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Indicators & Targets
Agriculture 

· Indicators & Targets --  Amount of Preserved  Farmland  -- Key Indicator 2, p. 265. Preliminary Indicator 3, p. 15. Amend Indicator to include measure of the health of the agricultural industry. County recommends as necessary for more comprehensive measure of health of the agricultural industry.  Cumberland. Disagree. (State Plan already has an indicator to measure the health of the agricultural industry – Annual Agricultural Output in Constant Dollars. State Plan P. 271.   
· Are there sufficient indicators and targets  related to agriculture already included in the State Plan; or should additional indicators and targets be added? If so, which ones? 
Cultural and Historic Resources 
Indicators & Targets – New Indicator for accessibility to major cultural and recreation sites under Goal 1 --  State Plan – non-existent. Preliminary Plan, Section 2, Goal 1 – Revitalize the State’s Cities and Towns, p. 16. County Recommends that this indicator is a good one, but it assumes that these sites are all in smart growth areas, which is not the case, particularly rural and exurban recreational sites. This indicator therefore should be amended to include historical 
Indicators & Targets – Indicators and Targets to measure the percentage of New Jersey’s State, county and municipal historic and cultural sites and institutions that are protected --   State Plan – non-existent – Preliminary – Section 2, Goal 7, “Preserve Historic and Cultural Areas,” p. 21. County recommends that it is unclear what a protected historic and cultural site means. The text should clarify from whom and what, by whom or what and how these sites may be protected. Camden. Disagree. (?) (While protecting historic and cultural sites is a desirable goal, this indicator is difficult to construct given the existing data. The State Plan is as specific as it can be in this regard.)

·  Should an indicator and target be devised to measure the percentage of historic and cultural sites that receive some type of public benefit or protection? 
· Indicators & Targets -- Historic sites --  transferred to Goal 7, “Preserve Historic and Cultural Areas.” Burlington. Camden. Disagree. (The indicator does not presume that all these sites are in smart growth areas. Whether these amenities are in Smart Growth areas or not, OSG encourages increasing non-single occupancy vehicle linkages between areas throughout the state. Furthermore, OSG is considering a new goal regarding transportation, to which this new indicator may be added. In addition, these sites include historical, cultural, environmental and other forms of recreational and educational activities. Finally, the State Plan’s promotion of mixed-use development and revitalization promote the preservation , restoration and maintenance of these areas.) 
· Should an indicator and target be added to measure the accessibility of major cultural and recreation sites under Goal 1 or under alternative Goals 7 or those related to Transportation?  
Demographic and Economic  
· Indicators & Targets – Deletion of Additional Indicator #1 –Average Annual Disposable Income, p. 17 – This Indicator should be kept contrary to its recommended deletion in the preliminary plan. Atlantic, Burlington. Disagree. (Relationship to land-use?)
· Should this particular Indicator be replaced or retained? 

· Indicators & Targets – Deletion of Additional Indicator #2 –Unemployment, . 18 – This Indicator should be kept because of its value in identifying economic impacts. Atlantic, Burlington, Camden. Disagree. (Relationship to land-use?)
· Should this particular Indicator be replaced or retained? 
· Indicators & Indicators – Deletion of Additional Indicator 7 – “Economic Output per unit of Energy Consumed.” County recommends to retain this indicator as it relates to far more than just transportation and directly responds to State Plan Policy addressing energy resources. Burlington. Essex. Disagree. (It is not closely enough aligned with land-use issues.) 

· Should Economic output per unit of Energy Consumed be retained as an Indicator? If so, what would a reasonable target be? 
·   Indicators & Targets – Municipal Tax Base Burden --  State Plan – non-existent.  Preliminary Plan – Section 2, Goal 1, p. 16. County recommends that new indicator should specify separate accounting for property taxes collected for municipal, school district and county purposes as well as account for the effects on county and school district revenues of Payments in lieu of taxes (pilots) received by municipalities from redevelopment agreements and from State and Federal government agencies associated with government facilities. The proposed indicator should also account for lands protected from development. Burlington. Camden. Cape May. Disagree. (?) (While OSG agrees that it should address tax issues in the State Plan, additional research needs to be conducted to determine the ways that this indicator can be bets designed and it should measure.)
· Should the Indicators and Targets include a measure of municipal burden or distress as formerly existed? If so, what should it measure?
· Indicators & Targets -- Modification of Additional Indicator 21 – Municipalities with Median Household Incomes of Less than $30,000/year in 1990 dollars --  State Plan – Indicators and Targets, p. 274. Preliminary Plan, Section 21, Goal 3, p. 17. County recommends that the preliminary plan proposes amending the indicator to monitor the number of municipalities that have average incomes of less than a certain percentage of the New Jersey median. The original indicator is based on a published nationwide study delineating household income levels outside the range of housing affordability. While the proposed change would draw the indicator closer to COAH definitions of low and moderate income households, the change of basing the indicator on a municipality’s median income instead of an absolute threshold would relate more to adherence with a regulatory and programmatic convention that to the ability of households to afford housing within the community and does not have technical merit with regard to facing the challenge of housing affordability.  Burlington. Agree. (The completion of a full list of indicators and targets will be forthcoming as a part of consultants’ works. This indicator ought to be re-examined at that time.)
Environmental 
· Indicators & Targets – Deletion of Indicator 10 – Green House Gas Emissions -  An Indicator and Target should be included in the State Plan that takes into account green house gas emissions as they are directly related to Statewide Policies involving Air Resources, Transportation and Green Building Design. Essex. Burlington. Disagree. (The State Plan is not responsible for regulating air emissions, although it is attempting to reduce vehicle miles traveled.) Burlington. Essex. Disagree. (?)

· Should Indicators and Targets be devised to determine the amount of green house gases that are being emitted into the atmosphere in New Jersey? 
· Indicators & Targets -- Deletion of Indicator 26 Percent of Land In New Jersey covered by Adopted Watershed Management Plans – This Indicator ought to be retained as it is a crucial element of natural resource planning that crosses municipal boundaries and offers an opportunity for the kind of regional that the State Plan advocates. Essex. Disagree. (?) (This indicator is too process oriented, rather land-use oriented.)

· Should Indicators and Targets be devised to determine the percentage of land area in New Jersey covered by Adopted Watershed Plans? If not, is there another preferable watershed-related indicator that might be used? 

· Indicators & Targets – Indicator 3 – Water Quality Indicator –  Revise to read -- “Percent of N.J.’s waterways that not only support aquatic life, but support plentiful aquatic life that is fit for human consumption.”  Essex. Hunterdon. Disagree. (This indicator will need to be revised because of the lack of availability of data. A comparable water quality indicator will be devised and employed.) 

· What might be a suitable alternative water quality indicator if the data is not available to adequately measure what was first suggested above? 
· Indicators & Targets – Indicator and Target to measure the percentage of New Jersey’s streams that support aquatic life --  State Plan, indicator 3, p. 266. Preliminary – Section 2, Goal 4, Protect the Environment, p. 18. County recommends that this indicator should clarify that it is based on stream miles and not individual streams. Camden. Agree.
· Indicators & Targets – Deletion of Additional Indicator 19 – Percent of Indicators & Targets – New Indicator and Target – Percent of land covered by Regional Storm water Management Plans –Non-existing in either State Plan or Preliminary Plan. Hunterdon. Disagree. (?) (Completion of the full list of indicators and targets is forthcoming as part of the work of consultants. This is a process-based indicator that is not a useful way of guiding land use decision-making. A regional approach to storm water management is preferred. However, a properly crafted local plan can be just as effective as a good regional plan. Tracking the scope of the approach rather than the effectiveness would not yield useful data.) 
· Should there be a new Indicator and Target to measure the amount of land covered by Regional Storm water Management Plans? 

· Indicators & Targets -- Development on Individual Septic Systems --  P. 274, Preliminary Plan Goal 2, , p. 17. County recommends keeping indicator as the use of individual septic systems is clearly related to the goal of conserving the State’s natural resources and systems because individual septic systems put less pressure on public utilities and municipal and county systems and may be less expensive and more efficient than public systems.  Atlantic, Warren. Disagree. (?)  Keep the Indicator as it is an indicator of sprawl and environmental degradation as higher density development should be based on regional sewer and community septic systems and not septic systems that increase the probability of groundwater pollution. Burlington. Disagree. (?) (The State Plan generally supports development and redevelopment in PA 1, PA 2 and centers. Where development occurs in other planning areas, the decision regarding how to address wastewater disposal and its relationship to land use is far too complicated to describe in a single useful indicator.)
Should the percent of development on individual septic systems be used as an indicator with an appropriate target? Is there an alternative indicator and target that should be employed?  
· Indicators & Targets – Indicator related to the consumption and use of the State’s water supply  -- County recommendation is to add a new indicator “consumption of State water supply for human needs. The Target should be the rate of natural replenishment of ground water aquifers and surface water supplies so as not to exceed the rate of consumption for all human purposes plus a safety factor to address drought situations. Essex. Hunterdon. Disagree. (While important, this may not be the best measure to balance water supply and demand.)
· What is an appropriate indicator related to balancing water supply and demand? Should one be devised and employed as part of the State Plan?  

· Indicators & Targets – Indicator and Target to assess the protection of New Jersey steep slopes and ridgeline areas – Add the percentage of steep slope and ridgeline areas designated PA5 and protected by local ordinances that limit development and preclude development on ridgelines. The target should be 100% of N.J. critical slope and ridgeline areas designated as PA5 and protected by local ordinances. Essex. Disagree. (Most steep slope and ridgelines are too small to be located within an isolated PA5, although some could be mapped as CES areas.  
· Should the State Plan include an Indicator and Target related to steep slopes and ridgelines? Should the appropriate target be 100% of N.J> critical slope and ridgeline areas designated as PA 5 and protected by local ordinances. 
· Indicators & Targets  – Modification of Additional Indicator 8 – Generation of Solid Waste on a Per Capita and per Job Basis – County recommends that waste reduction and recycling are valid indicators. The proposed deletion is only supported if it is replaced with an indicator and target of residential and non-residential waste recycling. Camden. Disagree. (Solid Waste reduction is not closely enough aligned with land-use issues.) 

· Should the generation of solid waste per capita or per job be used as an indicator? What would an appropriate target be? Is there an alternative to this indicator and target that should be employed? 
· Indicators & Targets – Additional Indicator 13 – Toxic Chemical Use and Waste Generation in New Jersey’s Manufacturing Sector --  County recommends retaining additional Indicator 13. It is valuable as a land-use related indicator. Essex. Atlantic. Disagree. (Toxic Chemical Use is not closely enough aligned with land-use issues.)
· Should the use of Toxic chemical use and waste generation 
in New Jersey’s manufacturing sector be employed as an indicator and target? Is there an alternative to this indicator and target that should be employed?
· Indicators & Targets --  The percentage of brown fields redevelopment as an indicator for Goal #1 and Goal #3 – State Plan Additional Indicator 4, p. 270, Preliminary, Section 2, Goal 1, p. 15, Section 2, Goal 3, p. 17.  County recommends value of this indicator. Burlington. Camden. Disagree. (This indicator presumes that the Brownfields Taskforce has completed and verified an inventory of brownfield sites. The Taskforce has not completed the inventor and  is unlikely to be able to do so in the near future due to the nature and definition of the term “brownfield.” The indicator is a conceptually valid indicator, but needs modification. A more useful indicator would be based on the number of acres, jobs and dwelling units and the value of property tax ratables resulting from brownfield remediation.)  The State should also monitor, evaluate and assess the benefits and costs of brownfield remediation, especially when the cost is largely underwritten by the State of New Jersey and the benefits may affect only a small minority of the residents. Atlantic. Disagree. (Cleaning up and re-using brownfields is a priority recognized at all levels of government. As with any other development, brownfields redevelopment may have economic, social and environmental impacts, but unlike Greenfield development, brownfields areas typically already have infrastructure to accommodate impacts. Other benefits include the preservation of open space and the resolution of contamination issues.)

·  Should OSG attempt a cost/benefit calculation in devising an indicator and target related to brownfields sites remediation? 
· Indicators & Targets – Greyfields Measures -- Indicator and Target to measure greyfields and their redevelopment as a measure related to promoting beneficial economic growth.  State Plan – non-existent. Preliminary Plan, Section 2, Goal 3. County recommends that 2004 Preliminary State Plan proposes a number of new indicators related to Goal 3, i.e., Promote Beneficial Economic Growth, Development and Renewal for All Residents of New Jersey. A new indicator should be the percentage of greyfield sites or number of greyfield acres redeveloped. Hunterdon. Disagree. (While the redevelopment of greyfields is desirable, an inventory of greyfield sites has not yet been compiled so that this indicator is not possible at this time. 
· Should an indicator and target be devised related to greyfields redevelopment if possible at this time? 
Housing 
· Indicators & Targets – New Indicator – Concentration of Unsafe, Underutilized buildings and Abandoned Vacant Parcels in a Municipality – Goal 3, State Plan Non-existent. Preliminary Plan, Section 2, Goal 3, p. 17.  County recommends that this indicator might be supplemented by measure of census tracts with more than 25% of the housing units exhibiting two or more factors of deterioration; or unsafe, underutilized buildings and abandoned vacant parcels per square mile.
Essex. Disagree. (This data is unlikely to be readily available.) 

· Should a housing abandonment indicator and target be
             added to measure the amount of blight per census tract? 
· Indicators & Targets – Housing Cost Indicator to measure the Percentage of New Jersey Households Paying more than 30% of their Pre-tax Income Towards Housing --  State Plan Indicator  20, p. 274. Preliminary Plan. Section 2, Goal 6, “provide Housing at a Reasonable Cost, p. 20. County recommends that the indicator should clarify whether it includes utilities and maintenance costs. Camden. Disagree. (?) (Indicator ought to be clarified. However, the suggested change is difficult to measure and too variable based upon individual household differences to yield useful planning data.) 
· Should a housing cost indicator be added that disaggregates utilities and maintenance costs from total housing costs? Is this data readily available? 
· Indicators & Targets – The List of Suggested New Indicators Related to Housing Costs --   The County recommends that this list of suggested new indicators for this goal is valid, but should be pared down to a few core measures of product diversity, affordability and smart growth location. Camden. Disagree. (Completion of the full l89t of targets and indicators is forthcoming as part of enlisted consultants’ work.) 
·  Should the list of Housing Indicators be pared back to a set of core measures? What are those core measures? 

· Indicators & Targets – New Indicator –Provide Housing at a Reasonable Cost – State Plan – non-existent --  Preliminary Plan – Section 2, Goal 6, p. 20. County recommends that the preliminary plan proposes the addition of indicator that monitors the number of municipalities with COAH certification.  While an acceptable indicator if adjusted to account for municipalities that are not required to petition COAH, the State Planning Commission would contradict its earlier ban on planning- and procedural-based indicators. Burlington. Agree. (OSG agrees that this is process-based indicator that should be eliminated. The focus should be on results, or in this case, the percentage of households paying more than 30% of their pre-tax income toward housing.)

· Indicators & Targets – New Indicator – Provide Housing at a Reasonable Cost – State Plan – non-existent. Preliminary Plan. Section 2, Goal 6. p. 20. County recommends that the preliminary plan proposes the addition of an indicator that monitors the number of affordable housing units financed by HMFA and NJDCA. It is not clear how this indicator improves on the more comprehensive and less procedural additional indicator 24, i.e., Annual Production of Affordable Housing, which is proposed for deletion under the Preliminary Plan. Burlington County. Agree. (OSG expects to improve the housing indicators using newly available data from NJDCA’s Division of Codes and Standards to be incorporated into the next State Plan.)    
Public Infrastructure 
· Indicators & Targets – Modification of Key Indicator #4 – Present and Prospective Needs for Public Infrastructure Systems –  State Plan, Indicators & Targets p. 266. Preliminary Plan, Section 2, Goal 3, p. 17.  The county recommends that the Preliminary Plan proposes expanding the indicator to include public utility infrastructure. Public utility infrastructure is included under energy, telecommunications, water supply and wastewater disposal infrastructure systems. These distinctions in terms of policy are questionable. Burlington. Disagree. (?) (Currently, no distinction is made between public and private infrastructure. Some additional information may be made available with the completion of the Infrastructure Needs Assessment (INA) that may be helpful in this regard. 

· Should the Indicators and Targets incorporate both public and private infrastructure as part of its INA? How will this be done? 
· Indicators & Targets -- New Indicator --  “Infrastructure Costs Per New Job or Unit of Economic Output by Planning Area --  State Plan – non-existent – Preliminary Plan – Section 2, Goal 3, p. 18. County recommends that it is generally not possible to obtain Gross State Product input data by Planning Area for areas where municipalities are divided into multiple planning areas. Even use of municipal scale employment data allocated among Planning Areas introduces a range of errors that render such an indicator not only difficult to measure or replicate, but also unreliable. Burlington. Agree.  (The data is unavailable and therefore this indicator ought to be deleted.)  

State Plan Structure 

· Indicators & Targets – Structure  -- The way that the Indicators & Targets appear in the State Plan they seem to be considered in “silos” subject to specific goals with little recognition with the impact of the goal on land-use or its potential cross-cutting nature, e.g., solid waste goal is in a “silo” in Goal 2 on page 16. Burlington. Disagree. 
· Should the Indicators & Targets be structured differently to better reveal their cross-cutting nature? 
State Mapping and Resource Management System 
· Indicators & Targets – Expand Indicator for Goal 1 – Revitalize the State’s Cities and Towns --  County recommends that indicators of the percentage of new jobs located in urban aid municipalities and percentage of building permits issued in urban aid municipalities should be expanded to include percentage of new jobs and permits issued in existing and designated centers.  Warren. Disagree. (The proposed Indicator would be difficult to measure and of only limited utility.)
· Should indicators and targets be used related to the percentage of new jobs and building permits in urban municipalities? Is there an alternative to this indicator and target that should be employed? 

· Indicators & Targets – Development-restricted land in PA’s 1,2 and Centers – County recommends addition of new indicator that measures the relationship of development-restricted land relative to Indicator 1, i.e., percentage of new development, population and employment growth located in PA1, 2 and centers. Cumberland. Disagree. (The indicator is too complicated and difficult to understand.)

· Should this development-restricted land in PA’s 1,2 and Centers be used? Is there an alternative to this indicator and target that should be employed? 
· Indicators & Targets – Amendment to Indicator  Percentage of New Development in PA 1, PA 2, or Designated Centers – Key Indicator 1, State Plan, p. 264. Preliminary Plan, Section 2, Goal 8 – Ensure Integrated Statewide Planning, p. 21. County recommends that the indicator for the percentage of new development, population and employment located in PA 1 and PA 2 and desired growth within Centers in PA 3 through 5 be disaggregated with different thresholds. Hunterdon. Disagree. (PA 1, PA @, Centers and growth areas which are part of endorsed plans are at the core of the development objectives of the State Plan. A split between PA 1/PA 2 and centers would complicate unnecessarily the measurement of the indicator.)

· Should the PA1/PA2 new development be separated from 

new development in centers that may be located amidst 


PA’s 3-5? 

· Indicators & Targets – New Indicator and Target – Financial Assistance for Communities with Plan Endorsement – Non-existing in either State Plan or Preliminary Plan. County recommends it as evidence of State department and agency commitment. Hunterdon. Disagree. (Dollars alone do not necessarily indicate success. OSG believes that a more accurate measure of State level support is the benefits both technical and financial afforded to municipalities and counties with Plan Endorsement. )
· Should there be a new Indicator and Target to measure financial assistance for municipalities that have achieved Plan Endorsement? 
Transportation 

· Indicators & Targets – Amendment to Additional Indicator 15 – Vehicle Miles Traveled Per Capita, p. 273.  The target calls for VMT per capita to remain constant through 2020. This target does not take into account population growth. It needs to take into account increasing population projections. Essex. Sussex. Disagree. (?) (Unrealistic and unlikely that the reduction in overall VMT would be sufficient to counter the growth in population and employment.)

· Should this Indicator/Target be modified to take into account anticipated population and employment growth? 

· Indicators & Targets – Mass Transit -- An additional Indicator and Target should be used to determine if new development is being served by mass transit systems; and an additional Indicator and Target should be devised to measure state support for mass transit. Essex, Hunterdon. Disagree.  (Developing an indicator with target to evaluate Mass Transit availability.)
· Should Indicators and Targets be devised to determine if new development is being served by mass transit systems; and what is the level of public state support for such systems? 

· Indicators & Targets – Time and Productivity Lost due to Traffic Congestion – This indicator should be added with the target set to reduce a reasonable fraction of the baseline level. Essex. Agree. 

· Should Indicators and Targets be devised to determine the amount of time and productivity lost due to traffic congestion? 

· Indicator & Targets – New Indicator -- “Average transportation Costs Per Capita and Per Job by Planning Area -- State Plan – non-existent. State Plan Preliminary – Section 2, Goal 3, p. 18. County recommends that this indicator may be misleading as it may be overly complex to estimate and yield results that are then difficult to replicate and even more difficult to interpret, at least in ways that favor the State Plan. Burlington. Sussex. Agree. (OSG agrees that this methodology currently used with respect to this indicator is flawed in its analysis. Additionally, it will be difficult to produce a consistent and objective methodology for this indicator.)
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