



GOAL 1: REVITALIZE THE STATE’S CITIES AND TOWNS

Indicator 1A: Municipal Revitalization Index in Urban Coordinating Council (UCC) v. Non-UCC Areas

[graphic]

[data]


The municipal revitalization index is a measure that compares the revitalization needs of Urban Coordinating Council-eligible municipalities to the average revitalization needs of non-UCC municipalities.  A value of 1.00 indicates that a municipality’s revitalization needs are the same as the average of non-UCC municipalities; greater than 1.00 indicates that the municipality’s revitalization needs are greater than the average of non-UCC municipalities.  

Relevance of indicator(s):
Urban Coordinating Council-eligible municipalities have access to significant levels of financial and technical assistance from the State through the New Jersey Redevelopment Authority.  These additional resources are used to implement neighborhood-based plans.  Tracking the municipal revitalization index for these communities, which generally suffer from greater levels of poverty and blight, helps us understand the degree to which growth is benefiting or not benefiting New Jersey’s disadvantaged urban communities.  To some degree, this measure also allows us to evaluate the effectiveness of the NJRA’s interventions, although the impact of forces beyond state control makes this an imperfect measure of program efficacy.  

How are we doing?:
Factors that influence the historical trend:

Potential impact the SDRP and/or State government can have on this indicator:
Indicator 1C: Percent of Jobs in Urban Aid Municipalities

Indicator 1D: Percent of New Building Permits in Urban Aid Municipalities
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These indicators show the share of jobs and new building permits in New Jersey garnered by those municipalities that are receiving state aid to meet their municipal budget requirements.  A higher number indicates a greater concentration of new jobs and building permits in urban aid municipalities.  

Relevance of indicator(s):

Jobs and new building permits are two byproducts of economic growth, and by following the change in the share of jobs and new building permits held by New Jersey’s urban aid municipalities, we are able to see how much of New Jersey’s economic growth is being captured by those municipalities most in need of it.  This has statewide fiscal implications, as strong economic growth will reduce a municipality’s reliance on state supplements to meet its budgetary demands.        

How are we doing?:

From 2000 to 2006, the share of jobs in Urban Aid Municipalities decreased very slightly, from a high of 30.71% in 2000 to 30.16% in 2006.  Over that same period, the share of building permits issued in New Jersey’s Urban Aid Municipalities increased dramatically, from less than one-fifth to nearly two-fifths of the state total as the number of building permits in these municipalities increased 129%.  The increased tax base that will result from these improvements will contribute to a decrease in dependency on state-contributed tax dollars.  
Factors that influence the historical trend:
Low interest rates, a rapid expansion of available credit, and an abundance of home-purchase incentives catalyzed a real estate boom that pushed residential development into many of New Jersey’s struggling communities, particularly those in desirable locations, such as near New York City and on the New Jersey shore.  These areas, benefiting from a renewed interest in urban living, saw high levels of new construction, particularly in the form of condominium development, and rehabilitations, as reflected by the data.  

Many communities, particularly Urban Aid Municipalities suffering from a historically depleted tax base, took advantage of the interest in residential development with the goal of raising revenues.  Unfortunately, this often came at the expense of jobs as commercial sites were frequently converted for residential use.  
Potential impact the SDRP and/or State government can have on this indicator:
The credit crisis beginning in 2007 will likely have a dramatic impact on the number of building permits issued statewide, as the availability of credit available nationwide has been dramatically reduced.  Continuing to support UAMs’ budgets through a period of economic slowdown will be important in maintaining the long-term viability of these communities.  However, the calming of the residential real estate boom is likely to result in a reduction of commercial property being converted for residential use, and the state should use this as an opportunity to bolster the commercial sectors in its Urban Aid Municipalities.  Providing technical assistance and financial incentives to small businesses in these municipalities will encourage the creation of new jobs, and working with larger employers to ensure that UAMs remain a viable business location will prove to be crucial in maintaining the local economy of New Jersey’s Urban Aid Municipalities.  
Indicator 1E: Tax Base Differential Between Majority Planning Area 1 Land Municipalities and Statewide Average
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This indicator illustrates the differential between the tax bases of municipalities that are primarily classified by the state as Planning Area 1 (urban areas and centers) and the average tax base of the remaining municipalities across the state.   

Relevance of indicator(s):

Municipalities generally garner the bulk of their budgets through the taxation of ratable properties, creating a rational self-interest on the part of the local government in promoting the elevation of private property values within its jurisdiction.  Blight, as manifested in many of New Jersey’s urban municipalities, has a deleterious effect on the local tax base, and as a result many of the state’s PA-1 municipalities do not receive an adequate return of property taxes to support their annual operating and capital budgets.  Furthermore, the need to raise funds through the taxation of low-value property leads many urban municipalities to levy unusually high property tax rates, discouraging development and redevelopment in the process.  A decrease in the tax base differential between majority PA-1 municipalities and other municipalities in the state would indicate a balancing between urban and non-urban areas with respect to their ratable property tax base.  
How are we doing?:
The mean tax base for majority-Planning Area 1 municipalities (urban and/or state-designated centers) is $2.74 million, approximately two-thirds greater than the mean for all other municipalities, $1.69 million.  This reflects a concentration of ratables in urban areas.  However, this suggests a false wealth in property taxes, as urban areas have higher populations and infrastructures to support.  A calculation of mean tax base per capita illustrates a relative dearth of tax wealth for majority-PA1 municipalities, with mean tax base per capita at $231,080 compared to $360,545 for non-majority-PA1 municipalities.  

Factors that influence the historical trend:

Beginning in the middle of the 20th century, urban communities across the nation began to see an out-migration of the middle class to the suburbs.  Disinvestment in urban neighborhoods followed, resulting in the relative loss of property values and loss of tax base to support urban infrastructure and residents in many urban communities.  While the recent boom in real estate has buoyed urban property values to an extent, revenues per capita still lag behind equivalent values in non-urban municipalities.

Potential impact the SDRP and/or State government can have on this indicator:
The State should continue to encourage focused growth in urban areas through smart growth policies, brownfield initiatives, and transit-oriented development.  In addition to contributing to the reduction of sprawl and associated pollution, investment in urban communities, particularly those designated as Urban Aid Municipalities, will help to increase ratables in those communities and reduce their dependence on state subsidies.  Tax-base sharing should also be explored as an option to allow urban municipalities to capture revenue from surrounding residential communities that make use of the urban infrastructure for commercial and other reasons.  
GOAL 2: CONSERVE THE STATE’S NATURAL RESOURCES AND SYSTEMS
Indicator 2A: Loss of Farmland

Indicator 2B: Conversion of Farmland for Development Per Capita
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Following the change in the total acreage of farmland in New Jersey allows us to see how development pressures and policies are affecting the viability of agriculture in the state.  Relating the change in farmland to population change elucidates the nature of New Jersey’s growth and sprawl by showing how the increase in population is affecting land use.    

Relevance of indicator(s):

New Jersey is called the Garden State because its soil and climate have made it one of the most productive agricultural regions in the world.  However, the state boasts nowhere near the amount of farmland it used to have; since 1970 New Jersey has lost nearly one million acres of farmland to development.  The loss of farmland illustrates the impact that sprawling suburban development has had on the state, both in terms of the rapid loss of open space and natural resources, and in significant and problematic increases in property values.  

How are we doing?: 

The pace at which New Jersey is losing agricultural land to development has slowed in recent years, but it is still of concern.  After a leveling off of total farmland acreage in the early 1990s, land is once again being lost to development.  

Since New Jersey is gaining population at the expense of its farmland, the acreage of farmland per capita is decreasing, and has decrease by more than one-third since 1970.  
Factors that influence the historical trend:
Rapid sprawl and the development of subdivisions in the 1960s and 1970s resulted in a significant decrease in farmland across the state.  The high cost of land in the northeastern and Mid-Atlantic regions of the U.S. has also made it increasingly difficult for farmers in these regions to compete with farmers in the Midwest and western regions of the country, where lower land values allow for more competitive pricing of agricultural products.   
Potential impact the SDRP and/or State government can have on this indicator:
In addition to reducing sprawl, the implementation of smart growth policies and more directed development can help to limit the increases in property value that contribute to the difficulty of remaining viable in a competitive market.  Encouraging the concentration of new development in Planning Areas 1 and 2 will further this goal.  
Indicator 2C: Land Permanently Dedicated to Open Space/Farmland Preservation
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This indicator shows how much land has been set aside for open space or farmland preservation.  Open space and farmland dedication is one way in which New Jersey can combat urban sprawl.

Relevance of indicator(s):

Open space contributes to a greater quality of life for New Jersey residents by performing numerous functions.  Perhaps most obviously, it provides scenic beauty and serves as a venue for active and passive recreation.  Environmental benefits and flood protection are provided by the permeability of the surface, which allows rain to seep into the soil and recharge the water table rather than running into our state’s streams and rivers, taking surface pollutants with it and reducing our water quality.  

Preserving farmland ensures the continuation of New Jersey’s agricultural heritage, bolstering our state’s economy and providing the opportunity for residents of our state and others to continue to enjoy locally grown produce.  

By dedicating land specifically for the preservation of open spaces and farmland, New Jersey is reducing the land available for sprawl and inefficient development.  In doing so, the state promotes development in appropriate areas, leading to a more efficient use of resources and increasingly sustainable development.  

How are we doing?:
Lying between New York City and Philadelphia and encompassing many suburbs and edge cities of those cities, New Jersey has developed rapidly over the past century, and has the highest statewide population density in the nation.  As a result, it is the only state to lie completely within the boundaries of Census-designated metropolitan areas.  This quality is reflected in the very suburban nature of much of the state, and heading into the 21st century, the Garden State has the potential to become the first state to become fully built-out.  Today, nearly 1.25 million acres—slightly more than one-quarter of the state—is preserved land.  
Factors that influence the historical trend:
New Jersey’s history as a suburban state is characterized by rapid growth, particularly in the post-WWII era, when low-density housing sprang up in suburbs surrounding Philadelphia, New York, and smaller cities throughout the New Jersey, such as Newark, Trenton, and Camden.  This rapid growth continued into the late 20th and early 21st centuries, when low interest rates and a period of relatively prosperity led to significant levels of new development across the nation.  In response to New Jersey’s long history of greenfield development, the State government began designating land throughout the state for open space conservation and farmland preservation to ensure that open spaces are maintained for the future.    
Potential impact the SDRP and/or State government can have on this indicator:
The State government has already taken significant and meaningful steps to ensure that open space is preserved.  The Garden State Preservation Trust Act, passed in 1999, established a stable source of funding for preservation.  The SDRP can ensure that funds are steered to regions of the state where open spaces are most threatened and preservation funds are most critical.  
Indicator 2D: Loss of Freshwater Wetlands
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This indicator shows how much wetland acreage is being converted for development.  Combined with data showing how much wetland acreage is being created through mitigation projects, this allows us to see the net change in wetlands, and how development is impacting these environmentally sensitive areas.

Relevance of indicator(s):

Wetlands lie at the intersection of terrestrial land water features, and are regularly inundated, leading to a prevalence of plantlife specifically suited to being submerged.  This ecosystem generally exhibits high levels of biodiversity, and hosts many species of grasses, fish, and birds.  Aside from providing recreational and tourism opportunities such as canoeing, fishing, and birdwatching, wetlands are essential for the environment.  In addition to wetlands’ natural filtration quality, which cleans runoff from our state’s developed areas, wetlands store water, and thus provide a certain degree of flood protection.  

Development of wetlands jeopardizes the environment of New Jersey, and furthermore may have fiscal impacts in the event of flooding if development damages wetlands to a degree that the effective flood protection benefit of wetlands is lost.  
How are we doing?:

The development of New Jersey’s wetlands rose sharply during the 1990’s, and mitigation required by state regulators only alleviated a fraction of the damage done through new construction in the environmentally sensitive regions along New Jersey’s waterways.  While the new development presented a valuable opportunity for municipalities to increase their tax base, the increase in environmental projects intended to mitigate the new development did not reach the level necessary to maintain a balance between new development and environmental preservation.
Factors that influence the historical trend:
A strong economy during the 1990’s and low interest rates drove an expansion of development across the state, residential and otherwise.   This was particularly noticeable along the waterfront, where an abundance of available land represented a significant opportunity for developers.  
Potential impact the SDRP and/or State government can have on this indicator:
Through the SDRP, the State government can maintain the state’s environmental integrity by strengthening its regulatory agencies to properly enforce mitigation requirements.  Supporting regional efforts between jurisdictions to plan properly for growth along the state’s waterways will also be key in ensuring a greater level of sustainability.  
Indicator 2E: Greenhouse Gas Emissions
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This indicator shows the amount of greenhouse gas (GHG) emitted annually in New Jersey, measured in CO2 equivalent.  As the primary contributing factor to global climate change, greenhouse gas emissions are a useful way of determining New Jersey’s contribution to climate change and air pollution in general.

Relevance of indicator(s):

Greenhouse gases accumulate in the atmosphere and block the heat of the sun from escaping back into space.  In the long run, this will change the climate, requiring major adjustments from all species and natural systems to adapt to the changes.  In the short run, it is believed that greenhouse gas emission are causing extreme weather patterns and glacial melting, which also have significant effects on human systems and the natural environment.  While some greenhouse gases are emitted naturally, the consensus among international scientists is that the burning of fossil fuels is the cause of some recent global climate change, and is more likely to cause considerably more in the future.  A large portion of the fossil fuel-related contribution to GHG comes from personal automobile use, a practice encouraged by low-density land use patterns.  Because of the costs that will be required to adapt to climate change, this is a cause for great concern in most of the world, and efforts to reduce GHG emissions are widespread.  As the world’s largest emitter of greenhouse gases, the U.S. contributes about 23% of the world’s emissions while representing only 5% of the population.  

How are we doing?:
New Jersey’s GHG emissions for the past forty-three years are shown above.  Emissions in the state dropped steadily through the 1970s and 1980s in response to the introduction of more fuel-efficient vehicles and the first wave of environmental legislation, but began to climb again in the 1990s.  In the last several years, there have been slight but sustained decreases in emissions.  

Factors that influence the historical trend:

There are a number of important factors influencing statewide emissions.  The decreases in emissions in the 1970s and 1980s were attributable to a combination of economic restructuring, energy price increases, substitution of nuclear and natural gas for coal-fired power plants, and conservation.  The cars driven by most Americans over the last few decades have fluctuated with regard to their fuel efficiency.  Over the medium term consumers respond to higher fuel prices by trending toward more fuel-efficient types.  The steadily climbing measure of vehicles miles traveled per capital (see indicator 5D) also contributes to GHG emissions because the average New Jersey driver drives more miles than the year before.  
Potential impact the SDRP and/or State government can have on this indicator:
The single largest activity generating GHGs in transportation, which accounts for roughly 35% of our emissions.  Encouraging growth in the designated Centers and Planning Areas 1 and 2 is an important step toward decreasing emissions generated from long auto commutes.  Existing automobile-centric development is clearly a major cause of the problems, but efforts will be needed in all areas if we ae to make a significant dent in our contribution to global climate change.

The State has implemented programs both to reduce consumption by improving energy efficiency and to encourage energy users to switch to non-polluting electricity sources such as solar power.  These do appear to have had some effect, and probably will have more.  They include voluntary emission reduction programs by industry, financial incentives for energy conservation by both individuals and businesses, and subsisdies for investment in non-polluting renewable energy to replace the conventional electricity generation.  The state itself has also taken the lead by purchasing a significant portion of its electricity from nonpolluting, renewable resources. 

GOAL 3: PROMOTE BENEFICIAL ECONOMIC GROWTH, DEVELOPMENT, AND RENEWAL FOR ALL RESIDENTS OF NEW JERSEY
Indicator 3A: Meet Present and Prospective Needs for Public Infrastructure Systems
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Relevance of indicator(s):

How are we doing?:
Factors that influence the historical trend:

Potential impact the SDRP and/or State government can have on this indicator:
Indicator 3B: Agricultural Output
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This indicator measures the amount of agricultural goods produced annually on farms in New Jersey.  This is useful as a measure of the viability of this land-intensive industry, and lets us know how development and the subsequent loss of farmland can damage this vital part of our state economy.  

Relevance of indicator(s):

As the producer of one-fifth of the nation’s blueberry crop, one-tenth of its cranberry crop, and a leading producer of bedding and garden plants, cut flowers, foliage plants, potted plants, and bulbs, the agricultural industry does justice to New Jersey’s reputation as the “Garden State” and brings significant revenue into New Jersey.  Additionally, agriculture contributes significantly to the overall environmental sustainability of our state by recharging groundwater and providing a habitat for wildlife.  By tracking agricultural output, we are able to better understand the importance of agriculture to the state economy and see how development and the loss of farmland impact the agricultural industry.  

How are we doing?:
Output from farming has increased over the past decade and jumped noticeably in 2000, suggesting that New Jersey crops are becoming more valuable per acre.  However, agriculture’s share as a component of the state’s total output remains very low, at less than one-quarter of one percent.  
Factors that influence the historical trend:
Increased property values have challenged farmers to remain viable in a state with some of the nation’s highest property values and demand for developable land.  Many farmers are unable to continue farming as a result of low returns and growing costs, and many stop farming altogether as a result.  The state has introduced many programs to combat the pressures against farming.  1999’s Garden State Preservation Actcreated the Farmland Preservation Program, which provides capital to farmers to expand their operations, reduce debt load, or save for retirement.  This program has helped to curtail some farmland conversion and resultant loss to the state’s farming income.  
Potential impact the SDRP and/or State government can have on this indicator:
The State should continue to encourage preservation of New Jersey’s agricultural sector.  In addition to providing a small contribution to the state’s economy, farms provide valuable open space in a way that still allows for economic return.  The Farmland Preservation Program should continue to be funded to the best of the State’s availability, and the State should encourage the addition of compatible uses that allow for additional return on agriculture-encumbered property, such as wind turbines.  
Indicator 3C: Municipalities with Median Household Incomes Less Than 50% of NJ  Median

Indicator 3D: Percentage of Census Tracts with High Levels of Poverty
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Indicator 3C shows the number of New Jersey’s 566 municipalities with median household incomes that are less than 50% of the state average, and Indicator 3D shows the number of census tracts where more than 40% of the population/households are living under the federal poverty level. These indicators allow us to see how poverty is concentrated around the state.    

Relevance of indicator(s):

The concentration of poverty generally results in lower levels of access to educational and economic opportunities, high levels of crime, and lower-than-normal levels of health, all of which are detrimental to the construction of a sustainable state.  Understanding how poverty is distributed around New Jersey can help the state and other stakeholders know where to focus resources and programs. This also helps us to understand the impact of programs that have already been implemented.  

How are we doing?:

Within New Jersey, there are great variations in household incomes.  Municipal median incomes range from a high of $152,262 in Rockleigh to a low of $22,250 in the township of Walpack.  The state median is $55,146.  Eleven of New Jersey’s 566 municipalities (1.94%) have median household incomes of less than 50% of the state median; an additional 86% of municipalities have median incomes below 80% of the state median.  

According to federal numbers, approximately 9% of New Jersey’s census tracts suffer from high levels of poverty; one-third of those are extremely impoverished, with more than 40% of the population living below the poverty line.  It has been suggested that the federal government’s poverty line does not truly reflect today’s cost of living, and thus undercounts the number of persons living in poverty.  Additionally, the federal poverty line does not take into account regional differences of living costs, thus it is likely that many more people are struggling in an expensive state such as New Jersey.

Factors that influence the historical trend:
Countless factors impact poverty over time.  Most basically, economies run in boom and bust cycles, and a recession’s resultant increase in unemployment has the ability to send a significant portion of the middle class into poverty.  Macroeconomically, the gradual deindustrialization of the American economy and conversion to a service-based economy has resulted in the loss of numerous low-education, middle-class jobs, meaning less opportunity for those without college credentials.  Today, the majority of low-education jobs are low-pay service sector jobs, often without benefits.

The increased suburbanization of New Jersey has also had a profound effect on poverty over time, as many jobs have also left center cities since World War II, creating additional hurdles to employment for carless residents of New Jersey’s cities.  Suburbanization has also resulted in poverty concentration, which is most pronounced in neighborhood surrounding the downtown cores of center cities.  

Federal policies addressing poverty also change over time, from administration to administration.  Pieces of legislation such as the Community Reinvestment Act and the New Markets Tax Credit have attempted to increase capital flows and bring jobs to center cities, but these improvements have been incremental.
Potential impact the SDRP and/or State government can have on this indicator:
No single policy alone will alleviate poverty; rather, numerous strategies must be combined to tackle the poverty’s multiple causes.  Increasing the availability of education and employment opportunities and ensuring that these opportunities are accessible is key.  

A variety of educational and workforce development options will help to ensure that all who wish to increase their employment marketability will be able to do so.  To this end, State agencies should have the appropriate financial resources to make GED preparation, job training programs, trade schools, community colleges, and four-year and graduate education, by keeping tuition and fees reasonable and by ensuring that financial aid is accessible.

Employment accessibility is also a critical element in poverty alleviation.  Improving public transit access to suburban jobs as well as working to increase job opportunities in urban areas are both necessary to reducing the number of workforce non-participants and unemployed individuals in New Jersey.  Continuing to provide support for the NJ Economic Development Agency’s entrepreneurship and job creation programs will help to advance this goal.  

While addressing educational opportunities and job accessibility are the primary means to reducing poverty, the related issues of childcare and transportation must also be recognized, as these costly factors are often significant barriers to an individual’s pursuit of employment and/or education.  
GOAL 4: PROTECT THE ENVIRONMENT
Indicator 4A: Percent of Potable Water Supplies Meeting All Standards
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This indicator measures the percentage of community water systems in New Jersey that meet required levels of microbiological and chemical quality.  This is one measure that allows us to examine the health of our natural resources and how it can directly impact human health.  

Relevance of indicator(s):

Drinking water is required for human survival, and clean drinking water is essential to the continuation of a healthy, productive, and sustainable society.  Environmental degradation due to unrestrained development and a failure to effectively manage runoff into the state’s aquatic features jeopardizes the integrity of New Jersey’s drinking water.  This measure allows us to see how successful we have been at keeping the state’s drinking water clean.  

How are we doing?:
The quality of New Jersey’s drinking water has been steadily increasing since the mid-1980s, and the most recent measurements, from 2004, show that New Jersey has reached its goal of having no quality violations in 95% of its drinking water sources.  

Factors that influence the historical trend:
The major human sources of drinking water contamination are urban and agricultural runoff and industrial pollution and discharges into surface water supplies.  The progressive deindustrialization of the American economy over the past half-century, combined with effective environmental management through the Clean Water Act and other legislation, has done much to reduce point-source pollution, such as pollution from factories and sewage treatment plants.  Runoff pollution, which results from agricultural chemicals and byproducts and other surface pollutants washing into water sources when it rains, has been more difficult to manage.  

Potential impact the SDRP and/or State government can have on this indicator:
Maintaining current environmental controls on sources of point and non-point pollution will go a long way toward keeping New Jersey’s water clean.  Ensuring that funds are available to support the maintenance of the pipes through which drinking water travels is also essential to the continued high quality of the state’s drinking water.  

Indicator 4B: Number of Unhealthy Days Annually Caused by Air Pollutants
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This measure indicates the number of “unhealthy air quality” days declared annually, based on abnormally high levels of ozone, carbon dioxide, or particulates in the air.  Patterns of land use affect the concentration and levels of pollutants being released into the air, so this indicator tells us how patterns of development and land use are affecting our health by polluting the air.

Relevance of indicator(s):

Good air quality, which is essential for the healthy day-to-day living of New Jersey’s population, is compromised by the pollutants released into the air by industry and automobiles, both of which are directly tied to land use.  Heavy levels of pollutants have a deleterious effect on health over the long run, which has been demonstrated by higher asthma rates among residents of more industrialized, urban areas.  Additionally, the release of ozone and other greenhouse gases is affecting our climate through global warming, which has serious implications with regard to sea level rise, agriculture, and public health.  
How are we doing?:

New Jersey’s air quality has improved dramatically over the past 25 years, and, after a slight increase in the number of unhealthy air days in the early 2000s, has once again continued to decline.  In 2004, there were fewer than 10 days during which health standards for air quality were not met.  
Factors that influence the historical trend:
The passage of the federal Clean Air Act in the early 1980s had a tremendous impact on the amount of pollutants flowing into our nation’s air.  As a state that complied with the Clean Air Act by tightening its emissions standards for particulates and ozone-creating substances, New Jersey has enjoyed the benefits of cleaner air.  Additional state regulatory programs have addressed acid rain, air toxics, and asbestos.  In addition to regulatory controls, the deindustrialization of the American economy has impacted the level of air pollution, as the amount heavy industry in the U.S. has continued to decline for decades, reducing the level of industry-related pollutants entering the air.

Potential impact the SDRP and/or State government can have on this indicator:
Automobiles are a primary source of air pollution in New Jersey, and any reduction in vehicle miles traveled will benefit the state in further reducing air pollution.  Promoting sustainable transportation options such as carpooling, mass transit, bicycling, walking, and working at home as alternatives to single-user automobile trips will help to keep the state’s air clean.  Additionally, policies that encourage denser development, ideally around transit hubs, should be encouraged.  Maintaining compliance with the federal Clean Air Act is key.  
Indicator 4C: Percent of New Jersey Waterways Supporting Aquatic Life
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This indicator measures the health of New Jersey’s rivers based on the condition of benthic organisms, or organisms living at the bottom of streams.  This is another measure that allows us to see how development and the resulting runoff are impacting the environment.  

Relevance of indicator(s):
Runoff from agriculture, animal waste, and lawn products contribute to the rapid growth of oxygen-consuming bacteria and algae.  As these bacteria and algae consume greater amounts of their water habitat’s dissolved oxygen, they make it more difficult for other water-dwellers, such as benthic organisms, to survive.  

Overall riverine health can be measured by examining the abundance of bottom-dwelling organisms such as oysters, clams, worms, small crustaceans, and snails, collectively known as benthos, living in the rivers.  These organisms respond to improving or degrading conditions faster than fish, and thus are excellent indicators for determining the stress level on New Jersey’s riverine ecosystems.  

How are we doing?:
From 1992 – 1996, when baseline benthic organism data was recorded, to 1997 – 2001, the percentage of rivers found to be “moderately stressed” increased from 52.4% to 57.2% while the percentage of rivers classified both as “severely stressed” and “not stressed” decreased from 12.2% to 8.6% and from 35.4% to 34.2%, respectively.  The decrease in “severely stressed” river stretches is greater than that in those designated “not stressed,” indicating an overall improvement. 
Factors that influence the historical trend:
The Clean Water Act of 1977 has led to many improvements in water quality in New Jersey and other states over the past three decades.  This Act made it unlawful to discharge any pollutant from a point source into navigable waters without first obtaining a permit from a designated state agency, in this case the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection.  This act also funded the construction of sewage treatment plants.  However, despite improvements rooting from environmentally friendly policy implementation, nonpoint pollution continues to negatively affect rivers across the state.  Sprawling development patterns have increased the amount of impermeable surfaces, resulting in higher levels of polluted runoff.  
Potential impact the SDRP and/or State government can have on this indicator:
Continued regulation of sources of point pollution and advancement toward the reduction of nonpoint pollution are critical if New Jersey is to improve the quality of its rivers.  The New Jersey Wastewater Treatment Trust, which provides low-interest loans for construction and capital improvements to drinking water and wastewater sewer system projects statewide, should be supported.

Additionally, promoting smart growth development principles in land use and encouraging the use of alternatives to impermeable surfaces will help to reduce runoff.  The State should also encourage the development of green buffers along riverbanks to mitigate runoff, particularly in highly developed areas.  

GOAL 5: PROVIDE PUBLIC SERVICES AT A REASONABLE COST
Indicator 5A: Means of Transportation to Work
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This indicator illustrates changes in how New Jerseyans are getting to and from work.  This allows us to see how changes in lifestyle, fuel and fare costs, and traffic affect preferences in commuting methods, which in turn affects congestion and pollution.  

Relevance of indicator(s):

Costs of transportation are not only personal in nature; rather, there are societal, fiscal, and environmental costs that are impacted when an individual chooses to commute by car, public transportation, bicycling, walking, or to work from home.  An excess of cars on the road increases congestion, wasting the time and money of individuals and businesses and exacerbating air pollution.  High traffic volumes also require increased levels of infrastructure maintenance and new road construction at the cost of taxpayers.  Using public transportation, bicycling, walking, and working from home are sustainable alternatives that decrease congestion and transport individuals more efficiently, and increasing the share of commutes by these methods contributes to a more sustainable Garden State.

How are we doing?:
From 1990 to 2000, the latest year for which there is data available, the number of workers commuting alone in private automobiles increased by 3.6% to represent 73% of New Jersey’s commuters.   In 2000, 10.7% of workers carpooled, down slightly from 12.4% a decade earlier, and the percentage of commuters traveling utilizing public transportation increased from 8.8% to 9.6%.  Walkers made up 3.1% of the population, down from 4.1%, and the percentage of those working from home increased from 2.1% to 2.8%.  However, since 2000, it is likely that the proportion of the population commuting alone by private automobile has declined due to significant increases in fuel costs.  
Factors that influence the historical trend:
Throughout most of the 1990s, gas prices remained low, allowing private transportation to remain relatively cheap and offering little incentive for commuters accustomed to the independence of driving individually to explore more sustainable methods of commuting such as public transportation, carpooling, or in the case of those living close to their workplaces, walking or bicycling.  The technological revolution, however, presented new opportunities for workers to work effectively from their own homes.  

After the turn of the millennium, commuting patterns were affected by increased availability to credit, which spurred a housing boom that resulted in significant levels of new construction, particularly in suburban greenfields which are poorly served by public transportation.  However, high levels of investment in urban areas also occurred during this period, leading some suburban dwellers back into New Jersey’s urban areas.  Rapid and significant increases in the cost of fuel also affected commuting patterns, leading commuters to find cheaper methods of getting to work where possible. 
Potential impact the SDRP and/or State government can have on this indicator:
The SDRP has the ability to guide land use in a manner that promotes the densification necessary to support a variety of commuting options for New Jerseyans.  Reshaping our state’s development to promote transit-oriented development, better access to public transportation, and to allow greater numbers of residents to live near their workplaces in urban areas and centers will reduce the need for automobile commutes.  This will reduce the demand on the state’s road infrastructure and the costs associated with maintenance and road construction.  Incentives should be considered to promote both residential and commercial development near transportation hubs.

Indicator 5B: Progress in Socioeconomic Revitalization for Urban Aid Municipalities
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Potential impact the SDRP and/or State government can have on this indicator:
Indicator 5C-3: Increase in Transit Ridership
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This indicator shows the annual number of trips taken on NJ transit taken per New Jersey resident.  Transit ridership gives us a sense of the viability of transportation alternatives to private automobiles in New Jersey.

Relevance of indicator(s):

Annual per capita NJ Transit ridership captures the effectiveness of transit service in the state, as well as offering reference to other land use concerns.  Increases in transit ridership positively impact New Jersey in a number of ways.  First, transit ridership helps to combat traffic congestion for those New Jerseyans who must drive to work.  Decreasing congestion both reduces air pollution and person-hours wasted sitting in traffic.  Transit ridership increases also reflect changing patterns in statewide land use, since higher-density communities are more conducive to convenient and regular transit use.

How are we doing?:

Per capita transit ridership has been rising steadily over the last two decades.  The increase has occurred alongside a steady annual increase in New Jersey’s population and population density.
Factors that influence the historical trend:
In general, transit ridership tends to map very closely to boom and bust cycles in the regional economy.  As such, per capita ridership has grown since the early 1990s, with brief aberrations associated with the national recession in the early 1990s and the recession following the 9/11 attacks.  NJ Transit also rolled out a number of new transit services during this period, such as the Hudson-Bergen Light Rail and River Line Light Rail systems, which tapped unmet demand in New Jersey’s urbanized areas.  These new services in turn spurred more dense residential development in areas near stations.  
Potential impact the SDRP and/or State government can have on this indicator:
Promoting more transit-friendly development and redevelopment in New Jersey is a key tenet of the SDRP.  The Centers and Planning Areas designated in the State Plan provide a blueprint of how to direct growth to more developed parts of the state where transit service can be more viable.  Local endorsement of the SDRP should in turn help to encourage land use that will make transit more cost-effective to provide and more convenient to ride.

NJ Transit can also play a role in encouraging transit use throughout the state.  Keeping the existing vehicle fleet and infrastructure in a good state of repair is crucial to maintaining current ridership levels.  Forward-thinking expansion projects such as the Trans-Hudson Express (THE) Tunnel to Manhattan also help to prepare New Jersey for a future less reliant on private automobiles.  Projects such as these would lead to both higher transit ridership throughout the state as well as land use patterns geared to regular transit use.  
Indicator 5D-1: VMT Per Capita
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This indicator shows the average number of miles each New Jerseyan traveled per year by automobile.  This measurement is important as it helps us understand how land use patterns impact the state’s road infrastructure.  

Relevance of indicator(s):
Improving efficiency is key to creating a more sustainable society. The number of vehicle miles traveled illustrates how land use impacts efficiency in terms of time spent on the road by New Jerseyans and funds dedicated to road improvements and maintenance.  Additionally, increased levels of auto usage negatively impact air quality, exacerbating public health concerns related to pollution and increasing costs associated with the impact of pollution on the health of state residents.     
How are we doing?:

Vehicle miles traveled per capita has been rising since 1965.  In recent years, however, VMT has increased at a steadier and less dramatic rate than in the preceding thirty years.  
Factors that influence the historical trend:

After World War II, federal housing policies, a tremendous growth in population, the American social climate, and civil disturbances in many urban centers led to a mass exodus from many cities to the suburbs, which grew significantly.  This change in land use patterns dramatically affected New Jersey, particularly given the Garden State’s location between New York City and Philadelphia, and over the latter half of the twentieth century, the state became primarily suburban.  As the regional population became more decentralized from New York, Philadelphia, and smaller cities in New Jersey, the distance traveled between home and work increased and residents became more dependent on cars for their commutes as well as everyday errands.  

Potential impact the SDRP and/or State government can have on this indicator:

The greatest potential to reduce the number of annual vehicle miles traveled per capita lies in a strategy that addresses the development of the state’s transportation infrastructure, land development regulation, and economic development jointly.  In an era of limited funding, New Jersey’s decision makers should ensure that mass transit needs receive priority over increased road construction, which exacerbates sprawl.  Municipalities should be encouraged to focus growth in Planning Areas 1 and 2 and in centers, and should promote mixed-use development that will provide opportunities for New Jerseyans to live closer to their jobs, allowing for shorter or pedestrian/bicycle commutes.  Economic development, when possible, should be encouraged primarily in areas that are served by mass transit and in mixed-use developments.  
 GOAL 6: PROVIDE HOUSING AT A REASONABLE COST
Indicator 6A: Percent of Renters Unable to Afford a 2-Bedroom Home at Fair Market Rate

[image: image19.emf]Estimated Percentage of Renters Unable to Afford a 2-Bedroom Home at Fair Market Rate

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

NEW JERSEY

Atlantic County Bergen County

Burlington County

Camden County

Cape May County

Cumberland County

Essex County

Gloucester County

Hudson County

Hunterdon County

Mercer County

Middlesex County

Monmouth County Morris County Ocean County Passaic County Salem County

Somerset County

Sussex County

Union County

Warren County

2003

2005

2006




This indicator shows the estimated percentage of renters unable to afford a two-bedroom home at the fair market rate, by county and for New Jersey as a whole.  This measure indicates the ability of renters to find sufficient housing in a shifting rental market.  

Relevance of indicator(s):
Housing 
How are we doing?:
Factors that influence the historical trend:

Potential impact the SDRP and/or State government can have on this indicator:
Indicator 6B: Number of Municipalities with COAH Certification

[image: image20.emf]Municipalities with COAH Certification

Certified, 161

Certified, 284

Not Certified, 406

Not Certified, 282

0

100

200

300

400

500

600

Round 1, 1987 - 1993 Round 2, 1994 - 1999




This indicator shows 

Relevance of indicator(s):

How are we doing?:
Factors that influence the historical trend:

Potential impact the SDRP and/or State government can have on this indicator:
Indicator 6C-1: Ratio of Median Rent to Median Personal Income

Indicator 6C-2: Ratio of Median Home Price to Personal Income
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These indicators show the ratio of median contract rent to median personal income and the ratio of median home price to median personal income in New Jersey.  By comparing income to housing costs, we have a rough measure of how much of the average person’s income is dedicated to paying for housing.

Relevance of indicator(s):
Housing is among the most basic needs of life, and thus housing affordability is one of the most important issues state policy can address.  As rents and home prices increase, greater proportions of state residents’ incomes must go toward housing, creating new challenges and making it more difficult for people to maintain their lifestyles.  There are also implications for the economy; as prices for necessities such as housing increase, disposable income is reduced, and the State will receive less in sales tax revenue.  Additionally, a high cost of living reduces New Jersey’s ability in attracting new residents, and the competitiveness of New Jersey as a business location is reduced.  
How are we doing?:
Affordable housing is a serious and growing problem across New Jersey, as both contract rents and housing prices have been rising rapidly over the past several years.  These prices have been increasing faster than income.  Rents increased 6.02% faster than income from 2000 to 2005, and housing prices increased 44.57% faster than incomes from 1997 to 2005.  While the increases have slowed recently, New Jerseyans are still paying a significantly higher percentage of their incomes for housing now than they were just a few years ago.  

Factors that influence the historical trend:
The low interest rates, rapid expansion of available credit, and abundance of home-purchase incentives that encouraged the real estate boom of the early 2000s contributed toward the overheating of the real estate market and as demand increased, so did prices.  This was exacerbated by a rapid increase in the cost of building materials, which further drove up home prices.  The increase in home price also impacted the rental market, where prices increased, albeit at a slower rate.  
Potential impact the SDRP and/or State government can have on this indicator:
Addressing affordable housing is one of the most difficult issues that states address; a combination of tools is required to effectively tackle the problem.  To maintain lower rents, many municipalities have explored rent control.  The state should examine rent control options that prevent the rapid increase of rents while still allowing landlords to profit from their investments while and keeping their revenue stream high enough to adequately maintain their properties.  Additionally, the state should encourage the creation of alternative ownership schemes that are effective in reducing housing costs, such as limited-equity cooperatives, deed-restricted homeowneship, and community land trusts.
Indicator 6E: Percent of New Units Permitted in Multi-Unit Buildings
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This indicator shows the proportion of new housing units built each year that are contained within a multi-unit structure.  This helps us understand how the density of residential development is changing within the state.  

Relevance of indicator(s):
In a region where the amount of availability is decreasing year by year, increasing the density of new development becomes an important strategy in satisfying the demand for new housing, improving job accessibility, and reducing sprawl.  The development of multi-unit housing allows for a greater density of population closer to urban job centers and transportation hubs, where individually built homes may not otherwise be affordable.   

How are we doing?:

Since 2000, the percentage of new housing units permitted that are in multi-unit buildings has risen dramatically, more than doubling from a 2001 low of 24% to 50%, or half of all new construction in 2006.  In terms of actual units permitted, the increase is even more dramatic.  Approximately 6,800 new units were permitted in multi-unit structures in 2001; in 2006 the number rose to over 17,200.  
Factors that influence the historical trend:

The early 2000s saw a renewal of interest in urban living on the part of professionals, whose demand for quality housing in dense areas brought new investment to New Jersey’s urban and suburban areas and centers, where multi-unit housing such as apartments and condominium developments are the prevalent forms of housing.  The availability of affordable credit during this period as compared to the past helped to make new construction on relatively expensive land a possibility.  

Potential impact the SDRP and/or State government can have on this indicator:
Policies that encourage growth in densely developed areas, such as transit-oriented development tax credits and brownfield cleanup programs, will indirectly promote the construction of multi-unit structures, which tend to be more prevalent in densely developed areas.  Additionally, programs that support the development of affordable housing support the development of multi-unit residential construction.

 GOAL 8: ENSURE INTEGRATED PLANNING STATEWIDE
Indicator 8A-1: Permits Issued in Metropolitan and Suburban Planning Areas or Centers

Indicator 8A-2: Population in Metropolitan and Suburban Planning Areas or Centers

Indicator 8A-3: Employment in Metropolitan and Suburban Planning Areas or Centers
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These measures indicate the share of New Jersey’s development, population, and employment located in urban or suburban areas or state-designated centers.  This data can be used to suggest whether or not the state’s smart-growth policies are working effectively to promote sustainable development.

Relevance of indicator(s):

These data indicate the degree to which development, population, and employment are becoming concentrated in or deconcentrated from New Jersey’s urban and suburban areas and state-designated centers.  One of the central tenets of sustainability is promoting dense development, population, and employment around centers of transit and infrastructure to maximize the marginal utility of capital investments, reduce maintenance expenses, and to reduce pollution.  The share of development, population, and employment in urban and suburban areas and centers directly illustrates whether or not this goal is being achieved.  

How are we doing?:

From 2000 – 2006, the estimated proportion of residential building permits issued in urban and suburban areas and centers increased significantly, from 56.03% to 71.13%, while the share of population and jobs located in the same areas decreased steadily, from 72.56% to 71.67% and from 71.78% to 71.22%, respectively.  Although the number of jobs and population in the planning areas of interest in increased in absolute terms, the rate of increase was greater in the remaining planning areas.  

Factors that influence the historical trend:
Since the post-World War II era, there have been many financial and cultural institutions that have encouraged sprawling development in the United States.  Historically, mortgages and homeowners insurance have been both more available and more affordable in less densely developed places, and low-density development fits with the cultural ideal of a two-car garage, a dog, and a picket fence.  In recent years, however, the notion of the low-density suburban ideal has been dispelled by some and some cities have seen population and employment gains as many, primarily younger individuals and couples without children, have sought an urban lifestyle.  However, continued concentrations of crime and poverty in high-density areas have still deterred many; the high cost of living in one of New Jersey’s urban or suburban areas or centers has deterred others.
Potential impact the SDRP and/or State government can have on this indicator:
At the root of the solution of New Jersey’s continuing sprawl is the promotion of policies that encourage denser development in and around existing loci of development.  Funding tax credits and creating revolving loan funds dedicated to making infill, brownfield, and transit-oriented development more affordable is one way to encourage sustainable development; the creation of a tiered fee structure to focus development in denser areas is another.  Generally, greenfield development is simply easier and cheaper than development in denser areas.  State policies geared toward reducing the differential between sustainable and unsustainable development will go a long way toward promoting focused, smart development across the state.  

