



6.0 Housing 
Preserve and expand the supply of safe, decent and reasonably priced housing by balancing land uses, housing types and housing costs, reforming the regulatory process, improving access between housing, employment centers and public transportation in environmentally sound ways through compliance with the State Plan;  and strengthening the relationship between housing and community development through code enforcement, housing rehabilitation and preservation, and a variety of incentives including housing subsidies, discounted fees, community-wide housing approaches and close coordination  with the New Jersey Council on Affordable Housing (COAH). 


As the State Plan was being written, New Jersey plunged into a serious housing crisis that was national and even international in scope. Former Federal Reserve Bank Chairman Alan Greenspan described the financial aspects of this crisis as a “once in a century financial tsunami.”  The issues that this crisis has raised have not yet been fully addressed or resolved. 

Facing the Current Housing  Crisis 

The housing crisis emanated from sub-prime mortgage lending practices combined with the securitization of mortgages, which were bundled and sold nationally and internationally for investment purposes. The subsequent credit crunch and housing crisis underscored the close connection between housing development and housing finance and the way that these concerns, in the recent past considered local, now carry global dimensions. 

The immediate and localized results include a precipitous rise in sub-prime mortgage foreclosures that adversely affect not only homeowners and their immediate neighborhoods, but the entire real estate industry and local governments’ fiscal integrity.  In June 2008, the Federal Reserve Bank estimated that New Jersey had the fifth highest ratio of sub-rime mortgages in some stage of foreclosure in the nation. It was estimated that three out of every 1,000 New Jersey housing units was in some stage of foreclosure at that time. 

Looking Ahead to  the Longer-term 

Yet even if the sub-prime mortgage foreclosure crisis had not occurred, New Jersey would be facing a serious housing situation requiring State government public policy intervention. State housing policies can have a profound impact on the nature of housing choice and housing affordability. State housing policy initiatives with respect to the provision of public infrastructure, regulatory reform and land-use controls, tax and fiscal policies and intergovernmental cooperation can directly affect the amounts of and cost of housing produced in New Jersey.  
New Jersey as a High Cost Housing State 

New Jersey is a high-cost housing state. The condition of the entire residential housing market is an important public policy concern. Housing costs are generally higher in New Jersey than they are in neighboring states. New Jersey residents spend a larger percentage of their incomes on housing than residents of many other states. Yet, the way that the housing market affects low- and moderate-income and very low-income populations is a concern of special importance. The cost of shelter to these households is particularly onerous. The financial burden imposed by the price of housing on households generally needs to be alleviated, but public resources should be targeted specifically to alleviate the  heavy housing cost burden for households who live at the lower end of the housing market. 


The cost of living is 32% above the national average, while the cost of housing is over 73% the national average. Part of the housing difficulty stems from a disconnect between wage levels and housing costs. Approximately half of all jobs in New Jersey pay under $33,000 per year. The fair market rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $1,157. To afford that two-bedroom rental unit without spending more than 30% of income on housing a household should earn about $46,287 per year. The 30% of income standard is an industry rule of thumb. It suggests that a substantial number of New Jersey households are burdened by their shelter costs.  

For those households who try to purchase a home, they are confronted by housing prices that rose dramatically over the past decade, particularly in newer suburban areas.  Suburban housing prices increased by 60% or more or nearly 15% per year statewide between 2000 and 2004. The average price of new homes in New Jersey in 2004 was estimated to be approximately $415,000.  Yet anyone earning $33,000 per year could only afford a dwelling unit that sold for about $100,000. 
With respect to the current housing crisis and burst of the “housing bubble,” prices may now recede, but at-risk populations are likely to be concurrently suffering a reduction in income or worse unemployment, leaving these households in even more desperate situations in terms of their shelter.   
Housing Costs as a Drag on Economic Growth 

A recent Brookings Institution study of New Jersey housing indicated that housing costs were the single greatest challenge to the state’s future economic viability. New Jersey’s wages have simply not kept pace with housing costs. The cost of housing is perceived as a disadvantage to doing business in New Jersey, with low- and moderate-income workers most adversely affected. Furthermore, more than half of the housing affordable to low- and moderate-income households tends to be concentrated in just 12 of New Jersey’s 566 municipalities, often leading to long commutes that further add to household expense.   
 Local Resistance to Residential Development 

Many municipalities resist residential development, especially for low- and moderate-income households, including those with special needs. Some municipalities have concluded that no residential growth is desirable. Those municipalities resist residential development in any form, rejecting new housing developments for fear that they inevitably lead to local property tax increases, especially if the residential development is expected to include additional school children and the anticipated costs associated with them. 

In those municipalities, each residential development proposal is carefully scrutinized for its likely fiscal impacts.  The result is a municipal planning and decision-making process that has less to do with rationally engaging in planning for more livable communities, but has more to do with short-term fiscal calculation based on a local government perspective. Planning and regulatory processes are employed to produce politically and fiscally acceptable outcomes from a municipal perspective. Decisions made in these ways are bound to adversely affect regional housing supply and eventually the housing prices. Housing developers respond by targeting a smaller number of higher-income buyers with dwelling units that provide greater profit margins to the detriment of the middle and lower ends of the housing market.    

Since 1960, the number of new housing units authorized in New Jersey has steadily decreased. From the construction of  approximately 50,000 new homes per year in the 1960’s, that figure declined to approximately 24,000 per year in the 1990’s to about 17,000 new units in 2006. In addition, hardly any new rental units are being built in New Jersey today, except for a modest amount of low-income housing and a modicum of luxury rental units in high-demand locations such as along the Hudson River waterfront and in selected shore locations.  Yet the state’s affordable housing need remains substantial. The Council on Affordable Housing (COAH) estimates that New Jersey needs approximately 115,000 new affordable housing units by 2018, or about 5,800 dwelling units per year over the next two decades. 

Increasing Housing Costs   

1. A Diminishing Land Supply 

 A number of factors contribute to driving up the cost of housing and thereby further affecting housing supply. One major cost contributor is increasing land costs. Land is expensive in New Jersey. In part, the cost of land is a function of the state’s population density. New Jersey is the most densely populated state in the nation. New Jersey’s development footprint expands by approximately 16,600 acres each year.  New Jersey is expected to be the first state in the nation to achieve “build-out.” 

As land has become increasingly scarce, New Jersey voters have understandably and repeatedly supported more aggressive public open space land acquisitions and farmland preservation programs. In addition, these public programs have been supplemented by private land acquisitions on the part of individuals and private, non-profit organizations. Land-use regulations, primarily environmental on the part of the State of New Jersey and through zoning and subdivision controls on the municipal level have also reduced the amount of available developable land. 

The combination of land acquisitions and regulatory controls have produced real benefits. However, they have simultaneously contributed to the reduction of the total land available for future housing development.  The result is upward cost pressure on buildable sites and the development of sites that may have once been considered only marginal. 
The Regulatory Cost    

New Jersey’s land-use regulations carry a significant cost. Regulatory costs manifest in a number of different ways to affect the expense of housing development.  At the upper end of the housing market, these additional costs are typically passed along and eventually absorbed by the consumer.  At the lower end of the housing market where consumers are less able to absorb the additional costs, units will simply not be constructed absent public subsidy. Local authorities also have little incentive to create opportunities for an adequate supply of low-cost housing. They fear that such housing development will either erode the local tax base or attract a population that will add to revenue expenditures without a compensating tax revenue increase. Local regulatory tools are then marshaled to impede any anticipated negative return that would in turn increase the local property tax burden.
The regulatory cost may manifest in a variety of different forms and from different levels of government. The range of these costs is demonstrated by the following:

· Restricted Land-use Costs – required regulatory costs associated with density and intensity of land-use usually stipulated in municipal zoning ordinances and the regulatory costs of  environmental regulations typically imposed by the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection;  
· Regulated Construction or “Hard Costs” – required “hard costs” associated with construction and “bricks and mortar,” e.g., to comply with erosion and sediment controls a developer may have to build retention structures or be required to employ types of building materials to comply with construction codes standards;  

· Regulated “Soft Costs” – required outlays for legal, planning, architecture, engineering and environmental consulting, title searches, surveying requirements, etc.;

· Permit Fees Associated with Regulations --  required fees that are part of the permit application process;

· Opportunity Costs that Result from Delays --  required regulatory approval process-related delays that add to the developers’ costs and added costs that may result from “missing the market.” 
The consequences of this regulatory climate are at least three-fold: 1) housing builders tend to grow larger as smaller housing producers find themselves less able to absorb the development costs that the larger, better capitalized firms; 2) municipalities begin to reflect an exclusivity as complex regulatory mechanisms are employed to select or bar new developments; and 3) higher priced units are favored by the market with new construction appealing increasingly to the upper end of the housing market, often including upgrades to further distinguish housing products and appeal to an increasingly upper income clientele. 

A Diminished Federal Presence 

A review of state government housing policy today is important under contemporary circumstances and in considering the ways that Federal housing policy has changed over the past quarter century. Historically, state housing programs were created in reaction to Federal housing recommendations and mandates. Since 1981, the federal government has significantly weakened its role with respect to housing policy. The Federal government decreased housing subsidies and enacted tax reforms that reduced housing investment opportunities. 

In addition, New Jersey faces a particular challenge in the immediate years ahead with respect to preserving affordable housing units. For example, it is estimated that nearly 30,000 project-based U.S. HUD Section 8 rental subsidy units have contracts that will expire by the end of 2012. Another 50,000 U.S. Housing and Urban Development (U.S. HUD) low income tax credits and New Jersey Housing Mortgage Finance Agency (NJHMFA) financed housing units with affordability restrictions are expected to expire by 2016. Whether these units will continue as affordable housing units or revert to become higher priced market rate units beyond these dates is still unknown. 

Additional Housing Market Pressures & Current Instabilities   

Curiously, dramatic increases in housing costs in New Jersey occurred during a time of unprecedented growth in construction during the 1980’s. A seemingly insatiable demand during a period of tremendous economic growth outpaced housing supply. The escalation in housing prices meant a concomitant decline in affordability for many New Jersey residents. Some older urban and suburban neighborhoods served as “safety valves” providing a modicum of older affordable housing stock that was renovated and rehabilitated by those who could not afford to move to newly constructed housing, often located on the metropolitan periphery. 

Looking ahead, it is unlikely that new housing construction will reach the peaks of the 1980’s. On its present course, the stock of New Jersey’s low- and moderate-income housing will continue to dwindle. Changes in federal tax treatment of housing investment, increasing operating expenses especially with respect to rising energy and utility costs, the decline in housing subsidy programs, the entry of condominium and cooperative housing arrangements along with the decline in the development of multi-family rental housing have combined and will continue to take their toll.  The recent repeal of “regional contribution agreements” (RCA’s) that partially underwrote the cost of affordable housing units in urban areas may also have  an impact on the supply of low- and moderate-income dwelling units unless and until the recently enacted alternative State funding source rises to the amounts formerly provided by RCA’s.  
Meanwhile, State government Balanced Housing Funds have been diminishing because those funds are provided by a fee imposed on realty transfers. With the overall decline in the real estate market, this fund has lost revenues. Balanced Housing funds are currently unavailable except for the State Rental Assistance Program (SRAP) and a limited number of Low-income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) projects.  The decline in these funds has been exacerbated by the decline in the prices of tax credits and the recent difficulties experiences by both Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac in the secondary housing mortgage markets.  
The cycle of urban decay and revitalization is also taking a toll on the affordable housing stock. During a period of disinvestment in a city or in older suburbs, housing units may be abandoned and lost. If and when rapid reinvestment occurs, the introduction of higher rental units and new tenure types may also lead to the displacement of  incumbent residents, again removing units from the low- and moderate- income housing end of the market.  This situation is usually referred to as “gentrification.” 
Remedying the New Jersey Situation 
Solutions to these multiple housing concerns require an understanding that the supply of housing is the product of diverse economic and political forces that extends far beyond a simple market analyses of supply and demand and the cost of land, labor, capital and construction costs. The role of state government in housing is wide and diverse. It spans a broad range of activities from land assembly and development to land-use regulations and code enforcement; from the provision of housing subsidies for targeted groups and geographic areas to credit lending and fair housing regulations. 

New Jersey’s Fair Housing Act 
A significant part of the solution to New Jersey’s housing concerns, especially with respect to low- and moderate-income housing,  has been the state’s reliance on the Council on Affordable Housing (COAH). COAH was established by New Jersey’s Fair Housing Act (N.J.S.A. 52:27D-301 et seq.) in 1985. The Fair Housing Act was the response by the Legislative and Executive Branches of state government to the New Jersey Supreme Court’s Mt. Laurel decisions. The Fair Housing Act recognized that “the interest of all citizens, including low-and moderate-income families in need of affordable housing, would be best served by a comprehensive planning and implementation response.” (N.J.S.A. 52:27D-302 ( c) ). 
Under the New Jersey Fair Housing Act, any municipality may submit a plan to COAH that outlines the ways it intends to fulfill its fair share obligation of low- and moderate-income housing.   COAH is then responsible for certifying the plan and determining that the municipality has established a “realistic opportunity” for fulfilling its housing obligation over a six-year period.  While the COAH process is “voluntary,” each municipality has its fair share affordable housing obligation.  Municipalities choose whether to come under COAH jurisdiction or remain vulnerable to exclusionary zoning lawsuits, usually by prospective developers or housing advocates. 

Other COAH responsibilities, besides certifying local housing plans, are the establishment of housing regions and the creation of guidelines to determine municipalities’ affordable housing fair share. Since 2004, COAH has adopted an approach that relies on a “growth share” formula to make this determination. “Growth share” is an approach whereby a municipality is responsible for ensuring opportunities  that one housing unit among every five housing units created must be affordable; and the opportunity for at least one affordable housing unit for every 16 jobs must be created as measured by new commercial development activity. According to this approach, if neither market rate units nor commercial development are developed, no affordable housing units are required.       




Statewide Non-Residential Development Fee Act 

In July 2008, Governor Corzine signed a comprehensive affordable housing reform bill into law, P.L. 2008, C. 46, as amendments to the New Jersey Fair Housing Act. In addition to the elimination of Regional Contribution Agreements (RCA’s), the Fair Housing Act’s 2008 amendments accomplished the following: 

· a State Housing Commission charged with the development of a State Strategic Housing Plan and a dedicated Affordable Housing Trust Fund, including annual auditing and reporting on the Affordable Housing Trust Fund’s activities;

· a statewide 2.5% commercial development fee to augment dwindling funding for affordable housing construction  including replacement for the eliminated RCA’s;    

· a new category of housing need  and funding for those earning between 80%--120% of area median income (workforce housing);

· a municipal requirement to provide increased density and reduced costs incentives through zoning to developers who propose inclusionary developments;  

· a provision for affordable housing opportunities planning based on infrastructure and transportation within five regions regulated by planning entities – Highlands, Meadowlands, Pinelands, Fort Monmouth and Atlantic County; 

· a provision promoting housing choices for people with disabilities and senior citizens;  and 

· a requirement for an  affordable housing impact statement tied to the State rule-making process.  

It is too soon to know just what the likely impact of these amendments to the Fair Housing Act will be. They will have to be monitored and evaluated in the years going forward throughout this planning period. 

The Density Issue 

An issue that is closely related to increasing housing supply, especially in newer suburban municipalities, has to do with the issue of density.  Increased density can have a profound impact on housing costs, especially when rising land costs are a substantial cost driver. Yet, increasing housing density raises a number of important issues that will need to be addressed. 

Density is too often associated in the public mind with increased traffic congestion, threats to public safety, environmental degradation and unattractive design. The cause and effect relationships tend to be complicated and less than direct. Increasing density does not inevitably lead to the erosion of a community’s quality of life. 
To the contrary, the quality of life including attractive amenities may become more economically feasible and therefore more likely when densities are increased. Unfortunately, poorly designed density may have biased public reactions in the past. Too often the typical community response to these situations is to simply oppose any and all density.  

Jurisdictions that prohibit sufficient density create a situation in which low-density development becomes the only option. Open space is consumed at an alarming rate. Traffic congestion increases as people are required to drive further at greater expense between work and home. These commuters may be those who can least afford it. Subdivisions mature without any center or sense of community. 

People are beginning to realize that more intense development can help to achieve a range of more affordable housing choices, support local economic development, create public transit options and better protect air, water and open space. This more balanced perspective changes the discussion from should we have more density to the amount of density and what increased density should look like.  

Density can provide residents with opportunities to live in neighborhoods that meet their changing lifestyle preferences and economic means.  Residents can choose to live in neighborhoods that are more likely to provide schools, restaurants, shopping, and open spaces within a short walk or bicycle ride. Density can also reduce infrastructure costs, especially important in periods of sever fiscal austerity. Density can curtail sprawl.  
Yet absent good design, density can easily backfire. Poorly designed density will fail to provide density’s benefits, worsening traffic congestion, threatening public safety and resulting in inefficient public spending.     
Municipal Zoning Reform 
Thoughtful design in most instances will require municipal zoning reform. The influence of municipal zoning in shaping the built environment should not be underestimated. In newer, rapidly growing suburban areas outside of the older urban/suburban core, zoning typically mandates single-family suburban–style homes with minimum lot sizes and setback requirements. In many of these municipalities, it mandates sprawl. In some, it makes more compact, mixed-use or center-based development as envisioned by the State Plan difficult if not illegal.    
Municipal zoning was motivated by an interest in public health and the quality of life – the desire to isolate noxious land uses and to keep residences away from the noise and congestion associated with urban industrial and commercial areas. The segregation of land uses in conventional zoning codes was based on a presumption of conflicts among different land uses. The emphasis on use regulations resulted in a loss of attention to the details of building design and the relationship between the buildings and the street. 

Municipal zoning typically requires the separation of residential, commercial and industrial land uses into single-use zones. Single-use zoning reduces the complexity as each zones for a single function. Zoning, as the New Jersey Supreme Court noted in its Mt. Laurel decisions, was also motivated by exclusionary impulses, in ways that tended to make housing more expensive, thereby limiting low- and moderate-income and minority households access to those municipalities. 
Over the past two decades, a strong reaction to single-use zoning has emerged. The reaction often referred to as “New Urbanism” calls for zoning reform to achieve the following objectives: 

· allow for mixed-uses within residential walking distances;

·  foster mixed residential densities and housing types; 
· stimulate infill and rehabilitation activity in already developed areas; 

· devise contextual design standards to ensure that new development responds to the traditional architectural styles of the city or region; 

· create compact, walkable centers and neighborhoods served by public transit; 

· enhance streetscapes and civic life; 

· shape the region with attention to public spaces, farmland and natural areas. 

Municipalities may seek to change local zoning either by strategic intervention or by comprehensive zoning reform. An approach gaining increased currency is to employ form-based codes. This approach generally combines features of traditional zoning with a set of building envelope standards governing height and building elements, rather than primarily focusing on use. “New Urbanists” have begun to employ the “urban-rural transect” as a classification system or organizing principle.  The “transect system” involves creating “immersive environments” – places where the physical characteristics of buildings and landscapes combine to form a coherent sense of place. The six transects that are usually applied vary in intensity of use from the most rural to the most urban. All zones, however, contain a mix of uses with the density, intensity and design of characteristics depending upon the degree to which the area is rural or urban.  
Green Building 
In 2007, New Jersey moved its “Green  Homes Office” (GHO), which formerly operated as a division within the New Jersey Department of Community Affairs (NJ DCA) to the New Jersey Housing Mortgage Finance Agency (NJ HMFA).  That Office is dedicated to implementing policies and practices to help transform the market by aiding in the development of more sustainable and energy efficient affordable housing. To achieve that end, the NJ HMFA is placing a high priority on financing developments that bring about efficient, safe, healthy, prosperous and livable communities, while simultaneously maintaining and enhancing the environment. 
Green affordable housing directly benefits individuals, their households and their municipalities. By going “green” these housing units will be more energy efficient resulting reduced utility costs. They will also create healthier living environments. Project developers and operators will gain both directly and indirectly through improved quality and efficiency. The NJ HMFA has devised and now administers seven green homes program. Those programs include the following: 
1. Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Green – adding points to the 

Qualified Allocation Plan to obtain low-income tax credits for Energy Star and its “Green Future” program; 

2. Energy Star – has become a requirement for many NJ 

HMFA programs which certifies the energy efficiency of 

specified appliances; 

3. Green Future – was developed as a point option within the 

LIHTC Qualified Allocation Plan, and consists of a list of basic green building items that were selected for their minimal impact on project cost, importance as a policy decision, and for maximum environmental impact. These items include siting and land-use, building durability, energy efficiency, resource efficiency, water conservation, operations and maintenance and indoor air quality. This program now is also applied to the Special Needs Housing Trust Fund and the Home Express Program;  

4. Sunlit – was developed in conjunction with the N.J. Clean 
Energy Program at the Board of Public Utilities (BPU) to support solar installations for multi-family affordable housing, making use of Low-income Housing Tax Credits.
5. Green Building for Special Needs  Projects – provides capital 

financing to create permanent supportive  housing and community residences for individuals with special needs and includes “sustainability”  guidelines for this program; 

6. Sub-metering to Save Energy – NJ HMFA has created a sub-

metering pilot program in collaboration with the BPU, installing sub-metering units to measure electric and /or gas use in individual apartments to make residents more aware of their utility costs; and promotes energy savings by removing utility costs from the rent and placing the costs on the end-user; 

7. CHOICE – supports the construction or rehabilitation of single-

family homes for the low- and moderate-income market through low-interest financing and subsidies and now includes subsidies for “sustainability” considerations; 


8. Home Express – applied “green building” requirements 

to “Balanced Housing funding administered by the NJ HMFA.
Looking Ahead 
Once the current finance and housing crisis has past, New Jersey will still need an adequate housing supply appropriately located, affordably priced, and with choices designed to meet a range of lifestyles to enhance New Jersey’s diverse citizenry’s quality of life. Public policies can be crafted to influence the preservation and expansion of the supply of safe, decent and reasonably-priced housing. The State Plan seeks to promote a comprehensive planning approach that at once reduces the regulatory burdens and infrastructure shortfalls affecting housing construction, while targeting resources to those segments of the housing market traditionally underserved by the private sector. This approach also attempts to place housing in a wider community context and account for units impacts on both natural resources and social concerns. 

The following policies represent the major issues facing New Jersey housing and should serve as a guide to State, county and local agencies in incorporating the State Plan’s policies on housing into their planning and decision-making processes. They should be applied to meet State Planning Goals and Planning Area Policy Objectives.  

Planning & Regulation 
6.01 Statewide Strategic Housing Plan – devise a statewide strategic housing plan to  include statewide housing goals with respect to housing type, tenure and income levels along with  recommendations on ways to achieve those goals, including, but not limited to recommendations for ways that State departments and agencies can improve coordination and integration of their respective policies to meet statewide housing goals. The strategic housing plan should require an annual housing performance report with periodic adjustments made to the statewide strategic housing plan based on the annual performance report. The annual housing performance reports should include at minimum a review of housing impact statements required to be attached to State department and agency regulations with assessments of the impacts on housing including, but not necessarily limited to cost effects of adopted and proposed State department and agency regulations. 
6.02 Statewide Housing Public Outreach & Education Campaign – devise 

and implement a statewide housing public outreach and education campaign to address negative public perceptions that too often create barriers to efforts to expand housing, particularly affordable housing and/or housing with school children in too many New Jersey municipalities. 
6.03 
Housing Location Policies for Master Plans and Development 

Regulations – Promote housing development and redevelopment through 

plans, regulations and investment to adhere to the following locations: 
·  in metropolitan and suburban planning areas (Planning Areas 1, 2) and in mixed-use, compact and walkable centers in the fringe, rural and environmentally sensitive areas of the State, i.e., Planning Areas 3,4, and 5; 

· housing in proximity and easy access to areas of employment growth and public transportation, with a special emphasis on transit-oriented development, including “transit hubs” and “transit villages;”; 

·  housing with densities  of six dwelling units per gross acre or more, within walking distance of schools, services transit, civic and employment opportunities.
6.04      Reasonable Mix of Land uses in Master Plans and Development

Regulations – provide a reasonable balance in master plans and with 
respect to their development regulations the following:

· residential and other land uses to achieve sensible ratios between housing and jobs, housing and retail, housing and open space, connections to public transportation  and other uses;

· different housing types to address the full-range of housing needs and preferences, e.g., age groups, income levels, mobility options and life styles; 

· housing costs, with an emphasis on quality affordable housing, housing tenures and residential arrangements.
6.05      Municipal Housing Elements & Capital Plans  -- maintain up-to-date 
housing elements coordinated with up-to-date capital plans in both county and municipal master plans. 
Housing Finance & Housing Subsidies 
6.06 
Fair Lending Practices – prohibit discrimination and promote and 

enforce fair-lending practices to ensure the financing of housing for a full-range of income groups, special needs groups and housing types, including owner-occupied and rental housing. 
6.07 
Mitigate Foreclosures – Mitigate the impact of mortgage foreclosures on individual homeowners, neighborhoods and municipalities to the extent feasible that may be adversely affected by the current sub-prime mortgage foreclosure crisis currently affecting not just New Jersey, but the entire nation. Mitigation measures should include, but not necessarily be limited to the following: 

· require lenders to offer “at risk” borrowers a period of forbearance before proceeding with foreclosure;

· increase availability of foreclosure emergency loans;  
· establish a statewide fund to acquire properties from mortgage service companies and banks to negotiate agreements to sell properties to non-profit housing corporations at discounted prices;

· digitize foreclosure complaints submitted to the N.J. Superior Court and made a matter of public record that will be easily accessible; 

· increase accessibility of foreclosure prevention counseling and support activities;

· prohibit and aggressively enforce against abusive foreclosure “rescue” schemes and other abusive lending practices and products.  
6.08 
Housing Financing Techniques -- Identify, provide and promote financing techniques which reduce housing costs and broaden the range of eligible housing types and applicants.
6.09      Housing Subsidies – Provide adequate housing subsidies for housing
producers and consumers to ensure the provision of housing at reasonable cost for a range of income groups, including the very low income, for special needs groups; and of tenure types, including owner-occupied and rental housing. Special emphasis should be placed on housing households with incomes between 80% and 120% of median incomes.
6.10 Housing Fees Discounts – Extend discounts with regard to sewer and water 

supply connection fees associated with projects that contain affordable housing units for both non-profit and for-profit developers and for projects that are otherwise consistent with the State Plan.   
6.011 Housing Co-development -- Promote public/private partnerships for housing 
development and redevelopment, using all available techniques including the development capacities of the New Jersey Housing Mortgage Finance Agency (NJHMFA) and county improvement authorities. 
6.012 Mortgage Underwriting – Mortgage underwriting should be conducted in 
ways to reasonably manage risk but also be sensitive to the following considerations:  
· mortgage  procedures that are transparent, timely and user-friendly; 
· mortgage standards that are flexible and sensitive to the applicants’ needs, a variety of building types and mixed-uses and considerations that apply with respect to access to public transportation and other cost-saving features of location – efficient neighborhoods. 

6.13 Property Tax Relief – Encourage policies to reduce municipal governments’  

reliance on property taxes so that decisions by planning boards and governing bodies engage in decision-making to  promote more livable communities and diminishes concerns about the impact of development proposals on local property tax revenues.   

6.14  Housing Historic Preservation Tax Credit  -- Encourage the rehabilitation 

of historic properties to create new housing opportunities by creating a housing historic preservation tax credit. Tax credits should be available to for developers of rental residential and commercial buildings in historic districts as well as to homebuyers or owners whishing to restore individual homes in historic districts. 
Housing & Community Development 
6.15
 Nondiscrimination –Ensure access to housing opportunities for all people regardless of race, religious beliefs, color, national origin, ancestry, sources of housing payment, handicaps, marital status, number of children, sexual preference or gender. 
6.16
 Housing & Community Development/Redevelopment – Enhance 
community development/redevelopment strategies that target housing programs to designated neighborhoods so that housing development/  redevelopment is coordinated  with the provision of capital facilities and community services, economic development, employment opportunities, education  and public safety efforts; and State government incentives to encourage that housing is well-located, walkable, energy and water efficient, and including a range of housing types and mixed income choices. Transit-oriented (TOD’s) and transit-friendly developments should also receive State government support and special priority in these regards. 
6.17 
Housing Rehabilitation & Preservation --    Place a high priority on 
housing rehabilitation and preservation as a strategy to providing increased affordable housing as it is likely to be less costly than attempting to provide affordable housing entirely through new construction. 

6.18    Non-profit Housing – Support the development and redevelopment of 
non- profit housing for low- and moderate- income groups by providing adequate funding incentives and technical assistance to non-profit housing sponsors.   
6.19
Workforce Housing – Promote an adequate supply of work-force housing by creating incentives for municipalities to provide opportunities for housing for employees who work within municipalities, but may be unable to afford to live in the municipality, concentrating on those households that fall between 80% and 120% of the average median income.  

6.20 
Age-restricted Housing – Provide for an adequate supply of age-restricted housing based on reasonable need and integrated as part of the local master plans in ways that are balanced with housing for a range of ages that should be physically integrated into or connected to centers or other areas with adequate facilities and services.   

6.21 
Special Needs Housing – Provide for an adequate supply of supportive housing for persons with special needs at the state, county and municipal levels of government. Facilities should be designed to ensure the safety of residents, facilitate barrier-free community interaction and be physically and socially integrated within neighborhoods. 
6.22
Homeless Housing – Establish an inter-agency Homeless Council that would promote systemic reform among the State departments and agencies and have access to adequate funding to develop a strategy and meaningful policies to address the needs of the homeless population in the state. 
6.23 Housing Linkage – Coordinate housing needs in proximity to non-residential development, and where feasible impose reasonable fees on commercial and industrial development to subsidize the cost of low- and moderate-income housing.  
6.24   Housing Revitalization without Minimal Displacement  -- Minimize 

displacement effects that may; be attributed to development and redevelopment or to condominium or cooperative conversion activities, whether privately or publicly funded. 
6.25 Housing Development & Redevelopment and Schools Construction – 

Employ community–centered schools using the Schools Development Authority (SDA) construction program to anchor, leverage and link housing development and redevelopment with the revitalization of neighborhoods. 

Housing & Neighborhood Design 

6.026 New Urban Design – Promote municipal land-use regulatory reform by 
encouraging new urbanism zoning codes, e.g., form-based codes, to encourage a variety of uses; to create vitality and bring many activities of daily living within walking distance of residential developments; to foster mixed residential densities and housing types; to stimulate infill and rehabilitation activities; to develop contextual design standards that ensure that new development response to traditional architectural styles of the city and region; to create compact, walkable centers and neighborhoods served by public transit;  to enhance  streetscapes with a vibrant civic life; to shape metropolitan regions with public spaces, farmland and natural resource areas. 
6.27  Green Building –Encourage “Green Building” techniques and 

construction by removing regulatory barriers and providing incentives including, but not necessarily limited to technical assistance, grant funding, tax credits, rebates, sales and property tax exemptions, accelerated permit processing and expedited land-use permit approvals. 
Coordinate with the New Jersey Council on Affordable Housing 

6.28 
Coordination with the New Jersey Council on Affordable Housing – Using the State Plan as a guide, collaborate with the Council on Affordable Housing on the allocation of affordable housing needs to coordinate timetables and policies to increase predictability for municipalities. 
6.29
 Municipalities & COAH Certifications   - All municipalities should address their affordable housing obligations and are encouraged to petition the Council on Affordable Housing to have their housing elements and fair share plans receive substantive certification. -
6.30     Municipal COAH Set-asides  -- Support a Workforce COAH set-aside 
that should require municipalities to affirmatively market low- and moderate-income housing units to local employees who cannot afford to live in the municipalities in which they work.  
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