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State of New Jevsey
Council on Affordable Housing

10 SouTi BROAD StREET

PO Box 813
JON S. CORZINE ) ‘TrENTON NJ 08625-0813 SUSAN BASS LEVIN
Governor (609) 292-3000 ° Canunissioner

(609) 633-6056 (FAX) August 9, 2006 LUCY VOORHOEVE

Executive Direclor

The Honorable Salvatore Bonaccorso
Mayor, Township of Clark

430 Westfield Avenue

Clark, NJ 07066-1590

Dear Mayor Bonaccorso:

Enclosed please find a Council on Affordable Housing (COAH) Premediation Report
Requesting Additional - Information regarding your municipality’s petition for third round
substantive certification. ‘ o

Pursuant to N.LA.C. 5:95-5.2(a), after the expiration of the 45-day objector period,
COAH is required to conduct an in-depth review of petitions and prepare a report within 60
days. Pursuant to N.J.A.C, 5:95-5.2(a), COAH’s Executive Director has extended the time for
COAH staff to review your municipality’s petition for substantive certification. This letter
provides public notice of this extension to the municipality and the service list, =

The enclosed report is a review of your .Hou.éing Element and Fair Share Plan and
indicates the information that must be forwarded to COAH within 90 days of receipt of this
report pursuant to N.J.A.C. 5:95-5.2(b), which is September 25, 2006.

During the 45-day objector period, COAH received one objection to Clark Township’s
petition for substantive certification from Thomas F. Carroll, HI Esq., on behalf of Villa
Contracting Co. and correspondence from William Fidurski carrying forward his second round
objections and requesting participation in mediation. While mediation will be scheduled in

accordance with N.JI.A.C. 5:95-7.1, any objections addressed previously in mediation or that are
the subject of litigation will not be addressed again in mediation. -

If you havé any questions or need further information, please call Sean Thompson,
COAH planner, at (609) 292-1716. : o

Sincerely,

L@:\%rhoeve
'Executive Director

¢. . Attached Service List _
Sean Thompson, COAH Planner

New Jersey Is An Equal Opporiunity Employer ® Printed on Recyeled Paper and Recyclable
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The Heonorable Salvatore Bonaecorso
Mayor

Township of Clark

430 Westfield Avenue

Clark, New Jersey 07066-1590

John F. Laezza

Business Administrator
Township of Clark

430 Westfield Avenue

Clark, New Jersey 07066-15%0

Kathleen Leonard

Clerk

Township of Clark

430 Westifield Avenue

Clark, New Jersey 07066-1590

Richard O'Connor
Municipal Engineer
Township of Clark

430 Westfield Avenue

Clark, New Jersey 07066-1590

Township Tax Assessor
Township of Clark

430 Westfield Avenue

Clark, New Jersey 07066-15%0

Planning Board Attorney
‘Township of Clark

430 Westfield Avenue

Clark, New Jersey 07066-1590

Mary A. Conway
819 OId Raritan Road
Clark, New Jersey 07066
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Service List Labels

Michael N. Kurzawski
Pianning Board Chairman
Township of Clark

430 Westfield Avenue

Clark, New Jersey (7066-1590

John F. Laezza

Business Administrator
Township of Clark

430 Westfield Avenue

Clark, New Jersey 07066-1590

Robert Mega, Esq.
2351 St, Georges Avenue
Rahway, New Jexsey 07065

Joseph Triarsi, Esq.
186 North Avenue East
Cranford, New Jersey 07016

Township Chief Financial Officer
Township of Clark

430 Westfield Avenue -

Clark, New Jersey 07066-1590

Planning Board Secretary
Township of Clark

430 Westfield Avenue

Clark, New Jersey 07066-1590

Stanley Fink, Esq.

Fink, Rosner Ershow-Levenberg, LLC
1093 Raritan Road

PO Box 858

Clark, New Jersey 07066
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Courtenay Mercer

Office of Smart Growth, Dept of Community Affairs
101 Seuth Broad Street

PO Box 204

Trenton, New Jersey 08625

Jon Vogel

Development Director
AvalonBay Communities, Inc.
517 Route One South

Suite 5500

Iselin, New Jersey 08830

Union County Planning Board
Divisicn of Planning and Community Development
Unijon County Admin Bldg, Elizabethtown Plaza
Elizabeth, New Jersey 07207

Thomas F. Carroll, IIl, Esq.

Hill Wallack

202 Carnegie Center

CN 5226

Princeton, New Jersey (8543-5226

William R. Coole
Masterstate Inc,

J. Manheimer Division
One Millington Road
Beloit, Wisconsin 53511

Carol M. Decker
5 Winters Court
Clark, New Jersey 07066

John Hoelzer
962 Raritan Road
Clark, New Jersey 07066-1726

Printed: (8/09/2006

Service List Labels .

Frederick M. Schwarz

Exectors of Fridolin and Ann Schwarz Estate
121 Steep Hollow Drive

Glastenbury, Connecticut 06033

Union County Planning Board

Division of Planning and Community Development
Union County Admin Bldg, Elizabethfown Plaza
Elizabeth, New Jersey 07207

Jonathan G. Burnham, Esq.
Hutt & Shimanowitz

459 Amboy Avenue

P.O. Box 648

Woeodbridge, New Jersey 67095

William Caruso
7 School Street
Clark, New Jersey 07066

Christopher J. Corbett, Esq.
LOreal USA, Inc.

575 5th Avenue

New York, New York 10017

William T. Fidurski
32 Hillcrest Drive
Clark, New Jersey 07066-2922

John Huska
24 Cutler Place
Clark, New Jersey 07066-1713

-
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Robert A. Kasuba, Esq.

Sills Cummis Epstein and Gross
The Legal Center

One Riverfront Plaza

Newark, New Jersey 07102-5400

Elizabeth C, McKenzie, PP, AICP
Elizabeth C. McKenzie, PP, PA

9 Main Street

Flemington, New Jersey 08822

Joan Murphy
35 Garside Place
Clark, New Jersey 07066

Ronald L. Shimanowitz, Esq.
Hatt and Shimanowitz

459 Amboy Avenue

PO Box 648

‘Woodbridge, New Jersey 07095

Brenda Villa Weiss

Villa Contracting Company

100 Campus Drive

Suite 200

Florham Park, New Jersey 07932

Anne Zambolla
17 Garside Place
Clark, New Jersey 17066

Villa Contracting Company

100 Campus Drive

Suite 200

Florham Park, New Jersey 07932
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Service List Labels

Joseph and Patricia Leonardis
778 Featherbed Lane
Clark, New Jersey 07066-1735

Dennis Q. Miranda
Executive Director
Rahway River Association
337 East Milton Avenue
PO Box 1101

Rahway, New Jersey 07065

George A. Ritter, AICP, PP

Ritter and Plante Associates, LL.C
1701 Walnut Street

Suite 400

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania19103-5220

Richkard Tully
14 Bullman Court
Clark, New Jersey 07066

Cheryl Weslosky
962 Rarltan Road
Clark, New Jersey 07066

Clark Developers, LLC
Garden Homes, Inc.

820 Morris Turnpike

Short Hills, New Jersey 07078

Rebert S. Ellenport
852 Lake Avenue
Clark, New Jersey 07066
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Lisa P, Jackson

Commissioner

NJ Department of Environmental Protection
PO Box 402 ' ’
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0402

Louis Miele
982 Lake Avenue
Clark, New Jersey 07066

Stanley C. Slachetka, PP, AICP
T and M Assoclates

11 Tindall Road

Middletown, New Jersey 07748

Printed: 08/09/2006

Service List Labels

Donald and Arlene McCutcheon
18 Beaver Creek Court
Far Hills, New Jersey 07931-25%4

Frederick Schieferstein
431 Madison Hill Road
Clark, New Jersey 07066
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NEW JERSEY COUNCIL ON AFFORDABLE HOUSING
THIRD ROUND PRE-MEDIATION REPORT
REQUESTING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
CLARK TOWNSHIP/UNION COUNTY
SEAN THOMPSON, SUPERVISING PLANNER
- REGION#2
_Aqgust 9,2006

1. INTRODUCTION

Clark Township, Union County, is located on
the south-central border of the County and is-4.‘42“_

L P - Clark Tﬁwﬁship
square miles in area. Clark is bounded by Rahway

Union County

and Linden cities to the East, Cranford Township and
Westfield Town to the North and Scotch Plains
Towhship to the West, all in Union ‘C-(;m_.tty, ‘and
Edison ‘and ‘Woodbridge Townships m Middlese’&
County to the South. The Township is crossed by the
Garden State Parkway and contains the Middlesex

. . . . gs3 enliraly in the
Reservoir, : o - |- Motopoltan Stte

o ) ] Pianning Area (PAL}
Clark is located entirely in Planning Area- N
(PA) 1 (Met_ropolitan) on the State Plan P.(:)licy'Map

(SPPM) of the State Development and

Redevelopment Plan (SDRP), Clark is not a

designated center.

The Clark ‘Plarming‘_ Board adopted its Housing Element an& Fair Share Plan on
December 6, 2005, addressing its 1987-2014 affordable housing obligation. The Clark Township
Goveming Body endofséd the Hdusling Ele_iﬁent_aﬁd _Faif Shai‘g Plan on December 19, 2005, The
Council on Affordable Housing_(COAH) received Ciark’s Hdusing Element and Fair Share Plan
and its resolution of petition for third mund substantive certification on December 20, 2005,
which is considered the official filing date. Clark published notice on December 27, 2005 in the
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Clark ;l"ownship
Union Coumnty
August 9, 2006

Star Ledger. During the 45-_day objector. period, which ended on February 10, 2006, one
objection was received from Thomas F. Carroll III Esq., on behalf of Villa Contracting Co. and
correspondence was received from thiram Fidurski carrying forward his second round
objections and requesting partlclpatton in medtatlon The objections are d:scussed in detail in
Section VII below COAH staff conducted a s1te ws:t on May 17, 2006.

The Housmg Element and Fair Share Pian subrmtted by Clark did not include all
mformatlon reqwred for a complete rev1ew and a recommendatton for substantrve certification
pursuant to N.JA. C. 5:95-5, 2(a). The plan dld not fully address the Townshlp s fair share
obligation and the Townshrp must therefore update its Housmg Element and Fair Share Plan
formally adopted pursuant to N.JS.A. 40 55D-28 to include all ‘the additionial information
' requu'ed in this report. Unless Clark elects to make a change in site, substantlal change in

‘ densnty, other zoning requrrements that result i ina change of houstng type on a specific site or a
fundamental change m approach to the Townslup $ low- and moderate—mcome housmg
obltgatton these rev:snons wﬂl not prectpntate the need for a re-petltlon pursuant fo NJA.
5:95-3.4. Pursuant to NJ AC 5 95-5, 2(b), all mfonnatron requested in tlns report must be
submitted to COAH within 90 days of tlus repcrt o

I BACKGROUN])

Clark Townsh1p recelved ﬂrst round substanttve certzﬁcatlon on September 4, 1991.
Clark’s first round 1987-1993 obltgatton was 216 umts conslsttng of 27 rehablhtatlon units and
189 new construction units. Due to msufﬁcxent vacant land, the Townshlp recetved a vacant
land adj ustment that reduced its new eonstruchon obhgatton to a realistic development potential
(RDP) of 23. The Township proposed to meet its ﬁrst round aﬁ'ordable housmg obltgatton of 50
(RDP of 23 and 27 rehabthtatlon) through a combmatzon of inclusionary deveélopment and a
rehablhtatlon program COAH’s first round rules and regulattons did not requu‘e municipalities
to address an unmet need obligation. . L ' ' '

In its first round plan, Clark Townslnp addressed 1ts 23-umt RDP through zomng for 42
affordable units on four sites demgnated by COAH as sultable. ‘The Township revised its Land
Development Ordmance adding sechon 22-12, “R-B Dtstnct-Multtple-Famtly Residential with a
low- and moderate-income set amde » The R-B District perrmts mtdtt-farmly residential
buildings mcludmg townhouses and garden apartments on four sites (Esposito Farm, Shieferstein
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Clark Township
Union County
August 9, 2006

Farm, Miele Nursery and Raritan Road & Charlotte Drive), The maximum density is eight units
per acre. At least 20 percent of the units must be affordable to ineeme-eligiele households.
Ciark’s cumulatwe second round 1987-1999 obllgatlon was 105 umts, consisting of 13
rehabifitation units and 92 new censtruct:on units.  Due to Clark’s first round vacant land
ad_]ustment its 1987-1999 cumulative affordable housing obhgatlon of 105 units was reduced to
36 (23 RDP and 13 rehabilitation). Clark TOWl'lSh]p s Planning Board adopted a Housing
Element and Fajr Share Plan on September 2, 1997, whlch addxessed its 12~year cumulative
obllgatlon Clark Townshlp filed the plan w1th the COAH on September 4, 1997 but did not
petition at that tlme The governmg body approved a resolution pentlonmg COAH for
substantive certlﬁcatlon on August 16, 1999, COAH recelved Clark’s resolution of petition on
August 23, 1999, The Township pubhshed notice in The Star Lecjger on August 26 1999 No
objections were received by COAH. = :
~ On March 28 2000, COAH staff 1ssued a Report Requestmg Addltxonal Informatlen The
COAH report was amended by ] letter from COAH dated August 9 2000. Subsequently, Clark’s
Planning Board adopted an amended Housmg Element and. Faxr Share Plan on February 14,
2001. The governing body approved a resolution endorsmg the amended Housing Element and
Fair Share Plan and re-petitioned COAH for substantive certlﬁcataon on March 1, 2001, COAH
received Clark’s resolution of re»petltzon and amended Housing Element and Fair Share Plan on
March 8, 2001. The Township pubhshed notxce 1n The Star Ledger on March 8, 2001, Aga;m,
no objections were received by COAH. L : g
Subsequently, as a result of a ehange in mumcxpal admxmstranon the TOWIIShlp s
Planning Board adopted a third amendment to its Housing Element and Fair Share Plan on
December 11,2001, The govemmg body approved a resolutlon endorsmg the amended Housing
Element and Fair Share Plan re-petitioning COAH for substantive certlﬁcatson on December 17,
2001, COAH received Clark’s resolution of re-petition on Jendary 4, 2002, Clark published
notice in The Star Ledger on December 28, 2001 ‘COAH t'eceived two objectiens during the 45-
day objection 'peri.od Mediation led to “an agreerﬂent witﬁ ' Garde'n Homes, Inc., (Clark
Deve}opers) for the rezomng of Block 58/Lot 4 for an age-restncted affordabie housing overlay
permitting a maximum of 300 units with 20 percent being affordable.
As a result of said agreement, the _Planmng Board adopted an amended Heusing Element
and Fair Share Plan on August 24, 2004 and Clark re-petitioned on September 13, 2004, with the
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Clark Township
Union County
Angust 9, 2006

- only chaﬁgee to the previously submitted plan being the inclusion of the age-restricted overlay
zoning on Block 58/Lot 4 and an increase in the permitted density on block 57/lot 1, known as
the Schwarz Farm. During the 45-day objector period COAH received seven objections
submitted by Robert S. Ellenport Villa Contractmg Co., William T. deurskl Depariment of
Environmental Protectlon (DEP) Commissioner Bradley Campbell, Denms Miranda of the
Rahway River Assocxatlon L'Oreal USA, Inc., and Mastertaste, Inc. COAH received form
letters prepared by Mr. Fidurski and signed by nine residents of Clark. These form letters did not
comport to COAH’s rel_w_end accordingly, were not considered valid objectlons. Pursuant to
NJAC. 5:91-4.2, a deficiency noticé was mailed to the residents ir which they were advised
that they had 14 days in which to correct the deﬁmenmw None of the mne residents corrected
the deﬁcxenczes and, therefore, did not participate in the mediation process. 1.’Oreal USA, Inc.

withdrew its objection by letter dated February 17, 2005, A Pre-Mediation Report Requesting
Addmonai Infonnatmn was issued on March 7, 2005 _ :

During medlatlon, COAH sent Ietters dated January 4 2005 to all mummpahhes that
had petltloned COAH for second round substantwe ceruﬁcatlon but had not rece:ved substantive
certification before COAH’s third round rules became effecnve on December 20 2004. This
letter mfermed these mun:clpalmes that, pursuant to N.JA.C. 5:95-15.1(b), to remair under

COAH’s jurisdiction, they must submit a resolution ﬁ:om the goveming body committing to
petmon COAH for substannve eertlﬁcatlon of a third round Housing Element and Fmr Share
Plan on or before December 20, 2005 The reeoluuon had to be submitted to COAH on or before
February 20 2005. Clark subrmtted a resolution ﬁ'om its govermng body dated January 18, 2005
cermmttmg to petmen for third round substantive certification by December 20, 2005.

Mediation concluded with no contested issues of material fact that necessitate transfer to
the Office of Administrative Law ' COAH staff presented a Mediation Report to the COAH
Board on December 15 2005.. Subsequently, Clark Townshlp petitioned for th:rd round
Oertlﬁeatxon on December 19, 2005 to addrms its cumulative 1987-2014 obligation.

As discussed in detail below, the plan submitted by Clark Townshlp does not provide
complete information necessary for COAH to grant substantlve certification. Based on the
observations made by COAH staff during its review of the plan, Clark must make revisions to
the plan. Unless otherwise indicated, the additional information requested in this report must be
submitted to COAH within 90 days of this report, pursuant to N.J.A.C, 5:95-5.2.
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Clark Township
Union County
. August 9, 2006

- HIL HOUSING ELEMENT

The Housmg Elcment and Fair Share Plan subnntted by Clark Townshtp included the
- minimum requtrements prescnbed by N.LS, A 52: 27D 310 as reqmred by NJAC. 5 94-2 2.

‘ Pursuant to N J. A C 5 94 2 Z(b) Clark Townshtp has submxtted the foliowmg supportmg

documentatlon

I. . A projection 6f the muhicipality’s probable ﬁxttirc.cox'ls_truction of housing-for 10 years
covering the peribd Ja‘n‘uary 1, 2004 through January 1, 2014° and
2. An analys:s of the exlstmg ]obs and employment charactcnst:cs of the mumczpallty, and a
© proj ectton of the probable future Jobs and employment chamctenstlcs of the mumclpahty
for 10 yaars covenng the penod Janua.ry 1, 2004 through January 1 2014 '

However Clark Townshxp has not submltted the fotlowmg supportmg documcntatlon
required pursuant toN J AC. 5: 94-2. 2(b): ' ' '

1. A.copy of thgtﬁost recently %adopted_ ml_'uﬁcipa.l‘ master plan; and
2. A copy of the most rébently adopted zoning ordmance, and
3. A copy of the most up-to-date tax maps of the municipality,

Al Bemogmphic'Anﬂfsis -
Clark’s Heusmg Element and Fair Share Plan mdlcate that accordmg to the 2000 Census
the TOWI'lShlp had a populatton of 14 597. The Townshlp 8 plan mdlcat&s that there were 5 709
total housmg umts w1th 5, 637 occupled housmg umts and 72. vacant umts Approx1mateiy 26.5
percent of the Townshlp ] housmg stock was oonstructed pnor to 1969 and 42 5 percent was
oonstructed between 1990 and March 2000, Accordmg to the 2000 Census, the average
household size for the Towns_hxp was 2.56 persons per h_ousehold.

5 " RRALdoc




Clark Township

Union County

August 9, 2006

The following table compares median househeld income, median housing value and

median gross rent for the Towhsixip, Unioh County and the State, according to the 2000 Census:

Hﬁ:‘::; d Owner-oecupted Med:an Valo Renter-occupied | Median Gross
Income Units : Units Rent
Clark Township $65,019 81.5% $217,500 18.5% $941
Union County $55,339 61.6% slsa,eoo 384% $752
Newlomoy | 855146 esé% | $170800 344 % §751

" Clark Township’s Housing Flement cites the New J ersey Depértment of Labor statistics
for pmrate sector employment but does not pmwde mfonnatxon coneermng the total number of
pubhe sector Jobs w1thm the Township. Pursuant to NJ.A, C 5:94-2. 2(b)2, Clark must prowde
- an analysis of __1 extstmg jobs and employment charactenstlcs of the mumerpahty Based on the

New Jersey Department of Labor stat:stles there was an average of 9, 629 total jobs in the
Township in 1999. '

Based upon a review of Clark’s Housing Element, it is concluded that sufficient
information was submitted rega.rdmg housmg stock and demograpluc populatxon trends pursuant
to N.J.S.A. 52: 27D-310 but insufficient mfermatmn was pre\nded regardmg current employment
data. L ‘ :

B. Third Round Fair Shai"e bbtigeﬁon

Clark’s third round total (1987-2014) affordable housmg obhgahon consists of the sum of
the Township’s prior : round (1987-1999) obhgatlon of 63. umts' and the Township’s third round
(1999-2014) growth share obhgatlon Clark’s rehablhtatton obhgahon has been recalculated to
zero. Clark’s growth share obh@tlon is deternuned pursuant to ﬂ JA. C 5 94 1 et seq., which
requires one affordable unit for every elght market rate umts that receives a certificate of

1 Due to recalculations perfo:med as part of the development of COAH 8 thn'd round rules and met!mdology, prior round
obligations were adjusted as indicated in Appendix € OEKJ_._A,Q 5 94

6 ' S RRALdoc




Clark Township
Union County
August 9, 2006

occupancy after January 1, 2004 and one affordable unit for eVery 25 jobs created by new or
expanded development receiving a certiﬁcate of occupa'ucy (CO) after January 1, 2004,

Gro wth Projection -
Pursuant to NJAC. 5:94-2. 2(b)1 and 2, mumcxpa.htles are requlred to project residential

and non—resndentlal growth based on certlﬁcates of occupancy 1ssued since January 1, 2004,
constructwn and demolmon penmts 1ssued and prolected development apphcatwn approvals;
~ and historic trends of at ieast the past ten years, The mumc:pal growth prOJectlons must then'be
compared to the SDRP Plan Projectlons for 201 5 (or the MPO projectxons for that municipality if

the Plan Projections are not avaﬂable) to detenmne conmstency, pursuant toN.J. A.C.5:94-2.3.

Municipal Projectlons o '

Pursuant to N.LA.C. 5: 94-2 2(b) 1 and 2 Clark Townshlp prov1ded a prOJectxon of
probable future constructlon of resxdenual and non—remdentlal development in the mumcxpahty
dunng the penod of January 1 2004 through January 1 2014 as follows |

Resuientzal Actua! Growth smce nguzng I \ 2004

Tabie R-2 of Clark’s Housmg Element mdlcatcs that ﬁve certlﬁcates of occupancy were
: 1ssued for resxdent:al umts in 2004 and }1 umts were demohshed Thrs does not match the total
number of certlﬁcates of occupancy (COs) recorded by the Departmant of Community Affairs
(DCA) Cor:structzon Reporter for all of 2004 The Constmcuon Reporter indicates that six COs
- were issued for resxdentlal units in 2004 and 10 units were demolished which results in a net
actual loss of four units. Table R-4, antwlpated elght certlﬁcates of occupancy for residential
units in 2005 and the dernohtlon of 11 The antlclpated certlﬁcates of occupancy dates do not
' correspond w1th the cemﬁcates of occupancy recorded m the Construction Reporter The
Construction Reporter mdlcates that six COs were 1ssued for remdenhal umts in 2005 and 12
units were demohshed The Townshlp must correct the dxscrepancy for the 2004 data in Table
R-4 and mclude actual data for 2005 which is ava;lable m the mumclpal constructlon office as
venﬁed by the Constructwn Reparter '

7 , RRALdoc




Clark Township
Union County
Angust 9, 2006

Table R-2

Township’s Certificates of Occupancy and Demolition Permits

Year - . 2004 } 2005
COs Issued 51 81
Demolitions 11] 13§ °

" Net -6 -5

Constraction Reporter Certlﬁcates of Occupancy and Demolition Permits

Year __2004] 2005
COslssued - 6| 6
Demolitions - * 10] 12

" Net 4| 6]

es:dent:al Prozect:ons to Januagg 1 ; 201 4

Pursuant to NJA.C. AC 5 94- 22(b)1 Clark is requlred to provide a pro_]ectron of the
Township’s probable future construction of housmg for ten years covering the period January 1,
2004 through January 1, 2014 based on its ten year pmjectron of COs issued since January 1,
2004, construction and demohhon penmts 1ssued and prejected approvals of applreatlons for
development and hlstoneal remdentral development u-ends of the past ten years As indicated
above, Clark subrmtted mformatlon on resxdentlal COs 1ssued since J anuary 1, 2004 Clark has
also subnntted mformahon on the number of demohtmn perrmts 1ssued and proj ected over a ten-
year perrod Clark has not mcluded the number of constructlon perrmts 1ssued and pmjected inits
growth pro_]ectron. ‘During the period 1996-2003 a total of 48 new resrdent;al units were
constructed in the Townslup and 22 residential uruts were dernohshed, fer a net increase of 26
new residential umts or approxnnately 3.25 units per year. Pursuant to NJAC. 5 94.2.2(b) 1,

Clark has prowded information concermng certificates of occupancy, demolmon penmts issued
and development approvals 1ssued ﬁom January 1, 2004 through January 1,2014. Table R-3 in
the Townslnp s plan mcludes a 34()—umt projeetlon based on approved and antlerpated resrdentlal
development for the years 2005 through 2013, Table R-4, whlch mcludes the approved and

anticipated residential development from Table R-3, 1nd1cates that the Townshxp projects a total
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% ' Clark Township
. ~ Union County
August 9, 2006

of. 396 residential units - for the ‘years 2005 through 2013 which, after correcting for the
Township's actual growth in 2005, is394. |

Year ' | 2005] 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 [ Total
COslssued |- 6| 39 "6 359 59 57 56 56 56| 394
Demolitions | 121 2.75 275 275 275 2715 2.75. 2.75 275 34
"~ Net] -6] 20 '8 8 8 8 8 8. 81 360

The Township must clarit'y whether the 394-unit projectlon lnclndee nriscellaneous and
in-fill development If not the Townslnp may want to consxder mcreasmg the pro;ectlon by 3.25
units per year based on hlstonc patterns of development durmg the perlod of 1996-2003. COAH
staff observed that the pro_| eetlon does not mclude the 77 aﬁ"ordable umts included in the
Township’s plan Addlng the 77 aﬁ'ordable housxng umts would xesult ina total of 471 projected
resrdentral umts for the years 2005 through 2013 ' ' -

Based on its analysis of approved and antlclpated remdentlal development Clark has
concluded that its projected resrdentlal growth from 2005 to 2014 and its total net resrdentlal
growth, including the year 2004 aﬁer correctmg for the Townshrp 8 actual growth in 2004, (per
Table R-2) is 355 units. However, correctmg the Townslnp s growth projectlon to be reflective
of 2004 and 2005 COs and demchtrons and adjustrng to include 77 affordable units not included
in the pro_;ectron would result in 433 projected COs durmg the penod J anuary 1, 2004 to January
1, 2014. ' :

Non-residential: Actual Growth since January 1, 2004;

Table NR-2 of Clark’s Housing Element and 'Fai_r Share Plan indicates that CO’s were
issued for a total of 6,810 eqnare feet'(eq ft.) of non-residential space in 2004 for B and ‘A-3 use
group development w1t‘n no demohtrons takmg place that year. Thrs matches the total number
of COs recorded by the Deparhnent of Commumty Affa.lrs (DCA) C’onstructton Reporter for
2004, wrth the exceptlon of | 600 sq. fi. of use group A-S development, wlnch is an exempt
category for the purposes of calculatmg jObS The converswn factors by use group specified in
Appendix E of NJA. C. 5: 94 et seq. 1ndlcate that the 6 810 non-resrdentlal sq. ft. results in 20.43

jobs. Also there were 17 demohtron penmts issued i 1n 2004 one for the use group B and 16 for

alteranons to ex1st1ng stmctures, fences tanks barns or sheds and other miscellaneous uses.
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Pursuant to N.J. A C. 5:94-2. 4(b)l the Township may adjust its projections based on projected or
actual non—res1dentxal demohtton permlts issued by square footage in caleulatmg net non-
residential growth share oblrgatlon Since the Consm:ctton Reporter provides data by permit
and not by non-resxdentlal square feet the TOW'nShlp may want to gather square footage data on
the 2004 demohtlons so that Clark may accurately calculate its growth share ohhgatlon The
Townshlp raust include actual data for 2005 which is avallable in the mume:pal eonstructlon
office or 1n the Constmctton Reporter ' : ‘

Non-gegz’dentta! Prozectzgns tg Januagy 1, 201 4

‘ Pursuant to NJ AC 5: 94-2 2(b)2 Clark 1s requlred to prov1de a projeetlon of the
'probable future jObS and employment charactenshes of the mume1pal1ty for ten years covering

the period January 1, 12004, to }anuary 1, 2014 sttone trends of at least the past ten years,
Wthh shall melude demohtzons, COs lssued and absorptlon rates, are also requlred to complete
tlns analysxs S R ' '

Dunng the penod 1996- 2003 a total of 293 025 sq. ft. of non-reeldentml space (this
includes 43,217 sq ft B use group development, 157 546 sq. ft. M use group development,
27, 353 sq ft. A-3 use group development, 1,300 sq ft. A-4 use group deve]opment 61 717 sq.
ft. S use group development and 1,892 sq. ﬁ R—l use group development) were construeted in
the Townshlp, which converts to a total of 387 01 jobs or approxnnately 48 38 ]obs per year.
Pursuant to NI A C. 5:94-2. 2(b)2 Clark is requued to prov1de a proleeuon of the probable

future jobs and employment eharaetenstics of the mumetpahty for ten years’ covermg the penod
January 1, 2004 to January 1, 2014 The Townshxp has proyected that it will authorize the
occupancy of approxunately a total of 353 025 sq . of nou-resxdentlal space and the demolltzon
of 52,812 square feet of space between 2005 and 2014 and has converted thlS spaee to 396 47
jobs usmg the eonversmn factors listed in Appendtx E of N 1. A C. 5 94-1 et seq. Based on its

‘analysis of annelpated non—resrdentlal development Clark has concluded that its prejected non-
residential growth from 2005 to 2014 and its total net non-res1denhal growth, mcludmg the year
2004, (per Table NR-2) is 416. 18 or4l6 jobs.

' However, COAH staff observed that the Townshxp apphed the mcorrect _]ob conversion
factor for the pre.;ected 1, 852 sq ft. of R-l Use Group development space. The Townshlp s plan
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indicates that 3.78 jobs would result from the 1,872 sq. ft. of space using a job factor of two.
The correct job factor is .8 for R-1 Use Group development space and reeults in 1.51 jobs.
Therefore, the projected net non-remdentlal growth is 413 91 jobs. -

SDRP/ MPO Consistency Rev:ew B

Smce the State Plannmg Comnussmn Plan Pro;ect:lons for 201 5 were not avmlable when
Clark petltloned for tlnrd round substanhve certlﬁcat:on, Cia:k pmwded the most recent
mumc:pal populatxon, household and employment growth proJectlons pubhshed by the
mumcxpahty 8 Metropol:tan Planmng Orgamzatlon (MPO) in accordance with NJA.C. 5:94-
2. 2(b) The MPO for Clark Townshlp is the North Jersey Transportanon Planmng Authority
(NJTPA). B - :

- COAH staff analyzed the NJTPA populatlon and employment pro_;ecnons for Clark
Townshjp for the penod 2004-2014 and observed the foilowxng

Residential. :
3015 NITFA | | 2005 NITPA | _ | Household
Households Households | Change
5870 -] 5860 1= 210
Non-Residential:
3615 NITPA || 2005 NITPA | |  Employment
~"Employment .| ~ | Employment: 1 Change
7800 || 750 (=1 " 2%

Clark TOWIIShlp has pro;ected its net remdentxal growth to be 355 units and its non-
res1dent1a1 growth to be 416 jobs Clark’s household and employment pm]ectlons exceed the
mmlmum preeumptlon of vahdlty test of N J AC. 5: 94—2 3(a)

i1 ‘ RRALdoc




Clark Township

Union County
August 9, 2006
Growth Share Obligation”
 Residential |

Clark pro_;eets net resrdentral growth of 355 units durrng the period 2004 2013. The
Township incorrectly divided 355 by nine and calculated a growth share obligation of 39.44,
However, as indicated above, the 355-unit pro_;ectwn d1d not reﬂect 2004 and 2005 COs and
demolmons, and excluded ﬁ'om this pro;ectlon are 77 affordable units. The 77 affordable units
are compnsed of five proposed uruts at Slueferstem Farm site, erght units at Miele Nursery site,
four umts at Schwarz Farm srte and 60 umts at Clark Development 51te Therefore, the correct

resxdenttal growth pro;ectlon for Clark is 433 resxdenhal umts

The plan subnutted by Clark mcludes two seoond round melusxonary developments
known a8 Slneferstem Farm site” and Mtele Nursery snte The Townshap s plan proposes 20
market rate umts and ﬁve affordable umts from the Slueferstem Farm site and 32 market rate
units and eight affordable units :&om the Mtele Nursery site, Because Shreferstem and Miele are
mcluswnary developments addressmg a prior round obllgatron, market rate “units may be
excluded ﬁ'om the reszdentral growth at the rate of four tlmes the number of affordable units
generated on the respectlve srte(s) The followmg table 1llustratee projected affordable and
market-rate units that tnay be excluded ﬁ-om total growth projecuons for the purpose of

determuung growth share pursuant to _____Q 5 94-2 4(a):_

Shieferstein Farm - o] 250 ‘

MdeNuay | ® |8 | % ®
Schwarz Farm - - 13 4 '. 0 yi
ClarknevelopersSite I A O B

Subtraetmg 129 exclusions from the total residential growth of 433 units, calculated by
COAH staff, results in 304 market-rate units of residential growth progeeted by Clark. Since
these remaining 304 units are all market-rate, this figure must be d1v1ded by eight to determine
the affordable housmg obligation generated by this growth, This results in a residential growth
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share obligation of 38 units. For the purposes of this report, COAH staff will assume a 2004
2014 res:denhal growth share obligation of 38 units of affordable housmg

Revisions to the Township’s plan would likely alter the number of units that may be
excluded from growth for the pmpose of calculating growth share.

Nan-Reszdegnal
Clark has pro_]ected 1ts non—resrdentlal growth to be 416.18 jobs whlch exceeds the

NITPA’s emp]oyment progectton for a ten year period. Pursuant to N. J AC. 5; 94 2.4(b), the

non-resrdennal growth share obhgatxon is one unit for every 25 new 3obs that result from new or
expanded non-res1dent1al development Clark dmded 416 18 by 25 to dcterrmne that its non-
residential growth share obhgatxon is 16. 65 As noted above, the Townshlp apphcd the incorrect
. job converslon factor for R-l Usc Group development $pace. _’l‘hercfore the projected non-
residential growth is 413 91 JObS and the non-res1dent1al growth share obhgatmn is 16.56.

Total Growth Share Obligatto
The plan subnutted by Clark calculates a 39 -umt res1dent1al growth share obhgatlon and

a 17-unit non-resxdenhal growth sharc obhgatxon for a total of 56 umts ,
- COAH staff ca!culated Clark’s pro_]ected 1987-2014 affordabie housmg obhgatlon based
. onthe mformatxon contamed m the Townshlp s p!an As noted abOVe, COAH staff determined
L that the Township 8 projected remdentlal growth is at least 304 market-rate umts which results
in a resxdentlal growth share of 38 aﬁ'ordable housmg units. ‘The Townslup s ‘employment
growth is 413 g1 Jobs wluch results in a non-remdentlal growth share of 16 56 affordable
housmg units. Therefore for the purposes of tlus report the total growth share obhgatron for
Clark is 54.56 or 53 affordablg hgusing umts T co
_ Clark should note that pursuant to N_J_A_ 5 94-2 4, the affordable housmg obligation is
based on actual growth that oceurs w1thm the rnumc1pahty over tlme COAH will compare the
actual growth share obligation w1th the actual number of affordable housmg units that have been
constructed or provnded for at the three-, five- and elght-year review periods. Pursuant to
N_JA_C 5.95 -9.1(c), when the difference between the number of affordable uruts coustructed or
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provided in a mumc1pahty and the number of units requlred pursuant to N.LA.C. 5:94-2 4 during

the third year, fifth year and elghth year perlod of review results in a pro-rated production
shortage of 10 percent or greater, COAH may direct the mummpahty to amend its plan to
address the shortfall.

Summary of 1'987-2014lFair Share OBligaﬁon
Includmg Clark’s pnor round obhgatlon of 63 umts the Towns}up 8 total 1987-2014 fair

share obhgatlon is l 18 unlts eonswnng entlrely of a new constructlon obhgatxon

- The following table summanzes Clafk’e total ("19_87-201 4) fair share obligation: -

Reh.ab_il'ita'tlon _ ‘New Consﬁ-nction
i . o Component | Component
Rehabilitation Share ... . = R I N
Prior Round Obligation - - - D 63 -
Growth Share Obligation | : | 55

v. FAIR SHARE PLAN

, The Fau' Share Plan submltted by Clark addresses a 1987-2014 affordable housmg
obligation of 23 units, As noted above m secnon 11, the Townslnp received a vacant land
-ad_]ustment reducmg its new construo’non obhgatlon to a reahstlo development opportunity
(RDP) of 23 units. Clark’s plan m:stakenly mdlcates its pnor round obligation to be the same as
the Township’ s prevaousiy determmed 23-unit RDP. Clark’s pian must be revised to reflect that
its prior round obhgat:on is 63 and not 23. Clark TOWIlShlp ] Housmg EIement and Fair Share
Plan propose to address its pr:or round .obligation w1th three pnor cycle credlts credits for six
umts in two three bedroom alternauve hvmg arrangement developments six bonus credits, a
reduction of 13 for zoning on two developments 1ncluded in the Townshxp 8 ﬁrst round certified
plan and a vacant land ad]ustment
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A. Rehabilltation Share

Pursuant to Appendlx Cof NJAC, 5 :04, Clark Townshxp does not have a third round
rehabilitation share. ‘

B. Prior Round Obllgatwn (1987-1999)

As prevzously noted, Clark Township 8 recalculated prior round obhgatlon consists of 63
low and moderate income new constmctxon umts The Townshlp s first round substantive
certification approved a vacant land adjustrnent that reduced its new constructlon obhgat:on and
estabhshed an RDP of 23, ' ‘ ' | '

(fredits . -

Credits represent units tha_t ltave been bfui_lt,‘ created or rehabilitated.

Prior ele Credits
Pursuant to NJ AC 5 93-2 15, pnor cycle credlts are credlts glven for affordable

housmg units produced between April 1, 1980 and December 15 1986 prov1ded the units are
occup:ed by low- or moderate-mcome households and that the requn'ed conlrols on affordabﬂlty

are in place

Altemanve szmg Arrangement Development , L

ARC of Union County owns and admtmsters a three-bedroom group home located at279
Oak Rldge Road (block 20, lot 44) The group ‘home recetved capxtal ﬁnancmg by DHSS and
'the group home use will eontmue for a mlmmum of 30 years 'When a mumclpahty is seeking a
vacant land adjustment pnor cycle cred1ts are subtracted ﬁ-om the mumelpahty § new

construction component before. determnung the mummpahty s realistic development potential.

The Township must complete and submlt the alternattve living arrangement survey form
for COAH to determine if the units are ehgtble for credit. The altematwe lxvmg arrangement
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survey form is- avatlable on COAH s web51te at wwwn; govldca/coah/roundSresources shtml.

[Three prior cycle credlts pendmg subrruttal of additional informatlon]

Past-l 986 Credz ts

Pursuant to AC. 5: 93-3 3 m'tImCIpalItlBS may recewe credlt and rental bonus credits
for ehgtble housmg actmty comp]eted after December 15 1986.

Altemanve szmg An‘angement Development

Clark Townsh1p is seelong six credlts and stx rental bonuses for two additional
alternattve hvmg arrangement faethhes owned and adtmmstered by the ARC of Umon County.
COAH staff conducted a sne vts1t on Aprﬁ 9 2002 Each group home recetved capxtal ﬁnancmg

by DHSS and the group home use will eontmue for a mmtmum of 30 years.

ARC of Umon County owns and adtmmsters a three- bedroom group home located at 93
Union County Parkway that was estabhshed in 1995. The home prov1des housing for adults that
,.recelve SSI. The DDD of DHSS heenses the facthty as a group hoxne The bedrooms may also

be ehgtble for three rental bonuses

ARC of Umon County owns and adnunlsters a three-bedroom group home located at 507
. Oak Rldge Road that was estabhshed m 2001. The home provides housing for adults that
' recetve SS1. The DDD of DHSS ltcensee the faczhty as a group home The bedrooms may also
be ehglble for three rental bonuses ' '

. The Townshtp must eomplete and subrmt the altematwe 11v1ng arrangement survey form
for both 93 Union County Parkway and 507 Oak RJdge Road for COAH to detennme if the units
are ehglbie for credtt The alternatlve hvmg arrangement survey form is avatlable on COAH’s

‘website at www.nj. govfdca/coah/round3resources shtmi [Slx credlts and six bonus credits-

pending submittal of additlonal mformation]
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Reductions
hei[erstein Farm

Clark proposes five affordable units by retaining the zomng on the 3.2-acre Shieferstein
Farm site (Block 36/lot 13) As noted above in Section II the maxxmum den51ty is eight units
per acre and requires that at least 20 percent of the units tmust be aﬂ‘ordable to income-eligible
households The site would yleld 26 umts of wl'nch ﬁve would be avatlable to low- and
‘moderate-mcome households. o : o ‘ = ,

However, the Townsh1p has not submttted the neccsSary mformatxon demonstratmg that
the site remains avallable, sultable, developable and approvable, as defined in NJA.C C. 5:93- 1.4.
The Townshlp mdtcates that block 36/lots 15 and 16 are. used for farm purposes in association
with Iot 13. There are no known approvals on the sue Also, the Townshxp must submlt
mformatton dcmonstraﬁng that market cond;ttons create a realistic opportmnty for the
constmctton of affordable housmg and the slte is zoned unoondltlonally for affordable housing
pursuanttoNJAC 5:94-3.3. B ' ' "

" At this time COAH staff cennot verify the validitjr of the. five-unit réduetion without the
necessary mformatton demonstratmg that the site contmues to be an avmlable approvable,
developable and suitable mclusmnary development site. Clark must subtmt tax maps to COAH
clearly showmg the location of the site so that COAH staff can perform a GIS analysis of the

: sue [ﬂve—unit reduction pending review of addltion al informatlon requested]

Mzele Nursery . , ,
- Clark’ proposes ¢ight affordable units by retalmng the zomng on the ﬁve-acre Miele

Nursery site (block 28. Ol/lot 13 and 14). As noted above i in Sectton 1, the maximum density is
eight units per acre and requlres that at least 20 percent of the units must be affordable to
1ncome-e11g1ble households The site would yleld 40 untts of which etght units would be
available to low- and moderate-mcome households,

However, the Townslnp has not submitted the necessary information demonstrating that
the site remains available, suxtabie, developable and approvable, as defined in N.JA.C, 5:93-1.4.

There is an active nursery operation on the site. There are no known approvals on the site. Also,
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the Townshlp must submit mformauon demonstrating that market conditions create a realistic
opportunity for the construction of affordable hcusmg and the site is zoned unconditionally for
affordable housmg pursuzmt to N_.J .A.C. 5:04-3.3,

At tlus time COAH staff cannot vcnfy the valldlty of the eight—umt reduchon without the
necessary information demonstratmg that the s1tes contmue to be an approvable, developable and
suitable mclusmnary development sites.  Also, Clark must submxt tax maps to COAH clearly
showing the location of the 51te_ 50 that CO_A_H_staff _can perform a GIS analysis of the site.
[Eight—uhi_t t_'edue_tion pending ‘t:c‘vievv of addidonal iuformaﬁou nequested]'

Adjustments

' Laclc of Avat!able Land , .

thn a mumctpahty clanns to have an msufﬁcwnt amount of vacant land to address its
new constructlon obllgatlon through zomng, COAH’s rules (E LAC. 5 92~8 and 5: 93- 4) perrmt
that mummpahty to request a vacant land adjustment The mumcxpahty must prowde COAH
with an mventory of all sites w1thm the muruclpahty that are vacant 1nclud1ng block ang lot,
acreage and a map locating every site. COAH mspects all vacant sntes in the mventory and
determines whxch snes would be appropnate for thc development of affordable housmg and at
Awhat density. Based on this analyms, COAH determmes the mumclpahty s RDP, which is the
number of affordable umts that could reahsucal ly be constructed at the appropnate densxtlcs (not
less than six umts per acre) and a20 percent set asnde If thlS ﬁgure is less than the originally
ca!culated new construct:on obhgatlon it becomes the mumcxpahty 5 ad_]usted new constructlon

obhgauon or RDP ’I‘he mumclpahty must addrcss the RDP

As noted above, Clark Townsh1p recelved a vacant land ad;ustment for 1ts ﬁrst round
substanuve certlﬁcatxon that teduced its new construcuon obhgatlon from 189 units to an RDP of
23 units. Clark’s 1987-1999 cumulatlve second round new constructlon obl:gatlon was
recalculated to 63 as mdicated in Appendlx Cof _I\_I__A___ 5.94, Pursuant to M,_Q 5:93-4.2(f),
a mumclpahty that recelved an adjustment due to lack of vacant land in addressmg its 1987-1993
need obl_lgat_ton shall be presumed to have addressed its RDP, provided the municipality
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continues to implement the terms of its previous substantive cert_iﬂcation. The Township has not
fulfilled the terms of its previous-substantive certiﬁcation since it has rezoned and deleted from
its plan one of the site(s), located on Charlotte Dnve and Raritan road, which was included in the
Townsth § first round certified plan to pmvrde four affordable umts Therefore, the Townshrp
must demonstrate that it rernams able to address 1ts RDP using any combmatlon of affordable
housmg mechamsms prov1ded by N JAC 5 93-5. Pursuant to N 1. A. C 5 93 4, Z(g), Cla.rk may
address its RDP through any actrvrty consnstent w1th COAH rules and regulatlons ‘and does not
have to mcorporate the sites used to calculate 1ts RDP if Clark can address its RDP through other
COAH ehglble acthltles ' '

Unmet Neea' _ _ , _
The dlfference between the ongmal new. construction obhgatlon and the RDP is unmct
need Pursuant to N. J A, C 5 934, 1(b), mumcxpahtxes recelvmg a vacant land adjusmlent must

_propose ‘one or more strategles for addressmg unmet’ need over the pertod of substantive
cernﬁcatron Strategres that may be used to address unmet need mclude but are not limited: to the
passage of a mandatory developrnent fee ordmance, accessory apartments and/or mclusronary

zonihg redevelopment overlays.

Clark Townshtp recexved a vacant land adjustment as part of 1ts ﬁrst-round plan. The
Townshrp petmoned but did not recelve second round substantrve certlﬁcatlon prior to the
adoptlon of COAH’s thn‘d round rules on December 20 2004 COAH’s ﬁrst round regulatrons
" (N.LAC. 5:92 et seq) did not requrre a mumcrpahty to address unmet need Pursuant to
N JAC. 5 93 4. l(b), a mumclpahty recervmg a vacant land adjustment is expected to capture
opportumtres for aﬁ‘ordable housmg beyond the calculated RDP Clark has a 37-unit unmet need
(63-unit new constructron component n'nnus three pnor cycle credlts minus 23-unit RDP equals
37 umts) COAH rnay reqmre that the murncrpahty unhze a combmatron of overlay zomng, an
accessory aparlment pro gram or development fee ordmance to address its obhgatron beyond the
RDP. o '

Although Clark’s second round plan addressed unmet need through the adopnon of
overlay zoning on the Clark Developers site and the Schwarz Fan'n site, Clark Townslnp s third
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round plan does not acknowledge or include a plan to address the Township’s unmet need. Clark
Township must submrt a plan to address unmet need in accordance with N.J, NJ.A.C. 5:93-4.1(b).
Overlay zonmg on the Clark Developers 31te andfor the Schwm'z Farm site are acceptable
rnecha.msms to address unmet need. '

Ehmmatzon ofAﬂbrdable Housmg Szte(.s') . »

The Townshxp is ehm:natmg the affordable housmg reqmrements appllcable to the 5.43-
acre Rantan Road and Charlotte Dnve srte (block 28!lots 8 and 9), which was included in the
Townshxp s first round cemﬁed plan The Tewnshrp mdxcates that lot 8 contams 3.3 acres and
lot 9 2. 14 acres 'The 'I‘ownshxp also 1nchcatcs that the developer/owner of the srte ‘received
approval to construct erght smglc—fannly homes on block 28/lots 7 and 8. The ’I‘ownshlp states
that “the rema.mder of (block 28/lot 9), which was ongmally zorned for mclusronary development
s barely 2.14 acres and can no longer support any major development and therefore has

‘ been rezoned to R~150 Drstnct » Pursuant to N J AC. 5:93-5, 13(d) the Townshlp must submit

correspondence dernonstratmg that the ovmer of block 28/lot 9 was notified that the site was
being deleted from the Townslnp s plan ' '

Prior Round Reglonal Contrlbuﬁon Agreement

Pursuant to NI A Q 5 93-6 1(a)2 Clark may transfer up to one half of its affordable
housing obligation vxa a regmnal contnbutlon agreement (RCA) in accordance with the

follow:ng formula
RCA Maximum = S (rea!tstt'c development potentml + rehabi]i{aﬂan componen 2 -
S ~ rehabi!itahon credits)
- Rc4 Maximum =" .5 (23+o.0) —11 units

Based on thls calcalatxon, Clark may transfer 11 units. Clark’s housrng element and fair

share pian does not mclude an RCA;

2 Due to recalculations performed as part of the development of COAH's third round rules and methodolcgy,
“Rehabrlrtatlon Component" is now “Rehabﬂ:tatmn Share” as indicated in Appendlx C of NJA.C, 5:94,
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Prior Ronnd Age-Restricted Units'

Per N JAC. 5 93.6. 1(b)2 Clark Townsh1p may age-restnct 25 percent of its prior round

obligation based on the fol]owmg formula

Maximum . .- restncted umts

Age—Restricted _
Maximmn

Age-Restricted _ 25 (RDP transferred or. proposed RCA umts)- ﬁrst round age-

23 (23 0) 0 5 75 or six umts

Based on thls ca]culatzon, the Townshrp is ehg1ble to recerve credrt for six age-restrlcted
' umts in addressmg :ts RDP. Clark’s plan to address its pnor round obhgatron does not include
age-restncted umts ' ' ' R

Prlor Ronnd Rental Requlrement aud Rental Bonuses

Per NJ A C 5.93-5. lS(a), every mumcxpahty has an obhgatron to prowde 2 realistic
opportunity for rental units, In Clark the 1987—1999 rental obhgatzon is equal to 25 percent of

the Townshrp 8 prior round obhgatxon based on the foilowrng formula.

25 (RDP)

Rental obligetion - Wl
- 25(23) 5750rsrxumts

u-' i

Clark has addressed its s1x-umt rental component througb g:roup homes and is elrgrble to receive

& maximum of six rental bonuses '
Surrirnary of Fair Share Plan for Prior Roirod Cbligetion -
The followxng table summanzes Clark Townshrp ] Falr Share Plan for its 1987-1999 fair

share obligation: -
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New Construction

Credits Lk o ~ Plan | Eligible

Union County ARC Group Home - Prior Cycle 3*
Union County ARC Group Home - Post-1986 3%
Union County ARC Group Home — Post-1986 - 3*

3
3
-3
| Shieferstein Farm- reduction : 5 5%
— — 1T 3
6

Miele Nursery- reduction - g%
Rental Bonuses From Group Homes 6*

Total Credrts S g p”

L *Pendmg reoelpt of addmonal mformatln.
Y o Growth Share Obhgation

As noted above, Clark has calculated a growth share obhgatlon of 56 umts However,
COAH has estabhshed Clark’s growth share obligatmn to be 55 units for the purposes of this
report and pendmg further analysis by the Townshxp Clark proposes to address its third round
oblrgatxon of 55 units \mth two affordable housmg overlay d1stncts

For the purposes of thls report and as explamed prevrously, a growth share obhgahon of
55 is bemg utlhzed

Completed Units ) .
‘ ‘Pursuant to ___SLA__(_L‘_ S 94—3 2(a) a mumclpahty may receive oredlts for housmg activity
prior to the date of 1ts petltlon for substantwe certlﬁcatlon, provuied such aotwrty eomplres with
cntena in ﬁl_l;\_,_ S 93-1 et _eg The Townsh:p s plan does not mclude any completed units to
address 1ts growth share obhgat:on
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Proposed Units

Age—Restrzcted Housing Overlaz (AHO) District- Schwarz Fagm '

Cla:k proposes to adopt prowsmns for an overlay zone on the Sohwarz Farm which
perrmts age-restncted housmg ata densxty of 30 umts per acre with a mandatory set aside of 20
percent of the units for low- and moderate-mcome housing. The property contains 19 acres,
which could yield 57 units in total mcludmg ll affordable units. However, the Township’s
growth share projection and compllance plan mclude this site for a total of 18 units, of which
four w1ll be set-amde for low- and moderate-mcome age-resmcted households. The Hunganan—
Amencan Club is the only. sh'ucture on the 31te and is vacant. The sue is surrounded by
townhouses and a senior rehablhtahOn center. - The underlymg Zoning or by nght zonmg
currently on the s1te is LI, Light Industnal ' '

Based on COAH staﬁ’ ] GIS analy313 of the Cordes Brook u'aversmg the Schwarz Farm,
the DEP has not demgnated the Cordes Brook as elther aClorC2 waterway, a des1gnatxon that
would preclude deveIOpment on the Schwarz Farm, COAH staff’s review of the site further
revealed that the upland portxons of the Schwarz- Farm are appropnate for higher density
development Once sidewalks are mstalled, the proposed residential complex will be within a

two-block walkmg distance from the major commercxal district in Clark, wrth access to eating
establishments, various retail establishments, doctors offices, haxrdxesser fac1ht1es and several
other offices and estabhshments, all of Wthh Aare accessible by way of mtersecuons controlled
by trafﬁc hghts Further, Clark Townslup operates a senior shuttle bus that COAH staff noted
travels Termmal Avenue and NJ Transu occuples bus st0ps on Ternnnal Avenue, ‘the Schwarz
property is located lees than a block from the comer of Weetfield and Tenmnal Avenue.
Accordmgly, supportxve services are readlly avallable along the site. ‘ :

‘ The Township submltted a draft ordmance for COAH review and lnformahon pertmmng
_to the s:te 'S avaxlablhty However, the 'I‘ownshlp has not demonstrated that the site may be
developed for low and moderate income housmg in a manner consistent with the rules or
regu]atlons of all agencles with junsdlotlon over the site. In add:txon, the Townshtp has not
prowded any mfonnatxon on the availability of water or sewer service for the site. The Township
must submit documentation demonstrating that the sites are within a NJDEP sewer service area,

have access to water, and can receive the necessary Township, county and NJDEP approvals.
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Addmonaliy, it must be noted that overlay zoning may not be used to establish a
mechanism that can be relied upon for the creation of affordable housing. To be eligible as a
mechanism to address an obhgatlon other than unmet need, proposed zomng must be the only
permitted use. If the Townshlp mshes to ammiend the zomng in thxs district so that the district is
an eligible comphance meehamsm, the Townslup must comply wrth the zonmg requirements of
N.J.A.C. 5:94-4.4, [Zero eredlt} o )

Aﬂordable Housmg Overlgz (AHOZ Dzstr:c; Clark Develogment Site

Clark proposes to. adopt prov:sxons for an overlay zone on the Clark Development Site,
which penmts age-restncted hoasmg ata dens:ty of 30 units per acre with a mandatory set asrde
of 20 percent of the units for low~ and moderate-rncome housmg The property contains 10.67
acres, Wthh could yield 300 umts in total mcludmg 60 aft‘ordable umts The srte is surrounded
by hght mdustry, a children s daycare center, a bank and a home healthcare prov:der The
underlying zomng or by right zoning currently on the site is LI nght Industrial.

The Townshlp subrmtted a draft ordmance for COAH review and 1nfonnat10n pertaining
to the site’s avarlab:hty However the Townshrp has not demonstrated that the site may be
developed for. Iow and moderate mcome housmg in a manner eons,lstent with the rules or
~ regulations of all agencres with junsdwtron over the sxte In addltlon, the Townsh1p has not

provrded any mformatmn on the avaﬂabihty of water or sewer service for the site. 'The
Towns}up must submrt documentat:on demonstratmg that the sites are within a NJDEP sewer
| service area, have access to water, and can recewe the neceesary Townshlp, county arxi NJDEP

approvais

Addmonally, it must be noted that overlay zomng may not be used to establish a
rnechamsm that can be rehed upon for the creatlon of aﬂ'ordable housmg To be eligible as a
mechamsm to address an obhgatron other than unmet need proposed zomng must be the only
pemutted use, If the Townsh;p wishes to amend the zoning in th:s dlstnct $0 that the district is
an ehglble comphance mechamsm, the Townshrp must comply with the zomng reqmrements of
NJAC. 5:94-4, 4. [Zero credlt] | ' |
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Regional Contrzbutron Agreement (RCA)

Clark’s plan mdlcates that it will use development fees to fund a 15-unit RCA. However,
as noted in Section VI(B) of this report the Townshrp has not collected any development fees
since the ordlnance s adoptlon If Clark proposes the 15-un1t RCA in 1ts Housmg Element and
Fair Share Plan o address a portton of its growth share obhgatron the followmg mformatlon
must be provrded to COAH a3 part of the Townshrp 8 petmon for substantwe certlﬁcatron

o A draﬂ RCA contract,

e Resolutlons from Clark and the desrgnated recemng mumclpahty authonzmg execition
‘.oftheRCA ) IR o : L

. A descnptlon of the fundmg source for the RCA that does not mclude payment in lien
‘ funds, = ' Ce ' '

s A resolutaon of the County Planmng Board representmg the recetvmg munrc:pahty

| pursuanttoNJ c,595 11.5; and

. A pro_|ect plan dellneatmg the manner in whlch the recelvmg mumclpalrty shali create or
‘ rehablktate iow- and moderate—meome housmg to be submitted to the Housmg and

-' Mortgage Fmance Agency (HMFA) for rev:ew and approval

Pursuant to h] J. A C; 5 95 1. l(a), t.'ne mmal draﬁ contractual agreement must be
sabmrtted to COAH for revrew by the sendmg mumclpahty and shall spec1fy, at 2 minimum, the
number of umts to be transferred, the type of housmg actmty anttcrpated by the receiving
mumc:palrty and thc amount of oompensauon to be pard to the recemng mumcxpahty in return
| for such a transfer In addmon, the Townshlp must subrmt a mumerpal resolutxon appropnatmg
funds from general revenue or a resoluhon of mtent to bond to fund the RCA in the event there is
a shortfal! of fundmg Pursuant to N 1 A C 5 94 5. 4(a) the mtmmum subsrdy amount for the
RCA must be $35 000 per umt o o ’

- In addltton, pursuant to N J A C 5: 95 ll the recelvmg mumcrpallty must submit a
‘proposed pro_;ect plan for review and approval to COAH the New Jersey Housmg and Mortgage
Finance Agency (HMFA) and the County Planmng Board The pro_lect plan must delineate the

manner in wluch the receiving mumcrpaltty shall create or rehabthtatc low- and moderate-
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income housing using RCA funds and how the RCA is in accordanc_o with sound comprehensive

regional planning. [0 RCA units]

Growth Share Regional Contribution Ag’roémont

Pursua.nt to NJAC 5 94 5. l(a), Clark TOWDShlp may transfer up to one-half of its
growth share obhgatxon via an RCA in accordance w:th the followmg formula
5 (growth sharc obhgat:on)
S{55) - = .
27Sor27umts“-‘ -
Based on this calculatron Clark Townshlp may transfer up to 27 units from its third round
growth share obhgatron -The Townshrp s plan mcludes a 15-umt RCA

n' LN

)

Growth Share Age—Restncted Units |

Pursuant to- NJA.C, 5 94-4 19, Ctark Townslup may age—restnct not more than 50
percent of its growth share obhgatwn addressed thhm a mumcxpahty based on the following

formula:

3 (growth share obh gahon thn'd round RCA umts completod or proposed)
5(55-15) B :
= 20 units

Based on thls calculatxon, Clark Townslnp may age-restnct up to 20 units of its third
round growth share oblrgahon Clark Townshlp s Fair Share Plan moludes 64 age-restncted units
in the Affordable Housmg Overlay Dlstnct to address a portlon of 1ts thu'd round growth share
'obhgatlon ' ' s ' .

Growth Sh'are' Reﬁtal 'C'om'por:oht
, Pursuant to. NJAC. 5 94-4 20(a), overy mumcrpalrty has an obhgatxon to provide a
realistic opportumty for rental umts whzoh is 25 percent of the mumcxpahty s growth share

.obhgatron In Clark Townshlp, the rental obllgatlon is based on the followmg formula:
=25 (growth share obhgahon) .
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25 (55)

o= 14 umts

Based on this calculation; CIark Townshlp has a third round growth share rental
obligation of 14 units, of which no more than seven can be age—restncted pursuant to N.JLA.C,
5 94—20(t) Clark TOWnslnp 8 FaJr Share Plan 1nc1udes 60 age-restncted rental units in the Clark
Developers - AHO dlstnct to address a pOl'thIl of 1ts th:rd round growth share obligation.
However, as noted above the everlay zonmg may not be used to estabhsh a mechanism that can
be relied upon for the creatlon of affordable housing. Therefore the Townshlp has a 14-unit

rental shortfall that must be addressed

Waiver S :
in accordance w1th N J A C S 95 14 any party may requeet a wawer from any COAH

rule and COAH w:ll grant the wmver 1f it determmes that

1. Stnct apphcatlon of the rule would create an unnecessary ﬁnanclal enwrcnmental or
~other hardshlp, or : _

2. Such a waiver fosters the productmn of affordable housing; and

3. Such waiver fosters the intent of, if not the letter of, its rules; and

4, 'That the Housmg Element and Falr Share Plan prowde amix of housmg optmns

Clark Townsh:p is seekmg tc address 1ts entire 56-umt growth share obhgatlon with 64
age-restncted units, ‘Pursuant to N J A. Q, 5 94-4.19, the Township would be ehgxble to address
not more ‘than 50 percent of the growth share obhganon addressed w1thm the TOWD.Shlp with
age-restrict units. However, the Townsh1p is seekmg a waiver fromN J. A,C, s 94-4 19.

On }uly 28, 2006 a COAH task force met o rev1ew the waiver request and
recommended to the full Councli that the waiver request be derued On August 9 2006 COAH
voted to deny the walver request The actlon w111 be memonahzed at COAH’s September 13,

2006 meeting.
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Summary of Growth Share_ Compliance Plan

As noted above, Clark has éalculated a growth share obligation of 56 units COAH staff
has also calculated Clark’s growth share obligation to be 55 units. Based on the plan presented,
the Townsth proposes to address its third round obhgat:on of 55 units w1th two affordable
housing overlay dlstnct(s) and a RCA The following chart summarizes the Towns!'np s third

round plan:

N ew Constructlon
. Component

Proposed Units |

AHO District (block 5700t ) 7
AHO Dlstnct (block 58/iot l) '

~ Clark Townshlp has a poss1ble 40 umt shortfail for thc growth share obllgatlon because
the overlay districts may not be used to estabhsh a mechamm that can be relied upon for the
creation of afforda‘oie housmg and the Townshrp must comply with the age-restncted limitations
of N.JA.C. 5:94-4.19. ‘

Clark Téwiwhip is theréfdre requi'red' to subthit an amended Housing Element and Fair
Share Plan to address the Townshtp s total thn‘d round obhgatlon in accordance w1th JAC
5:95-3.4, no later than 90 days from the date of ﬂus repott.

VL EAIR'SHARE DOCUMEN'f REVIEW

A. _ Growth Share Ordlnance

Clark’s Third Round petltlon for substantlve certification did not include a Growth Share
Ordinance. While not a x:equlre_d compliance mechan_l_sm, a growth share ordinance would
ensure that affordabie housing opportunities are captured as actual gréwth occurs. COAH
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recommends that the Townslup consider mcorporatmg “growth share” provnsrons into its zoning
ordmance to ensure that affordable housmg ‘opportunities are captured in direct relationship to

de\relopment that actually occurs. Model provisions for a growth share ordinance are avajlable

on COAH’s website at @,[[www.n;.govfdcafcoah/round3resourees.shtm .

B. - Development Fee Ordmance

Clark Townshrp reoewed approval for a development fee ordmance on January 24, 2002
and the Townshlp adopted the development fee ord.mance on March 18 2002 The Townshrp
has reported that it has not collected any development fees smce the ordmance 5 adopt:on 7

Clark TOWDShlp s Amended Housing Blement and Fair Share Plan mc]uded an amended
deveiopment fee ord:nance, mcreasmg its deveioprnent fees pursuant to N J. A C. 5 94-6.6(a) and
6.7(a) Wthh is rewewed under a separate report ' R

C. Spending Plan ‘
The Townshlp subm:tted a revxsed spendmg plan that comphes wrth Q 5:94-6.5

which is rewewed under a separate report

p. - Affordabie Housing OrdinanoefAffordahle 'Housing Administration

Clark Townshlp must subrmt an affordable housmg ordlnance that comports wtth the
_requlrements of the Uniform Housmg Affordablhty Controls ‘NJAC. 5 80-26 1 et seg.
Speclﬁcaily, the ordmance must addrees affordab:hty controls, afﬁmxatlve marketing, bedroom
dlstnbutxon and sale and rental pncmg on all components of the Townshlp 8 1987—2014 Fair
Share Plan In addmon the ordmance must establxsh that a mumclpal ernployee w111 hold the
posrt:on of the rnumclpal housmg lxmson Subsequently, a resolutmn must be adopted by the
governing body, mdlcatlng whlch mumcnpal employee wﬂl be des1gnated as the municipal
housmg liaison. Onee approved by COAH the ordmance and ‘resolution must be adopted by
Clark Townshlp within 45 days of COAH’s grant of substantive certxﬁcatlon

Clark Townshrp ] afﬁrmatwe marketmg plan desxgnatw an Affordable Housmg Board to
be responsxble_fo_r adrmmstermg the affordable housmg umts m_the Township’s plan. However,
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Clark Township has not provided any further information about this Board. COAH requires an
expeneneed housmg administrator. quorrnetion on .the credentials and expetience of the
Affordable Housing Board must be submrtted to COAH wrtlun 90 days. Altematrvely, if the
TOWIlShlp wishes to des:gnate a Townshlp employee to assume the responsibility of a housing
adrmmstrator he/she must be experrenced in this area and must be approved by COAH. The
administrator’s responsrblhty would be to conduct the requrred afﬁrmatwe marketmg, place
income ehglbie households in the units, enforce the terms of the deed restnctzon set sales prices,

, and resell the units upon vacancy If Clark Townshrp does not have the capablhtxes to provide

such admrmstratron the Townslup ‘must desrgnate an expenenced admxmstrator approved by .

COAH to perform these aetmtles COAH must rewew and approve the contract agreement or
letter desrgnatmg the admzmstrator _ . ‘ .

" Addltlonally, any new constructlon for wl'ueh an apphcatlen for a constructron permit has
not been declared complete before the effectrve date of __J_S_.A 52 27D-123 15 (antrcrpated to
be October 1, 2006) and for whlch affordable housmg credxt is sought after that date must be
constructed in compllance w1th the techmcal desrgn standards of the barrier ﬁ'ee sub code of the
State Umform Constructron Code Act (N J S.A 52 27D-l 19 et seq. ) In bmldmgs without
.elevator service, only ground ﬂoor dwellmg units must be so constructed in order te be eligible
for COAH credit. Notwuhstandmg the exemptxon for townhouse dwelhng umts m the barrier
free sub code, the ﬁrst ﬂoor of aIl townhouse dwelhng umts and of all other muitr-ﬂoor dwelimg
units for wluch affordable housmg credlt is sought on or aﬁer the above referenced date and for
which an apphcatron for a constructron permrt has not been declared complete must be subject to
the teehmcal destg;n standards of the ba.mer free sub code and must 1nclude the following
features o L

. An adaptable entrance to the dwellmg umt
e An adaptab!e full serv1ee bathroem on the first ﬂoor,
e An adaptable kltchen on the ﬁrst floor;
_  An accessrble mtenor route of travel and
s An adaptable room w1th a door or a casing where a door can be mstalled whxeh may be

used asa bedroom on the ﬁrst ﬂoor

Y S | ' RRALdoo




.. - o ' T Clark Township
' Union County
August 9, 2006

The Township’s 'z.o'ning regulaﬁons_muet be .a'rnended_ aedordingly.

E. Afﬁrmatwe Marketmg Plan

Clark mcluded a draﬂ Afﬁrmatlve Markehng Ordmance that doee not comport to the
requxrements of the Uniform Housmg Afﬁ)rdabxhty Contmls NJ AC s: 80-26-26 1 et seq.
Sectmn C. of the ordmance is mcomplete and Sectlon F(C) references N,},A 5 93 11.6 and
12 1 ) 5 Ll M

Clark must subrmt an afﬁrmatzve marketmg plan that comports to the reqmrements of the
Uniform Housmg Affordablhty Controls N JA. C 3 80—26 lets _eg_ ‘and ensures the units in the
Townshxp 5 1987 2014 Fair Share Plan and all future affordable housmg umts will be
affirmatively marketed to the reglon upon m1t1al sale/rental and re-salc/re—rental In addition, as
7 noted above the Townshlp must de51gnate an expenenced admxmstrator ‘to adrmmster the
.aﬁ'ordable umts Once approved by COAH the afﬁnnatlve marketmg plan miust be adopted by
resolutlon by the Townshlp w1thm 45 days of COAH § grant of substantwe certlﬁcatlon '

VIL SUMMARY OF PLAN FOR TOTAL 1987-2014 FAIR SHARE OBLIGATION
Clark Townshxp does not have a thu'd round rehablhtatmn obhgahon The followmg
_tables summarize Clark’s Fair Share Plan fo_r its tot_al 1987-2014 falrshare Qb,ligetlonl |

Prior Round

.- . | Plan_| Eligible |
" - Credits/Reductions/Adjustments =~ |-~ | - - I
177" Vacantlandadjustment -~ | 47 ] 477
Union County ARC Group Home-PriorCycte |~ 3. | . 3*
Union County ARC Group Home — Post-1986 3 3%
Union CountyARC GroupHome Post-1986 . 3 3%
' smefemmrarm . ‘ 5 . 5%
Miele Nursery : 8 8.
Rental Bonuses From Group Homes 6 6
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Total Credits '

K3 Pendmg the recerpt of addmonal mfonnatlon.

Growth Share :

PR TR e T

Proposed Units gible

AHO District (block 57/lot 1) -~~~ '1 4 | 0

AHO DlStI‘th (block 58!lot 1) ' 60 - 0

RCA R 15 15*
Total Umts P 79 | 15*

* Pending the receipt of addmonal mformaﬂon

Clark ToWﬁslup must 1 rewse its Housmg Element and Fair Sﬂare Plan to address the
Clark’s third- round growth share obhgatxon in accordance w1th A, C. 5 95 42(a) no later
than 90 days from this report. : ' B

_VHI. OBJECTIONS* |

COAH received one objection to .Clark Township’s third round. petition from Villa
Contracting Company and correspondence from William Fidurski carrying forward his second
round objecuons and requestmg to pamcrpate m COAH medranon

Villa Contractin'g Conipan‘y -

On February 10, 2006 Thomas Carroll, III Esq submrtted an objectxon to Ciark’s Plan
* on behalf of Vﬂia Contractmg Company (A% dla) '

ngcedural His Lg_r_'y '

Vﬂla initially notes that it subrmtted an obJectxon to Clark’s Housmg Element and Fair
Share Plan (PIan) in January 2004 at whrch hme Villa’ subrmtted correspondence to COAH
objecting to the Terminal Avenue site. In or around January 2004 COAH staff advised Villa that
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COAH was not in receipt of a re~pet1tlon from Clark that included the subject site and would
consider its obJecnon once Clark subrmtted its re-pet1t10n Subsequent}y, Clark re-petitioned
COA_H Vm September_2004 with a Housmg Element and Falr Share Plan that included the
Terminal Avenue site. COAH staff lssued a Pre-Medianon Report Requestmg Additional
Information on March 7, 2005. Thereaﬂer, medlatlon ensued to whlch Villa was a party. The
objections noted in Vllia ] January 2004 o‘ojeehon were addreesed in their entu'ety In addition,
as noted in the summary of ob;ectlons below, the maJonty of Vllla ] obJechons that. were
Vsubmxtted on February 10 2006 pertammg to the sxte smtabzllty of the Tenmnal Avenue site
were addressed durmg the medlatxon process w1th the exceptxon of the objeetxon to the waiver
requeﬂt as detalied below VxIla has since appealed COAH s decxsxon mcluded in the medmhon
report finding no contested 1ssues of matenal fact exlst Warrantmg a transfer to the Ofﬁce of
Admlmstratwe Law (OAL) In addltxon, Vﬂla is also &ppealmg COAH’s medlatzon process of &
second round plan s1nce COAH was no longer grantlng second round substantxve certlﬁcatlons

after the promulgatlon of its thxrd round rules N

COAH staff notes that 1ssues pendmg before the Appellate Dmsxon are the subject of
litigation and will not agam be addressed in th:s report However, should Villa have new
information related to site smtablhty or its envn-onmental concems of the Terminal Avenue site,

. COAH will conduct a rewew of the new 1nforrnat1on at any tlme

' Summw of Vllla s Ob}ectlons | B E
1. Age-Restrzcted Wa:ver .

Vxlla objects to the age-restncted wawer sought by Clark which seeks to obtain credit for
age-restncted housmg beyond the 50% hmtt unposed by COAH regulatlons Villa submits that
Clark does not meet the wawer prowsmn set forth in COAH’S rules at NJ A. C 5:94-1 et seq.

nor has the Townshxp prov1ded any ratlonale to support its walver request3 :

3 As noted in Section IV{C) of this report, on August 9, 2005 COAH demed the wawer request. Therefore this
: objectlon has been rendered moot, )
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. 2. Objection to CIarkDevelopers Site '

In support of its objecnon Villa attached a Plannmg Report prepared by George Ritter,
AICP. The Planmng Report hrghhghts Villa’s concems with placing residential zoning in an
active industrial park. The report indicates that the Clark Developers site was the subject of a
Nuclear Regulatory Commission action requiring the clean up and contamment of radioactive
cesium that was used in manufacturmg prooesses on the property and has not to date addressed
or resolved these important environmental coneems The site is also not suitable for the
development of inclusionary housmg because it is not eompatlble wrth the abuttmg industrial
land uses or the abuttmg fretght train tracks S '

3. Oojection fo Caleitlation of G’r_rovttt,h'Shdrelobligation;

The report a.lso ‘provides an analysrs of Clark’s thlrd round Housing Element and Fair
Share Plan and pomts out errors? made in the Townshrp s growth ghare calculation. In addition,
the report includes three growth share pro;ecuons based on three seenanos to demonstrate that
the Clark Developers development generates an affordable housmg oblrgatlon hrgher than it
would be without the development The ﬁrst seenano recreates the Township’s calculation and
results in a growth share obhgatmn of 56 06 units. The second i isa varratton of the Township’s
calculation with adjustments to reflect the densmes allowed in the AHO district and the
| demolition of the extstmg 1ndustna1 bmldmg on the thla development site and results in a
growth share obhgatron of 53 25 umts The last pm]ectron is based on the Townshlp s
calculation with ad]ustments to the Schwarz Farm development and exelusron of the Clark
Developers development which results m a growth share obh gatron of 33 units,

Pnor Eﬁogs at Mediatiog )

VlIla mamtams that medtatton fatled to oonform to “procedural protectlons provided by
law“ and likewise violated COAH’s third round rules govermng the second round Again,
COAH staff notes that tlus issue is the sub_;ect of appeal ‘and will not be addressed in tlus report

4 This is addressed in Section HI(B) of this report,
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William Frdurskl

William Fidurski submitted correspondence, dated March 9, 2006 to COAH requesting
that his objecttons to the second round plan be carried forward and addressed during mediation

of the third round plan No new ob]ectrons were rarsed

Conclusion | . P
" In COAH staff’s medratron report dated October 21 2005, COAH staff recommended
that no contested issues of matenal fact exrst and that should DEP determtne that envrronmental
concerns exrst Clark will be requlred to address. saJd concerns in accordance wrth DEP
regulatrons COAH accepted the medtatron report on December 14, 2005
Whlle mediation will be scheduled any ob] ectrons addressed prevtously in medlatron or
- that are the sub_tect of lttlgatton wrll not be addreesed agam in medratron

IX. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED :

Pursuant to N.LA.C. 5: 95 5 2(b) Clarlc Township must subrmt the followmg mformatlon

and documentahon to COAH no later than 90 days from the date of this report or by September ‘

25, 2006

1. An updated Housmg Element and Fatr Share Plan formally adopted pursuant to N.J S.A.
- 40 55D-28 that mcludes all the addtttonal mformatton requtred in this report, including
revisions to growth pro]ecttons and a strategy to address the Townslup s growth share

,'shortfall Unless Clark elects to make a ‘change in srte, substantral change in densrty,
other zoning requtrements that result ina change of housmg type ona specrﬁc site or a
ﬁ.mdamental change in approach to the T ownshtp 5 low- and moderate-tncome housing

' oblrgatton, these revrsrons wrll not preclprtate the need for a re—petrtton pursrrant to

,NJAQ,595-34and | ' SR

2, A copy'ot' the most recen’tlj adopted municipal master plan; and '
3.  Acopyof the most recently adopted municipal zoning ordinance; and
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A copy of the most up-to-date tax maps; and -
T‘lae"wanslﬁp must complete and submit the alternative Iiving ‘am'mgement survey forms
for COAH to determine if the units in the three alternative living arrangement
developments are eligible for credit. The alternative living arrangement survey form is

available on COAH’s website at WWW. . gov/dca/ooah/round:{resogrc'es.sh&hi; and

‘The Township“ﬁmst‘ submit_documentatibn in accordance with N.LA.C. 5:94-3.3 for the

Séhieferst_ein Farm and Miele Ntirséjr’a _iné,l'l-l_dilng tax maps; and

Pursuant to N.J.A.C. 5:‘93-_5-_.,12.(6‘) the Township ;ﬁu_sf sﬁb‘mit the néceSs_ary information
for deleting the affordable housing obligations on block 28/10t 9; and - |

Clark Township must submit a plan to _addfe_ss its .unm-et need in aécordance with
N.LA.C. 5:93-4.1(b); and ' '

Detailed information regarding the proposed 15-unit RCA, which includes the following;
a draft RCA cdntract; tesolutions from bdth municip_alities authorizing execution of the
RCA; and a description of the funding source for the RCA, which must b'e'ﬁmded at a

minimum of $35,000 per unit, and

An RCA project plan 'mu,sv_t_ be submitted to COAH, the New Jersey Housing and

Mortgage Finance Agency (HMFA) and the County Planning Board for review and
approval; and o '

A strategy to address the Township’s 14-unit growth share rental shortfall.

An aifp:dablé_ housing ordinance that cbmpdrts with the requirements of the uniform
Housihé .'Aﬁ‘prdé.bility Controls, H_J_A_C_ 5:80—26-126.1 ét seq specifically addressing
affordability cohu'ols, affirmative mmketmg, b_?:dro_bm distn’butidn, sale and rental ﬁricing
on al! components of t_he qunship’é plan; and |
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A resolutidn adopted by the g‘overningrbod‘y, specifying indicating a municipal employee

will be designated as the municipal housing liaison; and

An affirmative marketing plan ﬂlat.éémpoﬂs to the rqﬁuire;nents’ of the Uniform Housing

 Affordability Controls, NLAC. 5:80-26.1 et seq. NLAC. 5:80-26-1 et seq.
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INTRODUCTION
The Mount Laurel II decision’, handed down by the New Jersey Supreme Court in January 1983,

requires all municipalities to provide a realistic opportunity for the construction of housing
affordable to those households of lower income. In response to the Mt. Laurel II decision, the
Fair Housing Act was adopted in 1985 and signed by the Governor (Chapter 222, Laws of New
Jersey, 1985). The Act established a Council on Affordable Housing (COAH) to insure that the

mandate of Mt. Laurel 1I would be implemented by all New Jersey municipalities.

The Council on Affordable Housing (COAH) recently adopted its “Third Round regulations”,
which came into effect on December 20, 2004. The new regulations embrace a “growth share”
methodology under which one “affordable” unit must be provided for every eight “market units”
for residential development, and one affordable unit for every twenty-five jobs created for
commerciaj development. This is a significant change from previous COAH methodologies in
which numbers were assigned based on formulas and other variables. This method is a “build as

you grow” approach which is more accommodating to good planning.

The Fair Housing Act requires municipalities in the state to include an adopted housing element
in all master plans. The principal purpose of the housing element is to provide for methods of
achieving the goal of access to affordable housing to meet the municipality’s present and
prospective low and moderate-income housing needs. Low-income households are defined as
those with an income no greater than 50 percent of the median household income adjusted for
household size of the housing region in which the municipality is based. Moderate-income
househoids are those with incomes no greater than 80 percent of the median household income,

adjusted for household size of the housing region.

Clark Township is located in the Region 2, which consists of Essex, Mortis, Union, and Warren
counties. The median houschold income in the region for a family of four is $80,300. Qualifying
households have income of approximately $40,000 - $64,000 for a family of four,

! South Burlington County NAACP v. Mt. Laurel Township, 92 NJ 158, 456 A.2d 390 (1983).

4
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The Municipal Land Use Law, NJ.S.A. 40:55D-1 et seq., requires a municipal master plan to
include a Housing Element. The Housing Element shall be adopted by the Planning Board and
endorsed by the governing bady prior to the municipal filing pursuant to N.JLA.C. 5:95-2 or the
municipal petition for substantive certification pursuant te N.JAC. 5:95-3. A municipality's
Housing Element shall be designed io achieve the goal of providing affordable housing to meet
the total 1987-2014 affordable housing need comprised of estimated growth share, the remainng
balance of the Prior Round Obligation from the municipality's 1987-1999 affordable housing
obligation that has not been addressed (if any), and the rehabilitation share. The Housing
Element submitted to the Council shall include the minimum requirements prescribed by N.J.S.A

52:27D-310.
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BACKGROUND

Ciark Township received first round substantive certification on September 4, 1991. Due to
insufficient vacant land, the Township received a vacant land adjustment and established a
realistic development potential (RDP) of 23 units. Clark addressed its 23-unit RDP in its first
round through zoning for 42 affordable units on four sites designated by COAH as suitable.
Accordingly, the Township revised its Ordinance to accommodate the newly create¢ R-B
District-Multi-family Residential, which required twenty (20} percent of the total development to
be set aside for low and moderate income households. Clark Township’s Planning Board
adopted a housing element and fair share plan on September 2, 1997, which addressed its 12-
year cumulative obligation. The Township filed the plan with COAH on September 4, 1997 but
did not petition at that time. COAH received Clark’s resoiution of petition on August 23, 1999.
Three days later, the Township published a notice in The Star Ledger however; no objections
were received then by COAH. On March 28, 2000. COAH issued a report requesting additional
information from the Township. Subsequently, the Planning Board adopted an amended housing
element and fair share plan on February 12, 2001. The governing body approved a resolution
endorsing the plan and re-petitioned COAH for substantive certification on March 1, 2001. The
Township re-published a notice in The Star Ledger and again no objections were received by
COAH.

As a result of the change in municipal administration, however, the Planning Board adopted a
third amendment to its housing plan on December 11, 2001 and re-petitioned COAH for
substantive certification on December 17, 2001. On publishing a notice, COAH received two
objections during the 45-day objection period. Mediation led to an agreement with Clark
Developers for rezoning of Block 58/Lot 4 for age-restricted affordable housing overlay
permitting a maximum of 300 units with 20 percent set aside for affordable housing. Asa result
of the agreement, the Planning Board adopted and amended the housing element and fair share
plan for the fourth time on August 24, 2004, Clark re-petitioned on September 13, 2004, with
the only changes being the inclusion of the age-restricted overlay zoning on the Clark
Developers property and an increase in permitted density on block 57/lot 1, locally as Schwarz
Farm. The plan did not receive certification because objections were filed by several interested
parties. The plan was further reviewed through COAH’s mediation process and a Mediation
Report was issued on October 21, 2005. This report addresses the Township’s third round
affordable housing obligation, which is comprised of a rehabilitation component, a prior round

component {second round realistic development potential), and a growth share component.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Clark’s rehabilitation share for the period of 2004-2014 is zero. The Township’s prior round
obligation is 63 units. This includes a Realistic Development Potential (RDP) of 23 new
constructions units and an unmet need of 40 units. Since, the Township did not receive
substantive certification for their second round plan, the existing credits and reductions must be
applied to address the Township’s realistic development potential and unmet need.

Clark adopted a Housing Element and Fair Share Plan on December 6, 2005 that addressed the
Township’s Third Round Obligation for the period 2004 through 2014, which was comprised of
the Rehabilitation Share, Prior Round Obligation, and the Growth Share (future obligation 2004
—2014).

Subsequently a report was issued by COAH on August 9, 2006 and recommended changes as

follows:

Demographic Analysis.
1. The Housing Plan should be revised to include an analysis of all existing jobs and
employment characteristics of the municipality.

2. The Housing Plan should be revised fo include actual growth for 2005.

3. The report requires verifying the following Certificate of Occupancy and demolition data:
Residential
- The Housing Plan adopted on December 6, 2005, included five (5) COs and eleven
(11) demolitions for 2004 and zero COs net of demolition for 2005. However, as per
the Department of Community Affairs Construction Reporter, Clark issued negative
six (-6) and negative five (~5) COs net of demolitions in 2004 and 2005.

Projections
4. The 2005 Housing Plan should be revised to include the market rate and affordable
housing units for the inclusionary development sites in the projections.

5. The 2005 housing plan incorrectly calculated Clark’s job growth for 1,892 square feet of
multi-family dorm use added in 2000. The housing plan used a job factor of two, which
is incorrect. The correct job factor is 0.8 for R-1 use group. The housing plan shouid be
amended to include accurate job growth for this use group.

Fair Share Obligation
6. The amended plan should address the Township’s unmet need of forty (40) units.
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7. The adopted housing plan indicated Clark’s prior round obligation of 23 units, however,
the Township’s prior round obligation is 63 units, which inciudes a realistic development
potential of 23 units and an unmet need of forty (40) units. The 2005 plan addressed the
Clark’s prior round obligation of 23 units but did not address the Township’s unmet need
of forty (40) units. The plan shouid be amended to address the Township’s unmet need.

Therefore, the focus of this Plan is on the Township’s Realistic Development Potential (RDP},
unmet need and Growth Share obligation, which 15 82 units. Table 1 below summarizes Clark’s

affordable housing obligation through the year of 2014.

'SUMMARY (2004 -2014)
- Township;af Clark, Union County:: ..
nents Obligation (;m_i!:s _
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POPULATION

The Township of Clark is a vibrant suburban community tocated in the south-central part of
Union County. Access to various industries and the New York Metropolitan area made Clark an
ideal town for those who desired the ease of suburban living. Clark is presently homne to 14,597

residents.

The Township’s population increased FIGURE 1: POPULATION CHANGE 1%30-

dramatically in the 1940s and 1950s, 't 200.00 TR ‘\2000

with 2 109 percent increase between
1940 and 1950 and 180 percent
increase between 1950 and 1960,

These numbers clearly indicate the
strong influence suburbanization and
the Baby boom period had on Clark
Township.

As indicated in Table 2, the Township’s population peaked in 1970 at 18,829. Since then Clark
Township has been experiencing a gradual decline in population. The Township lost
approximately 2,000 residents per decade in the 1970s and [980s. However, the decline in the
population subdued over the last decade, resulting in a loss of only 32 residents between 1990
and 2000.

Union County has been experiencing similar population trends in the last few decades, but at a
much slower rate than the Township. The County’s population grew rapidly through the 1970s
with a 21 percent increase during the 1940’s and a 27 percent increase during the 1950s. Similar
to the Township the County experienced their highest recorded population in 1970 with a total
population of 543,116. The County’s population also declined in the following two decades but

increased again in 2000.
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bl i
POPULATION TREND: 1940 - 2000

Source: 1.S. Bureauof the Ceénsus ™
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POPULATION COMPOSITION BY AGE

Clark Township has experienced a S —
FIGURE 2: POPULATION CHANGE

significant increase in the Baby BY AGE GROUP (1990-2000) _
Boomer population (age group 35 :
and 54), over the last decade. The
‘Baby Boom’ population (those born
between 1946 and 1964) comprises
approximately thirty percent of the
population in both the Township of
Clark and the County of Union, as
shown in Table 3. The population in
the Township, between the age groups of 25 and 34, decreased. This is a result of the ‘Baby
Bust’ period. The Township as well as the County experienced a significant increase in
population for the age group of *5-14°. This can be attributed to the ‘Baby Boom Echo’ period,

as the Baby Boomer generafion had children.

The Township experienced a significant decrease in the senior citizen population between the
ages of 55 and 74 in the last decade. These age groups constitute approximately twenty-five (25}
percent of the Township’s total population. The County has experienced a similar trend, but ata
such lower rate than the Township. The elderly citizen papulation for the Township of Clark
and Union County has increased significantly during the last decade. The Township experienced
66 percent and 189 percent increase in the population for the age group “75-84" and ‘85 and
over’ respectively and is at a much higher rate than the County. Although these age groups, ‘75
to 84° and ‘85 and above’ make up only 8.7 and 2.6 percent respectively of the Township’s
current total population, the trend indicates an increasing demand for services of elder citizens.
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Table 3

Tov[l th nf Clark and Union County -

POPULATION COMPOSITION BY AGE: 1990 20{)0

Tow lnp of Clark

¥.'2000
No. of Percent No. of Percent  Number

Persons

4 Changes

Percent

84-over 6,743 1.6

Total i -3%'*":.522 541 _
Under 18 108088_ 219 129941 249 21,853

179 72,041 138 2084

Source: U.S, Bureau of the Census
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PoPULATION COMPOSITION BY RACE

Clark Township has a largely

homogeneous  populaiion  as
shown in the figure 3a. In Clark,
almost all residents (993
percent) categorize themselves as
being of one race, while less than
one (1) percent indicates that
their heritage is comprised of
two or more races. Of those of
one race, 96.3 percent are White.
Asians comprise the second-

largest racial group at 2.8 percent.

Union County as a whole has
lower percentage of white
population at 65.5 percent, than
the Township. Approximately
21 percent of the County’s
population is Black.

Hispanics and Latinos account
for nearly 20 percent of the total
population in Union County,
while they comprise only 3.7

percent in Clark.

13
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Table 4

POP ATION COMPOSI

522,541

4
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HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS

HoUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

Significant household characteristics indicated by the 2000 Census, and displayed in Table 5,

include:

¢ Family households dominate the Township and comprise approximately seventy-three {73)
percent of the total households.

o Of the Township’s family households, approximately 61.4 percent are married households.

o Female-headed households account for 9 percent of the Township’s family households.

» Approximately twenty-four (24) percent of the non-family householders live alone, of which

more than one tenth are senior citizens (age 65 and over).

o More than a quarter of the Township’s households include children under the age of 18 and

about 38 percent include senior citizen (65 years or older).

+ The average household size in 2000 in Clark Township was 2.56 persons per unit, which is

lower than the Union County average of 2.77.

*Not a member of a family. Roommates, boarders, resident employees, foster ehildren, etc. are
meluded in this eategory. - C -
Binirce- U8 Borean ot the Cengus 7 77 Do

15
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HousinG UNITs CHARACTERISTICS

Clark Township is a typical suburban town with the majority (81 percent) of residents living in
owner occupied homes. The Township has fewer renter-occupied units, at 18.5 percent, as
indicated in Table 6. The Township, as well as the County, share similar housing characteristics.
Year-round housing dominates the Township at 98.7 percent, which is nearly equal to the County
average of 96.5 percent. However, the Township’s housing tenure differs from that of the Union
County, which has roughly 62 percent owner-occupied units and 38.4 percent rerter-occupied

housing units.

Clark Township

Occupied Year Around

Tenure of Occupied Units

Renter Occupied

The housing stock in Clark Township is in very good condition, Table 7 and 8 displays
information that is indicators of substandard housing conditions. The age of housing stock is
usually considered the most reliable indicator of substandard housing conditions, however,

individual units should be considered on a case-by-case basis.

Suburbanization had a strong influence on the formation of Clark Township. Approximately 80
percent of the houses in Clark Township were built between 1940 and 1970. The Township of
Clark has newer houses in comparison to the County. Only 6 percent of the houses were built
before 1940, which is much lower than the County where approximately 26 percent of the houses

were built before 1940. Approximately, 55 percent of the housing units in the Township were

1o
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built before 1960. Construction has been minimal during the last two decades. Similar to the
Township, the County has an older housing stock. Nearly 68.4 percent of the houses were built
before 1960.

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

17
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The majority of the housing stock in Clark is single-family detached homes, typical of a
suburban community. Single-family detached homes are dominani, at 80.3 percent, in Clark
Township. Other housing types include townhouses, two-family homes, multi-family houses and
apartments, but are very limited. The Township differs from the County, which offers a more
diverse housing stock mix to meet the needs of its residents, including single-family detached

houses, two-family homes, multi-family homes and apartments

As mentioned earlier, the age of the housing stock is usually considered the most reliable
indicator of housing conditions. Other indicators of housing condition ~ inctuding lack of
complete plumbing facilities, kitchen facilities and overcrowding- are not a problem within the
Township. The County, however, has a larger old housing stock with 2 percent of the houses
without telephone services and approximately 7 percent suffering from overcrowded conditions.
Table 8 displays information that indicates substandard housing conditions.

No telephons:

Moére than 1.0 persons per foom
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000

18
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INCOME

Clark Township is a wealthier

community with a median

household income in 1999 at
$65,019, which is
approximately $10,000 higher
than the state figure. Union
County as a whole has a
median  household Income

and per capita income

approximately equal to the
State. The 1999 per capila income of the Township’s residents, at $29,883, is much higher than

the County as well as the State’s per capita income.

O Medi

}989 Eq;r Qagita Persqx}al Income

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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IIOUSING VALUES
The Township of Clark had a

relatively affordable housing
stock in 2000, with
approximatety 79 percent of its
housing unit values falling in
the range of $150,000-
$299,999. Table 10 details the
owner-occupied housing unit
values in 2000, The 2000 US
Census data indicates that the

median housing value in Clark

Houqmg E{emant and l:aiv Siﬁar‘e Dlan
Townrlwip o;: C!arl{

was $217,500, which was $28,700 more than the County’s median housing value of $188,800.
The home sale market has changed in northern and central New Jersey towns between 2000 and

2003. The 2003 data indicates that the average home sales price in Clark was $311,670, which

was $86,278 more than the average sales price in 2000, representing an increase of 38.3% in

three yearsz.

Umon Counﬁy

Median (dollars)

Sourée; 1.8, Burean of the

* Syar Ledger, November 10, 2003, page 8, section onc.

20
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HOUSING AFFORDABILITY

Housing affordability remains a problem with certaint segments of Clark's popuiation. Cost-
burdened households are defined as households that spend more than 30 percent of their income
on housing related costs. The Township of Clark and Union County follow similar traits for
homeowner and renter cost burdens. For both, the Township as well as the County, renter
households share greater cost burden than homeowners. As indicated in Table 11, housing costs
are a problem for approximately 30 percent of the homeowner households and 34 percent of
renter households in the Township. Housing costs are a problem for 37 percent of the renters in
the County, which is higher compared to the Township.

The 1999 median gross rent in Clark was $941, which was $189 more than the County’s median
gross rent of $752. The median room per housing unit is relatively high in the Township,
averaging at 6.3 rooms per unit. The higher housing values as well as the median gross rents can

be associated with the larger size of the houses.
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~ HOUSING AFFORDABILITY

Clark Township

29.7
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EMPLOYMENT AND LABOR FORCE CHARACTERISTICS

EMPLOYMENT TRENDS

Covered employment in the Township has fluctuated over the past ten years, registering a high of
8,378 jobs in 1999 and a low of 6,319 jobs in 1993. As shown in Table 12, the Township
experienced an 11 percent increase in the private sector employment in 1997. The Township’s
private sector employment peaked in 1999 when it reached 8,378 jobs but declined until 2002.
Between 1999 and 2002, Clark lost 1,904 private sector jobs. However, the private sector

employment bounced back in 2003 with an increase of 4.7 percent.

The County has experienced similar employment trends as the Township. The County’s
employment growth stabilized during 1997 through 2002, however, started to decline in the
following years. In 2003, the Township’s employment increased by 4.71 percent, while the

County experienced a decline in its employment by one percent.
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Table 12
COVERED PRIVATE SECTOR EMPLOYMENT
‘Township of Ciark and Union County

Township of Clark

_ Union County

198, 925 o

2003 210031 -
e h00328

Source: NI Department of Labar and Workforce Development, Third Quarter Data
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L.ABOR FORCE CHARACTERISTICS

Clark Township residents are employed in a variety of occupations. Nearly thirty-seven (37)
percent of the Township’s employees work in management, professional and related
occupations, followed closely by almost 35 percent of the employee population working in sales
and office positions. The remaining labor force is engaged in service occupations {[0.8 percent),
production/transportation/material moving occupations (9.1 percent), and
construction/extraction/maintenance occupations (8.6 percent). Although at slightly different
percentages, the employment characteristics in Clark roughly mimic that of Union County. The
Township has a larger number of workers in the management, professional & related occupations

than in the County.

able 1 50 1 ifies th - -
Table 13 also 1d.ent1 ies the class n')f FIGURE 6: CLASS OF WORKER
workers found in Clark Township . Clark Township, Union County
and Union County. As expected, the s
largest sector of workers for both the

Township and the County are in the
private  sector, representing 80
percent and 82.5 percent,
respectively.  Government is the
second highest employee class for
both the Township and the County.
However, the Township at approximately 15 percent has a higher percentage of Government
employees than the County at 12.8 percent. Clark Township has no unpaid family workers.
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Construc
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The Township of Clark’s commutation patterns generally follow the same trend as Union County
as a whole. Approximately 86 percent of the Township’s tabor force drives alone to work, 6.4
percent carpool and almost 4 percent use public transport. Nearly 3 percent of the Township’s
population work at home. In the County, 71 percent of the workforce drives to work, 11.6
percent carpool while approximately 10.6 percent use public transport. The County’s labor force

uses public transport at a much higher rate than the Township’s labor force.
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One of the key ingredients for an effective Housing Element and Fair Share Plan under the
requirements of the Third Round rutes is projections. The Growth Share methodotogy is based
on actual growth, so it is important that ail Housing Elements and Fair Share Plans include a
comprehensive analysis of development trends to determine a realistic growth projection. The
COAH Handbook, issued by the New Jersey Council on Affordable Housing, outlines the
requirements for preparing population projections. The data for these projections is provided in
Appendices A, B and C of this report. Projections are based on three cofnponents: historic

trends, approved development and potential development.

DEVELOPMENT TRENDS

Actual Development.

Existing development reflects the number of residential and non-residential certificates of
occupancy and demolition permits issued in 2004 and 2005. 1n 2004 and 2005, actual residential
development in Clark included a total of ten (10} certificates of occupancy and twenty-four (24)
demolition permits. Actual non-residential development for the same time period included
addition of a total of 25,478 square feet of office use and 360 square feet of A-3, Assembly use.

Historic Development.
Historic development trends are calculated from the number of residential and nonresidential

Certificates of Occupancy issued over the previous eight years, minus the number of units or
square feet demolished. The net number provides a general indicator of the amount of
development anticipated. A total of 48 residential certificates of occupancy were issued between
1996 and 2003, while 22 units were demolished. A net total of 26 new residential units were
added over a period of eight years (1996-2003), averaging 3.25 units per year, as shown in Table
R-2 of Appendix A.

At the same time, the Township added office space, educational space and retail development.
As shown in Table NR-2 of Appendix B, the Township added approximately 293,025 square feet
of non-residential space between 1996 and 2003, averaging approximately 36,628 square feet per

year.
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APPROVED DEVELOPMENT

Any development issued a certificate of occupancy after January 1, 2004 must be inchuded
within the Growth Share calculation. In Clark Township, there are two approved developments
that would affect the Township’s Growth Share obligation. This includes, Century Estates,
which is located on Lake and Cellar Avenue and consists of twenty-six (26) apartments. The
other project is Charlotte Estates, which was originally zoned for inclusionary development.

However, a development of seven single-family homes has been approved on this site.

POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

The Plan must address potential development anticipated between 2004 and 2014 to provide an
accurate growth projection. In Clark, potential development includes two anficipated
developments including a five (5) lot single-family subdivision project and a 7,188 square feet
A& P addition. Additional development is anticipated on two parcels, Schieferstein Farm and
Miele Nursery. These two properties were previously zoned for inclusionary development..
Also, Clark proposes an age-restricted housing overlay on two other sites In order to capture
opportunities for affordable housing to address the township’s prior round obhgation and growth
share obligation. The potential development on the Schieferstein Farm and the Miele Nursery

property and the age-restricted zoning overlay properties are included as potential developments.

INCLUSIONARY ZONING

Two parcels are zoned R-B, Multiple-Family Residential, which is an inclusionary development
sone. The R-B zone permits townhouses and garden apartments development, at a density of
eight (8) dwelling units per acre. This zone also requires setting aside twenty (20) percent of the
total development for affordable housing. Table 14 lists the two gites zoned for inclusionary

development.

Low Income
(20% of the total

66 53 -

In approving the Township’s first-round plan in 1991, COAH found that these properties met
COAH’s criteria for suitable, approvable, available and developable sites as they lie in the
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Planning Area 1 (PA-1) of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan and have access to
sewer and water. [owever, due to the existing marke: conditions, these properties have
remained undeveloped for almost fifieen years. The Township therefore, proposes to rezone
these two properties to R-150 zone as this zone directly abuts the two properties on all sides.
The R-150 zone permits single-family detached houses on lots with a minimum area of 15,000
square feet. The Schieferstein farm property is 3.25 acres and will support development of nine
{9) single-fammly units. The Miele Nursery property is 5 acres and will generate 14 single-family

homes.

AGE RESTRICTED HOUSING OVERLAY ZONE

As a result of the mediation, the Township proposes an overiay zone for two sites: the Schwarz
farm site and the Clark development site. The Age Restricted Housing Overlay (AHQ) district
would require these sites to be developed with age restricted multi-family residential
development with twenty (20) percent of the total development for low and moderate-income
households. The total units built on these two properties will affect the Township’s population,
housing and employment projections and therefore, are included as potential developments. The
development on these two properties, however, will not affect the Township’s growth share
obligation as they already include twenty (20) percent low and moderate-income age-restricted

units.

Moad- Income Low Income
Total Market  (20% of the  (20% of the
Units 1}

EMMumnumber which the zoning permits not considering the environmental constraints.

In addition, there are several additional properties where future development may occur, The
2003 Clark Township Master Plan Update (pg no. 19) identifies the U.S. Gypsum site and the
former Felt Mill property as poteniial redevelopment areas. Over the years these parcels have
become isolated from the main concentration of industry on the Township’s western border.
Also, demand for industrial space in Union County has declined because of market forces

bringing into question the continued mobility of these properties for industrial use.
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The 2003 Clark Township Master Plan Update (pg. no. 23-25) proposes to develop a Dawntown
Village. Clark Township has recently amended its zoning ordinance to create a Downtawn
Village Zoning District. However, this would not create significant additional development

within the Township.

The development potential of these areas is not mcluded within the growth share projections
because they are currently developed and the Township hasn’t adopted or submitted any plans to

indicate any pending changes. However, these arcas will be closely monilored over the ten-year

term of the housing plan.
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HOUSING PROJECTION
From 2004 — 2014, the Township’s number of households is projected to increase by 409 units.
This housing projection is based on a combination of actual development, historic development

frends, approved development and potential development as follows:

Actual Development

(2004, 2005 and 2006 through Sep’ 06) 17.00 units
Historic Development Trends: 42.00 units
Approved Development: 33.00 units
Potential Development: +363.00units
Subtotal: 455.00units
Potential Demolitions - - 46.00 units
Net Housing Units 409.00 units

ACTUAL DEVELOPMENT

In 2004 and 2005, a total of ten (10) certificates of occupancy were issued. Also, according to
the Construction Official, seven (7) certificates of occupancy have been issued in 2006 (until
September 2006). These units are therefore, included as actual growth in the housing
projections. Appendix L includes a letter from the Township’s Construction Official certifying
that the C.O. and demolition data for 2004, 2005 and 2006 used in this plan to calculate

projections, are correct.

HisTORIC DEVELOPMENT TRENDS

Historic development trends reflect the number of residential certificates of occupancy ssued,
minus the number of demolition permits issued in the same vyear. Table R-2 from Appendix A
displays certificates of occupancy for new construction and demolition permits issued for the
1996-2003 period. The historic development trends indicate an annual average of 6 certificates
of occupancy, which over a seven year period (2007 — 2013) will result in 42 housing units.
Since 2006 data is available, the historic trend does not include 2006 data.

APPROVED DEVELOPMENT

In Clark Township, there are two approved developments that would affect the Township’s
Growth Share obligation. This includes, Century Estates, which is located on Lake and Cellar
Avenue and consists of twenty-six (26) apartments. The other project is Charlotte Estates, which
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was originally zoned for inclusionary development. However, a development of seven (7)

single-family homes has been approved on this stte.

POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Table R-3 from Appendix A, includes all the potential residential development in Clark
Township. As indicated, a total of 363 housing units are projected from the five (5) lot
subdivision at 567 Madison Hill Road and the total units that would be built at Miele’s Nursery
and Schieferstein Farm property and the two properties with the age-restricted housing overlay.

This transiates into 45.375 new units per year.

DEMOLITIONS
A total of 46 demolitions are anticipated based on actual demolitions (24 in 2004 and 2005) and
historic trends (22=2.75 per year x 8 years). There were zero demolitions in 2006, until

September and therefore 2.75 demolitions are considered as the average for the entire year.

COMPARISON OF MUNICIPAL AND MPO HOUSING PROJECTIONS

Table 6 from Appendix A, includes a comparison of the municipal and MPO housing
projections. As per the North Jersey Transportation Authority, the household growth in Clark,
between 2005 and 2015, is 210 units. However, the municipal projections include a higher

growth of 409 units.

33



D[Q/A\ET uOucing E!ement and i:aiw\ Sl’:are p‘a‘n
Towncl\ip o][ C!m‘!’(

POPULATION PROJECTION

From 2000 o 2013, the Township’s population is projected to increase by 1114 persons for a
total population of 15,711, as indicated in Table 16. The population is based on the 2000 Census
figure of 14,597 persons. Between 1999 and 2003, a net total of 26 certificates of occupancy
were issued. Thus, applying the average household size of 2.56 persons per unit to the 26 new
units provides a population inerease of 66.56 persons. The same household size is applied to the
housing projection for 2004 — 2014 of 409 units, generating an increase of 1,047.04 persons

Nurlg:;r of 2000
Year Housi Household Population
ousing Size
Units* '

19 0

003
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EMPLOYMENT PROJECTION
Comnercisl development i the Township of Clark J5 expected (o generale approximately 232
jobs between 2004 and 2014, This emplayment projection is based on 4 combination of exisling

development, histeric development rends, approved and patentisl development, 85 follows:

Existing Developraent: 96.13 jobs
Historic Development Trends: 370.81 jobs
Patential Development +7.00 jabs
Subtotal 473,96 jobs
Actual Demolitions (2008) 241.83 jobs
Met Employment Increase 232.00 jobs

215 TING DEVELOPMENTS

fn 2004 and 2003, three certificate of ocoupancy were issued for a total of 25,478 square feet of
office space and 360 square feet of assembly use. As per the Construction Cfficial's fog repart,
in 2006, one certificate of otcupancy was issued for 6,238 square feel of office space. Using
COAH's employee ratio for office space (2 jobs per i,{}{){lﬁ({!}&f&fﬁet) and for A-3 assembly use
{3 job per 1000 square feet), this generates an iﬁcreas{z}f 96.15 jobd. Detailed caloulations for
cach use type [or the years 2004 and 2005 are provided EEE“fé{bIe;ﬁf{‘d and NR-5 in Appendix B.

FUSTORIC DEVELOPMENT TRENDS

Certificates of occupancy for non-residential development were analyzed for the years between
1996 and 2003 to establish an annpal average development {in square feet) for cach development
category. This average square footage was used 1o project the total square footage for each land
use category for the years 2006 to 2011, Table NR-2 in Appendix B provides the annual

certificate of occupancy daga for the Townshup.

The results are sumaarized below in Table 17. The histonic trend analysis indicates thai a fotal

of 370.8 new jobs are projected for the Township between 2006 and 2013,

et
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TABRLE LY . o ' :
EMPLOYMENT GENERATED 1 iiROL{sii iilS"i {)REC Y}"{L?\ti}"& o
Township of € imk Union Cousty : . L

Empfayee

Ratio (Per Projected
UseClass Ceatiﬁca§’es of (}ccupanw 8g. F) Em;;io_yr_:;e_n_t_

e 41 8q. Feer.
Use Class B - omci.‘ 540213
Use Class M - Retail 10,69
Use Class F - Manuiactmmg g
Use Class A3 - Assembly 34_19,1} _

Use Class Storage 7714 6% _ 61,717 || 3000 '
Use Class R-1 Use 50 1| TR ol L2s0
Total 287,623

APPROVED AND POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

The employment projection [rom approved and potential development includes dev selopment that
was approved after January 1, 2604 but for which certificates of gccupancy have not been issued.
Clark ‘Township has only one anticipated developrent in pipeline. It involves redeveloping of
an existing reiail use, with an arca of 52,812 square feet, into 60,000 square feet A&P. This
anticipated net increase of 7,188 square feet would generate 7 new jobs, using COAI ralios.
Special caleulations for each use type are provided in tables NR-6 through NR-12 in Appendix
B.

DPEMOLITIONS

The Construction Reporter’s data does not include square footage for non-residential
development. However as per the Construction Officer, 120,914 square fect of manulacturing
space received a demolition permit in 2006, The manufoctaring building is Jocated at Clark
Developer's site and should be included in the employment projections. Using COAH ratios (2
jobs per 1,000 square feet) for manufacturing use, the demolition chdbe-demuditron of the

manufacturing building would generate & toss of 241.83 jobs.
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COMPARISON OF MUNICIPAL AND MPO EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS

Table 6 from Appendix A, includes a comparison of the municipal and MPO employment
projections. As per the North Jersey Transportation Authority, empioyment growth in Clark,
between 2005 and 2015, is 230 jobs, which is almost equal to the municipal projections of 232

jobs.
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PRE-CREDITED NEED

The New Jersey Council on Affordable Housing (COAH) has adopted rules for the Third Round
(2004 - 2014) affordable housing obligation. The pre-credited need consists of the following

components:

1. Rehabilitation: Deficient housing units occupied by low and moderate-income
households, which is refereed to as rehabilitation share. The Township has a pre-

credited need of zere (0) units;

2. Prier Round: Remaining Prior Round (1987 — 1999) Obligation assigned to a
municipality by the Council or the court for the period 1987 through 1999. Clark
Township received a vacant land adjustment from COAH in its first round
substantive certification. Clark is entitled to retain this as a part of its second round
plan and is presumed to have addressed its prior round obligation or Realistic
Development Potential (RIDP). Although Clark Township petitioned for certification
of their second round plan, it was not certified because objections were filed by
several interested parties. The plan was further reviewed through COAH’s mediation
process and a Mediation Report was issued on October 21, 2005. COAH requires the
Township to address their prior round obligation, which consists of a realistic
development potential and unmet need, when they petition for the third round
obligation. The Township’s Realistic Development Potential is 23 new

constyuction units and unmet need is 40 units.

3. Growth Share: The share of the affordable housing need generated by a
municipality’s actual growth (2004 — 2014) based upon the number of new housing
units constructed and the number of new jobs created as a result of non-residential
development. The Township has a growth share obligation of nineteen (19) units.
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REHABILITATION COMPONENT

Rehabilitation share is an estimate of the total number of deficient housing units occupied by low
and moderate-income households within the community. It is estimated through the use of 2000
census data, Three housing quality factors are ased to determine housing deficiency as described

helow;

1. Crowding - 1.01 or more persons per room in housing built 1939 or earlier, with

complete plumbing
2. Plumbing - units tacking comp fete plumbing
3 Kitchen — units lacking complete or in-umt kitchen facilities

The Township of Clark has a total of 12 deteriorated housing units alt of which lack complete
plumbing and four (4) units lack complete or m-unit kitchen facilities (not crowded nor lacking
complete plumbing). The total of 12 deteriorated housing units is then multipiied by the regional
income/deterioration percentage. Clark is located in the Region 2, which consists of Essex,
Morris, Union, and Warren counties. The regional income/deterioration percentage of the region

is 0.714. Theretore, the low-moderate deterioration share for the Clark is 8.56 (12X 0.714).

REDUCTIONS: REHABILITATION SHARE CREDIT AND SPONTANEOUS REHABILITATION

The low and moderate-income share of housing deterioration (8.56) remains the same after
subtracting the Reallocated Present Need from round two, which is 0 (allocated to those
locations where rehabilitation need is increasing). Spontaneous Rehabilitation measures the
private market’s ability to rehabilitate deficient low and moderate-income units up to code
standard. It will cause a reduction in the total municipal need. Spontaneous rehabilitation is

positively correlated with income. In Clark, spontaneous rehabilitation will cause a net reduction

of 9 units.

SUMMARY
The Township of Clark’ rehabilitation share for the period of 2004-2014 is zero. Therefore, the

Township is not required to rehabilitate any of its units to fulfill the rehabilitation component.
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PRIOR ROUND OBLIGATION (1987 - 1999)

Clark Township received a vacant land adjustment from COAH in its first round substantive
certification due to the lack of sufficient vacant and developable land. Pursuant to N.J A.C. §:
93-4.2(f), a municipality that received a vacant land adjustment 1 addressing its first round
obligation is entitled to retain it as a part of its second round plan and is presumned to address its
Realistic Development Potential (RDP) and unmet need. The vacant land adjustinent established
Clark’s Realistic Development Potential (RDP), at 23 units and an unmet need at 40 units.

REALISTIC DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL (RDP) AND UNMET NEED

The Township’s RDP of 23 units can be reduced to zero units through credits obtained from
alternative living arrangement (group homes) and reductions received from the adopted
mclusionary age restricted housing overlay zone on two parcels. The Township’s unmet need of
40 units can also be addressed through reductions received from the age-restricted housing
overlay zoned sites. Table 18 summarizes the Township’s prior round obligation.

i ablel
SUMMARY - PRIOR ROUND OBLIGATION
ST OWISND oLk AT COURTY.
Pre-Credited Obligation Credits Reductions Obligation|

- Clark Developers Site

Clark Developass Site

CREDITS:

COAH offers credits, reductions, and adjustments for affordabie housing activity undertaken by

the municipalities.

Alternative Living Arranpgements

COAH allows municipalities to claim credit for “alternative ltving arrangements,” including
transttional facilities for the homeless, residential health care facilities as regulated by the New
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Jersey Department of Senior Services or the New Jersey Department of Human Services. The
unit of crediting for an alternative living arrangement is the bedroom that received certificates of
occupancy after April 1, 1980, Table 18 lists the available alternative living arrangements in
Clark Township. Clark has two group homes that are eligible for credits. These contain a total
of 6 bedrooms and are funded by the Division of Developmental Disabilities. These homes are

eligible for a total of 6 credits.

" ALTERNATIVE LIVING ARRANGEMENTS

Qpénéd

There exists a third group home located at 279 Oak Ridge Road, which was started in July 1986.
Credits for this group home will be used to address the Township’s growth share obligation

Rental Bonus

The Township can also receive additional 6 rental bonus credits for the alternative living

arrangement units.

REDUCTIONS:

The Township has been making diligent efforts through the implementation of more traditional
zoning practices to provide its residents with a range of affordable housing options. The
Township of Clark has adopted inclusionary overlay zone for ape-restricted housing on two
parcels and can receive reductions for the same. As indicated in Table 20 below, these two sites
would generate 67 low and moderate ages-restricted units. Of the total 60 low and moderate
age-restricted housing units that would be created at the Clark Developer’s site, 51 units would

e used to receive reductions for the prior round obligation.

Age Restricted Housing Overlay Zone:

Clark Township has adopted an inclusionary overlay zone for age-restricted housing. As a result
of the mediation, the Township developed an inclusionary overlay zone for two sites: the
Schwarz farm site and the Clark development site. The two sites would support 2 total of 335
senior housing units, of which 33 would be for moderate-income households and 34 would be for
low-income households. The two sites are described in Table 19 below and are delineated on the
maps provided in Appendix L. The draft zoning ordinance 1s aftached in the Appendix D.
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R T Table 20 L e
GE-RESTRICTED HOUSING OVERLAY ZON
ownship of Clak, Ui Couny

Total Market
Block/Lot Units Rate  Mod-Income Low

Schwarz Farm Site.
The Township has rezoned the former Schwarz farm site (Block 57, Lot 1) to an Age-restricted

Affordable Housing Overlay (AHO) District. The Schwarz farm is located on approximately
4.06 acres in Clark and Westfield, with approximately two acres of land in the Township of
Clark. The property was previously used as farmland, but is presently a mainty grassed field.
Structures on the site include a cape-cod style residence, barn, garage and four small utility
buildings. The Age Restricted Housing Overlay (AHO) district requires this site to be developed
with an age-restricted multi-family residential development with twenty (20) percent of the total
development set aside for low and moderate-income households. The age-restricted multi-family
development is an option available to the property owner in addition to the uses permitted

pursuant to the requirements of the underlying IL, Limited Industrial District.

Clark Developers Site

As a result of the mediation, the Township has rezoned a 10.7 acre tract of land located on west
side of Terminal Road (Block 58, Lot 4) to an Age-restricted Affordable Housing Overlay
District. The overlay option will permit a maximum of 300 age-restricted residential units on the

site, of which twenty (20) percent must be set aside for low and moderate income households.

Sixty percent of the total units approved are to be age restricted to occupants 55 years and older
and forty percent of the total units are to be senior units restricted to occupants 62 years and
older. The senior citizens units will be located in one building with an additional 5,000 square
feet dedicated to recreation/common space. All the affordable units in the project will be senior

units (62 years or older).

SITE SUITABILITY
Pursuant to State Statute 5:94-4.5, the properties zoned to preduce affordable housing are
required to conform to cerfain eligibility criteria. The Schwarz Farmm site and the Clark

Developer site are particularly suitable for producing affordable housing. As per the
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requirements of the statute, both the properties lie in the Planning Area | and are consistent with
the State Development and Redevelopment Plan. The zoning overlay will allow the Township to
revitalize these underutilized properties and create more affordable units for its residents. The
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection’s 2001 data has been used to indicate the
existing Brownfield and Wetlands within the Township of Clark. As indicated on the Location
Map and the Environmental Constraints Map provided in Appendix [, the zoning overlay
properties have no environmental constraints. Both sites have access through approved existing
roads (Old Raritan Road and Terminal Road) and have existing available infrastructure including

watar and sewer lines.

SUMMARY

The Realistic Development Potential is reduced to zero units (23-6-6-11) through credits and
reductions. The Township’s unmet need of 40 units can also be reduced to zero units through
reductions received on the low and moderate income age-restricted housing units that would be

created at the inclusionary age-restricted housing overlay zoned properties.
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GROWTH SHARE (2004 - 2014)

The “Growth share” for the period January 1, 2004 through January 1, 2014 1s calculated based
on municipal growth projections ‘i)‘ursuant to N.JA.C. 5:94-2.2. Projections of population and
employment growth are converted into projected growth share affordable housing obligations by
applying a ratio of one affordable unit for every eight new market-rate residential units projected,
plus one affordable unit for every 25 newly created jobs as measured by new or expanded non-
residential construction within the municipality in accordance with Appendix E in the Third
Round Substantive Rules, as projected in the municipality pursuant to N.JA.C. 5:94-2.4. The
growth share projections are converted into actual growth share obligation when market-rate
units and newly constructed and expanded non-residential developments receive permanent

certificates of occupancy, pursuant to N.J A.C. 5:94-2.5.

Table T-1 in Appendix C summarizes the Township’s “growth share” obligation between 2004
and 2014 based on historic trends. The growth share is comprised of two components:
residential and non-residential obligation. Using this trend analysis, Clark Township has a
growth share obligation of nineteen (19) wunits, including 9.25 units through residential

development and 9.28 units from non-residential development.

As indicated in the COAEHl Handbook, revised August 2006, affordable housing units that are
included in the Township’s fair share plan to address the Township’s prior round obligation and
growth share obligation that received or are to receive CO’s after January 1, 2004 are subtracted
from the net residential growth. In addition to the affordable units, the Township may also
subtract market-rate residential units in an inclusionary development. Clark Township proposes
an inclusionary age-restricted housing overlay zone for two properties, which requires that the
properties be developed with an age-restricted multi-family residential development with twenty
(20) percent of the total development set aside for low and moderate-income households. The
market rate units and the affordable housing age-restricted units created on the Clark Developers
site and the Schwarlz Farm site are therefore, exempt from the growth share calculations. As
indicated in the Table 8 in Appendix A net residential development in Clark is 74 units, which

generates an obligation of 9.25 units for the Township.
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The Fair Share Plan addresses the Township’s Growth Share obligation of nineteen (19) units.
The Fair Share Plan proposes to address this obligation through the construction of age-restricted
units at the Clark Developers and Schwartz Farm site and construction of group homes. A
development fee ordinance is proposed to fund construction of new group homes in Clark to
address the Township’s growth share obligation in excess of the maximum allowed age-

restricted units.

har

Inciuéionary Zone- Clark Developers Site o
< Inelusionary Zone- Sonwartz Farm Sik A
- Con truction of two group homes _
' i

PRIQOR CYCLE CREDITS (3 credits)

Clark Township has three, 3-bedroom group homes. However, credits for two of these group
omes have been used to address the Township’s prior round obligation. The third group home
is located at 279 Oak Ridge Road and was started in July 1986. This group home contains three
(3) bedrooms. COAH has determined this to be a ‘prior —cycle’ credit that can be applied against
the Township’s pre-credited need prior to the application of the vacant land adjustment. As
mentioned earlier the unit for crediting for an alternative living arrangement is the bedroom that
received certificates of occupancy after April 1, 1980. This home therefore, is eligible for 3

credits.

AGE RESTRICTED HOUSING OVERLAY ZONE (9 UNITS):
The age-restricted housing overlay zone will generate a total of 67 low and moderate income,

age-restricted units. Clark proposes fo use fifty-one (51) of these un-built units as reductions to
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address the Township’s prior round obligation. The remaining 16 units (67-11-40) would be

used to address the Township’s third round obligation.

Clark Developer’s is anxious to start construction of its project they have already demotished the
existing building on the site. In order to encourage immediate development of the age-restricted
units at the Clark Developer’s site, the Township proposes to amend the current zoning
ordinance {No. 04-21) that created the “Age-restricted Housing Overlay, AHO zone.” Pursuant
to the existing ordinance the overlay ordinance would be effective only upon COAH approval.
However, the proposed ordinance makes the overlay ordinance effective immediately so that the
developer can proceed with the site plan approval process. The Township plans to adopt the
amended ordinance in November 2006. A copy of the draft ordinance is aftached in Appendix

M.

MAXIMUM AGE-RESTRICTED UNITS

Pursuant to N.J.A.C. 5:94-4.19, a municipality can address up to 30 percent of its growth share
obligation through age-restricted units. When applied to the Township’s Growth Share
Obligation of 19 units, this creates a maximum of 9 units (19*.5=9.5). Clark proposes to use
nine (9) units from the Clark Developers site, to address the Township’s growth share obligation.
The remaining seven (7) (16-9) age-restricted units at Schwartz Farm site, when buiit, would be
used to address the Township future affordable housing obligation.

ALTERNATIVE LIVING ARRANGEMENTS (7 UNITS)

The Township proposes to construct two, three or four-bedroom group homes to address the
remaining growth share obligation of 7 (19-3-9) units. COAH allows municipalities to claim
credit for “alternative living arrangements,” including transitional facilities for the homeless,
residential health care facilities as regulated by the New Jersey Department of Senior Services or
the New Jersey Department of Human Services. Funds to construct the group homes will be

collected through a development fee ordinance.

DEVELOPMENT FEE ORDINANCE

The Township proposes to adopt a development fee ordinance to collect funds to construct or
convert two single-family homes into two group homes. The Township, when it petitioned for
the second round obligation, adopted a development fee ordinance to address its growth share
need. However, since the Township never received substantive certification for the second
round, the ordinance never came into effect. The Township proposes to adopt a development fee
ordinance that would apply to ail residential and non-residential developments for the Third
Round Obligation. The State statute establishes limits for the maximum development fee for
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renidential development and soniesidential develgpmaent For cesidential develipment. the
maximum developnient fee 13 one perceni of the equalized assessed value or the home warraoty
vilue of the homs.  The maximum development fee for nengesidenual develapment 18t
percent of the value. Fuads %qg\izred through the development {ee ordinance would be used
create two group homes. Thx;{dmgs[}cvelopmem Fee Ordinance is attached in the Appendix E.

INCLUSIONARY ZONING

Two parcels are cumently zoned R-H, Multuple-Family Residential, which 15 an leclusionary
development zone. The R-B zone pernits townhouses and garden apartiments developinent, at a
density of eight (8) dwelling units per acre. This zone also reguires seting aside twenty (20)
percent of the total development for affordable housing. In approving the Township’s first-round
plan in 1991, COAH found that these proparties met COAIL's criteria for suitable, approvable,
available and developable sites as they lie in the Planning Area 1 (PA-1) of the State
Development and Redevelopment Plan and have access to sewer and water.  These two
properties, Schieferstein Farm and Miele nursery, under the current zoning, would generaie a
total of 53 market raje unils and 13 low-imcome units. However, due to the existing markel
conditions, these properties have remained undeveloped for abmost fifieen years. The Township
therefore, proposes to rezone these two praperties to R-150 zone as this zone directly abuts the
two properties oa all sides. This zone permits single-family detached houses on lots with a

minimum area of 15,000 square feel,

MINIMUM RENTAL OBLIGATION

State statite NJAC 594420 requires thal at least bweniy-five (23) percent ol the
municipality’s growth share obligation be addressed with rental housmg unsts, This requirement
has been addressed, as the existing group home and all of the housing units created through the

zoning overlay are rental units.

MINIMUM LOW-INCOME UNITS

The Fair Share Plan complies with State statute NJA C. 5:94-4,18, which requires that af jeast
50 percent of the municipality’s growih share obhgation be aflordable to low incowe
households. The zoning overlay credtes a wial of 37 low-income affordable housing units,

which exceeds the minimun requirement of 12 units (19%0.5=19.5).
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