MIT-Harval:d studies m:e predictive, then 
by 1995 the nation can expect an increase of about 20% in the 
number of small to medium-small single. f~_y_hanes;_ ~ 12% 
irx:rease in the total \DU.ts contril:uted via concbs and 
cooperatives; am higher net 9ensiUes. 

cm> IDJSIK; DEMAND HDEL 

o The Center for Urban Population Research and the Office of State 
Planning have p:epared headship rate ncdels for the purpOse of 
estimating future housing demand in New Jersey. (The CUPR nodel is. 
described in Volume 2 of this Technical Reference D:x:ument. ) The 
CS> m::>del utilizes a number of user-selected variables and can 
replicate the CUPR model as one of several alternatives. 

o As currently programned, the OSP ncdel pemits the user to select 
fran aroong twenty-six population projections, two statewide sets 
of coh:>rt alternatives, tlu:ee sets of headship rates, six 
clerrolition and four conversion rate alternatives. Other variables 
can be input by the user. 
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CHAPl'ER I 

NEW JERSEY lll.JSll{; TRENI:s IN 'IEE 1970 Is 

Introduction 

lblsing production during the 1970's was unusual both nationally and in 
New Jersey. Nationally, housing was beaning. '1'ha net increase in the l'nlsinq 
suwly during the decade was approximately 19.7 million units, al.nest twice 
the 10.3 million units produced in the 1960's (see appen:iix, table 1). 

New Jersey's l'nlsing growth in the 1970's was also unpmcedented - bit 
for the opposite :reason. Fewer units were ack:ied to the State's housing 
inventocy in this decade than in aey decade sir¥:e the 1940's. New Jersey's 
"boani.ng" decade was the 1950's, when net production of housing approached 
500,000 units. The 1970's in:z:ea.se of 384,000 units seems meager by 
canparison. 

Much of New Jersey's sluggish perfonnan:e in the 1970's can be 
explained by the condition of the i:eqional econany. 'lbete were other trends, 
l'rlwever, in which New Jersey did n::>t differ so radically fran the z:est of 
the nation. In order to understand the housing market of the 1970's, it is 
necessary first to understam the ecoranic and dencgraphic b:erxis that 

. influenced it. 

Costs, AffoJ:dability an::l the Del1cgraphy of Demand 

Despite the sµbstantial increase in the national lxlusing suwly in the 
1970's, average housing costs incmased substantially, both in absolute 
tenns and relative to incane. The median value of a single family hane rose 
by 178% nationally between 1970 and 1980 and by 157% in New Jersey during 
the same decade. Meanwhile, median househ:>ld incane incl:eased by only 98% 
nationally and by 91% in New Jersey. The inevitable result was an 
affordability crunch, as evidenced by an increase in the ratio of median­
hane-price to median-incane. In New Jersey, this ratio inCreased fran 2. 3 in 

1 
1970 to 3.0 in 1980. 

The explanation for the increase in prices in this decade J:eSts, at 
least in part, with the changing dem:>graphy of housing demand. Americans in 
the 1970's began to demand rrore housing per-capita than at any time in their 
history. One cause of this phenanenon was the caning of age of the "baby 

1. US Census of Housing, General Housing Characteristics; Census of 
Population, Detailed Population Characteristics. 
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boan," which resulted in a large in:rease in those age cohorts most likely 
to be in the housing market. Along with this dem::>graph.ic bilge came a change 
in lifestyles that led to an increase in the number of people foming 

2 
households, and to households of smaller size. '!be causes of this latter 
phenaneoon are well documented and include delayed marriages, an incl.-ea.sed 
divorce rate, and an increase in the number of senior citizens, as well as 

3 
the number of senior citizens living alone. 

Census data confiJ:m that average U.S. household size was 2.75 in 1980, 
cbm nan 3.11 ten years before. 'nle number of households nationally 
i.ncxeased nan 63,450,000 to 80,390,000 during the same 10-year pericxi. 

New Jersey trends minored these national trends. In 1980, there were 
2,549,000 households in New Jersey, a gain of 14.9% over the 1970 fiqw:e of 
2,218,000. fiJuseh:>ld size declined in New Jersey fxan 3.17 in 1970 to 2.84 

4 
. in 1980. Table 2 of the apperxlix contains a breakdown of household size in 
1980 by county. 

Other Popllation Characteristics 

'l'tleJ:e are many ccmp:ments of housing demand beside the size and riumber 
of OOuseholds. 'nlere is a strong relationship amJng variables such as 
personal incane I household type I aJ'd the demand for diffeJ:ent types and 

5 
tenures of housing. In America, the OOusehold that includes a married 
couple is typically the nost affluent. At the opposite end of the incane 
spectrum one fi.n:!s the fana.le-headed household witlolt husband, a fast 
gJ:OWinq scx:ial sector in the last decade. Both groups, as well as those in-. 
between, have different 00\lsinq xesou:cces am opportunities. 

In New Jersey in 1980, m:>re than 44 percent of all households had nore 
6 

than one wage eanier. '!'his carpares to a national average of 43 percent. 
In addition, over 75 percent of all households in New Jersey wm:e families 
in 1980, ~ to a national figw:e of 73 percent. But New Jersey also 

7 
had a high proportion of female-headed families, at 15.8 pem:ent. 

2. According to the Census Bureau, a "household" is defined as a group of 
people living in a camon h:Jusing wlit. A "family" is a household of two or 
rore persons related by blood ties, marriage or adoption. All other 
households are "non-family" 00useholds. 

3. See Technical Reference Docurrent 88-44, "Population Trends and 
Projections. " 
4. Census of Housing, General Popaj.ation Characteristics. 
5. The two types of tenure are renting ana CMU.ng. 
6. Census of Population, Detailed =ration Characteristics. 
7. Census of Population, GerneraI ation Characteristics. 
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Per-capita and household .i.ncane were toth high in New Jersey in this 
period. New Jersey household .i.ncane stood at 1.18 times the national median 
in 1980. '!be fact that incane was higher in New Jersey than elsewhez:e 
suggests that New Jerseyans had m:>re i.ncane to devote to housing than their 
countcymen. It DllSt be i:ensti:ered, however, that high relative itx:a1es often 
n!flect a higher cost of living, including a number of necessities other 
than shelter. 'Iba effect of these econanic arxi de11cgraphic characteristics 
on New Jersey's housing market will be discussed m:>x:e fW.ly below. 

tblsing Demand in the 1970's: A Detailed Description 

Number of Units 

Housing gI."OWth in New Jersey in the 1970's was ioore roderate than in 
the rest of the nation. The Census of Population and B:lusinq reports that 
there were 2,772,149 housing units in New Jersey in 1980, an i.nci:ease of 
m:::>re than 384,000 units over the decade. This coxxespords to an increase of 
16 percent in total b::lusing units between 1970 and 1980. Nationally, housing 

8 
uni.ts incx:eased 29 per cent in the sane period. 

Chart 1-1 

New Jersey Housing Units Authorized by Bui~ing Permit, 1970~1987 
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8. See table 1. 'Ihe increase in the total number of h:Jusing units ircludes 
the difference between the number of units b.i.ilt and darolished between 1970 
a.00 1980, an:i conversions of 1970 single-family units into nulti-family 
units during the decade. 
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l970's building pecni.t data for New Jersey indicate that housinq grew 
rapidly in the first part of the decade (see chart 1-11. The rn.nnber of 
pecni.ts fell shal:ply in 1974, however, and recovered s owly tlu:ough the rest 

9 
of the decade. This pattern of decline and mcovery reflects the recession 
of 1974-75, wh.:>se effects lingered until the 900 of the decade·. Indeed, the 
384,000 unit ir¥:mase in housing reqistered by New Jersey in the 1970's was 
the lawest absolute ir¥:rease since the deca1e of 1940-1950. 

When we take into account the net increase in population, however, New 
Jersey's l'nusing growth in the 1970's ~rs xemarkably robust. Due largely 
to decreasing fertility rates and to a sluggish ecorany, the State•s· 
population in=reased by only 197,000 people in the 1970's. '!his means t11at 
for each individual added to New Jersey's population in the 1970's, the 
State added 1.95 units to its housing inventoey. The carparable figure for 
the period 1950-1970 was only .38 units (see table 1). Clearly the nesting 
of the baby beaners, canbined with the fragmentation of the population into 
smaller househ:>lds, prevented an even steeper decline in the State's h::>using 
growth in this period. 

OXupancy Rates 

In the census of hJllsinq, "year-round units" are defined as the sum of 
10 

all occupied units and vacant· units intemed for year-round use. Of the 
2,772,149 units in New Jersey in 1980, ebait 97 percent wex:e year-round by 
this definition (see table 4). '!he cormspondi.ng figure for the nation as a 
wrole was 98 percent. The percentage of year-round units mse slightly in 
New Jersey fran 1970 to 1980. 

As might be expected, the percentage of year-round housing units in 
1980 was lowest .j.n those counties with large numbers of vacation hc:Jres. Cape 
May had the lowest percentage at 54%.; Ck:ean County folle7fied·at 81% and 
Sussex County at 91%. Close to 100% of the housing stock in the remainder of 
the counties was considered "year-rowid" in 1980. 

9. See figure 1 and table 3. Although bill.ding pecni.ts are mt perfect 
in:licators since they are rot necessarily tied to bill.ding activity and do 
oot give exact infoJ:mation as to the time the bill.ding is actually finished, 
they can be used to analyze trends that occurred between the census years 
1970 and 1980. 
10. Since the census is taken in April rather than over the SUinter, units 
identified as occupied at the time of enumeration are assumed to be year­
mund. 
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"Vacant" units ~ those that were not occupied at the ti.me of census 
enumeration; they. i:nclude newly constructed units awa.itinq sale or 
occupancy. The vacarcy rate is therefore one neasure of how tight the 
OOusing market is in a particular region. Of the 2,687,754 year-round units 
in New Jersey in 1980, 5.2% were considered vacant (see table 5). This rate 
was lower than the national rate of 7.3% in 1980. 

Statewide, vacarcy rates were higher in 1980 than in 1970 for both 
owner and mnter-occupied units. One reason for the i:ncz:ease in vacarcy is 
undoubtedly the 1974-5 recession, which caused an uneJCpeCted drop in deman::i 
end may have led to the abandorlnent of unprofitable rental buildings. 

Exhibit 1-1 

Residential Vacancy Rates 1980 

3 of units vacant 

02 to 5 

Q5 to 18 

Exhibit 1-2 

Vacant Units Boarded Up 1980 

3 boarded ur;> 

02 to 5 

Qs to 26 
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Vaca.rcy rates in 1980 were highest in the xesort counties of Atlantic, 
Cape May arxi O:ean, reflecting seasonal. dsnarrl in xesort an:i reti.J:anent 
markets. Strorl<1 dsnarrl for OOu.sing in the "camuter" counties of Bergen, 
Passaic and Union made vacarcy rates there am:mg the lowest in the state in 
1980. 

Exhibits 1-1 an:i 1-2 map residential vacancy rates and percentage of 
vacant units "boa.I:ded up" according to the 1980 census. 'l!leSe maps indicate 
that vacancy, far fian being an w:ban pheJaaeiai, was m::n:e p:eva!ent in 
resort arx:l rural counties. 'Iba percentage of vacant units boaz:ded up, 
however, was high in all of the State's w:ban counties, as well as subJJ:ban 
and i:ura.l counties in the southern half of the State. 

It is difficult to use county data to draw corx;lusions ebout w::ban and 
rural trends. We may nevertheless conclude that while 1980 lnlsing ~kets, 
as measun:d by vacarcJ rates, were tighter in the nm:e w:banized areas of 
the State, vacant units were m:>re llJcely to have been abancbned there. 

lb.lsing Tenure 

I. lbre a.rd Corx:k:rnini.um OwneJ:Ship 

By 1980, 62 per cent of the occupied housing units in New Jersey were 
cx:cupied by owners. 'Ihls ratio rose sharply between the i9SO-and 1960 census 
- the period of massive suburbanization - but J:anained fairly steady after 
1960, paralleling the national tren:i (see chart 1-2 am table 7). Since 
1960, New Jersey's rate of taneownership has been below that of the nation's 
but above that of the oortheastem states. 

Percent 
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Chart l-2 

Owner-occcupied as a % of All Occupied Units 
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In spite of the apparent levelling-off of haneownership si.n:e 1960, 
owner-occupied units in New Jersey were still irc:easinq faster in the 
1970's than rental units. »:>re than 230,000 units, a net increase of 17 
pm:ent, were added to the owner-occupied inventory between 1970 and 1980. 
In contrast, only 100,400 units wem added to the renter-occupied inventory, 
an irx::rease of 11.6 percent. looked at another way, a full 70 pm:ent of the 
units added in the 1970's were owner-occupied: this is higher than the 61 
percent of the overall housing invent:oey that was owner-occupied at the 
beginni.nq of the decade. In the 1970'• New Jersey's hJusing temu:e ncved 
further in the diJ:ection of ownership. 

Condaniniums are defined as privately held units in camonly owned 
structures (typically, apartment b.iildings). In 1980, year-round 
concbni.ninum units in New Jersey numbered 50,966, 1.9 percent of all year­
round OOu.sinq units. Condan.iniums were 2.1 percent of all owner-occupied . 
units in 1980, an increase over the 1970 figure of .a percent, but below the 

11 . 
national average of 2.4 percent. 

Strictly speaking, condaniniums are mt mally a type of tenure since 
condan.inium units can be occupied by their owners or rented out. Close to 77 
percent of all occupied. condcminium units in New Jersey wem owner-occupied 

12 
in 1980, nuch higher than the 62 percent rate for all units. This is not 
surprising, given that ~ anei:gerx:e of condcminiumtLwas partly _a resp:>nse 
to the desire of in:lividuals to own their-units without having to b:ly 

13 • 
expmsive, detached OOuses. Indeed, by the time the decade was over, a 
full 3. 3 pm:ent of all occupied units in New Jersey' a lllllti-family 
structures wem owner-occupied condcminiums, carpu:ed to 1.2 percent in 
1970. By this measure, condan.iniums were still less ca111on in New Jersey 
than in the mst of the nation, which saw condcminiums make up 5.4 pem:ent 

·14 
of the occupied nulti-unit housing invent:oey in 1980. 

11. Census of Housing, General Housing Characteristics. 
12. Ibid. 
13. The emergence of condanini~, of course, was also a response by 
landlords to the tax and financial advantages of conversion. 
14. Census of Housing, General and Detailed Housing Characteristics. 
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II. Tenw:e by I.t:>cation 

Table 8 sh:Jws data on tenure tlu:ougOOut the State in 19ao. '!be table 
suggests that the largest part of the i:ental l'olsing inventory can be fourxi 
in counties like Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Middlesex, Passaic and Union in the 
oortheastern part of the State. '1'le presen::e of so rmx:h rental l'olsing in 
the urbanized northeast can be attributed to historic developnent patterns, 
continued lalx>r nobility, and the high cost of housing in these areas. 

If we concentrate on hcmaownershi.p thmughout the State, the picture is 
less clear. 1'he county with the highest p!:Op:>rtion of owner-occupied· units 
in 1980 was Q:ean. 'lb.is situation J."eflects the high proportion of retirees 

15 
in that county. With equity built over a lifetime, retixees are m::u::e 
lilcely to own their banes. After Ocean, the leadinq counties in 
haneownenship in 1980 wexe SUssex, Huntexdon, Gloucester, Burlington arxi 
Morris. These c0W1ties contain a mixtw:e of rural and subirban developnent 
in both oorthe.rn and southern parts of the State. 

Exhibit 1-3 

Percent of Municipal Population over 65 in 1980 

Do to 7 

Q7 to 9 

~9 to 11 

~ 11 to 13 

• 13 to 54 

Source: U.S. Census of Population, GeneralPopulatjooCharacteristjcs 

15. 21% pei:cent of the county's PJ?llation was over 65 in 1980, the highest 
prop::>rtion in the state. Exhibit 1-3 maps ~ pem:entage of the ?JPU].ation 
over 65 by rrunicipa.lity. 
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Appendix table 9 depicts year-round con:X:mi.nimJm h:Jusing units by 
place. Q:ean County accounted for the single largest share of condani.n.i.um 
units in 1980 - rrcre than one-fifth of the state total. Nearly all of the 
condani.n.i.um units in Q:ean County wem owner-occupied, which again reflects 
the tendency of senior citizens to own rather than :cent. 'Ibe popularity of 
condani.n.i.ums in this derographic group is partly a result.of the low 
maintenance required. Corxbniniums are also popular ancnq people seeki.nq 
second hemes in i:esort axeas. Thus Atlantic, lt>mDJ.th, am cape May c;:ounties 
follow close behind Ocean in the percentage of condani.n.i.um units, while 
Sussex also ranks fairly high. 

By definition, condani.n.i.ums will be scaxce in areas with few nulti­
farnily structures. Table 9 therefoi:e sllc:Ms data on condani.n.i.ums as a 
percentage of units in such stxuctures. 'l'able 9 shows that condani.n.i.ums are 
less camon in the urban northeast than in other areas of the State. The 
Ciiinties of Bergen, Essex, Passaic mxl Union rank in the lower half of all 
counties, whether condani.n.i.ums are measumd as a percentage of total units 
or nulti-farnily units. When units in lllllti-family structures ai:e the 
measure, Hudson County also ranks low in condani.n.i.uns. 

'nlese results are caused by the fact that the northeastern counties are 
still cbninated by :cental tenure in nulti-family structures. An apa;rtment 
building in the central part of the State is m:>m likely to be marketed as 
condan.ini.ums -than would a sjmilar building· in the northeast. 

III. 'nmure by lbisehold Type 

Much has been written about the lure of h:meownership in the U.S. 
caused by ~licit goverment subsidies and the desire to build equity. An 
interesting historical question is wh:> msporded to these incentives and 
when. In spite of the lm:ge number Cirhanes pu:chased in the 1950's and 
~·s, census data suggest that the 1970's was the decade when the 
traditional_ American family decided that renting was no longer an attractive 
option. · 

Between 1970 am 1980, the number of mntal uni.ts in the nation 
occupied by husbarxi-wife families fell by approximately 2 million while the 
number of mntal units cx:cupied by non-traditional househ:>lds increased by 

16 
rore than 7 million. Part of this d.ifferen:e may be explained by changing 
derographic characteristics such as delayed marriage, but a large catp:>nent 
is undoubtedly due to the desire of two-in::ate couples to own their own 
hare. 

16. Census of Housing, Metro??litan H:>usinq Characteristics. 
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The percentages az:e striking. In 1970, 54 percent of all rental units 
in the U.S. were cx:cup~ed by married couples, with other male or fsnale­
headed households making up the remainder. By 1980, this percentage had 
ch:opped to 38 percent arxl for the first time had fallen below the share of 
rental 00\lsing occupied by female-headed households, a rapidly emerging 

17 
group. 

The types of h:Jusemlds occupying New Jersey's renter- and Owner­
occupied loising stock have followed national tJ:ends quite closely. The data 
az:e not available for the entire State in 1970, but an examination of the 
Newark SMSA (which includes both m:ban an:i sub1rban areas) suggests ~t New 
Jersey replicated the national shift toward ownership for married.couples 
(see table 10). By 1980 married couples occupied 38 percent of the State's 

18 
rental housing, exactly equal to the national share. 

n.ie to the increase in households in this period, all types of 
households made gains in the owner-occupied sector in bOtFi the Newark SMSA 
and the nation at large. It sh:W.d be noted that while bJusinq px:eferences 
am:>ng married blacks also changed in the direction of ownership, the 
p:evalence of poor single-parent households made ownership less camcn am:mq 

19 
blacks than am:mq other racial groups. 

'IV. Temu:e by Incane 

Stel:nlieb an:i Hughes attribute the dJseived tern.u:e shifts o:fi the 1970s 
to a PJ:OCeSS of "cream skimning," meaning that as better-off married couples. 
bought hates, mntal housing became the foxced choice of lower .incane 

20 
(nostly non-traditional) households. The gap between owner and renter 
i..ucanes clearly_widened as the 1970'& progxessed, p%0V'iding eviden::e for 
this hypothesis. In 1970, the median household incane of the nation's 
renters was 65 percent of nedian owner incane; by i980 this ratio had fallen 

17. Ibid. 
18. Ibid. 
19. Because of their incane and household types, blacks were rore likely to 
~rent than whites. By 1980, a full 55 percent of all rental units occupied by 
blacks in New Jersey were occupied by female-headed households (52% in the 
U.S.). The canparable figure for all races was 41 ~..rcent ( 39% in the 
U.S. ) . Many black renters in New Jersey were therefore msmbers of one of 
the nation's poorest datographic groups. 
20. George Stemlieb and James Hughes, The Future of Rental Housing (New 
Brunswick: Center for Urban Policy Resea?:Ch, 1981), p. 22. 
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21 . 
to 55 percent. 'If we analyze by race, the gap widens still further. 
According to Stemlieb aro Hughes, the in:ane of black central city renters 

22 
was only 70 percent that of all z:enter households in 1978. 

New Jersey adhered to the national pattem for incare and tenure in 
1980. Table 11 shJws that while the median overall household incane in New 
Jersey at the end of the 70's was over $19,000, the median was nm:e than 
$24,500 for owners arxi $12,600 for i:enters. Renter incare was therefore 
about 51 percent of owner irx:ane in 1980. Moreover, by the end of the decade 
only 4.6 percent of New Jersey's households in owner-occupied lnlsing units 
were below the poverty level, while the figure for renter-occupied housing 
units was a.lm::>st 19 percent (see table 12). 

Stnlctural Characteristics 

I. Single vs. Multi-family 

In 1980, over 58% of the year-rourxi units in New Jersey could be 
23 

considered "single-family." 'Ibis is up slightly fran the 1970 figure but 
is smaller than the 1960 pmportion. 'nle 1960 number reflects the many 
single-family h::mes that wexe built in the 1950's in New Jersey. As the 
State continued to w:bani.ze,_nulti-_fmnily_units_beqan to~ a caneback, 
increasing at a rate of 33\ in the 1960's (see table 13). · 

Since 1960 New Jersey has had a le7tiler proportion of single-family units 
than the national average, but a higher px'OpC?rtion than the mrtheast i:egion 
(see table 14). This situation duplicates a similar trend in heme ownership 
(see above), and is the reason why New Jersey, s:in::e its sinqle-family 
housing b:x:m in the 1950 's, has been regarded as the "quintessential" 
subw:ban state. 

Virtually all of the tmms described above for single-family axe 
reflected in the data for detached units, a subset of ~ single-family 
categocy. There is one exception: between 1970 and 1980 the percentage of 
detached units in New Jersey fell while the percentage of such units in the 
rest of the northeast rose. iifili is evidence for the appeararx::e of 
townD::nlses in New Jersey in this period, the first step in the direction of 
higher density living. As the _demarxi for housing in New Jersey shifts to 

21. 1970 Census of Housing, Metrop?litan li:rusing Characteristics; 1980 
Census of Housing, Detailed fblsing Characteristics. 
22. Sternlieb and HugheS, p. 5. 
23. Census of Housing, Detailed li:>using Characteristics. In the census, 
"single family" is defi1ied as any unit surrounded on all sides by open 
space or attached to another unit by a wall that extends fran g:row1d to 
roof. The fo:cmer is single-family "detached," the latter, "attached" (rrore 
camonl y known as a townhhouse) • 
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high-<iensity/multi-family units, the pzq:ortion of single-family l"ousing 
should start to converge with the rest of the northeast. 

Exhibit 1-4 

Single - Family 

f.s Percentage of 1970 Year - Round Units 

Legend 

Qso to 70 

~70 to 80 

mfj 80 to 9o 

Exhibit 1-5 

Single - Family 

As Percentage of 1980 Year - Round Units 

Legend 

D 10 to so 

Qso to 70 

~70 to 80 

~80 to 90 

Exhibit 1-6 

Single - Family Detached As Percentage of 1980. Year - Round Units 

Legend 

Os to 53 

Qs.3 .to 64 

~64 to 68 

mfj 68 to 74 

.74 to 84 12 
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Exhibits 1-4 and 1-5 soow the percentage of single-family units by 
county in 1970 and 1980. (Exhibit 1-6 sb::Ns single-family detached WU.ts as 
a percentage of all year-round units in 1980. ) In both years; single-family 
units were m::::>st carm:m in Hunterdon, Sussex an::i O::ean counties, a 
canbination of rural and reti.n:m:mt areas. They were least ca1m:>n in the 
UI:ban counties of Bergen, Passaic, Essex, Hudson and Union. Viewed side-by­
side, the maps suggest a slight decrease in single-family living in the 
counties of Bergen, Cape May, Gloucester and Salem (See also tables 15a-d.) 

Exhibit 1-7 

Small Multi - Family* 

As Percentage of 1970 Year - Round Units 

•2-• Units In Structure 

Legend 

~ 15 to 20 

~20 to 25 

.25 to 45 

Exhibit 1-8 

Small Multi - Family* 

hs Percentage of 1980 Year - Round Units 

•2-• Units In Structure 

Legend 

~ 15 to 20 

~20 to 25 

.25 to 45 

Exhibits 1-7 through 1-10 examine shift.cs in null:i-family units nore 
closely. Exhibits 1-7 arxi 1-8 stow a deci:ease in the pxoportion of "small" 
nulti-family units (such as duplexes or small garden apartments) in several 
areas of the state in the 1970's, including Jtbrris, Warren an:i Sanerset 
counties in north-central New Jersey, Salem in the southwest, and all but 
one county at the soore. With the eleeeption of Salem, these have been sane 
of the fastest-growing counties in the state sin:e 1970. 'Ihese maps suggest 
that rruch of the rew growth is not in the small multi-family category. 
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Exhibit 1-9 Exhibit 1-10 

Large Multi - Famaly* Large Multi - Family* 

f4s Percentage of 19 70 Year - Round Units 
•s or More Units In Structure 

f4s Percentage of 1980 Year - Round Units 
•5 or More Urita In Structure 

Legend Legend 

Os to B Os to 8 

Qa to 10 Qa to 10 

~ 10 to 15 ~ 10 to 15 

m§ 15 to 20 ____ [tt§ 15 to 20 

• 20 to 45 .20 to 45 

Exhibits l-9 and 1-10 illustrate the proportion of nulti-family units 
in large structures (greater than 4 units) in 1970 and 1980. These units 
increased their prop::>rtion in a IUllltler' of urbanized counties - Passaic, 
Bergen, Mickilesex -- bit also in rural counties such as Warren, Salem, 
Gloucester and every shore county.. We see heJ:e an intensification of 
developtent in the urban oorthea.st; a mJVe toward larger nul.ti-family 
housing at the soore; arrl growth in large nulti-family in select rural 
counties. 
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Exhibit 1-11 

High - Rise Units* As Percentage of 1980 Year - Round Uflits 
•so or More Untta In Structure 

Legend 

Oo to 1 

gi to 3 

~3 to 5 

~5 to 7 

.7 to 13_ 

Exhibit 1-11 shows high-rise units (SO or rore in st.ructw:e) as a 
percentage of yea.r-row'd uni.ts in 1980. As expected, the JTDSt urban 
counties have the highest proportion of such units. The existence of high­
~ises in Atlantic City expl~ tlV3 high proportion of large multi-family 
units in Atlantic County. 

II. Height of Structw:es 

Tables 16-18 depict data on the height of residential structw:es in New 
Jersey. Naturally, the tables tell a stoey similar to the dat.a on units-in­
structure described aOOve. In this case, New Jersey~ less "urban'' 
than other mrtheastern states in 1980 because it had a relatively low 
proportion of high- and mid-rise st.ructw:es. ttJwever, the State's proportion 
of such buildings was higher than the national average. Table 16 s00ws that 
l:etween 1970 and 1980, New Jersey increased. its prop:>rtion of units in 
structures over three stories, while the oortheast saw this prop::>rtion 
decline. New Jersey, then, was getting rrore "dense" in the 1970's by this 
measure, ard the rest of the oortheast less so. 
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Table 18, which c~ntains information on the height of residential 
b.lildings by county, contains few surprises. The oortheastern counties of 
Hudson, Passaic, Essex and Bergen had sane of the highest proportions of 
units in tall buildings in 1980. Over 25 per cent of the units in Hudson 
County were in bll.ldings taller than three stories. 

'l\iO counties at the sh::>re are worth noting. Ck:ean County_, in spite of 
its large runber of cord:mini.ums, had one of the lowest proportions of units 
in large mid- arxi high-rise buildings. Qle might have expected the denand 
for oceanfront property to have generated mre such structures. At the 
opposite erxi of the spectrum, Atlantic County has seen the kind of high-rise 
activity that would noJJnally be associated with a major beach resort. 

45.0% 

40.0% 

35.0% 

30.0% 

25.0% 

20.0% 

15.0% 

10.0% 

5.0% 

Chart 1-3 

Age of Housing Stock in Year~. 1980 <Percentage of year - round units) 

• USA 

ii NORTHEAST 

• NEW JERSEY 

0.0% U-E::I--

Age In Years · . 

III. Aqe of Sttuctures 

Chart 1-3 and table 19 illustrate the age of the 00\lsing stock in New. 
Jersey, the U.S. and the oortheast in 1980. Chart 1~3 shows that New Jersey 
had proportionately m:>re units 11 to 30 years old than did the mst of the 
northeast. 'lhls x:elative abuOOance of 00using built between 1950 and 1969 
reflects New Jersey's high rate of suburban growth in those years. In 1980, 
a relatively higher proportion of the h:lusing stock in the :rest of the 
oortheast was m:>re than forty years old (that is, built before 1940). 
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Exhibit 1-12 

Age of Structures 

Percentage of Units Built Since 1940 

Legend 

09 to 24 

Q24 to 27 

~27 to 34 

~34 to 42 

• 42 to 60 

. Exhibit 1-13 

Age of Structures 

Percentage of Units Built Since 1970 

Legend 

~19 to 22 

~22 to 29 

.29 to 43 

Exhibits 1-12 and 1-13 display data on the age of st.z:uctures by county. 
Cowlties with the highest percentage of units less than 10 years old .in 1980 
were, in order: O::ean, Cape May, Sussex, B\lrlington am Gloucester (see 
tables 20a-b). Counties with the highest j;>el:centage of w'l.i.ts nore than 40 
years old were Hudson, Essex, Passaic, wan:en, and Hunterdon. 

Apparently second-ring suburban counties, such as Middlesex, Morris and 
Sanerset, were cbninated by housing nore than 10 rut less than 40 years old 
in 1980. Many of these units were urxbubteclly built in the 1950's. 

tbusing Costs in the 1970's 

Overall Trends 

Nationally, the trend of iocreasing housing prices began to accelerate 
in the 1970's. Sternlieb and Hughes report a 30 percent increase in the 
nedian sales price of nEM one-family hanes beb.1een 1963 and 1970. In the 
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197Q·s, according to these authors, the same price increased by 186 
24 

percent. 

The acceleration in housing prices had an effect on the ability of IMny 
people to afford the traditional detached h:luse. Th.is can be seen in data on 
the ratio of the rredi.an sales price of such hemes to median family i.ncane in 
this period. 

Stemlieb an:i Hughes fowxi that, nationally, th.is ratio :rose fJ:an below 
25 . 

2. 5 in the early 1970 's to 3. 2 by 1979. In New Jersey, the same ratio 
hovered arowxi 2.5 through the 1950's and 1960's. By 1980, however, the 
ratio had i.nci:eased to 3.0; the ratio continued to i..naease steadily· until 

26 
it reached the unprecedented level of 4.0 in 1987. 

The median rent in New Jersey also began to accelerate in the 1970's, 
in::reasing by 104% that decade canpared to 63% in the 1960's. This 
acceleration was not as rapid as the increase in other states, arx:i was still 
less than the in:rease in the rate of inflation (see table 21). But median 
h:luserold ~ in New Jersey i.ncreased by only 91% in this period, making 

27 
I."ents less afforoable than they had been ten years earlier. 

New Jersey tbusing Costs by Location 
Exhibit 1-14 Exhibit 1-15 

1980 Housing Values Median 1980 Contract Rent Median 

fa Owner - Occupied Units ~ ................... for Renter - Occupied Uni· 
~~~ill 

Dollars 

D 9900 to 42.300 

bd 42300 to 54900 

~ 54900 to 65800 

00) 65800 to 80200 

Dollars 

D, 10 to 201 

g2o7 to 238 

~238 to 266 

~ 266 to 305 

• 80200 to 20010· • 305 to 501 

24. Future of Rental Housing, p. 11. 
25. Ibid .. The authOrs claim that federal sumidies may have .forced the early 
1970's ratio below the 1950's/'60s baseline of 2.9. 
26. Poone call to National Association of lbne-t:ui.lders, August 1988. 
27. US Census, Detailed Pop4ation Characteristics. 
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Exhibits 1-14 and 1-15 illustrate median housing values and rents 
througrout the State in 1980. Exhibit 1-14 shows that the highest housing 
values in 1980 could be found in a wide ring of suburbs around New York 
City. The nost expensive categoi:y does not include the inner-ring suburbs of 
Bergen, Essex and Union Counties. Much of Middlesex County, which is 
traversed by several major transp:>rtation corridors, is also outside the 
nost expensive category. This may be due to the age of the housing stock or 
to the close proximity of carmercial and industrial activities. 

Exhibit 1-14 shows that by 1980 the suburbs of northern Momcuth County 
had clearly becane expensive markets. 'Ibis pjrtion of !t:)mouth, along with 
the Prin:eton area, carplete the ring of i:elatively expensive housing that 
surrounds the New York metropolitan area. 

Exhibit 1-14 also shows a clear divergence between housing values in 
the northern and southern parts of the State. No ring of high-priced housiilg 
can be identified in the vicinity of Philadelphia, am the vast majority -0£ 
towns in the south had median housing values below $42, 300 in 1980. 

Exhibit 1-15 sh:Jws a similar, but less definite pattem for median 
contract rent. Here the highest cost categoz:y is displaced slightly to the 
east, and !t:)mouth County ck:>es rot appear as costly. By 1980, a pocket of 
high-priced rental housing had appeared in the vicinity of Atlantic City, in 

28 
response to arployment and h::>usinq needs in the resort~s.camutershed. 
Table 22 rep:lrts the values displayed in exhibits 1-14 am 1-15. 

28. Since both maps rank all 567 municipalities before breaking than into 
five equal classes, it is legitimate to carpare the geographical 
distrib.ltions of the top class. However there may not be a large enough 
sarrple of rental units in each municipality to reliably map contract rent. 
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CHAPl'ER II 

NEW JERSEY KXJSnli '!RENDS IN 'lHE 1980 Is 

Since publication of the 1990 census is still several years away, the 
best infomation on 00using activity in New Jersey in the 1980's can be 
found in the Department of Labor's annual rep:>rts on authorized building 

1 
pennits. 'nlese rep:>rts constitute the primaxy source for data mported 
in this chapter. 

Each residential permit counted by the Department repx:esents a single 
dwellinq unit authorized for construction. 'DlS data are bJ:oken down by the 
number of wti.ts in each str\lCture, by nmi.cipality, arxi by COWlty. It is 
inp:>rtant to remember that wti.ts authorized are oot necessarily built. The 
following figures are themfore an estimate of actual additions to the 
housing stock. 

OYerall Trends 

Data for the first eight years of the cun:ent decade suggest that the 
increa.se in the number of lnl.seb:>lds that characterized the 1970's has 
continued. FlnTl 1980 to ·1987, the estimated number of _h:Jusing units in New 
Jersey increased by 10.2% while population ir¥:mased by only 4.2%. In 1987, 
7,677,000 New Jerseyans occupied appmximately 3,055,000 h:Jusing units for 

- 2 
an average 00use00ld size of 2.5 

So far this decade, the State's population growth has already exceeded 
the 2.7% rate registered for the entire decade 1970-1980. Much.of this 

1. The latest issue is entitled New Jersey Buil~Pel:mits -
1987 Sunmary (State of New Jersey, Department o~r, Division 
of Labor Market and Denographic Reseal:ch, June 1988). 

2. 1987 population estimate is f:i:an N.J. Department of Labor, 
New Jersey F.conanic Indicators (January 1989). CSP 
estimated additions to the fuiisinq stock in the 1980's 
by subtracting dallJlitions am acliing net conversions to the sum 
total of building permits authorized between 1980 am 1987. 
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growth has occurred in the last four years. In spite of this c6ncentrated 
sp.lrt of growth, h:Jwever, annual h:>usinq pi:oduction in the l980's never 
matched the 65,000 units aut.lxlriza:l in 1972 (see chart 1-1). If the 
average annual tnisinq production fun 1980 to 1987 continues tlu:ough the 
end of the decade, New Jersey will add fewer units to its -housing inventory 
in the 1980's than in any decade sin:e the l940's. 

Chart 2-1 

Change in Dwelling Units Authorized: 1980 - 1987 
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Reprinted from N.J. Department of Labor, NewJersey Building Permlts-1987 Sunxnary 
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Charts 1-1 and 2-1 show that residential construction in New Jersey in 
the 1980's was significantly affected by the national recession and 
subsequent recovery. Dlring the first three years of the decade, housing 
p:cduction was stagnant at alx>ut 22,000 units per year (see appendix, table 
3). Thus housing production in this period fell to a level below tj'lat of 
the last major recession ( 1973-1975) • Alth:ugh the earlier recession was 
ncre severe in New Jersey in tm:ns of unenploynent, the record-high 
interest rates acccmpmying the'1980-82 slowcbm clearly had a large 
negative effect on the h:nlsi.ng market. 

The market in New Jersey reb:Jun:ied sharply in 1983, with close to 
37,000 units authorized. Chart 2-1 and table 23 show that the housing 
recovery in New Jersey after 1983 paralelled that in the rest of the 
nation, altix>ugh New Jersey soon began to surpass other states. 

In 1987, housing production in New Jersey and the nation fell for the 
first time since 1981. In its 1988 pmnit x~, the New Jersey Department 
of Lab:>r offers sane explanations for this decline, arguing that the 
p:cduction levels of 1986 "'1ere too high to be maintained and that interest 
rates were beginning to rise again in early 1987. 

The Labor report also raises the possibility that the baby lxx:m 
3 

generation's danarx:l for rousing might have peaJced by 1987. Irdeed, data 
for the first 6 ncnths of 1988 8uggest that housing production continued 

4 
its downward trend that year. 

Housing Growth by County 

The Departlrent of Lator reports that "six counties accounted for one­
half of all dwelling units authorized for constnrtion in 1987." 'nlese 
counties were, in'descending order: Ocean, M::>mouth, Burlington, Middlesex, 
Bergen and Atlantic. · 

3. New Jersey Departnent of LaOOr, 1987 Sunmary of Building 
Peimits, p. 4. 
4. Departnent of LaOOr, New Jersey F,conanic In:licators (Januacy 

1989), p. S-20. 
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Table 24 ranks all 21 New Jersey counties by rwmber of dwelling units 
authorized in each year between 1980 and 1987. Significant t:rerx:is include 
the stxength of the h:msing markets in O::ean, Middlesex an1 z.t>mouth 
COWlties through:nlt the decade; consistently lat pn:xiuction of housing in 
Warren, Cumberland,·and Salem counties; the steady rise of Burlington and 
Sanerset counties; and the rise (and subsequent fall) of i:esidential 
construction activity in Mercer and Hudson counties. 

Of particular interest is blilding activity at the shoJ:e. Table 25 
shows that of the 25 nunicipalities with the largest rwmber of units 
authorized in 1987, close to half were in the shoxe counties of o:ean, 
H:mrrouth, Atlantic and Cape May. 

}busing Growth by Type 

Chart 1-1 shJws that single-family housing continued to cbninate New 
Jersey's housing market in the 1980's. F%an a low of 49\ in 1971, the 
percentage of authorized single-family units irc:eased to 71\ in 1978 and 
J:eaehed a high of 74\ in 1986 (see table 3). 'Iba pm:entage of single 
family hanes authorized in New Jersey in :recent years has been higher than 
the percentage of existing single family housing stock measured in each of 
the last 5 census years (see table 13), and has also been higher than in 

5 
the rest of the nation, whe%e this figure has fallen steadily since ·1975. 

'Ihis measure can be mislead.iriq, however, because it con:eals a trend 
toward higher densities in the fom of single-family townhouse developnent. ~ 
James Hughes and George Stemlieb have ckx:unented this ti'ei'ld for single-

6 
family units through:nlt the U.S. A carpmhensive sw:vey of new housing 
developnents in oorthem New Jersey in 1985 found that 56\ of the 
developnents _consisted of townhouses, while only 34\ wem single-detached 

5. At least through 1985, for which national data aJ:"e available. 
See James Hughes and George Stemlieb, The ~cs of America's 
Housing (New Brunswick: Rutgers Center forPolicy Research, 
1987)' p. 116. 
6 • Ibid. ' p. 125 . 
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7 
and 10% multi-family or mixed. 

That this mix of projects represents a nove toward higher densities 
seems clear. 'lbwnlnlses in the sample averaged 6.73 Wlits per acre, to 2.68 
units for single-family detached. The average townhouse was also 36% 
smaller than the average detached house in square footage. "'!his x:esul t, " 
say the i:esea:rchers, " •.• could reflect the high cost of land in New Jersey 
and developer's interest in maximizing the number of OOusing uriits on the 
m:inim.Jm arrount of land to reduce housing costs; or it could z:eflect Wyer . a 
preference for this type of h::>using as perceived by developers." 

lblsi.ng Type by LJ:cation 

Chart 2-2 

Dwelling Units Authorized By Type By County: 1987 
Ranked by 1987 Total 
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Reprinted from N.J. Department of Labor, New Jersey Building Permjts-1987 Summary 

7. Robert Taylor, Developnent Profile of New R:>using in 
Northem, Western, aoo South-Central, New Jersey (Upper 
1't>ntclair: ?tbntclair State College, August 1985), p. 3. 

8. Taylor, Q2 cit., ~· 4, 17. 
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Chart 2-2 arrl table 26 depict building pezmits authorized by type and 
by county in 1987. Hudson, Bergen, Atlantic (arxi to a lesser extent 
Burlington) counties autb::>rized a large number of pezmits for units in 
five-or-rrore family structures in 1987; while Union, Hudson, and Cape May 
counties authorized x:elatively high proportions of two-family units. The 
remaining counties generally matched or e:xceeded the statewide pm:entage 
of single-family units. 

For pw:poses of his 1985 SUIVey, Robert Taylor of ~tclair State 
College divided northem New Jersey into the five ecoranic/housing xegions 
displayed in exhibit 2-1. Using this geographical breakdown, Taylor's 

9 
sanple of new developnents exhibited the following characteristics: 

Table 2-1 
Distril:ution of New fblsing Projects by Type 

Percent ~t Mean SqLw:e Footage 
location 'l'<::Mnh:ruse Detached 'lOwnhJuse Detached 

~rth-Urban 63% 29% 2,005 3,205 

Suburban-Metro 40% 60% 2,080 3,075 

Westem-Rural 40% 40% 1,767 2,398 

"High-Tech It 75% 17% 1,475 1,917 
Middle 

Soore 53% 29% l,707 2,164 

According to these data, townh::>use projects wexe mst camon in the 
urbanized oortheast arxi the route-one corridor (labelled "high-tech middle" 
in this study). Projects with detached houses wez:e nost camon in the five 
oorthwestel:l'l counties l:ut wm:e x:elatively scarce in the %.'O\lte-one corridor. 

9. Source: Taylor, Developnent Profile of New tbusing ••• , pp. 
11-12. 
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Average square footage for both types of units was highest in the oortheast 
and lowest in the route-one·corrid:>r. 

Exhibit 2-1 

Regions Used in Montclair State St~dy 

Legend 

ONo Doto 

_ Q Shq_re Belt 

~High-Tech Middle 

mfl North-Urben 

• Western-Urbanize 
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Taylor's data suggest that in 1985, new projects in the route-one 
corricbr included smaller units in denser configurations than th:>se 
prevailing in the rest of oorthern New Jersey. Whether this phenarenon was 
a product of high land values, less affluent consmners or local land-use 
.regulations is unclear. 1-k>reover, the abserce of data for all six counties 
of southem New Jersey makes it difficult to use this report to identify 
statewide l:W.lcling trends. 

H:>u.sing Costs in the 19 80 I 5 

Carprehensive data on l'nlsing costs at ~ state, county or municipal 
level for oon-<:ensus years is generally not in the PJblic cbi\ain. fbwever 
data for other relevant jurisdictions can be used to identify general 
trends. 
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Chart 2-3 
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CHART 2-5. 

Constant Quality Price Index of Houses Sold in the United States 1977 • 100 
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Charts 2-3, 2-4 and 2-5 use three different measw:es to canpare 
housing cost increases in four major xegions of the country fran 1963 to 
1985. The mst striking feat.um of these graphs is the substantial jump in 
housing costs that began aroun:i 1982-83 in the northeastem states. This 
suckEl in::rease in costs far outpaces that in any other region; this is 
true whether the measure used is the price of existinq hares, the price of 
new hares, or the price of an "equivalent !Dile" over the years. This 
increase reflects, in part, the new speculative role played by real estate, 
which helped drive New Jersey's !Dile price-to-incane ratio to unprecedented 

10 
heights by 1987. 

If the northeastern l'nlsinq market was buoyed by speculation in the 
mid-1980 's, recent evidence in:licates that the bubble may have turst.. In 
New Jersey the fourth quarter of 1988 witnessed the nation' s shm:pest . 
decline in existing b::rne sales, as sellers failed to lower their prices in 

' 11 
response to a softening market. 

In spite of uru:ea.listic expectations by sate sellers, the 1988 trend 
in housing prices was unmistakably cbmward. '1'le median price of existing 
one-family hares in the New York/N:>rthem New Jersey metJ:O area declined by 

12 
3.6% over the year, to $178,500. Many experts xegard this decline m::>re 
as a market cor:cecti~ than as evi.denpe of a majo:c: slump in the housing 
market. Others, however, point to xecessionaey mxl ~ changes that 

13 
DllSt inevitably reduce l'nlsi.ng demand. 

10. The ratio was as high as 4 that year, accoJ:ding to the 
National Association of Hanebuilders. . · 
11. National Association of Realtors. 
12. By way of canparison, the median price of single-family hemes 
in the Philadelphia metro area stood at $104,600, an in::rease of 
13% over the year (National Association of Realtors) • 
13. For a sumnary of this debate, see the Newark Star I.edger, 
February 19, 1989, p. 1. 
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li:>using Costs by U:>cation 

Robert Taylor's 1985 survey identified the following prices for units 
14 

in new projects: 

Table 2-2 

Unit prices in New lblsinq P.rojects 

Mean Base Selling Price Mean Price per Square Foot 
!£>Cation TownOOuse Detached TownOOuse Detached 

North-Urban $155,382 $264,781 $78 $83 

Subn=han-Met.ro 145,795 252,786 70 82 

western-Rural 177,483 188,111 100 78 

"Hi.gh-Tech" 124,174 184,580 84 96 
Middle 

Shxe 131,355 126,622 77. 59 

'Dlese findings conf illn that b:Jusing costs remain higher in northern 
than southem New Jersey, although the squm:e footage costs help to 
separate differen:es based on location fran those based on housing size. On 
a squai:e-footage basis, detached l'olsing was particularly costly intlie 
xoute-one corridor; this undoubtedly explains the prevalerce of townhouse 
developnent in that section of the State. In contrast, single-detached 
housing seems to have a ~ative cost advantage in the "western-rural" 
portions of the State. 

Average sales prices in the New Jersey suturbs_near Philadelphia 
ranged :fran a high of $163,000 (Haddonfield) to a low of $41,000 

14. Source: Taylor, Developrent Profile of New H:>using ... , pp. 
10-11. 
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(Woodlynne) in 1987. On average, lone prices in this part of the state were 
15 

lower than t.h::>se across the Delaware River or oorth of Trenton. 

15. Realtors' Multiple Listing Service, as reported. in "The 
Philly 200," real estate section of Philadelphia Magazine, April 
1988, p 145. 
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OiAPI'ER III 

I.DN AND MDERATE m:nfE ID.5IN3: '!HE NEW JERSEY CXXJN:IL CN 
AFFClmABLE H:XJSIK; 

[All but the last section of this chapter sumnarize material found in the 
CCWi ~lication "Requirerents of a fblsing Element and Fair Sha.J:e Plan," 
prepared in 1988 by planner Darsie cahall. ] 

Iegal Mandates 

Land-use control regulations in New Jersey were significantly 
altered by the State Suprane Court's decisions Southern Burl~n ~ 
NAACP v. The Township of !'bunt Laurel, 67 N.J'. 151, 336 A. 2-.,r, 
Dismissed and Cert. denied, 423 U.S. 808 (1975) and Southern Burlin~n 
County NAACP v. The Township of M:>unt Laurel, 92 N.J. 158, 456 A. 2 90 
( 1983) • Such decisions, carmnly rererred to as M:Junt Laurel I and Mount 
Laurel II, placed New Jersey on the judicial frontier lll tezms of 
~ a new relationship between local land-use regulations and the 
provision of affo?:dable housing. 

The M:>unt Laurel Decisions 

The first ltblnt Laurel decision established the use of a xeqional 
welfare d:x:trine as a valid test of the constitutionality of exclusionacy 
zoning. The high cost of providi.nq infrastructure has contributed to 
zoning designed to attract high "tax ratables" while limiting properties 
with lower tax returns and higher service costs. Mt. Laurel had designated 
a large part of .its undeveloped land for industrial use. The Southern 
Burlington County NAACP argued that this excessively large designation of 
land excluded the developnent of residential housing. 

The Court ruled that the existing Mount Laurel zoning had excluded 
lower and mxierate incane groups f?:an the township. The Court also ruled 
that proof of discriminatocy intent was mt necessary, and that New Jersey 
nunicipalities had an obligation to meet their "fair share of the px:esent 
and prospective regional need" for this type of housing. 

In resp:>nse to the court's decision, Mt. Laurel revised its zoning to 
include 20 acres of land suitable for !CM and mxierate incane housing. 
This pranpt.ed the secon:i appeal to the State Supreme Court. In this second 
ruling the Court expanded its fair share concept, providing quantitative 
neasures by which "need" could be calculated. In addition to the further 
clarif~cation of earlier decisions, the Court appealed to the I.eqislature 
to take action to insure the achievatent of fair share objectives. 
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New Jersey Council on Affordable fblsing 

'll1e legislative response to these judicial decisions was the Fair 
lt:>us~Act enacted in July 1985. That act set up the New Jersey Council on 
Affo le Housing, with a man:Jate to establish housing regions, quantify 
:cegional housing needs and provide guidelines for nunicipalities to 
determine their fair share and develop a housing elanant plan. 

'!be Fair H:>using Act also made the "housing element" a mandatocy part 
of nuni.cipal master plans starting August 1, 1988. New Jersey . 
nuni.cipalities that have not ackJpted a bJusing element by August 1, 1988, 
may have their zoning ordinance jeopm:dized. Municipalities have the option 
of filing their hJusing plan - carplete with the appcopriate h:>using 
element - with CDAH. Filing the ackJpted plan, a m.micipality gains access 
to CCWi's administrative pi:ocess of mediation in the event of subsequent 
litigation. 

The New Jersey Council on Affordable Housing provides the State's 
nuni.cipalities with a set of J:Ules they nust apply in estJJnating their fair 
share obligation in relation to regional low and m:xierate i.ncare housing 
need as it has been defined by the two !t:Junt Law:el decisions. Because the 
CXlAH body of rules is CC11plex and extremely detailed in its specifications, 
the following I11JSt be viewed as an overview of the general meaning and 
mechanisms contained in the ~ ml.es. 

Calculation Of Need For I.ow and M:xierate Irx:ate fblsinq 

In general, OOAH defined state housing/camutation xegions and 
. 1 

estimated the futm:e housinq need for each region. Municipal shares of 
mqional need wm:e det:ezmi.ned. ~ then defined ways for each 
nunicipality to verify its "fair share" and defined mechanisms for each 
nuni.cipality to meet its housing requil:ement. 'Dle following sections 
describe this process. 

1. CCWi has foz:mal.ly adopted 6 housing regions for the State consisting of 
the following counties: 

Region 1: Northeast - Bergen, Hudson, Passaic 
Region 2: tbrthwest - Essex, Morris, Sussex, Union 
Region 3: West Central - Hunterdon, Middlesex, Sarerset, Wan:en 
Region 4: East Central - I'omouth, Ck:ean 
Region 5: Southwest - Burlington, Carrden, Gloucester, Mercer 
Region 6: South Southwest - Atlantic, Cape May, Cumberland, Salen 

These regions were developed by the Rutgers University Center for Urban 
Policy Research by evaluating incane, housing costs, vacant land and 
carmuter patterns. 
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Estimates of Regional Present and Future Housing Need 

COAH housing need projections are based on PJPU].ation projections 
derived fran the Historical Migration lt::del developed by the New Jersey 
Department of Labor, Off ice of Deuog:raphic and F.conanic Analysis, and 
published in "Population Projections for New Jersey am Counties: 1990 to 
2020", November 1985. Pi:esent and future estimates for housing need have 
been defined by <DAH as follows: 

Table 3-1 

OOAH Estimated HJusing Need, 1987-1993 
(Statewide am by legion) 

Region 

1. ?«:>rtheast 
2 • ?«:>rthwest 
3. West Central 
4. East Central 
5. Southwest 
6. South Southwest 

Total New Jersey 

Need (in units) 

42,534 
28,773 
14,720 

. 23,247 
21,884 
14,549 

145,707 

It is inp'.)rtant to note· that 'need' .ih this table is derived by 
subtracting fJ:an the total estimated demarxl for housing units tha~ portion 
which is expected to be supplied by the marketplace. 'Need,' then, is that 
portion of the total demaOO for housing which is unllkely to ee built by 
the private sector due to the incane characteristics of the person or 
persons to be sheltered in the housing. 

Dete?lll.inatlon of Municipal. Need 

COAH's methxk:>logy to calculate each namicipality's fair share is a 
carplex one. A brief overview of its basic pri.rx::iples can, however, give a 
sense of the mre elaborate process designed by the Council. 

I. Present Need 

Present need describes the number of housing units demanded, but not 
built, to meet the shelter %eqUil:ements of today's p::>pu.lation. Present 
need consists of two eletents. The first is called indigeoous need. The 
second element is called reallocated present need. 

A municipality's indigenous need is defined as the actual or capped 
deficient 00using occupied by low and m::>derate i.ncane households. 'lb 
derive the municipal share of need fzan the census subregion total, COAH 
employs surrogates of deficient 00\lsing available at both the municipal and 
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census subregion levels. Irxiigenous need may also be evaluated thl.'Ough a 
survey of the municipality's h:>using stock. 

For 1987, the regional average percentage deficien:::y has been 
estimated as follows: 

Table 3-2 

Irxiigenous fblsing Deficiencies by Reqion, 1987 

Region 

1. R:>rtheast 
2. ?i:>rthwest 
3. West Central 
4. East Central 
5. Southwest 
6. South-southwest 

Percent Deficiency 

.075 

.047 

.025 

.015 

.026 

.042 

Reallocated present need is defined as the share of deficient housing 
need which ll'llSt be distributed to those mnicipalities that have been 
partly or wtx:>lly designated as ~ areas. 'll'le distrihltion of each 
housing region's reallocated present need is detex:mined on the basis of 
four factors-: a. ~ ar$a; b. ~ arploynent; c. aggmgate per-
capita incane; and d. covered enploynent change.- · 

COAH has estimated the mallocated pr;esent need (as of 1987), by 
housing xegion as follows: 

Table 3-3 

_ 1987 leal.located Deficient lblsing Units, by Reqion 

Region 

1. R:>rtheast 
2. Northwest 
3. West Central 
4. East Central 
5. Southwest 
6. South-Southwest 

Total New Jersey 

Reallocated Deficient Housing Units 

17,676 
8,829 
1,631 

750 
4,060 
1,465 

34,411 
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II. Total Need 

'!he total need for any nuni.cipality consists of its present need plus 
its estimated need in the future (''prospective'' need). 

The prospective need is calculated by estimating the share of low and 
nrxierate incane OOuseholds that will require affordable h:>using. CCWf' s 
projected need by the year 1993 by region is as follows: 

Table 3-4 

1993 Prosepct.ive H:Jusing Need, by Region 

Region 

1. N:>rtheast 
2 • N:>rthwest 
3. west Central 
4. East Central 
5. Southwest 
6. South-Southwest. 

Total New Jersey 

Pmspective Need 

5,509 
9,759 

13,661 
23,752 
18,179 
9,561 

80,421 

In·order to calculate a.nunicipa).ity's pcospective need it is 
necessary.to-adjust the total-of nuniclpal. needs to confcmn to_mqiona.l 
prospective need. Municipal share of prospective regional need is. based on 
the same four ecoranic/deuographic factor described above for x:eall~ted 
present need. 

III. Pl:e-Cl:edit Need 

Total nuni.cipal need is then further adjusted to derive "p:e-credit" 
need. For ~le, an estimate of the natural emsion to the 
na.micipa.lity's housing stock (loss through fire, etc.) is added to the 
total need for housing. Estimated additions to the supply of housing via 
rehabilitation, the conversion of non-:cesidential units to housing, and 
filtering are subtracted fran the estimate of total need. 

Municipal Adjustm:mts 

Municipalities are expected to i:eview OOAH's detellt\i.nations. Various 
rules outline the process by which the cannunity can appeal to COAH to 
adjust its p:e-credit need. 
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. Once a camu.mity detellnines its final pi:e-c:redited mnnber, it can ask 
a:lAH to grant adjµstrrents to the obligation, especially when the 
municipality cannot rreet its own need. CXlAH describes two adjustment 
categories: a) a vacant larxi adjustment when the nuni.cipality does not 
have enough vacant, available, suitable, developable or approvable land, 
and b) an adjustment caused by the lack of adequate infrastructure. 

In addition to adjustments, New Jersey 111.Ulicipalities may be eligible 
to obtain credit for mhabilitated or newly built lower incane housing 
provided since April 1, 1980. Qtly new !CM and mxierate incane hcus~ld 
units subject to affordability controls as per N.J.A.C. Sa92-6.l m:e 
eligible. In the case of rehabilitation, the cost of a unit 11L1St be no 
less than $4,500 and the rehabilitated unit llllSt be confined to low and 
ncderate incane household use. 

H:>usinq units are also eligible for credit when they have been built 
under the auspices of a government-funded or assisted 00\lsing program 
targetting houseOOlds making less than 80 pm:ent of median incane. 
Rehabilitation units are eligible if they were rehabilitated up to code 
standard between April 1, 1980 and January 1, 1987, provided that at the 
time of rehabilitation they were occupied by eligible low or ncderate 
incane households, and that they are currently occupied by the same or 
similar household. units that were rehabilitated privately can also be 
credited. 

Municipal Fair Shaze Plans 

'n1e Plan 

Qlce_a nuni.cipality has defined its need and :cequested credits ard/or 
adjustments, a plan nust be pmsented expl.aininq hew the nunicipality 
intends to fulfill its low and ncderate incane housing mqui..rerrent. 'nlere 
are four fundamental options: 1) rehabilitation; 2) zoning; 3) municipal 
construction; 4) Regional Contribution AgJ:eernents (RCA' s) • 

o Rehabilitation. Municipalities that decide to rehabilitate housing 
units can apply for funding fran the Department of Carmmity Affairs 
and/or use other financing sources, such as nmi.cipal tondinq. 
Municipalities are i:equimd to allocate a minimum of $10,000 per 
unit, of which $8,000 sl'nlld be set aside for actual capital costs. 
In providing the administrative mechanism to market the unit, a 
m.micipality can start its own program, enter into an ag:ceerent with 
a county rehabilitation program or h.iJ:e an outside filln. 
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Zoning. In ol:der to zone for the developnent of low and ncderate 
incane h:>using, a municipality is required to document the pmsence 
of suitable, available, developable, and appz:ovable sites in its 
territory. 'Iha nu.micipal plan nist show how many low and ncderate 
incane units am bei:ng built on each site and should account for the 
entire pre-credited/new const.J:uction caup:ment. In particular, the 
plan should contain the following four itans: site description 
(buildable acreage, current zoning, surrourxiing land uses, stx:eet 
access); environmental infonnation (mromt of acreage considel:ed 
environmentally constrained and any i:anaining buildable acreage); 
utility availability (location, size and capacity of lines an:i 
facilities in the area, plus the status of the 201/208 plans)1 
inclusionacy developnent pz:oposal (description of the total runber of 
units for each site, the number of low and mderate incane units and 
the number of sales and rental units per site, and overall site 
density). 

Muni~Construction: Muni.Cipalities may also opt to provide low ana te in::ane hOusi.ng units tlu:ough a m.micipal construction 
program. Such a progxmn is expected to adcb:ess the following four 
areas of concern: · 

a. Site control infcmnation, through which the m.micipality 
denalstrates that it contz:ols the site(s) either in the fcmn of 
outright ownership .or _via. .an....cpticn_o .the_ property. A · 
Dllnicipality can also condelm land with the aim of eventually 
constructing low incane housing. In eckiition, a:wi xequests 
specific documentation proving that the site(s) is (ai:e) 
available, suitable, developable and appz:ovable. · 

b. An administrative mechanism for the project specifying how 
applicants will be selected, constxuction m:mitored, and the 
buildings managed. 

c. . Funiing specifications proving that the nmicipality has 
adequate and stable funds. 

d.. A tiltetable for construction that -outlines each step of 
the developnent process (i.e., site. plan pmparation, mmicipa.l 
awrova.l, state and federal pemit applications, contractor and 
construction selection, etc.) 

Regional Contribution !feements CRCAs) : 1'le Fair Housing Act allows 
a nunicipa!ity to trans er up to 50 percent of its fair sham housing 
obligation to another m.micipality willing to eccumodate such 
~lopnent. The "senclinq" and "mceiving" nmicipalities 111.1St be 
within the same region. At least 50 percent of the transferred 
housing units rrust be allcx:ated to !CM incane households. 

Controls on Affordability. The Cowl::il stipulates that nuni.cipalities 
nust assure that lower incane units remain affordable to targetted 
households for a period of not less than 20 years. COAH encourages 
num.i.cipalities to consider controls on rents ard i:esales over this period. 
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'n1e Colm:il·also establishes guideli.res for initial pricing. For low 
and mxJerate incane owner-occupied single family housing units, after a 
down payrrent of 10 percent the rronthly principal, interest, taxes, 
insurarce and corxbninium fees should oot exceed 28 percent of an eligible 
household's gross m:>nthly incane. Rents, excluding utilities, sb:W.d not 
exceed 30 percent of the gross m:>nthly incare of the appropriate household 

2 
size. 

Affordable housing unit prices and xents may increase anrmally at the 
rate of increase in median incane for each housing xagion. If necessary, 
nunicipalities am requested to subsidize_the housing unit in order to 
maintain affordability. 

Owners who wish to sell their affordable units DUSt notify the 
nuni.cipality of their intent. If thm:e ar:e no eligible buyers within 90 
days of n::>tification, the nun.i.cipality may pu%Chase the units for the . 
maxim.ml price pei:mitted. If the nun.i.cipal agerw::y does not buy the units, 
the sellers may apply for pei:mission to of fer their pxoperty to oon-incane 
eligible households at the max.inun price pmnitted. 

Inclusionary Guarantees 

CXlAH has also developed rules to i.nsw:e that l<M and m:xterate incane 
housing be provided in such a· way as to·pmvent· exclusion of persons due to 
age, family size, or tenw:e prefemnce. 

CDAH establishes that no nme than 25 percent of a namicipality' s 
fair shal:'e may be granted for age-x:estricted use. Specific mgul.ations have 
also been designed for i:ental inclusionary developnents. In sane cases, 
nuni.cipalities will i-eceive a one and-one-third unit CJ:edi.t for each i:ental 

·unit constructed and occupied in their territories. It is also possible 
for interested nunicipalities to transfer their xental housing to a 
receiving rrunicipality via a Regional Contribution Agl:eernent. 

2. In deteIIni.ning rents and sale prices, nunicipalities sb:W.d consider the 
following criteria: 

1. Efficiency units must be affordable to 1-person h:>useholds; 
2. One bedrocm units must be affordable to 2-person l'x:>useholds; 
3. 'I\«> bedrocm units must be affordable to 3-person households; 
4. Three bedrocm units must be affordable to 5-person households; 
S. Four bedrocm units must be affordable to 7-person households. 
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Relationship Between COAH and the State Developtent and Redeveloptent Plan 

Several discussions have occur.red between the Council on Affoz:dable 
lb.lsing arxi the State Planning Carmission to clarify the relationship 
between the two organizations. F.ach agreed that mthi.nq in the State 
Developnent arxl Redevelopnent Plan should be considemd as m:xiifying, in 
any way, the present and prospective housing allocations to July 1, 1993 
prarulgated by ™· None of the mca1111ermtions of the State Plan am to 
be considm'ed as m:xii.fying the illplementation of the housing elanent 
approved by the Council, or any court-approved juckJnent resulting fran 
exclusi.onaz:y housing litigation. · · . · 

Language has been incorporated in the Preliminary State Developrent 
an:l Redevelopnent Plan i:eflecting this understandi.nq am acknowledqing the 
Isgislatw:e's carmitment to low am mderate incane housing arxi the 
imp:>rtant part played by COa\H in that i:egm:d. (See pp. 11-13 of Volume 2 of 
the Preliminary Plan.) After 1993, h::Jwever, it is ~ that CCWi 
housing allocations will becare consistent with the c;pals, objectives, 
strategies, p::>licies, staOOards am guidelines of the State Plan. 

Language has also been included in the.Plan con::eming CDAH 
allocations in tiers S, 6 an:l 7: _ -

o H:Jusing p::>licy 3.2 ~tes that in these tiers inclusionm:y zoning 
should only be required in "~ties of place." 'n1e current lack 
of a designated center, tx:Jwever, will not be pexmitted to void a 
namicipality's affordable housing xequil:ement. 

o Under p::>licy 3.3, any namicipality in tiers S-7·with developnent 
that exceeds recamerded Plan densities may have its housing 
allocation adjusted to be "cannensurate with the approved 
developnent • II 
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Intrcxiuction 

The mxtels described in this chapter estimate the total number of_ 
structures that would have to be l:uilt to provide shelter to that portion 
of the State's population not livinq in group quarters (anny barracks; 
prisons, etc. ) • In the context of this report, this housing need estimate 
is teI:med "housing demand" • 'l'he estimates pi:esented in this chapter are rot 
analogous with any estimate of housing-need for low and no:ierate incane 
persons, nor ck> these estimates account for any p.iblic policy initiatives 
that . might otheJ:wise in:rease the demand for h:Jusing. · 

Selecting a Demarxi Forecasting Model 

~h conducted by the QSP staff identified several different 
housing demand fO?;eC_ast m:xtels now beinq used by various government 
agencies. They llx:lude the following: 

* Average Family Size ltb:iel 

The April 1987 State ~lopnent and Redevelopnent Plan displayed 
tables using the Average Family Size mdel. For many yea.rs this meth:xi has 
been used as an accepted rule of thumb method in the plmming pi:ofession. 

'1hi.s method is derived ttan a Census-mported housing number called 
the "average _household size". '1hi.s Census rwmber is the pxcduct of the 
division of the total number of non-group housing persons by the total 
number of hoUsing units. The m:>del then divides the estimated change in 
future population by the average household size to pnxiuce the total number 
of lnlsing units that would be needed in the future. '1'le following 
calculation exhibits the rrodel's estimate of New Jersey housing demand for 
the period 1970 through 1980. 

Table 4-1 

Average ~amily Size Method 

1980 Total Population in households 7,228,290 
1970 Total Population in households 7,021,296 

Net Increase 206,994 

Average Hse Iii Size 
2.607 persons/HH 

ff::>using Demand = 206,994/2.607 = 100,483 dwelling units 
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This methcxi has serious flaws. According to the US Census, the total 
change in the number of New Jersey year mun:l rousing units was 385,145 
uni.ts for the period 1970 through 1980, alm::>st four times the number 
estimated in table A. Although the average family size approach seems 
reasonable and is appaaling because of its sinplicity, the disCJ:epan::y 
between the results of this method an:i the actual change suggest that the 
approach is inappropriate. 

1 
* tSAID Carplter M:xiel 

An analysis of this mdel's pcogram reveals several advantages and.a 
single serious disadvantage. The mdel includes several user-selected 
variables which adjust the total estimate of housing demand. 'nle m:xjel· 
allows for the existing housing stock to decay or reduce its number (fires, 
neglect etc.). The m::>del also addJ:esses the issue of affm:dability by 
carrparing the private market cost of providing housing and the anticipated 
in:anes of the i:qW.ation in need of shelter. Finally, the model allows 
the user to include policies that would upgrade existinq structures. In 
essence, the mxiel presents the argunent that denrograph.ic shifts alone are 
not sufficient to estimate housing demand, . and that any initial estimate of 
demand nust be m:dified by other considerations. 

li:1wevex' the initial estimate of housing demand is-developed using the 
average family size methcxi. This i:eliarr=e is the ncdel 's serious 
disadvantage. 

* Headship Rate M:xiel 

hon 1950 to 1970 there was a close i:el.B.tionship between the growth in 
housing units an:i growth in population. li:Jwever, in the 1980 Census of 
Housing, the Census Bureau z:eported that the Post-world War II i:elationship 
between changes in population and cor:resp:mding changes in housing units 
was no longer supported by the data :fran the 1980 Census. 

'nl.is change can be readily explained. Fran the- 1940's tlu:ough the 
1960's nost adult i:esidents of the State married and had two chilch:en. 
Beqinning in the 1960's, the prefm:ence for this ·size family changed, 
1."eSUlting in a drop in the number of children bom. In the 1970's, the 
teOOerx:y to man:y declined and there was a very large iic:ease in the 
number of "non-traditional" households headed by single persons, sane of 
wh:Jn were also single pa.rents. The result of these trems was that the 
number of persons per household declined, and nore households were created 
for a given population than at aey previous time si.n::e World War II. 

1. Prepared by the U.S. Agef'C'/ for International teveloprent. 
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To accamodate this change in household fonnation, and therefore 
>rousing demand, a m:x:iel was created that relies on changes in the number 
of households -- rather than changes in the rwmber of persons - to 
forecast housing need. Specifically, this method looks at changes in the 
number and percentage of persons wh:> "head" households. This new metb:xi is 
known as the "headship" method. 

'!be headship method was tested for its ability to predict changes in 
the number of year-J:OUnd dwelling units in New Jersey between 1970 and 
1980. 'lhi.s analysis is pi:esented in the following table. 

Table 4-2 

Headship Analysis of lblsing Demand 
New Jersey 1970 to 1980 

1980 Total Number of lblselx>lders 2,548,594 
1970 Total Number of lblseholders 2,218,182 

Net Increase 33o,412 

Change in H:>using Units (1980 -1970) 385,145 

Difference (lblseholds - tlni.ts)----·· --{54;733-)· =-14.2% error 

This canparison shows that the Headship m:>del. ·ncre closely mplicated 
the results xeported in the Census than did any of the other m:x:iels. 
lt:Jwever, if further adjustments for deroolition, conversion, and 
vacarcy are made, then the diffm:en::e between the Headship mdel and the · 
actual Census number decreases (see table 4-3). 
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Table 4-3 

Headship M:xiel Forecast Adjusted for 
2 

Dsrolition, Conversion an:i Vacarcy 

1980 Total Number of lblseholders 2,548,594 
1970 Total Number of lblseholders 2,218,182 

Net Increase 330,412 

Dem:>litions 1970 to 1979 (ten year period) 

Conversions Estimated for 10 yea.rs (1980 base) 

Actual Change in Year Rourx:i Units (1980 - 1970) 

Dif f~ Estimated vs Actual 

52,804 

~4,610) 
3 3,750 

385,145 

8,605 • 2% er.ror 

Soun:es: tS Census of Pqulation 1970, 1980; 
m Census of H:Jusing 1970, 1980; IXL New 

-~~~ EW.ldinq Pennits l'§ml 

The Headship rrodel uses data that is fairly detailed, consisting 
of Census data on the number of heads of hcuseholds in each age ~. For 
example, if the number of~ of households in the age~ 25 to 29 
wm:e 100 and the number of persons in this age ~ wex:e 1000, then the 
headship rate would be .10 ( 100 heads of hcusehold/total persons in the 
~) • If the future pop.llation of 25 to 29 year old persons wm:e 
estimated to be 2000, the m:x:iel would then mport the foDnation of 200 
hcuseholds ( 2000 persons times .10) • The ncdel therefore in=orporates 
daacgraphic changes in its estimate of housing need. 

2. In this analysis the number of dem:>litions in 1969 was not 
available. Dem:>litions used were therefore fl:an the period 1970 
through 1979. Also the number of conversions for the 10 year 
pericxi was not available; the analysis therefore uses the 1980 
rep:>rted number of 461 and multiplies it by the 10 yea.rs in the 
pericx:i. 
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Headship Rate Variables 

While it has been dem:>nstrated that the Headship method, with sane 
adjusments for dsrolition, vacarcy and conversion (as suggested in the 
USAID rrcdel), can be used to accurately replicate historic records, the use 
of the method for forecasting is a fwlC::tion of the validity of the 
assunptions contained in the headship rates and in the assunptions,made in 
the population forecast to which the llC>del is applied. . 

Diffemn:es in forecast assunptions would directly affect the ·total 
number of persons in any given aqe cohort. For example, if it is assumed 
that the supply of low cost housing were to m:cde, then one might assume 
that younger adults seeking to tuy their first Innes will be.forced to 
leave the State to find shelter in less expensive areas. If these out­
mig:rators are not mplaced by persons of the same age caning into the · 
State, then the total number of persons in this age cohort will shrink. In 
this hypothetical exanple then, the danand for total housing might shrink, 
as the base population, to which the headship rate is applied, is xeduced. 

With :r:espect to the base population, variables deperd on the 
particular Census one derives the headship rates fx:an and the population 
base to which they are applied. Use of the national headship rates applied 
to the national census will produce cliffemnt results than an analysis 
based on New Jersey rates and populations. '!be-aggregation of-COWlty­
controlled cohorts and rates will yield different results than an analysis 
done only at a statewide level. 

'n1e other variable which affects the headship rate m:xfel is reflected 
in the set of headship rates selected to be used. The rates contain 
assUrrptions concerninq.such important variables as divorce rate, marriage 
rate, etc. For example, assume tl)at the future population of place "A" 
consists of ten adults, half men and half wcmen. If all the adults many, 
then the rest.Ut is the fol.'IMtion of five households ard presumably the 
demand for 5 housing units. ('Itle population is nultiplied by a headship 
rate of • 5. ) · If, on the other hand, one assumes that the- current trend of 
delayed marriages were to continue, then one might use a headship rate of 
• 7. This rate assumes that 60\ of the population marries and the rana.i.nder 
consists of single person households. 'nle total housing danand for this 
delayed mar.riage scenario would be 7 units: 3 for mar.ried couples and 4 for 
the remaining singles •. 

Another example will illustrate hJw different.headship assurrptions can 
result in different estimates of housing demand. In September 1987, the 
National Association of Realtors published the report '!HE DEMAND FOR 
lDJSil{; AND l01E FINAOC!ro INIO THE 'IWENI'Y-FIRST CENIURY. Three different 
national hOUSing aanana forecasts were presented. All of the fore:asts use 
the sane estimate of population growth. liJwever one housing demand forecast 
was prepared by the US Bureau of the Census1 a second was prepanad by 
George Stemlieb and Janes Hughes of the Rutgers University Center for 
Urban Policy Research; and a third was ?lblished by.John Pitkin and George 
Masnick of the MIT-Harvard Joint Center for ltJusing Studies. 
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The Bureau of Census forecast assurres that household growth will slow 
during the period 1985 through 2000. The roodel also assurres that the 
tenden:y to postpone marriage will continue, although at a slower rate than 
row is evident. Because of delayed marriage, it is assumed that one-half 
of new househ:>lds will be foi:med by single persons living alone or with 
other single persons. Other assuirptions in the headship rates are that the 
percentage of one-parent families will decline to 20 percent of new 
households ( fz:an 32% in the 1980' s) , and that the number of married couple 
families will grow by 12 percent by the year 2000. · 

The Sternlieb and Hughes projection assumes that mm ·traditional 
households will be fcmned by the year 2000. While the pa-centage of 
married couples is estimate:i to i.ncmase slightly ttan 58% in 19.85 to 6Q% 
in 1995, the peI"Centages of single-person and single-parent households are 
expected to decline. Married couple families am expected to account for · 
over 75% of all househ:>lds between 1985 and 1995. 

The Pitkin and Masnick estimate assumes that many of the cur.tent 
trends will continue to the year 2000. '!his means that the number of two­
pm:ent families will decrease fran an estimate:i 58% in 1985 to 52% in the 
year 2000 • Both single-person and single-parent households will continue 
to in=rease. 

'nle results of the ·tlu'ee ncdels are displayed in chart 4-1. Eecause 
all three projections use the same estimate _of fuh1re __ popul.ation.l::ut .. 
contain different headship rate assunptions, there is variation in the 
xesults. The Census estimate of new households in 1995 is 13,519,000. The 
Pitkin and Masnick.m::>del reporti similar- results (13,807,000) because it 
in:ludes many of the same assumptions. The Sternlieb and Hughes ncdel, 
hJwever, reports lower demand for new housing (11,593,000), due to its 
assumption about increased marriage. rates. 
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Chart 4-1 

Corll>arison of Thr.ee Forecasts of New Households: 1985 - 1995 
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Sources: Bureau of the Census; Pitkin/Masnick; Stemlieb/Hughes 
Reprinted from National Msociation of Realtors, Dw [)amaod fq Housing and HQIDI Rnancjng into 

the Tweoty-Brst Century. Septerrber 1987, p. 29. 
The rrost dramatic difference is not in the total number of units, but 

in the canpqsition of future households. In the Stm:nlieb and Hughes 
projection, 76 percent of the newly fcmned households consist of married 
couples. In -the Census projection 65 percent of new households consist of 
single-person or single-parent families, while in the Pitkin am Masnick 
projection these single person groups account for 73 percent of all new 
households. 

Accord.i.nq to the 1980 Census, the highest incane group in New Jersey 
consisted of the traditional tWo adult household. Single person households 
in 1980 teOOed to earn, at rrost, two-thil:ds the.mean household incane of 
t:wo paz:ent households. If th.is incane d.iscreparq·continues, then the 
Stern.l.ieb arxi Hughes projection foretells a h:Jusi.ng demard prirx:ipa.lly 
generated by prosperous h:luseholders, able to afforo larger, rro:re spacious 
l'o.lsing units than could be afforded by single person households. '.Ibis 
would be a future of continued gx:owtil in spacious, detached single-family 
lx>u.sing units. 
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If either the Census or the MIT-Harvard study are predictive, then the 
following mix of b::>using types will merge, according to the National 
Association of Realtors: 

- An irx:rease of atout 20% in the number of small to medi.um­
small, single family Innes; 

- A 12\ irx:rease in the total units contributed via concbs and 
cooperatives, b.it a slight ~n in this group's total share of owner­
occupied housing. 'l'1e peJ:Centage of corxbs and cooperatives in large 
buildings also is expected to increase both in total numbers and as a 
percentage of total h:>using. 

In effect, the Census and MIT-Harvard studies call for a future land 
use pattern with a higher net density (for those areas devoted to hJusinq) 
than is projected by the Rutgers CUPR mport. 

Forecasts of Future Housing Demand in New Jersey 

The products of two similar, but separately pi:epared, housinq demand 
m:xiels are l.'epOrted in this dccument. _ The fil:St m:xiel was pmpared by 
Bw:chell and IJ.stokin, Rutgers University Center for uman Policy Research 
( CUPR) , and is described in "Housing Accarcdation by the State Oevelopnent 
and Redevelopnent Plan," Vol\.Dtle-'!Wo of this te¢uiical reference dccument. 
'Iba second m:xjel was pi:epared by members of the Policy and ReseaJ:Ch staff 
of the Office of State Planning (cm>) and is described below. 

Ebth m:xiels use the sane met.h:Jdology - headship rates - to project 
future housing need. HJwever there axe diffemrces. '!he ncdel p:epared by 
the Center for Urban Policy Reseal:ch xesembles a fomcast in that it 
uses only the ioost likely set of events foreseen by its authors. For 
example, the JOOdel!s IXPllation f0%8Cast is an average of two projections 
p.iblished by the ~ Jersey Depart:ment of Labor, sirx:e the analysts felt 
that this newly derived projection would be JOOm accurate than either of 
the OOL estimates. 

The QSP ioodel contains ioore variables and JOOre alternatives for each 
variable. For example, the OSP node! adjusts the estimate of housing 
demand by irx:luding new units neede:i to replace derrclished units. This 
adjustment is oot ID:luded in the CUPR IOOdel. 

'l'1e QSP m::xiel was constructed as a tool for policy analysis and is 
therefore ioore like an estimation machine. It can x:eplicate the CUPR 
results as one of several J;Olicy alternatives. 
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* The CSP fi:>~ing Danand ~l 

The QSP housing demand nodel is part of a larger set of canputer 
programs designed to test various aspects of New Jersey's futw:e, both with 
and without the State Developnent and Redevelopnent Plan. A canplete 
description of the mdel will soon be published as a separate technical 
refererx:e OOcument. The following description concerns the p:>rtion of the 
m:x:lel that estimates future lnlsing demand. 

The basic framework of the QSP lnlsi.ng demand m:xiel is the headship 
rate technique. Forecasts of futu:re households are then converted to 
housing demand by ad.justing for dem:>lition, conversion and vacancy. 'n1e 
nodel' s data scale is the county. County estimates can either be pJ:eSented 
by thsnselves, or they can be agg:cegated into regional estimates. 

'nle m:xiel starts with an estimate of future popilation. 'nle user then 
selects one of four forecast years to be used in the demand mdel • The 
forecast years are 1995, 2000, 2005 and 2010. 'Iha i:esult of these 
selections is county p::>pul.ation estimates, fJ:an the selected forecast, 
displayed for the forecast ~. 'nle county pop.il.ation forecasts are then 
disaggxega.ted into age or age/sex/race cohorts. Headship rates axe then 
cmsen and nultiplied by the county cohorts to yield an estimate of total 
households for the forecast year. 

· '1hls estimate of the future number of householders is converted into 
an estimate ~f the number of housing units by making sane additional 
lllXlifications. First, estimated dem:>litions are added to the estimate of 
households, and housing conversions ("non-residential to residential) are 
subtracted ttan the estimate of lnlseholds. 

For example, assume that place "A" has a curmnt population of 100 
households and a supply of 100 housing units. In a future year, it is 
further assurred that the number of lnlseholders has grown to 110. To 
accamo:iate this growth, it is xeasonable to deduce that an ack:l.itional 10 
units of housing is needed. HJwever, during the time when the number of 
householders- grew, three housing units were destl.'Oyed by fire and one was 
abandoned and dem:>lished. Therefoxe, if the population is to be housed, a 
total of 14 houses needs to be supplied: 10 to serve new deman:is and 4 to 
replace dem:>lished houses. Similarly, conversions of non-residential 
properties into housing units need to be subt.ractecl fran the demand 
estimate. Finally, an estimate of the number of vacant units (expressed as 
a percent of the total housing) is nultiplied by the demand estimate. The 
prcxiuct of these roodif ications to the estimate of householders produces the 
estimate of housing demand. 

The base 1980 Census estimate of numbers of year-:courd lnlsi.ng units 
is then subtracted fran total future demand to estimate change (gi:owth or 
decline) between the 1980 h:>using stcx::k and the forecast date. County 
est.imates of demand can then be displayed or aggregated into i:egional 
est.imates. 
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* Program Variables in the CSP H::rusing Demani Model 

The CSP oousing danand m:>del contains the follc:Ming types of 
variables: 

* Population Alternatives - The following alternative population 
forecasts have been included in the CSP mdel. A carplete description of 
theSe forecasts can be found in CSP 'le:hnical Reference Document 88-44, 
Population T.rends and Projections. 

1. New Jersey Department of Labor F.conanic Dem:>graphic 
l'.odel 

2 • New Jersey Department of Labor Historic Migration 
Medel 

3. Average of the two IXlL foi:ecasts 
4 • WOOds and Poole 
5. OOL F.conanic De11ographic with Del.aware Valley Regional 

Planning Ccmni.ssion forecasts for Burlington, canden, Gloucester and Mercer 
Counties. 

6 • OOL Historic Migration with DYRPC estimates 
7. WOOds and Poole with DYRPC estimates 
e. Department of Transportation Route 1 Corridor 
9. oor Route 1 plus DVRPC estimates 
10. Wharton F.coranetric .. µ995 -'lnly_year_ -8Vailable) 
11. OOL E:conanic Dencgraphic with New York/NtN Jersey Port 

Authority estimates for the Counties of Bergen, Essex, lb:lson, Middlesex, 
lt:>rris, Passaic, Sanerset, and Union ( 1995 · only) _ 

1995 
12 • OOL Historic Migration with Port Authority estima~ 

13. WOOds and Po:>le with Port Authority · ( 1995) 
14. IX71' with Port Authority (1995) 
15. OOL F.coroni.c Deroographic with the New York Metropolitan 

Transportation Coun:::il for the Counties of Bergen, Essex, Hudson, 
Middlesex, Momouth, Morris, Passaic, Sanerset and Union. 

16. OOL Historic Migration with MIC estimates 
17. oor Route 1 with MIC Estimates 
18. WOOds and Poole with Mn: estimates 
19. OOL F.coroni.c Dencgraphic with DVRPC and Port Authority 
20. OOL F.coroni.c Dencgraphic with DVRPC and MIC 
21. OOL Historic Migration with DYRPC and Port Authority 
22 • OOL Historic Migration with DVRPC and MIC 
23. oor with DVRPC and Port Authority 
24. oor with DVRPC and MIC 
25. Woods and Poole with DVRPC and Port Authority 
26. Woods and Poole with DVRPC and MIC. 

An additional estimate consisting of county-generated population 
numbers is being canpiled at the time this J:eport is being written. This 
estimate and its pennutations will be ackied to the m:x:lel. 

* Cohort Alternatives - Two statewide sets of coOOrt alternatives 
are included in the m:x:iel: 
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1. ~t of Lal:x>r cooort set used to generate the two 
OOL estimates 

2. Woods and Poole generated cooort sets. 

In addition, substate cooort sets have been prepax:ed by DVRPC and Mn:. 
These cohort sets can be ad:ied to the statewide sets to yield new 
alternatives. 

* Headship Rate Alternatives - tlu:ee headship rate alternatives 
have been included in the mdel: 

1. The OOL generated series "A" headship rate - '!his 
headship zoodel uses the statewide 1970 - 1980 New Jersey headship rates. 
The rates also assume that dif fererx:es in the tendency to foi:m households 
between whites am oon-whites will converge in the year 2020. 

2. The OOL generated series "B" headship rate - assumes 
that the 1980 headship rate remains constant. 

3. The Burchell/Listokin headship rates - '1'lese rates were -
taken fran the housing study prepared by Burchell arxl Listokin, included as 
volume two of this rep:>rt. 

* Darolition Alternatives - Historic data fran 1970 through 1986 
were collected alXi used as the basis for the following projections: 

1. Average annual rate 1970 - 1986 -- 'nle average for this 
time pericxi was projected as a constant. 

2. Average annual rate 1980 - 1986 - 'Ibe average for this 
time pericxi was projected as a constant. · 

3. Median - The median number of dem:>litions for the time 
period 1980 - 1986 was used a constant. 

4. Trend - The annual dem:>litions fran 1980 through 1986 
were projected forwani using mgzession analysis. 

s. 1986 Constant - the number of 1986 denolitions was 
assumed to be a constant. 

6. User input - The ~ogra111 allCNS the user to input 
separate es~tes of dan:>lition for each of the state's counties. 

* Conversion Alternatives - Historic data for the period 1980 
through 1986 were collected am used as the basis for the following 
projection alternatives: 

1. Average annual rate 1980 - 1986 - The average of this 
time pericx:i was projected as a constant. 

2. Median - The median for the pericxi 1980 - 1986 was used 
a constant. 

3. Trend - The annual conversions were projected foi:ward 
using regi:ession analysis. 

4. 1986 Constant - the number of conversions J:eCOrded in 
1986 was used as a constant. 

* Vacarcy Rates - the m:xiel allows the user to select a vacarcy 
rate of between 2% and 11 % • 
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TABLE 1 

TOTAL HOUSING UNITS AND POPULATION: 
NEW JERSEY AND THE UNITED STATES, 1940-1980 

NEW JERSEY UNITED STATES * 
Year Housing Units Population Housing Units Population 

1940 1,223,887 4,160,165 37,325,000 131 ,669.000 
1950 1,501,473 4,835,329 45,983,000 151,326,000 
1960 1,998,940 6,066,782 58,326,000 179,323,000 
1970 2,388,011 7,168,164 68,672,000 203,302,000 
1980 2,n2.149 7,365,011 88,411,000 226,546,000 

lntercennlal Percentage Changes: 

NEW JERSEY UNITED STATES * 
Year Housing Units Population Housing Units Population 

1940-1950 22.7% 16.2% 23.2% 14.9% 
1950-1960 33.1% 25.5% 26.8% 18.5% 
1960-1970 19.5% 18;2% "17.7% 13.4% 
1970-1980 16.1% 2.7% 28.7% 11.4% 

* Alaska and Hawaii admitted as states between 1950 and 1960. 

Source: US Census, 1940-1980. 
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TABLE 2 

1980 POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLDS IN NEW JERSEY 

Population Number Persons 
of per -
Households Household 

The State 7,365,011. 2,548,594 2.84 

Atlantic 194,119 71,806 2.66 

Bergen 845,385 300,410 2.79 

Burlington 362,542 114,890 3.01 

Camden 471,650 162,508 2.88 
Cape May 82,266 32,347 2.47 

Cumberland 132,866 44,287 2.91 
Essex 851,304 300,303 2.79 
Gloucester 199,917 65,129 3.03 
Hudson 556,972 207,857 2.65 
Hunterdon 87,361 28,515 2.98 
Mercer 307,863 105,819 2.n 
Middlesex 595,893 196,708 2.93 
Monmouth 503,173 170,130 --2.90 

Morris 407,630 131,820 3.02 
Ocean 346,038 128,304 2.67 
Passaic 447,585 153,463 2.87 
Salem 64,676 22,330 2.86 
Somerset 203,129 67,368 2.95 
Sussex 116, 119 37,221 3.08 
Union 504,094 1n,913 2.81 
Warren 84,429 29,406 2.83 

Source: 1980 Census of Population and Housing, Summary Characteristics: 
New Jersey. 
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TABLE 3 

HOUSING UNITS AUTHORIZED BY BUILDING PERMITS 
IN NEW JERSEY, 1970-1987 

Single Single 
Total Famny Family 

Year Permits Permits Percentage 
1970 39,897 19,571 49.1% 
1971 58,040 28,424 49.0% 
1972 65,539 29,602 45.2% 
·1973 52,145 27,851 53.4% 
1974 25,878 14,994 57.9% 
1975 23,215 15,720 67.7% 
1976 32,528 20,551 63.2% 
1977 34,887 23,689 67.9% 
1978 39,058 27,672 70.8% 
1979 34,908 22,759 - ___ 65.2% 

1980 22,257 14,663 65.9% 
1981 .. 21,293 12,479 58.6% 
1982 21,404 13,390 62.6% 
1983 36,791 23,674 64.3% 
1984 43,925 30,401 69.2% 
1985 . 55,015 37,475 68.1% 
1986 57,074 42,253 74.0% 
1987 50,325 35,873 71.3% 

· Source: Office of Demographic and Economic Analysis, Division of 
Planning and Research, New Jersey Department of Labor, 
•New Jersey Building Permits, 1987 Summary" (June 1988), p. 19. 
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TABLE 4 

1980 TOTAL AND YEAR-ROUND HOUSING UNITS IN NEW JERSEY 

Total Year-Round 
Housing Housing 
Units Units % yr round 

The State 2,n2,149 2,687,754 97% 

Atlantic 89,342 87,529 98% 

Bergen 306,n4 306,590 100% 

Burtington 121,231 120,888 100% 

Camdem 173,653 173,527 100% 

Cape May 72,107 38,817 54% 

Cumbertand 47,345 46,512 98% 

Essex 317,230 317,109 100% 

Gloucester 69,113 68,419 99% 

Hudson 221,276 221,183 100% 

Hunterdon 30,029 29,881 100% 

Mercer 111,610 111,530 100% 

Middlesex 203,418 203,3n 100% 
- Monmouth - 1as,-no 180.428 97% 

Morris 137,992 136,102 99% 
Ocean 173,532 139,979 81% 
Passaic 159,585 158, 163 99% 
Salem 24,165 23,956 99% 
Somerset 69,n4 69,695 100% 
Sussex 43,869 40,138 91% 
Union 182,835 182,788 100% 
Warren 31,499 31;143 99% 

Source: 1980 Census of Housing, General Housing Characteristics: 
New Jersey. 

You Are Viewing an Archived Report from the New Jersey State Library



TABLE 5 

1980 YEAR-ROUND HOUSING UNITS BY OCCUPANCY STATUS 

Total Occupied Vacant % vacant 

The State 2687754 2548594 139160 5.18% 

Atlantic 87529 71806 15723 17.96% 
Bergen 306590 300410 6180 2.02% 
Burtlngton 120888 114890 5998 4.96% 
Camden 173527 162508 11019 6.35% 
Cape May 38817 32347 6470 16.67% 
Cumberland 46512 44287 2225 4.78% 
Essex 317109 300303 16806 5.30% 
Gloucester 68419 65129 3290 4.81% 
Hudson 221183 207857 13326 6.02% 
Hunterdon 29881 28515 1366 4.57% 
Mercer 111530 105819 5711 5.12% 
Middlesex 2033n 196708 6669 3.28% 
Monmouth 180428 170130" 10298 5.71% 
Morris 136102 131820 4282 3.15% 
Ocean 139979 128304 11675 8.34% 
Passaic 158163 153463 4700 2.97% 
Salem 23956 22330 1626 6.79% 
Somerset 69695 67368 2327 3.34% 
Sussex 40138 37221 2917 7.27% 
Union 182788 1n913 4815 2.63% 
Warren 31143 29406 1737 5.58% 

Source: 1980 Census of Housing, General Housing Characteristics: 
New Jersey. 
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TABLES 

1980 VACANT UNITS BY EXPECTED TENURE 

For For Year-

Rent* Sale Round 
Only** Which Boarded 

Are Units as a 
Boarded- % of Total 
Up Vacant 

The State 27945 7876 12747 9.2% 

Atlantic 2239 831 609 3.9% 

Bergen 1184 391 173 2.8% 

Burlington 1272 336 391 6.5% 

Camden 2560 846 2910 26.4% 

Cape May 812 386 105 1.6% 

Cumberland 377 201 189 8.5% 

Essex 4898 399 2655 15.8% 

Gloucester 898 310 163 5.0% 

Hudson 4041 371 • 1997 15.0% 

Hunterdon 150 171 48 3.5% 

Mercer 1404 322 815 14.3% 

Middlesex 961 358 326 4.9% 

Monmouth 1972 732 668 6.5% 

Morris 341 329 177 . 4.1% 

Ocean 1065 852 229 2.0% 

Passaic 1053 177 294 6.3%· 

Salem 545 107 109 6.7% 

Somerset 366 157 62 2.7% 

Sussex 222 208 94 3.2% 

Union 1198 255 673 14.0% 
Warren· 387 137 60 3.5% 

* Which have been vacant for 2 or more months. 
** Which have been vacant for 6 or more months. 

Source: State Data Center, 1980 Census of Population and Housing: 
New Jersey, Characteristics of Housing Units (Vol.Ill); 

1980 Census of Housing, General Housing Characteristics, New Jersey. 
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TABLE 7 

TENURE: OWNER-OCCUPIED UNITS AS% OF ALL OCCUPIED UNITS 

Year USA NJ NORTHEAST 

1940 43.6 39.4 38.2 
1950 55.0 53.1 55.0 
1960 61~9 61.3 56.1 
1970 62.9 60.9 57.6 
1980 64.4 62.0 59.0 

Source: US Census of Housing: General Housing Characteristics. 
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TABLE 8 

1980 OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY TENURE 

Total Owner Renter % Owner-

Occupied Occupied occupied 

The State 2,548,594 1,579,827 968,767 61.99% 

Atlantic 71,806 45,882 25,924 63.90% 

Bergen 300,410 196,422 103,988 65.38% 

Burlington 114,890 84,555 30,335 73.60% 

Camden 162,508 112,576 49,932 69.27% 

Cape May 32,347 23,579 8,768 72.89% 

Cumberland 44,287 29,846 14,441 67.39% 

Essex 300,303 124,519 175,784 41.46% 

Gloucester 65,129 49,836 15,293 76.52% 

Hudson 207,857 61,752 146, 105 29.71% 

Hunterdon 28,515 22,145 6,370 n.66% 
Mercer 105,819 68,140 37,679 64.39% 

Middlesex 196,708 131,622 65,086. 66.91% 
Monmouth 170, 130 117,885 52,245 69.29% 
Morris 131,820 96,821 34,999 73.45% 

Ocean 128,304 106,408 21,896 82.93% 

Passaic 153,463 81,584 71,879 53.16% 

Salem 22,330 16,078 6,252 72.00% 

Somerset 67,368 49,096 18,272 72.88% 
Sussex - 37,221 30,175 7,046 81.07% 
Union _ 1n,913 110,648 67,325 62.17% 
Warren 29,406 20,258 - 9,148 68.89% 

Source: State Data Center, 1980 Census of Population and Housing: 

New Jersey, Characteristics of Housing Units (Vol.Ill). 
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TABLE 9 

1980 YEAR-ROUND CONDOMINIUM HOUSING UNITS 

Total Asa% Asa% 

of total of multi-

yr-round family* 

The State 50966 1.9% 4.6% 

Atlantic 3470 4.0% 11.4% 

Bergen 3808 1.2% 3.0% 

Burlington 3061 2.5% 11.7% 

Camden 3132 1.8% 6.8% 

Cape May 1129 2.9% 9.5% 

Cumberland 311 0.7% 2.9% 

Essex 2829 0.9% 1.3% 

Gloucester 499 0.7% 3.6% 

Hudson 3716 1.7% 1.9% 

Hunterdon 440 1.5% 8.3% 

• Mercer 1155 1.0% 3!3% 

Middlesex 5066 2.5% T.0% 

Monmouth 6100 3.4% 11.9% 

Morris 758 0.6% 2.3% 

Ocean 11001 7.9% 48.9% 

Passaic 922 0.6% 1.0% 

Salem 64 0.3% 1.4% 

Somerset 1557 2.2% 8.2% 

Sussex 910 2.3% 15.8% 

Union 802 0.4% 1.0% 

Warren 236 0.8% 2.8% 

*Multi-family• more than one unit In structure (excludes townhouses). 

\ 
Source: State Data Center, 1980 Census of Population and Housing: 

New Jersey, Characteristics of Housing Units (Vol.Ill); 

1980 Census of Housing, General Housing Characteristics, New Jersey. 
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TABLE 10 

OWNER-OCCUPIED UNITS BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE 
NEWARK SMSA I 1970-1980 

ONE-PERSON 
MARRIED MALE HEAD FEMALE HEAD HOUSEH_OLD 

1970 
1980 

1970 
1980 

252,411 
294,861 

PERCENTAGES 
81% 
n% 

11, 171 
25,031 

4% 
7% 

23,236 
61,276 

7% 
16% 

RENTER-OCCUPIED UNITS BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE 
NEWARK SMSA 1970-1980 

MARRIED MALE HEAD FEMALE HEAD 
1970 140,281 12,548 44,842 

1980 106,465 58,646 131,185 

PERCENTAGES 
1970 51% 5% 16% 
1980 36% 20% 44% 

24,746 

. 8%' 

ONE-PERSON 
HOUSEHOLD 

74,750 

27% 

Note: 1970 census Includes s~parate category for one-person households. 

Source: 1970 and 1980 US Census, Metropolitan Housing Characteristics, Newark SMSA. 
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TABLE 11 

1980 HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY TENURE OF UNIT 

Occupied Median Owner- Median Renter- Median 

Housing Income Occupied Income Occupied Income 

Units Housing Housing 

Units Units 

The State 2548594 $19,658 1580120 $24,592 968474 $12,674 

Atlantic 71806 $15,475 45882 $19,385 25924 $10,372 

Bergen 300410 $23,904 196455 $28,547 103955 $16,592 

Burlington 114890 $21,115 84625 $24,165 30265 $13,535 

Camden 162508 $17,880 112586 $21,732 49922 $10,709 

Cape May 32347 $13,914 23579 $15,878 8768 $10,446 

Cumberland 44287 $15,436 29846 $18,620 14441 $10,127 

Essex 300303 $16,007 124479 $26,248 175824 $10,873 

Gloucester 65129 $19,644 49836 $21,921 15293 $11,657 

Hudson 207857 $14,222 61752 $21,896 146105 $11,606 

Hunterdon 28515 $24,006 22145 $26,872 . 6370 $15,581 

Mercer 105819 $19,526 68140 $24, 115 37679 $12,338 

Middlesex· 196708 $22,661 131684 $26,473 65024 $15,675 

Monmouth 170130 $20,891 117895 $25,682 52235 $12,087 

Morris 131820 $26,567 96888 $30,297 34932 $18,002 

Ocean 128304 $16,077 106405 $17,367 21899 $10,980 

Passaic 153463 $17,723 81611 $23,862 71852 "$11,747 

Salem 22330 $17,746 16078 $20,613 6252 $10,944 

Somerset. 67368 $26,149 49106 $30,387 18262 $17,249 

Sussex 37221 $21,915 30175 . $23,898 7046 $13,813 

Union 177973 $21,548 110695 $26,979 67278 $14, 134 

Warren 29406 $18,841 20258 $21,805 9148 $13,021 

Source: 1980 Census of Housing, Detailed Housing Characteristics: 

New Jersey. 
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TABLE 12 

1980 HOUSEHOLD POVERTY BY TENURE OF UNIT 

OWNER-OCCUPIED RENTER-OCCUPIED 
Below Below 
Poverty Poverty 
Level Percent Level Percent 

The State 71,957 4.6 183,459 18.9 

Atlantic 3,442 7.5 6,461 24.9 
Bergen 5,471 2.8 9,630 9.3 
Burlington 3,481 4.1 4,028 13.3 
Camden 7,429 6.6 11,869 23.8 
Cape May 1,838 7.8 1,465 16.7 
Cumberland 2,233 7.5 3,n3 26.1 
Essex 6,393 5.1 46,755 26.6 
Gloucester 2,559 5.1 3,350 21.9 
Hudson 4,099 6.6 31,931 21.9 
Hunterdon 794 3.6 691 10.8 
Mercer 3,175 4.7 7,306 19.4 
Middlesex 4.431 3.4 8,997 13.8 
Monmouth . 5,356 4.5 8,673 16.6 
Morris 2,457 2.5 ' 2,491 7.1 
Ocean 6,313 5.9 4,385 20 
Passaic 3,664 4.5 16,200 22.5 
Salem 1,080 6.7 1,523 24.4 
Somerset 1,371 2.8 1,613 8.8 
Sussex 1,295 4.3 872 12.4 
Union 4,109 3.7 10,237 15.2 
Warren 967 4.8 1,209 13.2 

Source: 1980 Census of Housing, Detailed Housing Characteristics: 
New Jersey. 
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TABLE 13 

NEW JERSEY SINGLE AND MULTI-FAMILY UNITS. 1940-1980 

Year Total Single Total Total 

Year-round Family Single Multi 

Units Detached Family Family 

1940 1,223.887 563.364 618,751 601,431 
% of total 46.0% 50.6% 49.1% 

1950 1,501,473 697,941 753,595 744,692 
% of total 46.5% 50.2% 49.6% 

1960 1,998,456 1,126,037 1,273,008 716.292 
% of total 56.3% 63.7%· 35.8% 

1970 2,305,293 1,240,532 1,334,468 955,800 
% of total 53.8% 57.9% 41.5% 

1980 2,690,377 1,431,076 1,565,328 1,102.677 
% of total 53.2% 58.2% 41.0% 

INTERCENNIAL PERCENTAGE CHANGES 

Single Total Total 
Total y-r Family ·single Multi 

Year Units Detached Family Family 

1940 -1950 22.7% 23.9% 21.8% 23.8% 
1950 -1960 33.1% 61.3% ·68.9% -3.8% 
1960 -1970 15.4% 10.2% 4.8% 33.4% 
1970 -1980 16.7% 15.4% 17.3% 15.4% 

Source: US Census of Housing. 1940-1980. 
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TABLE 14 

PERCENTAGE OF SINGLE FAMILY UNITS: 
NJ, US, AND THE NORTHEAST 

Year 

1960 
1970 
1980 

Percent Single Family Detached 
US Northeast NJ 

70.1% 

66.2% 
61.8% 

49.3% 

48.0% 

48.5% 

56.3% 

53.8% 
53.2% 

Percent Single Far:nily 
US Northeast NJ 

76.4% 
69.1% 
65.9% 

62.7% 
54.2% 
55.2% 

63.7% 
57.9%. 

58.2% 

Source: US Census of Housing, Detailed Housing Characteristics, 1960 - 1980. 
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TABLE 15A 

1970 UNITS BY UNITS IN STRUCTURE 

Total 1 unit 2 units 3 -4 units 5·19 units >20 units mobile 

Atlantic 67,755 43,260 6,640 4,023 6,771 5,956 1,105 

Bergen 283,575 174,843 49,751 16,250 18,993 22,647 1,091 

Burtlngton 87,758 68,712 4,539 3,041 7,401 2,483 1,582 

Camden 143, 150 109,706 9,658 4,233 7,572 11,110 . 871 

Cape May 28,335 21,183 4,147 1,634 882 195 294 

Cumbertand 38,932 29,636 3,486 1,740 1,717 1,289 1,064 

Essex 311,566 98,090 49,233 55,404 48,851 59,931 57 

Gloucester 51,075 41,856 3,154 1,411 2,135 1,211 1,308 

Hudson 214,665 27,998 59,848 32,211 59,612 34,666 330 

Hunterdon 22,116 18,046 2,142 750 692 241 245 

Mercer 96,401 67,734 8,791 4,988 9.416 5,083 389 

Middlesex 171,599 113,605 21,273 9,828 14,897 10,582 1,414 

Monmouth 142,927 106,344 9,422 5,871 10,848 8,495 1,947 

Morris 113,033 86,319 7,840 3,663 7,515 7,349 347 

Ocean 80,460 65,385 4,534. 3,846 3,694 1,855 1,146 

Passaic 151,093 63,585 40,601 .· 16,615 17,770 12.270 ·252 

Salem 19,408 16,053 1,669 581 428 140 537 

Somerset 58,149 42,853. 6,836 3,007 3,382 1,924 147 

Sussex 24,415 21,186 1,420 713 609 178 309 
Union 174,328 99,595 30,893 14,294 13,145 16,234 167 

Warren 24,553 18,479 2,957 843 1,273 578 423 

Source: 1970 Census of Housing, Detailed Housing Characteristics: New Jersey. 
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TABLE 15B 

1970 PERCENTAGE OF UNITS BY UNITS IN STRUCTURE 

Single Multi- 2-4 More than 
Family Family Units 4 Units 

Atlantic 63.8% 34.5% 15.7% 18.8% 

Bergen 61.7% 38.0% 23.3% 14.7% 

Burlington 78.3% 19.9% 8.6% 11.3% 

Camden 76.6% 22.8% 9.7% 13.1% 

Cape May 74.8% 24.2% 20.4% 3.8% 

Cumberla 76.1% 21.1% 13.4% 7.7% 

Essex 31.5% 68.5% 33.6% 34.9% 

Gloucester 82.0% . 15.5% 8.9% 6.6% 

Hudson 13.0% 86.8% 42.9% 43.9% 

Hunterdon 81.6% 17.3%. 13.1% 4.2% 

Mercer 70.3% 29.3% 14.3% 15.0% 

Middlesex 66.2% 33.0% 18.1% 14.8% 

Monmouth 74.4% 24.2% 10.7% 13.5% 

Morris 76.4% -23.3% - 10.2% 13.2% 

Ocean 81.3% 17.3% 10.4% 6.9% 

. Passaic 42.1% ·57.7% 37.9% - 19.9% 

Salem 82.7% 14.5% 11.6% 2.9% 

Somerset 73.7% 26.1% 16.9% 9.1% 

Sussex 86.8% 12.0% 8.7% 3.2% 

Union 57.1% 42.8% 25.9% 16.9% 

Warren 75.3% 23.0% 15.5% 7.5% 
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TABLE 15C 

1980 YEAR-ROUND UNITS BY UNITS IN STRUCTURE 

1, 1, 2 3-4 5-9 10-49 50 or Mobile Home 

Detached Attached More or Trailer, etc. 

The State 1,431,076 134,252 335,108 205,348 127,279 270,735 1·64,207 22,372 

Atlantic 49,441 5,688 7,832 4,590 3,706 7,268 6,949 2,127 

Bergen 176,073 3,093 51,617 18,339 8,891 25,628 21,967 956 

Burtington 79,967 12,518 4,235 4,092 4,846 10,087 2,835 2,314 

Camden 92,468 33,871 8,786 6,332 5,462 14,870 10,788 945 

Cape May 25,539 1,091 5,640 2,440 1,242 1,153 1,364 936 

Cumberland 30,248 3,600 3,319 1,961 1,145 2,426 1,711 2;259 

Essex 96,704 4,350 47,737 55,643 22,998 46,963 42,558 211 

Gloucester 50,545 2,624 3,341 2,278 1,694 4,970 1,415 1,598 

Hudson 18,595 8,006 60,503 35,602 30,812 44,677 22,574 442 

Hunterdon 23,219 1,250 2,329 1,088 790 956 140 184 

Mercer 53,236 22,645 8,231 5,397 4,354 11,109 6,230 354 

Middlesex 123,524 6,247 21,254 11,612 7,753 23,671 7,582 1,752 

Monmouth 122,220 5,213 10,278 7,533 6,354 17,721 9,398 2,168 
Morris 101,412 1,887 8,434 4,441 2,913 12,792 4,081 342 
Ocean 103,043 11,450 6,032 5,426 2,946 6,480 1,631 3,634 

Passaic 66,137 1,368 41,513 16,720 9,599 12,811 9,719 257 
Salem 17,481 1,163 1,301 790 414 1,337 699 840 
Somerset 48,739 1,884 6,802 3,451 2,121 4,702 1,894 142 

Sussex 33,712 528 1,775 1,439 759 1,264 532 319 
Union 98,847 3,181 31,271 14,891 7,316 17,350 9,682 244 

Warren 19,926 2,595 2,878 1,283 1,164 2,500 458 338 

Source: 1980 Census of Housing, Detailed Housing Characteristics: New Jersey 
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TABLE 150 

1980 PERCENTAGE OF UNITS BY UNITS IN STRUCTURE 

Single 

Family Single Multi- 2-4 Over Over 

Detached Family Family Units 4 Units 50 Units 

The State 53.19% 58.18% 40.99% . 20.09% 20.90% 6.10% 

Atlantic 56.4% 62.9% 34.6% 14.2% 20.5% 7.9% 

Bergen 57.4% 58.4% 41.2% 22.8% 18.4% 7.2% 

Burlington 66.1% 76.5% 21.6% 6.9% 14.7% 2.3% 

Camden 53.3% 72.8% 26.6% 8.7% 17.9% 6.2% 

Cape May 64.8% 67.6% 30.0% 20:5% 9.5% 3.5% 

Cumberfa 64.8% 72.5% 22.6% 11.3% 11.3% 3.7% 

Essex 30.5% 31.9% 68.1% 32.6% 35.5% 13.4% 

Gloucester 73.8% 77.7% 20.0%. 8.2% 11.8% 2.1% 

Hudson 8.4% 12.0% 87.8% 43.4% 44.3% 10.2% 

Hunterdon 77.5% 81.7% 17.7% 11.4% 6.3% 0.5% 

Mercer 47.7%· 68.0% 31.7% 12.2% 19.4% 5.6% 

Middlesex 60.7% 63.8% 35.3% 16.2% 19.2% 3.7% 

Monmouth 67.6% 70.4% 28.4% 9.8% 18.5% 5.2% 

Morris 74.4% 75.8% 24.0% 9.4% 14.5% 3.0% 

Ocean 73.3% 81.4% 16.0% 8.1% 7.9% 1.2% 

Passaic 41.8% 42.7% 57.1% 36.8% 20.3% 6.1% 

Salem 72.8% 77.6% 18.9% 8.7% 10.2% 2.9% 

Somerset 69.9% 72.6% 27.2% 14.7% 12.5% 2.7% 

Sussex 83.6% 84.9% 14.3% 8.0% 6.3% . 1.3% 

Union 54.1% 55.8% 44.0% 25.3% 18.8% 5.3% 
Warren 64.0% 72.3% 26.6% 13.4% 13.2% 1.5% 
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TABLE 16 

PERCENTAGE OF YEAR-ROUND UNITS IN STRUCTURES OVER THREE STORIES 

YEAR 

1970 
1980 

USA 

4.9% 
5.1% 

NORTHEAST NEW JERSEY 

TABLE 17 

13.8% 
13.6% 

7.1% 
7.6% 

1980 YEAR-ROUND UNITS BY HEIGHT OF STRUCTURE 

Stories USA 
in Structure Units Percent Units 

1to3 82,371,653 94.9% 16,018,809 
4to 6 2,354,335 2.7% 1,437,710 
7 to 12 1,003,703 1.2% 487,821 
13 or more 1,029,026 1.2% 587,588 

Total 86,758,717 100.0% 18,531,928 

NORTHEAST 
Percent 

86.4% 
7.8% 
2.6% 
3.2% 

100.0% 

Units 

2,485,108 
107,189 
49,187 
48,893 

2,690,3n 

Source: US Census of Housing, Detailed Housing Characteristics 1970 - 1980. 

NEW JERSEY 
Percent 

92.4% 
4.0% 
1.8% 
1.8% 

100.0% 
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TABLE 18 

1980 COUNTY UNITS BY HEIGHT OF STRUCTURE 

STORIES IN STRUCTURE 

COUNTY 1to3 4to6 7to 12 13 or more 

Atlantic 80,715 2,023 2,078 2,785 

% 92.14% 2.31% 2.37% 3.18% 

Bergen 283,465 10,135 3,044 9,920 
% 92.47% 3.31% 0.99% 3.24% 

Bur1ington 120,175 267 446 6 
% 99.41% 0.22% 0.37% 0.00% 

Camden 165,607 2,053 3,470 2,392 
% 95.44% 1.18% 2.00% 1.38% 

Cape May 38,097 642 476 190 
% 96.68% 1.63% 1.21% 0.48% 

Essex 254,856 29,156 . 17,864 15,288 
% 80.35% 9.19% 5.63% 4.82% 

Gloucester 68,299 161 5 0 
% 99.76% 0.24% 0.01% 0.00% 

Hudson 156,072 44,881 8,543 11,715 
% 70.55% 20.29% 3.86% 5.30% 

Hunterdon 29,837 119 0 0 
% 99.60% 0.40% 0.00% 0.00% 

Mercer 106,536 1,193 2,311 1,516 
% 95.50% 1.07% 2.07% 1.36% 

Middlesex 199,616 2,123 1,318 338 
% 98.14% 1.04% 0.65% 0.17% 

Monmouth 175,332 2,146 2,208 1,199 

% 96.93% 1.19% 1.22% 0.66% 

Morris 135,066 1,220 9 7 
% 99.09% 0.90% 0.01% 0.01% 
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TABLE 19 

1980 YEAR-ROUND HOUSING UNITS BY AGE OF STRUCTURE 

AGE IN 
YEARS USA NORTHEAST NEW JERSEY 

1 3,031,370 295,053 52,454 
2-5 8,364,798 941,424 141,267 

6-10 11,348,219 1,571.298 240,439 
11 -20 17,086,673 2,870,007 511,214 
21 -30 14,871,096 2,95~,572 512,578 
31 -40 9,642,209 2,103,875 332,838 
Over40 22,414,352 7,790,699 899,587 

TOTAL 86,758,717 18,531,928 2,690,377 

(AS PERCENT AGE OF TOTAl. UNITS) - · 

AGE IN 

YEARS USA NORTHEAST NEW JERSEY 
1 3.5% 1.6% 1.9% 

2-5 9.6% 5.1% 5.3% 
6·10 13.1% 8.5% 8.9% 
11. 20 19.7% 15.5% 19.0% 
21 -30 . 17.1% 16.0% 19.1% 
31 -40 11.1% 11.4% 12.4% 
Over40 25.8% 42.0% 33.4% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Source: 1980 US Census, Detailed Housing Characteristics. 
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TABLE20A 

AGE OF HOUSING STOCK BY COUNTY, 1980 

Units Built Units Built Units Bunt Units Bunt Total 
County Since 1979 1975 -1978 1970 -1974 Before 1940 Year-round Units 

Atlantic 2098 5321 11745 27763 87601 
Bergen 3387 8942 18295 100165 306564 
Burtington 3662 9726 20747 23319 120894 
Camden 4377 11067 18641 51042 173522 
Cape May 1290 4372 5889 9570 39405 
Cumbertan 610 2321 6062 15904 46679 
Essex 2736 7266 10260 146983 317164 
Gloucester 1876 7443 8834 17658 68465 
Hudson 1713 7271 9128 133207 221211 
Hunterdon 835 3468 3276 11305 29956 
Mercer 2073 4370 10831 40515 111556 
Middlesex 6206 10908 17964 45571 203395 
Monmouth 4793 10769 19867 48413 180885 
Morris 3091 8398 12902 32770 136302 
Ocean 6108 19588 34234 12745 140642 
Passaic 1809 3384 6487 66389 158124 
Salem 415 1983 2860 8978 24025 
Somerset 1863 5140 5572 17778 69735 
Sussex 1278 4147 6224 9516 40328 
Union 1410 3034 7139 66952 182782 
Warren 824 2349 3482 13044 31142 

Source: 1980 US Census. Detailed Housing Characteristics. 
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TABLE 208 

AGE OF HOUSING STOCK BY COUNTY, 1980 (PERCENT FOR SELECTED YEAR_S) 

Units Bunt Units Bunt 
County Since 1970 Before 1940 

Atlantic 21.9% 31.7% 
Bergen 10.0% 32.7% 
Bur11ngton 28.2% 19.3% 
Camden 19.6% 29.4% 
Cape May 29.3% 24.3% 
Cumber1an 19.3% 34.1% 
Essex 6.4% 46.3% 
Gloucester 26.5% 25.8% 
Hudson 8.2% 60.2% 
Hunterdon 25.3% 37.7% 
Mercer 15.5% 36.3% 
Middlesex 17.2% 22.4% 
Monmouth 19.6% 26.8% 
Morris 17.9% 24.0% 
Ocean 42.6% 9.1% 
Passaic 7.4% 42.0% 
Salem 21.9% 37.4% 
Somerset 18.0% 25.5% 
Sussex 28.9% 23.6% 
Union 6.3% 36.6% 
Warren 21.4% 41.9% 

Source: 1980 US Census, Detailed Housing Charaderistics. 
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YEAR 

1960 

1970 
1980 

1960-1970 
1970-1980 

TABLE21 

MEDIAN CONTRACT RENT, 1960-1980 

us Northeast New Jersey 
($/Month) 

58 60 68 

89 92 111 
198 203 226 

lntercennlal Percentage Increases 

us 

53.4% 
122.5% 

. Northeast 

53.3% 
120.7% 

New Jersey 

63.2% 
103.6% 

CPI 
1967=100 

88.7 

116.3 
246.8 

CPI 

31.1% 
112.2% 

Sources: 1960, 1970, and 1980 US Census, General Housing Characteristics; 
US Statistical Abstract, 1988. 
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TABLE 22 

1980 SPECIFIED °'-'HER-OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY MEDIAN VALUE ANO 
SPECIFIED RENTER-OCCUPIED MOUSING UNITS BY MEDIAN CONTRACT RENT 

Specified Specif;ed Spec:if ied 
Owner· Owner- Renter-
Occupied Occupied Occupied 
Non· Housing Housing 
Condcmin· Units Units 
hn By By 
Housing Median Median 
By Value Contract 
Medf .n Rent 
Value (Not 

Including 
No Cash 
Rent) 

THE STATE 161,400 S60,200 S288 

ATLANTIC CCXJNTY 152,700 S51,600 S214 
Absecon City S62, 100 161 ,600 S281 
Atlantic City City 140,600 S40,600 S171 
Brigantine City S74,900 $76,600 S326 
Buena Borough 140,300 S40,300 S218 
Buena Viste Twp. S35,300 S35,300 S190 
Corbin City City $36,700 S185 
Egg Harbor Twp. S54,800 S52,800 S220 
Egg Harbor City City $39,400 S39,400 S168 
Estell Manor City S44,200 S205 
FolaOll Borough S39,700 S200 
Galloway Twp. S50,000 SS0,000 S310 
Hamil ton Twp. 140,300 S40,300 S240 
Hennonton Twp. S46,600 S208 
Linwood City STl,500 S72,800 S287 
Longport Borough 188,500 S375 
Margate City City 193,600 S93,900 S305 
Mullica Twp. 139,500 $39,500 S207 
Northfield City 162-,400 S61,800 S264 
Pleasantville City S34,100 S34, 100 S183 
Port Republic City 161,700 S185 
Somers Point Cf ty S56,800 154,400 S279 
Ventnor Cf ty City S74,300 S75,900 S324 
Weymouth Twp. 141,500 S194 

BERGEN COUNTY S76,500 S76,700 S281 
Allendale Borough $110,800 $109,400 $410 
Alpine Borough $200,100 S501 
Bergenfield Borough 165,500 S65,000 S304 
Bogota Borough 162,500 S60,700 S294 
Carlstadt Borough 162,200 S61,600 S245' 
Cliffside Park Borough S66,500 S65,600 S257 
Closter Borough S88,300 S87,900 S316 
Cresskill Borough S77, 100 S77,800 $417 
Demarest Borough S97,500 S97,700 S363 
Dunont Borough S66,500 S65,900 S290 
East Rutherford Borough 162,500 S62,200 S248 
Edgewater Borough S57,500 S54,000 S322 
ElllMOOd Park Borough S63,400 S62,100 S245 
E•r•on Borough S79,700 S79,800 S299 
Englewood City S68,200 S65,800 S259 
Englewood Cliffs Borough $153,900 S153,900 S352 
Fair Lawn Borough 171,300 172,300 S300 
Fei,.view Borough S60,500 SSS,300 S249 
Fort Lee Borough S83,400 S83,300 S375 
Franklin Lakes Borough $164,500 $165,500 S395 
Garfield City SSS,600 S53,600 S215 
Glen Rock Borough $90,000 $90,300 $434 
Hackensack City S62, 700 S61,800 $292 

Sources: Coll.ITrls 1 and 3 · State Date Center, 1980 Census of Population 
and Housing: New Jersey, Characteristics of Housing Units, 
Vol.Ill (mapped>; ColUTns 2,4,5, end 6 • 1960 Census of Housing, 
General Housing Character1stics: New Jersey. 

Specified 
Renter· 
Occupied 
Housing 
Units 
By 
Median 
Contract 
Rent 
( Includ· 

ing 
No Cash 
Rent) 

S226 

S212 
S279 
S171 
S323 
S220 
S188 

S222 
S168 

S351 
S242 

S279 

S304 
S205 
S246 
S179 

S279 
S320 

S280 
1410 

S303 
S294 
S245 
S256 
S311 
$417 
S343 
S289 
S247 
S322 
S245 
S299 
S258 
S330 
S300 
S249 
S374 
S395 
S213 
$434 
S292 
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TABLE 22 (Continued> 

1980 SPECIFIED OUNER-OCCUPIEO HOUSING UNITS ll MEDIAN VALUE ANO 
SPECIFIED RENTER-OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY MEDIAN CONTRACT RENT 

Specified Specif fed Specified 
Owner- Owner- Renter-
Occupied Occ1.4>i ed Occupied 
Non- Housing Housing 
Condcmin- Units Units 
h.n By By 
H~fng Median Medf en 
ly Velue Contract 
Median Rent 
Velue (Not 

Including 
No Cash 
Rent) 

Harrington Park Borough 1102,100 S101,800 S368 
Hasbrouck Heights Borough S69,600 S71,300 S270 
Haworth Borough 1112,700 S110,800 S501 
Hillsdale Borough S89,500 '88,500 S295 
Ho-Ho·Kus Borough S122,100 S119,300 $436 
Leonia Borough S76,700 sn,100 S257 
Little Ferry Borough S65,300 S64,200 S299 
Lodi Borough S61,800 S61,200 S267 
lyrdturst Twp. S65,000 $63, 100 S248 
Mahwah Twp. S96,900 S97,200 S350 
Maywood Borough S67,600 S67,200 S290 
Midland Park lorough S74 000 S75,300 S349 
Montvale Borough s101:200 S101,000 S370 
Moonachie Borough S62,400 S60,000 S243 
New Milford Borough sn,3oo S73,500 S211 
North Arlington Borough S63,900 S62,500 S235 
Northvale Borough S81,900 S81,900 S287 
Norwood Borough S87,400 S86,300 S338 
O.klend Borough S78,900 S7'9,300 S348 
Old Tappan Borough 1110,000 ·S108,800 1369 
Oradell Borough S106,400 $105,400 S362 
Palisades Park Borough 166,300 S66,100 s2n 
Parenus Borough S85,700 S85,000 S365 
Park Ridge Borough . 189,800 S89,900 $338 
Ramsey Borough 194,500 $94,600 s3n 
Ridgefield Borough S75,300 S75,200 S274 
Ridgefield Park Village $61,100 S58,900 S289 
Ridgewood Vil l 89e 1101,600 1101,200 S369 
River Edge Borough 176,800 sn,100 S331 
River Vale Twp. S99,400 S99,400 $440 
Rochelle Park Twp. $67,700 S68,900 S292 
Rockleigh Borough 1175,000 S275 
Rutherford Borough S68,300 S69,500 S260 
Saddle B,.ook Twp. S65,600 S65, 100 S308 
Saddle River Bo,.ough S200,100 S200,000 $465 
South Hackensack Twp. S65,300 S279 
Teaneck Twp. S68,800 S68,600 S283 
Tenafly Borough S104,400 S103 S366 
Teterbo,.o Bo,.ough S156 
Upper Saddle River Borough $160,200 $160,200 S375 
Waldwick Borough S73,000 S74,900 S371 
Wallington Bo,.ough S65,600 S63, 100 S235 
Washington Twp. S87,700 S87,100 S501 
Westwood Bo,.ough S73,900 S75,500 S335 
Woodcliff Lake Borough S137,000 S135,800 $416 
Wood-Ridge Borough S67,100 168,200 S300 
Wyckoff Twp. $115,900 S115,800 S374 

BURLINGTON COUNTY $48,200 $48,000 S238 
Bass River r Twp. S36,800 S172 
Beve,.ly City S35,400 S35,400 S185 

Sources: ColUTns 1 and 3 · State Data Center, 1980 Census of Population 
and Housing: New Jersey, Characteristics of Housing Units, 
Vol.Ill (mapped); Coll.ln"ls 2,4,5, end 6 • 1980 Census of Housing, 
General Housing Characteristics: New Jersey. 

Specif fed 
Renter-
Occupied 
Housing 
Units 
By 
Median 
Contract 
Rent 
(lnclud-
ing 
No Cash 
Rent) 

S378 
s2n 
S500 
S295 
$436 
S257 
S299 
S267 
S248 
S354 
S291 
S348 
S349 
S244 
S208 
S238 
S287 
S335 
S334 
S342 
S349 
S273 
S366 
S334 
S368 
S275 
S288 
S397 
S323 
$440 
S292 

S260 
S305 
$465 

S281 
S3n 

S367 
S3n 
S238 
ssoo 
S333 
$416 
S300 
S369 

S238 

S183 
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. TABLE 22 (Cont; nued) 

1980 SPECIFIED OJNER·OCOJPIED HCXJSlMCA UNITS IY Ma>IAN VALUE ANO 
SPECIFIED RENTER·OCCUPIED HClJSING UNlTS BY MEDIAN CONTRACT RENT 

Specff ied Specified Spec:i f ied 
Owner· Owner· Renter.· 
Occupied Oc~f ed Oceup;ed 
Non· HOU1tng Housing 
Condcnlin· Units Units 
hn By 8y 
Houefng Median Medlen 
ly Velue Contrect 
Medlen Rent 
Veh1e (Not 

Including 
No CHh 
Rent) 

iot"dtrtown city s34~3oo S34,300 1239 
lordertown Twp. 149, 100 S49, 100 S279 
Burlington City 134,300 S34,300 S182 · 
lurl ington Twp. 146,100 S45,700 S238 
Chesterfield Twp. S64,600 S66,000 S213 
Cim..inaon Twp. S62,000 S61,000 S244 
Oelenco Twp. S39,900 S39,900 S194 
Oelren Twp. S59,300 S58,100 S250 
Eeat..,ton Twp. 156,600 S54,200 S231 
Edgewater Perk Twp. 146,200 S46,500 S265 
Evesha11t Twp. 163,300 162,400 S271 
Fieldsboro Borough S29,400 S195 
Florence Twp. S37,300 S37,300 S213 
Hainesport Twp. 143,000 142,700 S209 
Lunberton Twp. 143,700 S43,300 1226 
Manaf leld Twp. S55,700 S54,500 S204 
Maple Shede Twp. 140,800 S40,700 S261 
Medford Twp. S80,800 sao,ooo S260 
Medford Lakes Borough 168,000 S67,000 S367 
Moorntown Twp. 168,500 166,800 - - 1262 
Mou'tt Holly Twp. 137,800 137,800 S195 
fb.nt Lwrel Twp. 168, 100 168,100 S337 
Nev H~er Twp. SS0,000 S50,000 1211 
North Henover TWJ>. 156,300 S54,400 1222 
Palmyra Borough 140,000 140,000 S240 
Penberton lorough S39,800 S213 
P.C.rton Twp. 138,500 S38,500 S218 
Riverside Twp. 135,800 S35,800 1202 
Riverton Borough 154,100 . S52, 700 1237 
Shmnong Twp. S69,000 170,000 S194 
South_.,ton Twp. 148,300 148,200 S200 
Sprf ngf ield Twp. 155,200 S53,800 S196 
Tabec-nacle Twp. 166, 700 S65,700 S246 
Washington Twp. - 140,000 S200 
Weat8111)ton Twp. S51,600 151,900 S261 
Will ingboc-o Twp .. S40,700 S40,600 1335 
WOodl•nd Twp. 142,500 

S37~800 
$156 

Wrightatown Borough S37,800 1209 

CAMDEN CClJNTY S42.300 . S42, 100 S211 
Audubon Borough S39,400 Sl9,400 S219 
Audubon P•rk Borough S9,900 S156 
Bac-rington Borough S42,300 S41,900 S218 
Bellmewr Boc-ough S38,500 $38,500 S203 
Berlin Boc-ough S52, 100 S51,400 S208 
Bec-lin Twp. S43,200 S43.000 S198 
lrooklawn Boc-ough S31 ,900 S196 
Canden City S15,800 S15,700 S152 
Cherry Hill Twp. S66,800 S64,900 S301 
Chesilhurst Borough S38,500 S193 
Clementon Borough S35,700 S35,700 1215 

Sources: Colurns ~ and 3 · State Data C.,,ter, 1980 Census of Population 
and Housing: New Jersey, Characteristics of Housing Units, 
Vol.Ill Cinepped>; Colurns 2,4,5, end 6 • 1980 Census of Housing, 
Cenerel Housing Characteristics: New Jersey. 

Spec:i f ;ed 
Renter· 
Occupied 
Hous;ng 
Units 
By 
Medlen 
Contrect 
Rent 
(lnclud· 
fng 
No Cash 
Rent) 

S239 
.S249 

. S18l 
S240 
S211 
S239 
S194 
S250 
S236 
S263 
S276 

S215 
S207 
S223 
S203 
S258 
S266 
1350 
S260 
S195 . S330 
S212 
S217 
1236 

S216 
S202 
S236 
S186 
S201 
S196 
S244 

1258 
S333 

S207 

S211 
S218 

S216 
S203 
S216 
S199 

S152 
S259 

S212 
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TABLE 22 (Conti~ed) 

1980 SPECIFIED OUNER·OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY MEDIAN VALUE ANO 
SPECIFIED RENTER-OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY MEDIAN CONTRACT RENT 

Specified Specified Specified 
Owner· Owner· Renter-
Occupied Occupied Occupied 
Non· Housing Housing 
Condom in· Units Units 
tun By By 
Housing Median Median 
By Value Contract 
Median Rent 
Value (Not 

Including 
No Cash 
Rent) 

Collingswood Borough S39,200 S39,200 S244 
Gibbsboro Borough 144,200 S43,500 S209 
Gloucester Twp. S47,700 S47,600 S236 
Gloucester City City S25,600 S25,600 S182 
Haddon Twp. S44,900 S44,500 S238 
Heddonf ield Borough S68, 100 S66,200 S267 
Haddon Heights Borough S47,500 S47,200 S210 
Hi-Nella Borough S42,500 S244 
Laurel Spr rings Borough S44,900 S222 
Lawnside Borough S37,900 S37,900 S124 
Lindenwold Borough S37,600 S37,600 S239 
Magnolia Borough S37,200 S37,200 S209 
Merchantville Borough S47,700 S47,700 S230 
Mount Ephraim Borough $36,800 S36,800 S196 
Oaklyn Borough S38,300 S38,300 $194 
Pemsauken Twp. S40,600 S40,500 S231 
Pine Hill Borough S36,500 S36,500 S214 
Pine Valley Borough S90,000 
Ru •-ienaede Borough S38,700 -S38, 700 ~ ··s222 
Somerdale Borough S39,800 S39,800 S227 
Stratford Borough 
Tavistock Borough 

S46,700 S46,800 $198 

Voorhees Twp. S66,000 S60,800 S305 
Waterford Twp. S53,500 S52,000 S208 
Winslow Twp. S46,300 S46,200 S180 
Woocllyrvw Borough S23,600 S23,500 S184 

CAPE MAY COUNTY S47,200 S46,800 S216 
Avalon Borough S112,400 S207 
Cape May City S48,500 S48,500 S187 
Cape May Point Borough S52,300 S198 
Oemis Twp. S44,000 S43,400 S205 
Lower Twp. S35,800 S35,800 S219 
Mh~dle Twj:>. S39,500 S391 500 S206 
North Wildwood City 1;47,900 S47,800 S213 
Ocean City City S77, 100 S77,900 S253 
Sea Isle City City S71, 100 sn, 100 S251 
Stone Harbor Borough S101,500 S238 
Upper Twp. S65,600 S66,900 S234 
West Cape May Borough S35,000 $169 
West Wildwood Borough S33,900 S213 
Wildwood City S37,000 S37,000 S159 
Wildwood Crest Borough S66,000 S64, 100 S238 
Woodbine Borough S29,300 . S29, 100 S151 

CUMBERLAND CClJNTY S33,600 S33,600 S185 
Bridgeton City S23,000 S22,400 S163 
Comnercial Twp. S21,000 S20,800 $110 
Deerfield Twp. S36,400 S36,400 S164 
Downe Twp. $19,700 S117 
Fairfield Twp. S28,200 S27,200 S1S1 

Sources: ColUTY'IS 1 and 3 . State Data Center, 1980 Censu~ of Population 
and Housing· New Jersey, Characteristics of Housing units, . 
Vol.Ill (ma~>; colUTY'ls_2.~,5, and 6 · 1980 Census of Housing, 
General Housing Characteristics: New Jersey. 

Specified 
Renter-
Occupied 
Housing 
Units 
By 
Median 
Contract 
Rent 
(lnclud· 

ing 
No Cash 
Rent) 

S244 
S206 
S240 
S178 
S237 
S266 
S210 

S123 
S238 
S207 
S235 
S195 
$194 
S233 
S227 

S215 
S221 
S198 

S303 
S206 
S178 
S180 

S215 

S179 

S203 
S224 
S205 
S213 
S252 
S251 

S232 

S159 
S235 
S151 

S183 
S163 
S105 
S164 

S151 
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TABLE 22 (Continued) 

1980 SPECIFIED OJNER·OCCUPIED MCXJSING UNITS BY MEDIAN VALUE ANO 
SPECIFIED RENTER-OCCUPIED HOOSING UNITS BY MEDIAN CONTRACT RENT 

Specified Specified Specified 
Owner· Owner· Renter· 
occupied Occupied Occupied 
Non· Housing Housing 
Concbnf n· Units Units 
hn By By 
Housing Medf an Median 
ly Value Contract 
Medi en Rent 
Value (Not 

Including 
No Cesh 
Rent) 

Greenwich Twp. S36,600 S158 
Hopewell Twp. $37,500 $37,500 $160 
Lawrence Twp. S22,500 S150 
Maurice River Twp. S23,100 S22,400 S155 
Millville City $31,200 $31,200 S185 
Shi l oh Borough S30,000 S163 
Stow Creek Twp. Sl8,700 $155 
Upper Deerfield Twp. $39,600 $39,600 S158 
Vineland City 139,300 $39,300 S211 

ESSEX CCllNTY S67,200 S67,100 S210 
Belleville Town 155,900 153,600 S260 
Bloomfield Town S60,100 SSS,700 S254 
Caldwell Borough S76, 100 $76,500 1298 
Cedar Grove Twp. 111, 100 sn,90o S353 
East Orange City S35,900 S35,900 S234 
E11ex Fells Borough S149,100 S344 
Fairfield Twp. S91,200 S92,000 S299 
Glen Ridge Borough S74,400 S75,500 S328 
Jrvfngton Town 137,200 137,200 - ~-. $223 
Livtngaton Twp. 190,600 $89,600 S406 
Maplewood Twp. S67,200 S67,400 $268 
M fl U:iurn Twp. 1133,400 1132,600 S346 
Montclair Town S82,500 182,400 S271 
Newark City 131,500 131,500 S178 
North Caldwell Borough 1121,300 $121,400 S323 
Nutley Town 164,300 S63,400 S272 
Orange Cf ty 137,500 137,500 S223 
Roseland Borough S90,200 $112,700 S474 
South Orange Village Twp. $76,800 $76,800 S286 
Verona Borough S74, 100 S75,600 S340 
West Caldwell Borough 184, 100 184,000 S353 
West Orenge Town S70,900 $71,000 S276 

GLOUCESTER COUNTY 144,200 S43,900 S218 
Clayton lor0U9h S34,400 S34,400 S214 
Oebtford Township Sl8,600 $38,600 S248 
East Greenwich Twp. 156,800 SSS,200 S172 
Elk Twp. S40, 100 S40, 100 S173 
Frankl in Twp. $39,700 $39,700 S201 
Glassboro Borough S42, 100 .S41,900 S210 
Greenwich Twp. S49,800 S49,900 S188 
Harrison Twp. S55,300 S52,900 S231 
L09an Twp. S51,500 SS0,600 S164 
Mantua Twp. S41,400 S41,100 S198 
Monroe Twp. S44,900 S45,000 S221 
National Park Borough S33,900 S33,900 S194 
Newfield Borough S41,500 S219 
Paulsboro Borough S32,000 S32,000 S176 
P itmen Borough S44,200 S43,800 S211 
South Harrison Twp. S58,500 S150 

Sources: ColUTr1s 1 and 3 - State Date Center, 1980 Census of Population 
and Housing: New Jersey, Characteristics of Housing Units, 
Vol.Ill (mapped); Coll.ll'rls 2,4,5, and 6 • 1980 Census of Housing, 
General Housing Characteristics: New Jersey. 

Specified 
Renter· 
Occupied 
Housing 
Units 
By 
Median 
Contract 
Rent 
(lnclud· 

ing 
No Cash 
Rent) 

$160 

S155 
s154· 

S158 
S211 

S209 
S259 
S253 
S298 
S355 
S235 

S299 
.S336 
1220 
S406 
S268 
S344 
1269 
S178 
S320 
S273 
S221 
S474 
S285 
S337 
S362 
S274 

S219 
S215 
S249 
S171 
S171 
S201 
S212 
S182 
S222 
S164 
S197 
S227 
S193 

S173 
S212 
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TABLE 22 (Continued) 

1980 SPECIFIED OUNER·OCCUPlED HCXJSlNG UNITS BY MEDIAN VALUE ANO 
SPECIFIED RENTER-OCCUPIED HOJSING UNITS BY MEDIAN CONTRACT RENT 

MERCER COUNTY 
East Windsor Twp. 
Ewing Twp. 
Ham; l ton Twp. 
Hightstovn Borough 
Hopewell Borough 
Hopewell Twp. 
Lawrence Twp. 
Perv'lington Borough 
Princeton Borough 
Princeton Twp. 
Trenton City 
Washington Twp. 
West Windsor Twp. 

MIDDLESEX COUNTY 
Carteret Borough 
Cranbury Twp. 
Duiella'\ Borough 
East lru-wwick Twp. 
Edison Twp. 
Helmetta Borough 
Highland Park Borough 
Jemesburg Borough 
Metuchen Borough 
Middlesex Borough 
Milltown Borough 
Monroe Twp. 
New Brv\Swick City 
Nof"th ln.nsw; ck Twp. 
Old Br-fc:tge_ Twp. 
Perth Altboy City 
Piscataway Twp. 
Plainsboro Twp. 
Sayreville Borough 
South Altboy City 
South Bf"""8Wick Twp. 
South Plainf f eld Borough 
South Rive,. Borough 
Spotswood Borough 
Woodbridge Twp. 

MONMClJTH COUNTY 
Aberdeen Twp. 
AllenhUf"lt Borough 
Allentovn Borough 
Asbury Park City 
Atlantic H;ghlands Borough 
Avon·By-The·Sea Borough 
Belmar Borough 
Bradley Beach Borough 

Specif ;ed 
Owner· 
Occupied 
Non· 
condcnl;n­
iun 
Housing 
By 
Median 
Value 

$49,700 
S70,600 
154, 100 
$48,600 
156,000 
168,200 
183,700 
167,600 
186,100 

1117,800 
1132, 100 
S20,800 
171,000 

1100,500 

162,600 
154,200 
S86, 100 
S57, 100 
S80,200 
168,700 
146,200 
162,500 
S52,200 
165,900 
162,600 
167,300 
165,300 
S42,600 
S71,200 
161,000 
S41 ,800 
164,200 
S96,000 
161,900 
S48,800 
171,200 
161,800 
152,600 
156,100 
S60,300 

165,500 
S60,400 
S91 ,300 
156,000 
S32,300 
161,300 
sn,5oo 
SS0,500 
141 ,900 

spec; tied 
Owner· 
Occupied 
Housing 
Units 
By 
Median 
Value 

149,700 
169,800 
152,800 
148,600 
S54,200 

S83,400 
167,800 

$115,900 
S132,200 
S20,700 
173,500 

1100,400 

S60,700 
S52,500 

$54,500 
S80,200 
167,200 

S60,400 
S51,200 
164,900 
S60,300 
165,500 
165,300 
142,500 
S71,700 
159,500 
S41,700 
S63, 100 
S93,900 
S58,700 
$48,800 
169,300 
S60,000 
151 ,600 
S54,500 
S58,800 

164,700 
165,200 

S32,300 
S59,600 

SS0,300 
141,800 

Spee Hied 
Renter· 
occupied 
Housing 
Units 
By 
Median 
Contract 
Rent 
(Not 
Including 
No Cash 
Rent) 

S228 
S295 
S285 
S251 
S226 
S280 
S252 
S300 
$282 
$308 
$266 
$178 
S267 
S282 

S269 
$211 
S260 
S246 
S339 
S295 
S128 
S285 
S244 
S277 
S277 
S246 
S247 
S229 
$333 
S289 
S209 
$279 
S309 
$239 
S218 
$290 
S265 
S248 
S270 
S276 

S244 
s2n 
S183 
S230 
S212 
S298 
S256 
S237 
S230 

Sources: ColUTTis ~ end 3 · State Date Center, 1980 Census of Population 
end Housing: N~ Jersey, Characteristics of Housing Units, 
Vol.III (mapped); ColUTl"\s 2,4,5, end 6 · 1980 C~sus of Housing 
General Housing Characterist1cs: New Jersey. ' 

Specified 
Renter· 
Occupied 
Housing 
Units 
By 
Median 
Contract 
Rent 
(lnclud· 

ing 
No Cash 
Rent) 

S227 
S294 
S288 
S251 
S232. 

S251 
S300 

S307 
S270 
S176 
$260 
s2n 
S269 
$212 

S245 
S328 
S294 

S284 
S246 
S275 
S278 
S245 
S246 
S226 
S328 
S290 
S210 
S280 
S306 
S243 
S219 
S289 
S264 
S247 
S266 
S274 

S244 
S267 

S211 
S298 

S238 
S232 
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TABLE 22 (Continued) 

1980 SPECIFIED o.JNER·OCCUPIEO HOUSING UNITS BY MEDIAN VALUE ANO 
SPECIFIED RENTER-OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY MEDIAN CONTRACT RENT 

Specified Specified Speei fied Speei f i ed 
Owner· OWner· Renter· Renter· 
Occupied Occupied Occupied Occupied 
Non- Housing Housing Housing 
Condomin· Units Units Units 
hn By By By 
Housing Medi en Median Median 
By Value Contract Contract 
Median Rent Rent 
Value (Not ( Includ· 

Including ing 
No Cash No Cash 
Rent) Rent) 

Brielle Borough $76,900 $76,800 S406 S406 
Colts Neck Twp. 
Deal Borough 

$129,100 
S160,500 

$131,700 S257 S256 
S243 

Eatontown Borough 166,900 $66,000 S251 S251 
Englfahtown Borough S44,900 S232 
Fair Haven Borough S75,400 S75,800 $292 S294 
Fan1f ngdale Borough S51,400 S233 
Freehold Borough S49,800 S49,800 S231 S233 
Freehold Twp. 186,500 $88,000 S271 S270 
Hazlet Twp. S62,600 S62,400 $199 S197 
Highlends Borough S38,000 S38,000 S250 S250 
Holndel Twp. $125,500 S128,100 S300 S300 
Howell Twp. S57,800 S55,900 S218 S214 
Interlaken Borough S87,700 S288 
Keansburg Borough 136,200 S36,200 S221 S222 
Keyport Borough S45,600 S44,800 S208 S207 
Little Sf lver Borough S81,900 S81,800 S350 S356 
Loch Arbour Village 183,500 S211 
Long lrench Cf ty 146,000 S45,500 S238 S239 
Manalapan Twp. S84, 700 $84,500 S241 S239 
Manasquan Borough 161,400 S59,900 S236 $236 
Marlboro Twp. S96,400 197,200 S202 S202 
Matewan Borough 166,000 165,700 S275 S267 
Middletown Twp. 169,900 169,700 S223 S220 
Mf l latone· Twp. S81, 100 S81,100 S193 S193 
Mormauth leach lorough S74, 100 S74,600 Sl39 Sl26 
Nept1.ne Twp. S46,400 S46,500 S206 S206 
Neptune City Borough S43,600 S43,400 S275 S267 
ocean- Twp. S71,000 S70,800 S273 S269 
0cee'1)0rt Borough S70,400 S71,700 S211 S214 
Red lri Borough S47,300 S47,400 S257 S256 
Roosevelt lorough S49,200 S364 
Rumon Borough S99,900 S99,900 S279 S274 
See Bright Borough S58,600 S282 
See Girt Borough $112,700 $111,300 S365 S373 
Shrewsbury Borough S71,300 S72,600 S289 S284 
Shrewsbury Twp. S18,400 S246 
South lel•r Borough S37,000 S217 
Sprf ng Lake Borough S97,000 S97,300 S265 S271 
Spring Lek ke Height S58,800 S56,700 S291 S289 
Tinton Falls Borough 167,200 S71,500 S248 S248 
Union Beach Borough S39, 100 S39,100 S215 S212 
Upper Freehold Twp. 163, 100 163,000 S202 S201 
Well Twp. 161,400 S59,800 S266 S266 
West Long Branch Borough 171,100 S71,400 S217 S218 

MORRIS COUNTY S81,500 S81,400 S299 S299 
Boonton Town S69,600 S69,800 S253 S253 
Boonton Twp. S94, 100 $94,000 S333 S323 
Butler Borough 166,000 166,300 S284 S287 
Chath• Borough S93,900 S94,200 S355 S344 

Sources: Colurns 1 end J · State Oeta Center, 1980 Census of Population 
end Housing: New Jersey, Characteristics of Housing Units, 
Vol.Ill (mapped); Colurns 2,4,5, end 6 • 1980 Census of Housing, 
General Housing Characteristics: New Jersey. 
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TABLE 22 (Continued) 

1980 SPECIFIED ~ER."'OCOJPIED HQJSING UNITS BY MEDIAN VALUE AND 
SPECIFIED RENTER·OCC\JPIED HClJSlNG UNITS BY MEDIAN CONTRACT RENT 

Spec Hied Specified Specified 
Owner· Owner· Renter· 
Occ~ied Occ~ied Occ~ied 
Non· Housing Housing 
Condonlf n· Units Units 
hn By By 
Housing Median Median 
By Value Contract 
Median Rent 
Value (Not 

Including 
No Cash 
Rent) 

·swedesboro Borough S36,000 S157 
Washington Twp. S60, 100 $57,400 S244 
Wenonah Borough S60,500 S217 
West Deptford Twp. S45,500 S45,300 S241 
Westvf ll• Borough S35,400 $35,400 S207 
WOOd:IUry City S39,700 S39,700 $192 
Woodbury Heights Borough S53,900 S52,100 S236 
Woolwich Township S49,700 S142 

HUDSON COUNTY S43,700 S43,500 S187 
Bayome City 155,600 S53,400 S188 
East Newark Borough $34,800 S205 
Guttenberg Town S41,600 ST7,500 S271 
Harrison Town S46,200 S46,000 $196 
Hoboken City S42,600 S42,600 S154 
Jersey City City S30,600 S30,600 S1T7 
Kearny Town S58,500 S55,700 S221 
North Bergen Township S47,300 -s47,400 S224 
Secaucus Town S65, 100 165,300 S266 
Union City City 134,800 S34,800 S191 
Weehawken Twp. 153,600 S52,000 S218 
Wff t New Y York Town S42,900 142,600 1189 

HUNTERDON COUNTY 178,600 S78,800 S274 
Alexendri a Twp. 184,300 184,000 S236 
Bethlehen Twp. S89,500 $89,300 S235 
Bloomabury Borough S55,800 S216 
Califon Borough 168, 100 S273 
Clinton Town S74,000 S308 
CUnton Twp. S96,700 S97,100 S281 
Delaware Twp. S78,200 S78,500 S266 
EHt AnMel l Twp. S79,900 S79,900 S259 
F lemi.ngton Borough S65,600 S65,200 S311 
Franklin Twp. S81,200 S254 
Frenchtown Borough S55,400 S263 
Glen Gardner Borough S53,000 S255 
H~ton Borough S55,600 163,100 S244 
Hig Bridge Borough S65,300 165,600 1250 
Holl.net Twp. S73,600 S74, 100 S253 
IC i ngwood Twp. 168,200 S69,800 S276 
Laneertville City S48,200 S48,300 1258 
Lebanon Borough 167,300 S261 
Lebanon Twp. S78,900. S79, 100 S242 
Milford BorouOh S60,100 S262 
Raritan Twp. S90,300 $90,300 S275 
Readington Twp. $93,300 $93,500 S256 
Stockton Borough S65,000 S258 
Tewksbury Twp. $129,000 S127,800 $304 
Union Twp. S88, 100 $87,900 S344 
West AnMel l Twp. S66,300 S277 

Sources: Colurns 1 and 3 - State Data Center, 1980 Census of Population 
and Housing: New Jersey, Characteristics of Housing units, 
Vol.Ill (mapped>; Coll.l'IY'ls 2,4,S, end 6 - 1980 Census ~f Housing, 
General Housing Characteristics: New Jersey. 

Specified 
Renter· 
Occupied 
Housing 
Units 
By 
Median 
Contract 
Rent 
( Jnclud· 

ing 
No Cash 
Rent) 

$245 

S242 
S207 
S189 
S234 

$186 
$186 

$271 
$194 
S154 
$176 
$219 
S223 
S267 
S188 
S215 
S187 

S272 
S233 
S222 

S279 
S265 
S257 
S307 

S215 
S250 
S252 
S268 
S258 

S240 

S276 
S254 

S303 
S340 
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TABLE 22 <Continued) 

1980 SPECIFIED C\.INER-OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY MEDIAN VALUE ANO 
SPECIFIED RENTER·OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY MEDIAN CONTRACT RENT 

Specified Specified Specified Specified 
Owner· Owner· Renter- Renter· 
occupied occupied Occupied Occupied 
Non· Housing Housing Housing 
Condomin· Units Units Units 
iun By By By 
Housing Median Median Median 
By Value Contract Contract 
Median Rent Rent 
Value (Not (lnclud-

Including ing 
No Cash No Cash 
Rent) Rent) 

Chathem Twp. S128,600 S130,700 S443 S443" 
Chester Borough S83,500 S315 
Chester Twp. S116,400 S115,000 S323 S317 
Denville Twp. S72,000 S72,800 S318 S313 
Dover Town S58,500 S54,900 S248 S247 
East Hanover Twp. S95,900 S96,300 S285 S272 
Florham Park Borough S98,000 S98,000 S501 ssoo 
Hanover Twp. S90,300 S90,500 S287 S279 
Harding Twp. S167,900 S167,900 S358 $345 
Jefferson Twp. $61,200 $61,400 S273 S276 
Kinnelon Borough S99,200 S99,200 S350 S342 
Lincoln Park Borough 164,900 $65,200 S326 S317 
Madison Borough S92,300 S92,00P S339 S332 
Mendham Borough S116, 700 S118,900 $366 S349 
Merdlam Township $144,600 S144,800 S297 S296 
Mine Hill Twp. S62,000 S59,700 S281 S279 
Montville Twp. S101,500 1101,300 1258 S257 
Morris Twp. $109,600 S110,100 S356 S363 
Morris Plains Borough S91,000 -S91,200 S286 S279 
Morristown Town $69,000 169,000 S265 S266 
MOU'\tain Lakes Borough $129,300 $131,300 ssoo ssoo 
MOU'\t Ar-l f ngton Borough 166,900 167,400 i313 S309 
MOU'\t Ol f ve Twp. S73,500 S76,500 S327 S319 
Netcong Borough . S58,800 SSS,900 S332 S321 
Parsippany-Troy Hills Twp. S78,500 S78,500 • S291 S291 
Passaic Twp. $91,900 S92,100 S336 S336 
Pequannock Twp. S75,200 S76,300 1262 S262 
Randolph Twp. $95,800 S95, 700 S323 S317 
Riverdale Borough 164,800 $63,900 S268 S271 
Rockaway Borough $67,500 S65,800 S292 S293 
Rockaway Twp. S72,000 S73,900 S348 S339 
Roxbury Twp. S73,600 S73,800 S268 S266 
Victory Gardens Borough S35,300 S27' 
Washington n Twpr S96, 100 S96,200 S306 S304 
Wharton Borough 164,400 S64,200 S271 S267 

OCEAN COJNTY S48,300 S48,200 S246 S246 
Barnegat Twp. S43,000 S42,800 S282 S286 
Barnegat Light Borough S79,000 S257 
lay Head Borough S97,000 S302 
Beach Heaven Borough S72, 100 S212 
Beachwood Borough S44,000 S43,700 S256 S256 
Berkeley Twp. S44,900 S44,200 S243 S245 
Brick Twp. S49,700 S49,700 S261 S259 
Dover Twp. S53,400 S52,200 S253 S253 
Eagleswood Twp. S35,400 S183 
Harvey Cedars Borough S89,400 S250 
Island Heights Borough S49.100 S239 
Jackson Twp. SSS,600 S53,400 S253 S253 
Lacey Twp. S47, 700 S47,600 S260 S259 
Lakehurst Borough $32,200 $32,200 S225 S225 

Sources: Colums 1 and 3 · State Data Center, 1980 Census of Population 
and Housing: Mew Jersey, Characteristics of Housing Units, 
Vol.Ill (mapped); ColUTYis 2,4,S, and 6 · 1980 Census of Housing, 
General Housing Characteristics: Mew Jersey. 
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TABLE 22 (Cont h'~ed) 

1980 SPECIFIED O'JNER·OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY MEDIAN VALUE ANO 
SPECIFIED RENTER-OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY MEDIAN CONTRACT RENT 

Spec Hied Specified Specified SpeeH ied 
Owner· Owner· Renter· Renter· 
Occupied Occupied Occupied Occupied 
Non· Housing Housing Housing 
Condomin· Units Units Units 
iun By By By 
Housing Median Median Median 
By Value Contract Contract 
Median Rent Rent 
Value (Not ( lnclud· 

Including ing 
No Cash No Cash 
Rent) Rent) 

L1kewood Twp. S51,100 SS0,800 S232 S225 
Lavallette Borough S73,800 S249 
Little Egg Harbor Twp. S42,900 S42,600 S266 S263 
Long Beach Twp. S79,400 S79,500 S230 S229 
M1nchester Twp. S43,700 S43, 100 $173 $172. 
Mantoloking Borough $170,300 S317 
Ocean Twp. S43,900 S43,500 S245 S_244. 
Ocean Gate Borough $37,600 S219 
Pine Be1ch Borough S54,200 S260 
Plunsted Twp. S44,200 S44,500 S200 S200 
Point Pleasant Borough S49,900 S49,900 S268 S265 
Point Pleasant Beach Borough S61.,900 S61,500 S263 S262 
Seaside Heights Borough S49,000 S232 
Seaside Park Borough S68,800 S226 
Ship Bottom Borough S66,300 S209 
South Toms Rivers Borough $34,300 $34,300 S263 S259 
Stattford Twp. S45,200 S44, 700 S250 S250 
Surf City Borough S67,900 $220 
Tuckerton Borough S34,100 S227 

PASSAIC COUNTY S66,900 S66,300 S209 S208 
lloomihgdele Borough 163,200 . S63,600 S328 S324 
Clifton City S66,500 S66,200 S226 S222 
Haledon Borough S60,400 S57,900 S242 S242 
Hawthorne Borough S66,700 S66,000 S284 S281 
Little Falls Twp. S69,700 S70,500 S291 S290 
North Haledon Borough S78,700 S79,000 S239 S240 
Passaic City S54,700 S53,300 S178 S178 
Paterson City S44, 100 S43,800 S192 S191 
P~ton Lakes Borough S65,400 S56,100 S304 S303 
Prospect P~rk Borough S52, 100 S51,000 S229 S228 
Ringwood Borough S74,600 S75,600 S324 S318 
Totowa Borough 167,300 S66,300 S252 S252 
Wanaque Borough 163,500 S58,900 S271 S268 
Wayne Twp. S85,800 S86,000 S292 S292 
West Milford Twp. 163,900 163,400 s2n S271 
West Peterson Borough S66,600 S67,300 S309 S307 

SALEM COUNTY S35,200 S35,200 1169 S169 
Alloway Twp. S35,600 S35,600 S129 S125 
Carneys Point Twp. S32,300 S32,300 S226 S230 
Elmer Borough S33,800 S203 
Elsinboro Township S29,900 $154 
Lower Alloways Creek Twp. S35,400 S130 
Mamington Twp. S36,700 S156 
Olcinans Twp. S35,300 $166 
Penns Grove Borough S23,500 S23,000 $146 $146 
Pennsville Township S38,SOO S38,500 S201 S201 
Pilesgrove Twp. S52,500 S51 ,600 $167 S167 
Pittsgrove Twp. S41,800 S41,600 $174 S175 
Quinton Twp. S33,200 S33,200 S157 S157 

Sources: Col ums 1 end 3 · State Oate Center, 1980 Census of Population 
end Housing: New Jersey, Cherecteristics of Housing Units, 
Vol.Ill (mapped); Cotl.l'l"ns 2,4,5, end 6 · 1980 Census of Housing, 
General Housing Characteristics: New Jersey. 
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TABLE 22 (Contfnued) 

1980 SPECIFIED OWNER-OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY MEDIAN VALUE AND 
SPECIFIED RENTER-OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY MEDIAN CONTRACT RENT 

Specified Specified Specified Specified 
Owner· Owner· Renter· Renter-
Occupied Occupied Occupied Occupied 
Non· Housing Housing Housing 
Condcllllin· Units Units Units 
h• By By By 
Housing Median Median Median 
ly Value Contract Contract 
Median Rent Rent 
Value (Not Clnclud· 

Including f n; 
No Cash No Cash 
Rent) Rent) 

Sal• Cf ty 124,300 S24, 100 S137 S136. 
Upper Pittsgrove Twp. S41 ,aoo S41,700 S178 S174 
Wood8town Borough S42,200 S41,900 1210 S208 

SOMERSET COUNTY S77,800 S61 ,200 S281 S257 
Bedninster Twp. S115,000 S352 
Bernards Twp. $120,200 $117,600 S204 S203 
Bernardsville Borough S114,300 $111,900 S318 S315 
BOU"ld Brook Borough S63, 700 S62,400 S245 S246 
Branchburg Twp. S99,000 S99,000 S285 S278 
Bridgewater Twp. S91, 100 S91,300 S328 S329 
Far Hf lla Borough S87,400 S337 
Frankl f n Twp. S67,900 S69,200 S311 S308 
Green Brook Twp. S76,000 S75,500 S290 S289 
Hit lsborough Twp. $86,600 187,000 S354 S342 
M.,.,ille Borough S59,500 156,500 S245 $245 
Millstone Borough S82,000 1275 
Mont90Mry Twp. S109, 100 1108,400 1334 S338 
North Plainf f eld Borough S61,700 "'160,400 - - S212 -SZ67. 
Peapack and Gladstone Borough 1102,700 1314 
Raritan Borough 162,500 162,900 1239 1238 
Rocky Hill Borough 1104,700 S293 
Sa.nervf lle Borough 162,400 162,100 S263 S261 
South ICM.nd Brook Borough S55,900 S53,400 S269 12n 
warren Twp. 1110,300 1109,700 1328 1322 
WetchW1g Borough S136,000 1134,700 1293 1279 

SUSSEX caJNTY 161,900 S61,200 1257 S257 
Andover Borough S61,500 S235 
Andover Twp. 165,800 S64,500 S271 S277 
Branchville Borough S54,500 1213 
Byran Twp. 167,600 S69,500 S279 S271 
Frankford Twp. 162,200 S60,900 S247 S247 
Franklin Borough_ 145,000 145,300 S236 S238 
Fredon Twp. S77,300 S269 
Green Twp. 168,500 S245 
Hanb.lrg Borough 149,600 S242 
Heq:>ton Twp. S63,300 S221 
Hardyston Twp. S58,000 S55,200 S274 S277 
Hopatcong Borough S58,400 · S58,300 S299 S299 
Lafayette Twp. S69,800 S229 
Montague Twp. S51,300 S231 
Newton Town S52,300 S51,300 S254 S254 
Ogdensburg Borough S56,700 S57,100 S237 S236 
Sandyston Twp. 153,000 S180 
Sparta Twp. 179,000 S79,200 S266 S269 
Stanhope Borough 161,600 S62, 100 S28J S283 
Stillwater Twp. 155,200 S53,300 S243 S241 
Sussex Borough S46,000 S256 
Vernon Twp. S61 ,900 S60,200 S276 S270 
Walpack Twp. S56,000 S116 

Sources: Colurns ~ and 3 - State Data Center, 1980 Census of Populat;on 
end Housing: New Jersey, Characterist;cs of Housing Units 
Vot.rrr Crne~>; ColUTns 2,4,5, and 6 - 1980 Census of H0using 
General Hous1'l9 Characteristics: New Jersey. ' 
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TABLE 22 (Continued) 

1980 SPECIFIED OIJHER·OCCUPIEO HOUSING UNITS BY MEDIAN VALUE ANO 
SPECIFIED RENTER·OCCUPIEO HOUSING UNITS BY MEDIAN CONTRACT RENT 

Specif;ed Specified Specified Specified 
Owner· Owner· Renter· Renter· 
Occupied Occupied Occupied Oeeup;ed 
Non· Housing Hous;ng Hous;ng 
Condomin· Units un;ts Units 
iun By By By 
Housing Median Median Median 
By Value Contract Contract 
Median Rent Rent 
Value (Not ( lnclud· 

Including ing 
No Cash No Cash 
Rent) Rent) 

Wantage Twp. S59,600 S59,100 S242 S244 

UN I ON CQJNTY 166,900 S65,800 S240 S240 
Berkeley Heights Twp. S108,500 $106,400 S414 S414 
Clark Twp. 175,000 S75,400 S288 S284 
Cranford Twp. S71,500 S73,000 S288 S286 
Elizabeth City S44,700 S44,500 S217 $217 
Fanwood Borough S72,300 S75,400 S329 S330 
Garwood Borough S61,100 S60,300 S247 S246 
Hillside Twp. S46,200 S46,000 S239 S239 
Kenilworth Borough S62,800 S61 ,600 S284 S283 
linden City 157,300 S54,500 S228 S228 
MOU"ltainside Borough S112,700 1111,000 S371 $382 
New Providence Borough 198,600 S98,600 S290 S288 
Plainfield City S46,900 S46,700 S246 $246 
Rahway City S54,000 152,500 S246 S247 
Roselle Borough S49,000 S49,100 1225 S225 
Roselle Park Borough 158,500 155,900 1283 S285 
SCoteh Plains Twp. ·sn,aoo 178,000 1308 1306 
Springfield Twp. sao,5oo sao,soo 1287 $285 
SUmlit City 1114,500 1112,500 1341 $336 
Union Twp. S65, 700 S66, 100 1261 S260 
Westfield Town 192,600 192,400 s31s· S314 
Wlnf ield Twp. S9,900 1130 

WARREN COJNTY 152,800 151,900 1229 $233 
All-..chy T~. 1104,600 1105, 100 S397 S397 
Alpha Boroug 142,700 142,600 S247 S246 
Belvidere Town 147, 100 S209 
Blairstown Twp. S80,700 sao,600 1203 S202 
Frankl in Twp. 154,900 $206 
Frel t:yhuysen Twp. 168,600 S241 
Greenw eh Twp. S60,000 S199 
Hackettstown Town $61,200 S61,100 S258 S257 
Hardwick Twp. 173,500 1165 
HaMIOny Twp. 152,500 152,100 1206 1205 
Hope Twp. $61,400 S225 
I ndepet dei ice T ownsh i p S69,500 S69,800 1257 S261 
ICnowl ton Twp. 157,600 1198 
Liberty Twp. S60,300 S241 
Lopatcong Twp. S57,900 S58,000 1241 S245 
Mansfield Twp. 164,000 166,400 1280 S281 
Oxford Twp. 142,900 S213 
Pahequarry Twp. S225 
Phillipsburg Town 132,600 S181 
Pohatcong Twp. 147,800 S47,900 S203 S202 
Washington Borough S48,600 S48,500 S228 S233 
Washington Twp. S62,400 S61,000 S236 S232 
White Twp. S59,500 S57,000 S204 S203 

Sources: ColUTTis ~ end 3 · State Data Center, 1980 Census of Population 
•nd Housing: New Jersey, Characteristics of Housing units, 
Vol.Ill (ma~); Coll.fTTis 2,4,5, end 6 · 1980 Census of Housing 
General Housing Characteristics: New Jersey. ' 
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Table 23 

TOTAL OWELLllG UllTI AUTIOllZID: 'flO TO 1917 
UllTID ITATll AID IEW 'lllEY 

--~-----------------------------------------------------------------------
Ull TED STATES 

UV tlUSEY <•u•bera In Tllou1and1) ____________________ _.._ _________ 
-------------------------------

Total Chan1e Fro• Total Change Fro• 
Unf ta 'r•vloua Year Uni ti Prevf oua Tear 

Authorized luaber '•rcent Authorized lu•b•r Percent . . . . . . . . . . ...... ....... . ......... . . . . . . ... -... 
1910 22. 257 (12,561) <36. 2> 1,207.2 (354.I> (22.7> 
1911 21 • 293 ( 964) (4.J) 997. 7 (209.5) (17.4) 
1912 21,404 111 o.s 1'006 •• '., 0.9 
1913 36' 791 15. 317 71.9 1,613.3 606.5 60.2 
1914 43, 925 ·7,134 19.4 '·'''·' 71.1 4.5 
1915 55,015 , , '090 ZS .2 1,735.2 48.I Z.9 
1916 57,074 2,059 J.7 1,769.4 34.Z 2.0 
1917 50,325 (6, 749) (11.1) 1, SJ4. a (234.6) (13.3> ________________________________________ _._ _____________ ..._ _________________ 

lot•: Data In parenthe1e1 repre1ent ne1atlve chen1e1. 

lourcea: Office of De•o1raphfc end lconoafc Analy1f1, Dfvl1fon of Plan· 
Ing and •••••~en, ••v Jeraey Depart•ent of Labor, Nev Jersey 
le1Cdentlal lulldfnt Per•fU, Annu•l Sy11uuriu,· 1910 it.rough 
1916; Nev Jeraey luf ldfnt '•r•tt1, Annutl Summery, 1917; and, 
lureau of the Cen1u1, U.S. Departaent of Co••erce, 16,000 
'lace lerfe1 for privately owned residential construction and 
public hou1fn1. 
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Table 24 

IOI CCIUNTI ES wao JN AUTHORIZED DWELLING UNITS, 1980 • 1987 

RANK 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 . 1985 1986 1987 

, Oceen Mfddl"ex Middl .. ex Mlddlesea Mlddt ... x Mfddl .. ea Oceen Oceen 
2 Mor.:iuth Oceen Oceen Oc.., Oc:e., Oc:een Marmouth ~h 

3 Mtddl•ex Mclrmouth "°'9cluth MorlD.ith "°'9Duth Mcl!WoUth Middlesea lurl ington 
4 Rorrh Atlentic ..,...,. c.aen S-rNt SoMrMt Solleraet Rfddleaex 
5 C.pe M.-, lergen lurl tntton Atlenttc lurlf"lton Atlenttc lutlfngton I er gen 
6 ~ c,.. ... y cam.n 9'0rrt1 9'0rria Morr ta Mercer Atlentic 
7 .. ,..., Rorrf 1 9'0rrh lurl tngton C-*' lludaon ler1en SOiiers et 
a Atlentic Eaux Atlentic Sa.rset .. reen IUl"l tngton 111orrt1 ClftWI 
9 Enex C.-Mn Cape ... y lergen Atlentic lergen Atlenttc ·9'0rrts 
10 Muds on Somt"Ht Muds on ,..rcer Mercer ,..re er c..aen Gloucester 
11 Glouc .. ter . lurl fngton ~Ht c_.,. Mey Cepe Mey c_.,, Hunterdon Cepe May 
12 lurl tngton Hudson Union Gloucester Gloucelter 11\atterdon Cape May Muds on 
13 Pesuic Un ton EH•• Hunterdon llunterdon Cepe ... y Gloucester - Mercer 
14 Mercer Gtouc .. ter GloucHter Hudson ""*°" P•saiec Susselll Susselll 
15 ""1tel"don P•auic Mercer Pesaalc union Gloucester P .. HiC Hunterdon 
16 SC1111erset 11\atterdon Muntel"don 5'.9•e• SulHJI SUIHX EsH• PHHIC 
17 Sua1ex ,..rcer Suuex Union Pna•ic Union warren iSHll 
18 Union Cullber lend PHHIC £11ex Essex lasex lludson V•rren 
19 CUllber lend 5uase• warren warren warren warren Union Union 
20 Sal• warren Cumber lend C\alOer lend Cullberland CUllber land C"'*>erland CUl!Oerland 
21 .,.,.,..,, S.l• S.l• S.l• Sal• Sel• Sel• Sal• 

Source: l.J. Depert.ent of Labor, Nev Jer1ey luildtng Per11it1, 1980 • 1987. 
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Table 25 

IVILLUI UllTS AUTllOl I ZID IT "" IT "Ull CI NL IT y·: 1917 

TO' ZS MUllCl,ALITIES 

~---------~-------------~--~-~~--------------------------------~ 
Type of Unit 

~--.... ------------~----------
Three FI ve · 

II n1 le •TWO or Four or More 
<County) Total ,. •• l y ,. •• l y •••fly , •• i l y ........ . . . . . . ...... ....... ..... -. 

1 Wa Ill f ng ton T vp. (Glouceater> 1. 140 717 0 0 423 
2 Lakewood T vp. (Ocean) 1,115. 423 52 129 511 
J lerkeley Tvp. (Ocean> 1. 113 1. 091 10 0 12 

' 91ount Laurel Twp. ~lurlfngton) 1,002 341 0 0 661 
5 .leraey Cf ty (lludaon> 967 0 211 10 739 
6 Gallo.,1y Tvp. (Ael1nttc> 955 JSO 0 0 605 

I 
7 lve1h1• Tvp. Clurl fn1ton> 922 538 0 12 372 
a Dover Tvp. (Ocean> 141 717 2 0 52 

' ....... ah hp. (ler1en) 761 265 0 0 503 
10 Tinton - Falls lo rough CMon•outh) 722 722 0 0 0 
, 1 I rick hp. (Ocean> 694 694 0 4 0 
12 "•net.eater Twp. (Ocean> 690 690 0 0 0 
13 Frankl ff' Twp •. (So••n•t> 685 .35'7 6 I 318 
14 larf tan T vp. (Hunterdon> 612 364 0 0 318 
15 lrfd1ev1ter T vp. (So•eraet) 679 539 0 19 121 
16 l•d•f nater Twp. _ (So•eraet) 635 635 0 0 0 
17 Glouceater Twp. CC••den) 620 412 so I 10 ,. Vorheea T 111p. <C••den) 517 393 0 4 190 
19 "••t Vf ndaor Twp. (Mercer> 556 400 0 0 156 
20 .lack eon Twp. (Ocean) 521 521 0 0 0 
21 Vf nalov Tvp. (Ca•den> 526 340 0 0 116 
Z2 Little EH II arbor T vp. (Ocean) 510 317 42 S2 99 
ZJ Freehold T vp. (Mon•outh) 501 205 0 I ua 
Z4 Lower Twp. CC ape May) 412 241 I 17 216 
u Ocean City (Cape May) 459 74 312 J 0 

~--~-------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Table 26 

DWELLllG UNITS AUTIO•IZID IT TY'! IT COUNTY: 1917 
llW 4'11SET 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------
Type of Untt 

--------------------------------------------~ 
Three Five 

ltn1l• Tvo or Four or More 
Total , ••I l y .... ly •••lly , ••il y ...... . ..... ....... ....... 

IEW HUEY 50,325 JS,173 z. 174 717 11,528 
Atlantfc J,J33 1. 715 10 22 .1 '4.4 6 . 
l•r1en J,574 1 ,439 292 Ja 1,105 
lurlln1ton 3,944 Z,644 4 28 , • 268 
Caaden 2,579 Z,046 so 12 471 
Cape Mey Z,072 , I 061. 654 44 306 
Cyaberland 601 456 J6 9 100 
IE11ex 1,010 759 42 34 175 .. 
Glouce1t1r 2, 377 1 ,14, ta ~ 508 
Mudaon 1,102 117 314 35 1,266 
ltunterdon , ,492 , I ~47 0 0 445 
Mercer , I 142 , ,346 0 0 396 
lltddluu J,914 z ,191 66 ,, , 146 
Monaouth 4, 247 s, n2 Z2 31 461 
Morr:-11 Z,463 2, no 50 4 257 
Ocean 7,300 6, 171 141 206 775 

'••••le 1 ,229 941. 7Z 14 195 
l•l•• 271 223 0 0 48 
loaer.aet 3, 112 Z,556 11 99 439 
luaaex 1,532 1,446 54 6 Z6 
Union 751 sos 112 10 54 
Warren 910 7J3 2 4 241 

----------------------~-----------------------------------------------~-
lote: , . Data In parentlie1f 1 repreaent ne1atf ve 

Reprinted from New Jersey Department of Labor, 
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