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. SENATOR GERALD R. STOCKMAN (Chairman): Good morning. I 

... apologize f.or being a few minutes late. I -. was talking to Senator 

· Connors, who, unfortunately, ha.s a .conflict with another hearing, but 

he assured me of his c.ontinued interest in the . subject• of. these 
. . 

hearings. He assured me; also, that he looks fm:ward to continuing 

· with them in the new session, and working with me to try to find some 

bipartisan response and proposals in the area of Mount Laurel I I's 

mandate, and housing for low and moderate-income families generally. 

I thin~ the people who are here are . people who have an 

interest in the subject, or they wouldn't be here. Therefore, I assume 

you are aware that this is the third of a series of hearings by the 

Senate Legislative Oversight Committee oh the question of Mount Laurel 

· II and its mandate, . and where we are going, where . in particular the 

Administration is going in response to that landmark Supreme Court 

decision. 

I want to place in the record at the outset, a couple of· 

general observations and the results of a study in this area which was 

.done by the New Jersey builders, in conjunction interestingly, with the 

League of Municipalities. Steve Frakt, our Senior Research Associate,, 

_ 'has gqt ten a copy of . that report, .and it is entitled, "Mount Laurel II: · 
• ,, -. j ·'. • : ••• •• • ' •• _.; .: ·' : ·., ;j' i, . 

Challenge and Deli very of Low Cost Housing. Ii ': It :\'113s, $pbnspted by the 

Center for I.Jrban P~licy Research, or at least done,i t g~~ss, by them, 

and sponsored by the groups I mentioned. It goes into som_e · detaii 

about the housing needs · for low•. and moder;;ite-income families in New 

Jersey over· the next twenty years. It suggests that we are probably 

talking about somewhere in the neighborhood o_f . 334,000 new units,_ and 

that planned housing, hol;!Sing that.· one can . foresee• ahd is within reach 

based on what is happening, is more in the magnitude of. 10% of that 

figure in rough, round_ numbers,. leaving a gap 111 those hOusihg needs of _ 

something close to 300,000 units • 

. Hbw. we bridge that, gap, how. w~ ·. place .that housing is, I. 

t:hink, _ a major. policy question that the State of. New_· Jersey cannot 

afford to ignore. While the. group here this morning is smali, and 

while the · location is kind of off the beaten track, I . say, frankly, 

that I think these hearings and the subject are of" major .j.mportance to 

the State of New Jersey,. The bridge mecha'nism fa; ·· b~ild.ing . this 
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housing is talked about in this· report, and . involves questions of 

. zonirig and planning, and changes perhaps, in our laws in that area. It 

· might involve the. question of subsidized housing to : some degree or 

another,.and it may well involve, also, innovative ideas and techniques 

for changes in the housing industry itself. 

But, somehow, if ciurchildren and their children are going to 

have decent housing to li Ve in, _we are going to have to come to grips 

with the issue. That is a preliminary statement, and I want that as 

part of the record as far as the study and its consequences · are 

concerned. . Perhaps Dr. Sternlieb will. appear before the Committee in 

· .. · January; we are talking to him about that. I would also suggest for 

the record that we anticipate other witnesses early n;ext year, and_ we 

expect to .vigorously. pursue· these hearings early, in January and 
I 

February of next year. I have had an expression of i~terest from Paul 

Ylvisaker, the original head of the Department of Community Affairs, in 

coming back to New Jersey from Harvard, · where he is studying, to 

· express himself and give some, ideas in this area that he considers of 

exceptional public policy importance. ··I am delighted that that is so, 

, apd we· expect some other very interesting witnesses as well. 

The final thing · I wi.ll say -- and I apologize to Mary Lou 

Petitt . for ~e.ilng a little late in starting -- I will shate, for the 

record the · fact that 011 October 20 ~ 1983,. as was actually . announced at 

the last hearing, and in conversations with Senator Connors as well, I 

wrote to Governor Kean and, · as. a matter of fact, took the unusual step 

of having the letter hand delivered to him, expressing concern as · 

Chairman of this Committee at the contradiction· in positions and 

statements by his top cabinet people,· particularly Commissioner· Renna; 

who spoke in terms of the need for more judicial intervention and 

expression of opinion, something, frankly, which I just absolutely do 

· not understand, . and Commissioners Hughey and Rodriguez, who seeined more 

positive and supportive <lf the. impor~an:ce of this decision and the need 

to update the State Development Guide Plan. 

I tried to put in as strong and sincere language as I could · 

the imperative of some.better, clearer response from the Administration 

in this area. I am a mixture of embarrassed and disappointed to report 

publicly that, as of December 14, · 1983, I have had absolutely no 
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. ' . 

response froin Governor Kean or the Administrat;.ion. I have neither had 

a response that they wu.1 · not respond, nor have i had a response that . 

they are in the process of responding, nor h~ve I had a response. l 

think that is very unfortunate. I have tried to be patient. I am a 

Democrat; that's no. secret. I know and understand that to the extent 

that I express criticism for a Republican Governor, that a major 

evaluating .factor in judging that criticism has to be partisan 

politics. I think this issue is never . going to be solved . by ignoring 

politics, but I think it is one of those issues that· really calls for 
. . ·-

statesmanship and a really hard effort. at trying•. to minimize the 

politicat instincts when going about dealing with it. 

I just want to pul:>licly repeat my request to Governor Kean, 
. - . 

and I don't know whet.her the media will pursue thi~ plea or not, but I 

w~nt to repeat my plea to him that I think it is vit.al that he and his 
. . 

· Administration make a move .. and take some steps· in the area of plarining 

generally. Frankly, I think there . has been exceptionally little 

concern or interest in developing planning, as I have been. able to 

discern it and, in particular, response to this · mandate of the Supreme 

Court. I debated, fran~ly, parking myself in the Governor's office, 

qne of those .kinds of dramatic moves where someone sits do.wn and says 
. . -::' I,': ... · . . . 

he: won't move unless he gets a response, J ; suspect I might get some 

media coverage f~r a··. move Uke that, but . 11 fear: t wou1d harden, 1 
. . . 

guess, those resisters around the Governor, who have kept him from 

responding to this very serious unariim'ous Supreme Court directive. So, 

I am not going to sit in the Governor's office : unt. il he responds to my 

letter of October 20, .but at the. very least I would say I Gan 't imagine 

how he can avoid taking up an. important part of his State. of the State 

Message ta the Legislature and to .the people of New Jersey very early 

in 1984, with some speci fie indication of where this. Administration is 

going with regard to its planning procedures .and,· in particular, where· 

it. is go.ing with regard. to same. sensible,.· po$itive response to the 

unanimous Supreme Court decision.in Mount Laurel-II • 

. I would like to invite Mary Lou Petitt, the Housing Director 

of the League of Warne~ Voters, to testify today~ I want to thank her . 

for her patience' and, for het willingness to share ;with the Commitfee 

soine ideas Jn this area~ 
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MARY LOU PETITT: Thank you, Senator Stockman. I am Mary 

Lou Petitt, the Housing Director of the League of Women Voters of New 

Jersey. For almost twenty years, the League of Women Voters at 

national, State, county and local levels has been actively involved in 

issues relating to housing opportunity~ During that period, leagues in 

New Jersey have lobbied, testified, sporsored conferences and 

workshops, served on coalitions, written handbooks and articles, served 

as non-profit housing sponsors, and monitored Federal, State and local 

housing programs. Our initial statewide housing efforts were directed 

at the legislative and executive levels because of our belief that 

those branches of government, along with local commitment and 

involvement, bore the responsibility for providing housing 

opportunities for New Jersey citizens. Thus, we were orie of the few 

major State organizations that actively supported Governor William 

Cahill 's Balanced Housing Plan. The legislative . failure of those 

proposals is well-known, and Governor Cahill's statement that, "Unless 

communities voluntarily address their housing needs, the courts will 

force them to,'·' was clearly prophetic in light of Mount Laurel II. 

Recognizing that housing action in the State would have to rely on the 

Judicia.l Branch of government, the League joined as amicus curiae in 
• ;._ . ·:_ . . . . - . . - . - . I 

zoning $uits in Mahwah and Middlesex County. The League appreciates. 

the opportuni~y to return to the Legislative Branch bn t~i; issue: with 

testimony today. Our testimony concerns both the issues of housing 

needs in the State, particularly as they affect women and single 

parents, and the responsibility of the Legislative and Executive 

Branches of government· to help meet those needs. It wil 1 also include 

some suggestions as to how those needs might be met .. 

A study just released -~ which you referred to, Senator 

Stockman by the Rutgers Center .for Urban Policy Research titled, 

"Mount Laure 1 II:· Challenge and Deli very of Low Cost . Housing," 

indicates that through the turn of the century, N.ew Jersey will need 

334,000 additional homes for poor and moderate-income people to comply 

with the State Supreme Court's Mount Laurel II ruling. The 1980 census 

data also have some interesting figures relating to New Jersey housing 

needs. They show that New Jersey residents' monthly housing payments 

are among the highest in the country. Only Alaska, Hawaii and 
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Massachusetts had higher monthly homeowner payments, while New Jersey's 

renters had the fifth highest monthly payments. The average rent in 

New Jersey was $270.00 per month, $27 .00 higher th.an the national 

average. Some 41 , 000 in the State paid rent of more than $500. 00. 

As William Connolly, Housing Director of the .New Jersey Department of 

Community Affairs, put it, "Tho$e New Jersey citizens who reside in 88~0 

of the State's households cannot currently . afford to buy a home. 11 

Obviously, both the cost and shortag~ of housing~- homei and rentals 

-- . are now affecting a majority of our · citizens, which fact alone 

should force State and local action. 

It should be clearly understood, howeve,r, just who the people 

are who are being priced out of housing in our State. They' re our 

municipal employees, teachers, young couples, single parents, the 

elderly -- in many instances our children and our parents. They are 

the people who, if we met the Mount Laurel mandate, could remain in our 

State serving us in our communities as volunteer firefighters, 

secretaries, hospital employees, retail workers, etc. Almost ten years 

ago, George Stern lieb told me, and I paraphrase, that, "Unless you 

housing advocates see a broadening of the base of need for housing, you 

woh 't s$e low and moderate-income housing needs · met in the State." 
'. .· . . . . . .. . . . . . i 

That broadE;Jning has definitely happened, and while it may ndt be iin the 

way we would have liked, it dde~ provide u$ with a ~tronger ~ase for 

local and State action. 

One of the need groups the League of Women Voters has been 

most concerned with in the last few years has been the single-patent 

family, mainly because they are a major housing need group in every 

community, and because their situation has not been recognized nor 

highlighted. A recent. booklet, authored by the League, published by 

the Department of Community Affairs, and distributed by Joan Wright of 

the Division on Women, titled, "Housing for Single Parent Families," 

$urveyed these needs and proposed some solutions. Several of the 

findings in the booklet are of special interest today, and I will quote 

just a bit: "There has been a definite change in the household 

characteristics of New Jersey residents. Simply put, the 'Norman 

Rockwell' family for which most .American housing has been produced is 

no longer the prevailing household type in this State. In 1980, of the 
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2,548,594 households in the Statei only 786,564 (31-) were composed of 

a married couple with chtldreh. Single parents make up 21. 8% of all 

households with children in the State. .. This translates into about 

220,000 households, or ohe household in twelve." 

The status of .single parenthood in the last· decade has peen 

largely created by a soaring divorce rate. Single parents are almost 

9m~. women; if women, · niore likely to be poor or lower income; if poor t 

IT)Ore likely to live in inadequate housing~ This is further compounded 
' . I 

if the person is Black. George Sternheb and James Hughes of Rutgers 

have written, "Female-headed households . (two or more persons) have 

experienced much greater housing cost pressures than husband-wife 

· households on their more limited income resources." One only needs to 

talk. with housing officials at county or local housing authorities, or 

with housing and social service cons~ltants at any agency, to hear that 

the single-parent family is a key' housing need grc;iup. The League 

believes that this group . is deserving of special State and local· 

consideration as housing.responses to Mount Laurel are developed. 

In Bergen County, several housing programs are in .the process 
' . . . 

of development which · are specifically geared to single pcirents. One, 

spons9red by the YWCA of Hackensack, is a limited-equity c9op~rative 

housirjg project, . funded with Community Developmemt ~lobk Gr;nt , funds, • 

which will permit. the purchase and. rehabilitafi~n of a building to· be 

used as housing for single parents and their children. The cooperative 

members would particip9te. in. the ownership · and maintenance of the 

facility and the · limited equity provision. serves as a· financial 

mechanism which limits or removes the· profit potential; thereby keeping 

the cooperative in the affordabl~ range for present and future buyers. 

It is more fully disbus~ed in the previously-mentioned 

handbook. The project is still in the initial stage, but the fact that 

the concept was accepted in Bergen County was, and believe me it was, a 

major achievement. There is a definite role for State. government . to 
.· . . . -~ 

play in· .limited .equity cooperative·s, such as providing a clear· legal 

definition of such programs and Hnking State housing assistance 

programs to this form of housing. Also, states and cities could 

consider exempting limited. equity cooperatives from ordinances such as 

conversion at growth mam;1gement allocations. Tf\is form of housing 
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offers permanent affordability to low and moderate-income people 

without ongoing regulation, and thus it represents - an important 

solution to the probiein of housing affordability for single parents and 

others. 

Another Bergen County housing program for single parents 

which hopes · and expects to receive Community Development funding this 

year is the Shared Housing Program, sponsored by the Women's Rights 

Information Center. This project, · based on a model in Santa Clara 

County, California, is b1;1sically a referral service which would match 
\ 

single parents with .each other · to 'share a. house or apartment, thus 

reducing expenses, permitting both to remain in a community, and easing 

their social and psychological problems. 

The sharecl housing concept, while not new, could be a major 

· element in State housing policy. · Such programs could also service 

another major household need group :.._ the elder! y living· as "singles;" 

who reside in large, underutilized horn.es left over from an era of 

bigger f amiHes. Combining those seniors, willing to participate in 
. : ' . . . . 

such shared housing, with single parents would benefit both groups, 

., en~blipg conirrn~nities to retain residents from both age groups. Th~re. 

is an ; important role · for the State to play in shared .housing,,. and 1 I 
.; I ; • • j ... 

recommend' a ;booklet lit led, National Policy Workshop on ~t1ared Housing, 

published by the Shared Housing Resource Center in Philadelphia; for a 

list cif recommendations to state governments dn shared housing. Both 

the limited-equity cooperative and the shared housing program, if fully 

developed in Bergen County, would be the first such projects in the 

State. They.also meet a key recommendation of the recent: Rutgers Urban 

Policy study the importance of using current housing or buildings tci 

accommodate the poor and middle class. 

At a recent State housing confer_ence sponsored by the · 

Department of Community Affair~, which I coordinated on affordable 

· ho~sing, it · was stated that what ~as lacking in New Jersey to .produce 

affordable housing was the political will to do so. The League _has 

hated this lack at national, State, coLnty and local levels, and it is 

what prompted the League in New Jersey i to turn to the courts. Housing 
. I 

has been_ a very divisive issue, and v¢ry few gpvernors or legislators 

· have been willing to make hous,ing a p:rfority and propose programs or 

support legislation to meet hou~ing needs. 
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At that same conference, participants who were primarily .. 
local officials and adqnnistrators, urged that the State provide 

direction, information and leadership in helping them meet the Mount 

Laurel mandate. A report from the confetence, published by the 

Office of Housing Advocacy of the Department of Community Affairs, will 

be released soon, and recommendations include st rang support for 

updating the State Development Guide Plan, and for the establishment of 

a statewide Housing Task force. Many conference participants were not 

aware that there was a Governor's Housing Tesk Force formed in 1982, to 

which I was appointed as the League's representative in November of 

1982. Since that time, there has been only one meeting of the task 

force, in February, 1983, almost a year ago. The League has submHted 

suggestions and recommendations relative to the task force to Gary 

Stein, Co-chairman of the task force, and hopes that some positive 

steps wi 11 be taken to make it more than just structure in name only. 

Above a 11, the League of Women Voters of New Jersey urges 

that both the Legislative and Executive Branches of government 

demonstrate the necessary political will to meet the State's critical 

housing needs. Obviously, the increasingly visible relationship 

be:tween affordable housing, business development and jobs,, and the 

inability of many New Jersey citizens, especially ypLing~r' · couple:s, 

minorities, and single parents to afford.housing provid~s the Executive 

and Legislative Branches with a more viable political base from which 

to act. The League suggests, for consideration, the following steps as 

a beginning in the development of legislative and executive responses 

to the Mount Laurel II decision: 

•he, housing should be decl~red a top State priority at both 

legislative and executive levels, and strong leadership~ direction and 

support should be provided to local communities in meeting their 

housing needs, 

Two, the n~wly established.Office of Housing Advocacy should 
I . 

be recognized and utilized at both legislative and executive levels as 

more than Just an information service, but as a real State advocate for 

housing for low and moderate-income citizens of New Jersey. 

Three, the State Development Guide Plan should be adjusted and 

utilized in implemehting Mount Laurel II. This procedure should 
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involve municipal and county, government, as well as the public at 

large. 

Four, consideration should be given to establishing, by 

legis1ati ve and executive action, a new New Jersey Housing Task Force, 

independent of any department or agency. It would research housing 

proposals and programs throughout the State and .the country, and 

provide a bipartisan body to propose' recommendations regarding Mount 

Laurel II and other housing issues. It should consist of 

representatives from county and municipal governments, housing 

professionals, planners, attorneys, builders, Legislative and Executive 

Branches, financial organizations, and various interest groups. 

The League of Women Voters believes that the housing climate 

has changed in the.State, and that many of our residents are looking to 

the Legislative and Executive Branches of government to assume their 

rightful role on the housing scene. The League urges our leaders to 

assume that responsibility, and we offer our support in that effort. 

Thank you. 

SENATOR STOCKMAN: Thank y,ou very much, Mary Lou. If you 

,wouldn't mind, maybe you could answer a few questions or we eould get 
':1 

inln a little dialogue beyond your formal statement, which, o:f course, 

:1 would Like a copy of, and which is, obvioos}y, now·· 11 'pai;-t of the 

record of this hearing. I would like to exp16re · with· you a little 

further what you have said, where we are, and where you think we can 

most effectively develop this political will toward action. 

You heard my initial comments; I think you know the state of 

the situation at the moment, at least in that sense. I may be 

mistaken, but I thought Commis$ioner Renna, 
I . 

in his testimony, had 

suggested or it was somebody else perhaps -- that there was this 

Housing Task Force within the Department of Community Affairs that was 

doing something in this area. I gather from what you tell me now that 

you are a member of that group and it has only met once. 
I 

MS. PETITT: Since I was appointed, it has only met once. It 

is my understanding, although · I don't even know this for sure, that 

individual members may have been consulted by tbe Executive Branch, but 

there have been no formal meetings since February, 1983 of the group as 

a whole. At that meeting Mount Laurel II was on the. agenda, and the 
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League did indicate, in a letter to, Gary Stein, that we thought there 

should be an established procedure for regular meetings of the task 

force, with agendas established and committees appointed. We received 

a nice acknowledgment of our letter, but there has been no meeting of 

the task force as a whole since February of 1983. 

SENATOR STOCKMAN; Are you aware of any -affirmative response 

from the Administration in this area since Mount. Laurel II? I mean, I 

hear rumors now and then, but I think maybe I'm Just out of touch with 

what is going on. I have already indicated that I haven't been able to 

get any response directly from Governor Kean; or anyone directly 

associated with him. Are ydu aware of any--

MS. PETITT: I think the establishment of the Office of 

Housing Advocacy, while it may not have been a direct outgrowth from 

Mount Laurel II, was a response. My concern is that that Office be as 

it is stated in its own description of itself, a real housing 

advocate. I think its presence is still not widely known. I think the 

kind of outreach that it needs tp do, with publicity about it, needs to 

be highlighted by the Executive ~ranch. I also think perhaps that the 

workshops, the· conferences on. affordable housing may not. seem a major 

step,, but were a step by the Executive Branch through the Department of 

Community Affairs, to begin to address. affprdabHity. And, the report 

that will be issued from those· conferences can also be looked upon, 

perhaps, as some degree of response to how affordable housing can be 

developed. 

Other than those actions, I have not seen strong action, nor 

really statements from the Execut.i ve Branch. that make housing the 

priority that the League feels it is. 

SENATOR STOCKMAN: We are approaching another round of 

hearings of the Joint Appropriations Committee and the fashioning of 

the new budget, the 1985 fiscal budget. For instance, what is your 

·reaction, what do you think about ~hether it would make sense for 

members of that Committee, myself for instance, or others, to attempt 

to put into place a line item .appropriation, or supplemental 
. ' 

appropriation to the Department of Community Affairs .to reestablish the 

Division of State and Regional Planning to take up the question of 

updating the State Development Gu.ide Plan? Do you think that is a 
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viable option? Before you answer, let me say that my own experience, 

legislatively, has been kind of discouraging in terll)s of an appro~ch of 

that sort, in that if the Executive Branch, if the leadership in the 

Executive Branch i~ not enthused about a program or a department, it is 

exceptionally difficult for a legislator or legislative action to force 

that. So, I am really in some doubt as to the wisdom of that, and yet 

I wonder from your experience how you would react to that. 

MS. PETITT: Well, it's hard to know just ·how the Executive 

Branch feels about this. I can appreciate their concerns about 

speaking out. I did quote Governor William Cahill, and a lot of people 

feel, politically, that that is what defeated Governor Cahill, his 

strong support for housing. 

SENATOR STOCKMAN: I think. we should invite him back, and, 

ihcidentally, you just gave me a great idea I hadn't thought of. I 

think he would be an interesting witness before this Committee to 

express himself. 

MS. PETITT: Oh, I think he would. But, I think also that 

the Executive Branch needs to recognize that the situation, as I tried 

to explain in my testimony, to speak out on housing and to take mar~ of 

an up,-front advocacy role, is very differeht than when G,ov~rror Cahill 
', , - .. ·I ; 

spoke. There is a broadening of the base, of need; · which does make it 
much more politically acceptable. That doesn't mean, and the League 

would never say, th,at there is not going to be opposition, as there 

already has been to the Mount Laurel· II decision., But also, on the 

other side of that, to give people the feeling that there are troops 

behind them when they speak out, is the fact that there are a lot more 

people in this State who need that kihd nf housing. I think if they 

could be recognized as the people who could benefit from Mount Laurel 

II, it might give both the Executive and Legislative Branches the 

necessary courage, the necessary political will to do so. 

On the speci fie question you asked about the Di vision of 

State and Regional Planning, the League has long been, in other 

position~ it has, such as our positions on land use, energy and all of 

those issues, supportive of the need for a strong State and regional 

planning background and · action. It seemed to us that it was exactly 

the wrong time to dissolve the Division of State and Regional Planning 

when the Mouht Laurel II decis'ion came out~ 
' 
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I have heard nothing to indicate that there is going to be 

something put in its place. We are running under a short time frame. 

We have to have somethinq done by January of next year on this issue. 

So, while I can't say it is a League position to support the 

reestablishment of that, I think it would fall into the kinds of action 

we would see necessary in order to implement Mount Laure 1 II in the 

best environmental, regional planninq, and sound policy ways. So, I 

would hope that you might attempt to do that. I agree with you that it 

is hard to know whether you are going to have the necessary Executive 
I .• 

support for it. 

SENATOR STOCKMAN: Is there any other action you would 

encouraqe this Committee or its Chairman to take? I think I tried to 

choose measured words in my introductory remarks about where I think we 

are on this issue and, as I tried to inElicate, it is a difficult matter 

in terms of how either strident, or strong, or relaxed I approach the 

subject, or others interested in it r1pproach the subject, in terms of 

unbalancing or hardening positions on the other side. Uo you have any 

other suggestions for me or for this Committee as to how we might well 

get some more definitive response and affirmative action from this 

Ad~inistration in this area? 

MS. PET I TT: Well, it would seem to me that .if they : aren't 

aware, and I can't be 1 ieve that theyi aren't aware of the broadening of 

the base of need -- as I said, we're talking about almost a majority of 

our New Jersey citizens needing housing -- it almost demands State 

action. I don't know yet if that whole feeling has sunk into the 

Executive Branch and a lot of the legislators. In other words, they 

are still laboring under the impression that, "Housing can get me 

defeated. If I speak out on a housing issue, especially as it relates 

to low and moderate-income people, I may not be around the next time 

there is an election." I think there is a lot to be said for the fact 

that they' re talking about ten years BLj,~, when Cahil 1 was talking about 

his Balanced Housing Plan. 

So, it wouJ d seem to me that if there could be some feeding 

into and that is a responsibility not only of you, but of 

organizations like the League -- the Executive and Legislative Branches 

that there is this broadening, and if we can get those groups of people 

12 



to also say that, instead· of just the people who are. going to. organize 

against and around Mount La~rel II-- · •·Recently, there has been very 

little anti-reaction . to Mount Laurel I 1 in the newspapers, the way 

there had .been witli Mount Laurel· l. Now, there is some movement 

already, I think, in trying to set up some anti,-Mount Laurel group, but 

it is nowhere near what. it was when Mount Laurel I was promulgated. I 

think that those need groups, and I spoke about' some of them, need to 
' ' 

recognize that their needs are goihg to be addressed in Mount Laurel 

II, that they are not the enemy, they are part of the need group, and 
' ' 

the Executiv.e ahd Legislative Branches are needed to do that. · 

So, if yoi.J have people you represent in organizations, they · 

need to recognize that and write and urge, so that just the other side 

of the issue isn't always the one they hear from. 

SENATOR STOCKMAN: Would you agree that it may well become a 

significant issue in campaigns hereafter, perhaps in the gubernatorial 

campaign in 1985, and that frankly it probably has to, and ought to, in 
' ' 

terms of elevating the public's awareness, information and response to 

this issue? 

MS. PETITT: · The League :would be delighted if it would become 
; 

·' · , a l+ampaign issue. The silence on housing--:: .. 

:SENA TOR STOCKMAN: Has been de8feoing. i 
,·I 

MS •. · PETITT: Yes, it has been. That wduid mean that at least 
. ', 1' 

it was being talked about, and it hasn't been. I have been sitting and 

waiting for some · people to make it a part of their campaigns. 

Interestingly enough-, ih Bergen County, · almoi;1t all of our Freeholder 

candidates, in a very difficult election this year, spoke out in one 

form or another about housing I needs. Now, some of them were only 

addressing the elderly, but thati wouldn't have. happened, l don't think, 

two years ago, especially in Bergen County. We have communities such 

as Old Tappan and, believe me, it's not you know, a liberal area, which 

just adopted a conversion plan . t~ allow for· assessory apa'rtments~ 
.. . . 

These are small steps, but I think they are indicative of the kind of 

responses you are beginning to see because coniniunities recognize the 

need. 

SENA TOR STOCKMAN: I was just reelected to a four-year term 

so., unfortunately, I woh 't really have a campaign to speak out on the 
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subject. But, I can tell you, that in that campaign I did not hesitate 

to speak out on my feeling that we must respond to Mount Laurel, and I 

somehow survived that election, and I think other people could do 

likewise. 

MS. PETITT: People need to know that you did do that and you 

did survive, so they will be willing to do it. 

SENATOR STOCKMAN: I appreciate your testimony; I appreciate 

the League of Women Voters' interest in this subject. I am ever 

reminded of the importance of the League and its role and participation 

in government, and I thank you, and I thank the League for your 

testimony. I guess I'm prejudice, because the things you have said are 

the things that I feel and believe strongly. I hope that had you said 

something different I still would have felt you were here for a very 

high public purpose. So, I want to thank you again on behalf of the 

Committee. We will probably be having ongoing dialogue on this in the 

future, so thank you very much. 

MS. PETITT: Well, thank you. The League is appreciative of 

the fact that ; you are having these hearings. I will leave you copies 

of my statement for your Committee. 

, SENATOR STOCKMAN: I can't resist this, because my veI'y able 

st.ff person just reminded me that your testimony I included the . ! . 

indication that the Department of Community Affairs' Office of Housing 

Advocacy will very soon advocate updating the State Development Guide 

Plan. Is that a fair statement? 

MS. PETITT: I don't know how it is going to be worded in the 

report; the report is in the process of being written. 

SENATOR STOCKMAN: But, that is the thrust? 

MS. PETITT: What came out of the conferences -- now, that 

was not the position of the Office -- but what came out of the 

participants was a strong desire for that, and they are reporting wh~t 

came out of those conferences. 

SENATOR STOCKMAN: That is just a little remarkable in the 

face of testimony frctm the Commissioner of the Department of Community 

Affairs. I think that is just another admission of how urgent it is 

that this Administration respond, in some way, to where it is going on 

this subject. Thank you very much. 
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Patricia Harris, Executive Director of the Middlesex County 

Housing Coalition. Good morning; 

PATRIC I A HARR IS: Good morning. Thank you for inviting me. 

to be here today. It is my understanding that the primary purpose of 

these hearings is to inquire into the status of the State Development 

Guide Plan prepared by the Department of Community Affairs. First, let 

m~ state that I am not a planner and that the group I represent, the 

Housing Coalition of Middlesex County, has not specifically been 

involved in planning or land use issues. We are a housing advocacy 

group in Middlesex County which works with State, county and local 

governments, non-profit housing agencies and various social service 

groups in advocating the maintenance and expansion · of housing 

opportunities in the County, especially for low and moderate-income 

people. 

In recent months, however, we have been dr~wn into the 

discussion of how best to implement the Mount Laurel decision. . Being 

located in Middlesex County, we agreed to provide housing data and 

information to all the litiganta in the case. As part of that 

endeavor, we have become familiar with some of the issues under 

fdiscussion at this hearing. 

In addition, I was requested to serve as a resoµrce person in 

the Sept~mber Housing Conference sponsored by the Department of 

Community Affairs and, as such, participated in a number of discussions 

on various housing topics related to our ability or ·inability to 

provide low-income housing. 

Several things are clear t~ me from participating in these 

various exercises. One · is, everyone blames everyone else for the 

problem. Builders blame governments at all levels. for getting in their 

way and not letting them build what they feel they can build. Local 

government says builders take unfair advantage of the presence of Mount 

Laurel II. Local government blames both federal and State governments 

for not providing subsidies or more favorable financing, and attaching 

too much red tape to those programs they do have. The Judicial Branch 

of the State government blames both the Legislative and Executive 

Branches for doing nothing~ and the criticism ~oes full circle. 
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In short, this mutual finger pointing creates an impresssion 

that since everyone is to blame, no one is to blame, and, 

unfortunately, that satisfies many. As this debate continues 1 only one 

point surfaces as fact. We, as a State, have been unable to provide 

adequate housing for our low and moderate-income families, and we, as a 

State, have been unable or unwilling to deal with the problem head-on. 

Last March, the Coalition published a study exam1n1ng 

the depth of the housing problems·. 1faced by low-income families in 

Middlesex County. I think it is worth hearing some of the highlights 

of this report, because colleagues tell me that a similar picture is 

repeated in other counties around the State. 

Virtually the only housing construction going on in the· 

county is single-family homes in higher income areas, yet nearly 20,000 

families have incomes under the Federal poverty level. According to 

HUD guidelines, 77,000 families qualify for assisted housing. A survey 

of apartment complexes indicates a vacancy rate of substantially less 

than 1 ~~. In other words, it is easier to find .. an apartment in 

Manhattan than in Middlesex County. 

Average rents in these complexes are $400.00 for a one 

bedroom unit and $500.00 for a two bedroom unit. The contrast between 
I 

these rentsr and a .AFDC grant is shocking. A fa'1)ily of; fout receives 
: ·. • . . . . ; .• I . 

$414.00 a month. What does a family receiving AFDC do? These families 

are forced to reside in substandard housing, or must rely on emergency 

assistance. Of these, many are placed in motels paid for by a public 

agency. In other cases, children are placed in foster care until their 

parents have located housing. Not only are these alternatives 

expensive -- $1.1 million was spent to assist only 1,400 individuals 

last year -- but they cause immeasurable stress for family members. 

While the study shows many families are homeless because 

there is no low-income housing available, I think it is extremely 

important that as a matter of public policy, a clear distinction be 

made between emergency services and shelter for the homeless and a 

low-income housing program •. By grouping these activities together, we 

run the risk of accepting social services as a housing solution. What 

we really need is an increase in the quantity . of low-income · housing 

units. 
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Specifically on the issue of the State Development Guide 

Plan, I think it represents, at best, only a first step in a necessary 

effort to respond to housing problems. At the DepartmE)nt of Community· 

Affairs sponsored housing workshops, . which I referred to previously, 

there seemed to be an overwhelming consensus that an update of the Plan 

was important. There. was also agreement that the Plan, even if 

updated, would represent only a small part of any housing program. To 

point to the lack of commitment to update the Plan as a critical point 

in our lack of housing policy is misleading. At the same time, to 

refuse to update the Plan because it represents only a part of the 

answer is short-sighted. 

In short, both arguments 1 represent an attempt to evade 

responsibility and, as such, are dangerous if we are ever to proceed in 

a positive manner. The Department of Community Affairs is beginning to 

respond to the realities of the situation. The creation of the Office 

on Housing Advocacy will facilitate the construction of housing by such 

activities as developing codes and zoning models for local use, and an 

expansion of the Housing Demonstration Fund. 

These efforts should be encouraged. They indicate that we 

seem to be trying to work with some pieces of the puzzle. What we need 

is. a major effort to fit all the pieces together. The Guiq~ Plan is 

Just one of those pieces, but more than that, since so much: emphasis 

has been placed on it by the courts and by this Oversight Committee, a 

commitment to update the Plan would be a sign that we take our 

responsibilities in this area seriously. 

I, speaking for the Housing Coalition of Middlesex County, 

would welcome the opportunity to assist in any way possible. Thank 

you. i 

SENA TOR STOCKMAN: Thank you very much, Ms. Harris. The 

hearing this morning has to be relatively short because of the Senate 

Session, but I think we have had some exceptional! y import ant and 

. articulate testimony put into the. record. 

There is another question I. would like to address to you and 

Ms. Petitt, either of you, or both of you, and it's this. Do you see 

any connection between the mandate of Mount Laurel and its 

implications, and a reform of the property tax structure and a more 
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positive urban policy in th~ State? I am very concerned; I represent 

an urban municipality, Trenton~ It is not the most distressed .of all 

the urban communities in the State, but it has very serious problems, 

although perhaps not as serious as Camden or Newark, or perhaps a few 

other spots, but· very serious nonetheless. I see a deterioration in 

the quality of life in those municipalities, the increasing threat of 

two societies, separate but unequal. I am struggling in my own mind, 

and am very interested in the possibilities of. utilizing the mandate of 

Mount Laurel and the necessities for a response there, whatever they 

may develop to be, and so on, and this question of developing more of 

an urban pol icy, and part of that, it seems to me, has to be some 

reform of the property tax structure. 

Have you thought of that at all? Do you see them as two 

totally separate issues? Do you see any way they can be merged in 

some way? I hesitate to mention this idea, because the mandate of 

Mount Laurel, at least theoretically, is a constitutional mandate, but 

the thought has occurred to me that perhaps there is some leverage and 

some compromise in terms of a response to that mandate, which could be 

used toward effecting some results in terms of urban policy. Whether 

that makes sense, or whether they are distinct or not, I don't know. 

Do' you have any reaction to that, or any suggestions? 

MS. HARRIS: I think Mary Lou can probably answer better than 

I can in terms of overall State policies that the League has probably 

looked at. I think there is definitely a need for some kind of 

cohesive urban policy, given that the State has become generally more 

urbanized. Homelessness was never a problem in the suburbs until, you 

know, just recently, and I think that is a sign. 

SENATOR STOCKMAN: Mary Lou, would you like to add anything 

to that? 

MS. PETITT: I think there definHely could be a connection, 

and i r we take Mount laurel in too narrow a way, we may over look some 

of thP ramifications of what trying to meet our housing goals would do 

in other areas. I don't know that the League has a position on 

connecting this with property tax reform and so forth, but I do know 

that when we testified before the Assembly Housing Emergency Action 

Team, which published a report, and I assume you have that in your 
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records, there were people testifying as far as the taxation issue was 

concerned, and you might want to look at that. 

However, I think it would serve you well not to look at the 

Mount Laurel t I decision in too narrow a way, beca4se then we may be 

coming back in another few years for other hearings, because of the 

effect of what we h~ve done with Mount Laurel. Obviously, it just 

can't be viewed as a decision that only affects suburban areas, and the 

way that it can impact on the urban areas, which are in the most dire 

need, I think needs to be looked at and should be an important part of 

the way you handle this. 

SENA TOR STOCKMAN: Thank you very much. I think we have to 

end today's hearing. I hope the next hearing will be early in January, 

and that will be announced. Thank you very much. 

(HEARING CONCLUDED) 
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