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Different types of dwelling units have different
water requirements associated with them.
Single-family units, for example, require more
water to meet landscaping needs and other
outdoor water uses; multifamily units use less
water for outdoor purposes. Demand for water is
therefore generally higher in suburban and rural
communities, where single-family homes pre-
dominate, than in urban communities, where
multifamily development exists at higher ratios.
Sewer demand, by contrast, depends on the
amount of indoor water use. Generally, water
used outdoors does not flow back into sewers.

To measure water demand, the model combines
the two components of residential water use to
arrive at total daily water demand: 1) daily per
capita water use, which reflects indoor water
use; and 2) daily per—housing unit water use,
which reflects outdoor water use. Indoor uses
include bathing, cooking, laundering, and toilet
flushing. Outdoor uses include lawn watering,
car washing, and other uses such as swimming
pools.

The daily per capita water-use rate used in the
model has been obtained from the New Jersey
Department of Environmental Protection
(NJDEP). It is widely accepted and cited in the
literature as a standard per capita water-use rate.
This rate is multiplied by total population for
each municipality to arrive at indoor water
demand by municipality. To calculate the per—
housing unit water use per day, the model
distinguishes among housing unit types. Water-
use rates by housing unit type, which have been
obtained from New Jersey water companies, are
multiplied by the number of housing units by
type in each municipality to arrive at total
outdoor water use. Total indoor water use is then
combined with total outdoor use to determine
total residential water demand per municipality.
Sewer demand is based on indoor water use,
with the model assuming that a share of all water
used indoors will flow into a sewer system.
Nonresidential demand calculations are more

straightforward. Water- and sewer-use rates by
type of employee are combined with change in
the number of employees to arrive at non-
residential demand projections. Municipal
residential and nonresidential water demand are
added to arrive at a total municipal water
demand projection associated with growth under
the TREND scenario. The same is done to
project total sewer demand. These are then
aggregated to county and state levels.

Water and Sewer Infrastructure Costs

Water infrastructure is made up of several
components: the water source, the treatment
facility, storage facilities, and the distribution
system. The cost of supplying water to new
developments because infrastructure
needs differ depending on the type of planning
area in which development is occurring. In rural
and environmentally sensitive planning areas
(PA-4 and PA-5), infrastructure typically is
nonexistent or access is difficult. Therefore, new
water infrastructure in the form of dug or drilled
wells and septic systems is required. In urban
and suburban communities, households general-
ly can be hooked up to existing service. In fringe
communities, community package systems may
be required. The first step in determining water
infrastructure costs, therefore, is to isolate the
planning areas where development will take
place.

varies

When water treatment plants and distribution
systems are designed, their size is determined by
the number of houses or buildings they will
serve, with costs calculated on the number of
laterals required. Thus, for new residential
development, the number and type of new
dwelling units is projected. To calculate the
number of laterals required to service the new
dwelling units, a water cost model assumes that
each single-family unit will require a lateral.
Multifamily units have fewer laterals than the
number of apartments. For the purpose of
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estimating costs, one lateral is calculated for
every four multifamily units. In actual practice,
fewer hookups will probably be necessary to
service multifamily units, but this measure is
used as a rule of thumb. Overstating the number
of hookups allows safe estimation of what size
water treatment plant is required to service the
new population. Thus, the second step in
estimating water costs is calculating the number
of laterals required to service projected new
development. The number of laterals will equal
the total number of single-family units plus the
total number of multifamily units divided by
four.

The water cost model assumes that new
development in suburban and urban com-
munities will be served by current water
treatment facilities. According to NJDEP, new
development in rural municipalities will gen-
erally require new wells, treatment facilities, and
distribution systems. Where there are already
facilities serving rural communities, they usually
were built to serve a specific development. Thus,
it can be assumed they are operating at capacity
or are too far away to serve new developments
cost effectively. Total water infrastructure costs
are the sum of all rural and suburban/urban
water infrastructure costs.

For both TREND and PLAN analyses, the
model runs as described above and includes
household dwelling type, planning area,
municipality, development location, and the
various costs associated with different types of
infrastructure needs. The water cost model
projects costs associated with residential and
nonresidential development. The relationship
between population and employment growth and
water supply facility requirements is relatively
straightforward. As noted, the number and type
of residential dwelling units and nonresidential
space are projected, enabling an estimate to be
made of the water infrastructure costs associated
with both types of development.

EXPECTED DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN TREND AND PLAN

A reasonable assumption is that under TREND
development residential development patterns
will continue to be characterized by relatively
low-density development comprising predom-
inantly single-family homes. If the PLAN
development scenario directs new residential
development to existing densely developed
communities with town houses and multifamily
units, water demand will be less under PLAN
conditions than under TREND conditions. The
model measures these differences by taking into
consideration dwelling unit type and the
differing locations where development is occur-
ring under the TREND and PLAN scenarios.

Water supply infrastructure costs for devel-
opment under TREND are expected to differ
from the PLAN regimen in several ways. To the
extent that new development under the TREND
scenario occurs in rural municipalities rather
than suburban and urban municipalities, water
infrastructure costs will be higher due to the
construction of water treatment plants, except as
the number of units increases and per-unit costs
are reduced. Costs will be lower when devel-
opment occurs in rural communities on a large
scale. The model is able to calculate these
differences because it takes into consideration
both type of development, which affects
distribution system needs, and the location of
development, which affects the cost for water
treatment facilities.

Sewer infrastructure costs are expected to be the
lowest for two kinds of development scenarios:
small, scattered developments in rural
communities where no extension of sewer
service is predicted and development in
communities where there are ample existing
capacity and low backlog needs. In the former
case, this pattern of development is served by
individual septic systems, which, except in
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northern parts of the state, cost less than
extending public systems would. In the latter
case, as a general rule, concentrated develop-
ment reduces collector system costs. It seems
unlikely that development under the TREND
regimen will be so scattered that individual
systems will suffice to service units. It seems
more likely that increased cost savings will be
realized under the more concentrated
development patterns expected for PLAN
development. However, cost savings will depend
on where development is occurring. As dis-
cussed, sewer infrastructure needs are highly
site-specific. Wherever systems are operating at
or near capacity, new development may trigger
much higher infrastructure costs if construction
of new treatment facilities is required.
Furthermore, if development occurs at suf-
ficiently high densities, infrastructure costs may
increase, because high-density development
requires larger pipes, which are more expensive.
The model is able to account for these
differences by calculating the costs associated
with development in specific municipalities,
depending upon the location of growth projected
under the TREND and PLAN scenarios.

CRITICAL ASSUMPTIONS

A major assumption in the analysis is that the
overall mix of residential development under the
TREND scenario will be characterized by larger
lot sizes and more single-family units than
would be the case under the PLAN scenario.
CUPR projections assume that, while there will
be some movement toward a greater share of
single-family attached and multifamily units
TREND, more of that pattern of
development will occur under PLAN. Another
assumption is that development be
encouraged in more-urban communities of the
state. Therefore, outdoor water use should be
less under the PLAN regimen.

under

will

The major assumption underlying the water cost
model is that residential and nonresidential
water infrastructure needs can be estimated
according to the type of development and
community where development is occurring.
The model assumes that if new growth is
occurring in rural and environmentally sensitive
planning areas, access to infrastructure will be
nonexistent or difficult. Individual wells will
serve small scattered development, but new
water infrastructure will be required to serve
larger developments in rural areas. In
communities characterized by large PA-1 and
PA-2 tracts, the model assumes that units
generally can be hooked up to existing service.
Lands in municipalities have been assigned to
planning area categories under both scenarios.
Cost assumptions for water infrastructure
components—wells, distribution systems, water
treatment facilities—for both the TREND and
PLAN scenarios have been described above. The
major assumption underlying the OSP sewer
cost model is that the data collected in the Waste
Water Management Plans accurately reflect
sewer usage and infrastructure needs throughout
the state.

SCOPE AND DEPTH OF ANALYSIS

Water demand models can include hundreds of
variables for forecasting need. One model
projects water demand based on a parcel-by-
parcel inventory by water service area of all
anticipated land-use changes for each year, as
well as the water-use factors associated with
new land use. Models such as these require
detailed data that are difficult to obtain for large
geographic areas.

An effort to compare the effects of two
development scenarios, not only on water and
sewer demand, but also on scores of other
measures—and on a statewide basis—requires
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some simplification. Yet, the analysis includes
variables that will highlight likely differences
between the TREND and PLAN regimens. The
CUPR water and sewer demand model will
require data on the relevant variables at the
municipal level. The scope of analysis will
proceed on the municipal, regional, and state
levels.

Under TREND conditions, the State
will experience an increase in
water and sewer demand of

94.22 million and 81.94 million
gallons per day, respectively.

TREND FINDINGS

Water and Sewer Demand

Under the TREND scenario, during the period
from 2008 to 2028, the state will experience an
increase in water and sewer demand of 94.22
million and 81.94 million gallons per day,
respectively. Almost 56-57 percent (54.12
million gallons/45.53 million gallons) of future
water and sewer demand will take place in the
state’s southern region, and 43-44 percent (40.10
million gallons/36.42 million gallons) in the
northern region (table 39).

Under TREND conditions, approximately 60.5
percent (57.03 million gallons) of new water and
62 percent of new sewer demand (51.06 million

TABLE 39. TREND Findings:
Household Water and Sewer Infrastructure—Increase for the Period 2008-2028

Water Demand  Sewer Demand Water & Sewer  Water Lateral ~ Sewer Lateral
(millions of (millions of Laterals Costs Costs
Gallons) gallons) (#eachin000) (billions of §)  (billions of $)
New Jersey 94.22 81.94 261.73 2.19 3.54
Regions
North 40.10 36.42 83.26 0.66 1.09
South 5412 45.53 178.47 1.54 2.45
Type of Community
Urban 18.68 17.78 3244 0.23 0.38
Inner Suburban 38.35 33.28 103.59 0.83 1.33
Outer Suburban 28.24 23.39 96.95 0.87 1.37
Rural 8.96 749 28.75 0.26 0.46
Planning Area
Metro, Suburban, Fringe 74.71 65.75 195.63 1.59 2.55
Rural, Env. Sensitive 19.52 16.19 66.10 0.60 0.99
Centers
Large Centers (Urban, 7411 64.84 202.56 1.67 2.69
Regional, Town)
All Others 20.11 17.11 59.17 0.52 0.86

Source: Rutgers University, Center for Urban Policy Research, Projections 2008 —2028.
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gallons) will take place in urban or inner-
suburban communities, and about 39.5 percent
(37.20 million gallons) of new water demand in
rural/outer-suburban communities. Thirty-eight
percent (38%) of new sewer demand (30.88
million gallons) will take place in rural/outer-
suburban communities. In addition, around 80
percent (74.71 million gallons/65.75 million
gallons) of water and sewer demand will take
place in communities with more densely
developed planning areas (PA-1 to PA-3), and
just under 80 percent (79%) (74.11 million
gallons/64.84 million gallons) in communities
with urban, regional, or town centers.

Water and Sewer Laterals

Under existing development or TREND con-
ditions, there will be a demand for approx-
imately 261,730 new water laterals and an
equivalent number of new sewer laterals. Each
residential and nonresidential unit of develop-
ment either has both a water and sewer lateral or
shares a water and sewer lateral. Individual
wells and septic systems and shares of package
treatment plants are treated as equivalent to a
single lateral. About 68 percent (178,470 each)
of these water and sewer laterals will be required
in the southern portion of the state and about 32
percent (83,260 each) in the northern part of the
state. Close to 52 percent (136,030 each) of
future water and sewer laterals will be required
in urban/inner-suburban communities and 48
percent (125,700 each) in rural/outer-suburban
communities. In addition, 75 percent (195,630
each) of future water and sewer laterals will be
required in communities with more densely
developed planning areas (PA-1 to PA-3), and
25 percent (66,100 each) in communities with

less densely developed planning areas (PA-4 and
PA-5). Finally, 77 percent (202,560 each) of
future water and sewer laterals will be required
in municipalities with urban, regional, and/or
town centers; 23 percent (59,170 each) in
municipalities without large centers.

Water and Sewer Lateral Costs

To support the costs of development under
TREND conditions, $2.19 billion will be
required in water lateral costs and $3.54 billion
in sewer lateral costs. Approximately 70 percent
($1.54 billion/$2.45 billion) of future water and
sewer lateral costs will be required in the
southern region; 30 percent ($0.66 billion/$1.09
billion) in the northern region (see table 39).

Of the $2.19 billion and $3.54 billion in future
water and sewer lateral costs, respectively, about
48 percent ($1.06 billion/$1.71 billion) will be
required in urban/inner-suburban communities
and 52 percent ($1.13 billion/$1.83 billion) in
rural/outer-suburban communities. Of the above
future water and sewer lateral costs, 73 percent
($1.59 million/$2.55 billion) will occur in com-
munities with more densely developed planning
areas (PA-1 to PA-3); 27 percent ($0.60
billion/$0.99 billion) will occur in communities
with less densely developed planning areas (PA-
4 and PA-5). Finally, 76 percent ($1.67
billion/$2.69 billion) of future water and sewer
lateral costs will occur in communities with
urban, regional, and/or town centers; 24 percent
($0.52 billion/$0.86 billion) will occur in
communities without large centers. Under the
TREND scenario, more costs are in the southern
part of the state, in rural/outer-suburban
communities, in communities with more densely
developed planning areas, and in communities
with large centers.
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PLAN FINDINGS
Water and Sewer Demand

Under PLAN conditions, between 2008 and
2028, the state of New Jersey will require an
additional 91.68 million gallons of water
capacity and 80.54 million gallons of sewer
capacity per day. Between 56 and 58 percent
(53.62 million gallons/45.44 million gallons) of
future water and sewer capacity will be required
in the southern region and 42-44 percent (38.06
million gallons/35.10 million gallons) in the
northern region. Under PLAN development,
approximately 77-78 percent (70.27 million
gallons/62.79 million gallons) of future water
and capacity will be required in
urban/inner-suburban communities, and 22-23
percent (21.41 million gallons/17.75 million

sewer

gallons) in rural/outer-suburban communities.
Water and sewer demand under the PLAN
regimen will be more concentrated (87
percent—380.14 million gallons/70.92 million
gallons) in communities with more densely
developed planning areas and less concentrated
(12-13  percent—11.55 million gallons/9.63
million gallons) in communities with less
densely developed planning areas. Finally,
future water and sewer demand under PLAN
conditions will be more pronounced in
communities with urban, regional, and/or town
centers (83 percent—75.95 million gal-
lons/67.03 million gallons) and less pronounced
in communities without large centers (17
percent—15.73 million gallons/13.52 million
gallons).

TABLE 40. PLAN Findings:
Household Water and Sewer Infrastructure—Increase for the Period 2008-2028

Water Demand  Sewer Demand  Water & Sewer ~ Water Lateral ~ Sewer Lateral
(millions of (millions of Laterals Costs Costs
Gallons) gallons) (#eachin000) (billionsof §)  (billions of $)
New Jersey 91.68 80.54 245.66 2.01 3.24
Regions
North 38.06 35.10 70.95 0.53 0.89
South 53.62 4544 174.70 1.48 2.35
Type of Community
Urban 23.73 22.54 42.85 0.30 0.50
Inner Suburban 46.54 40.25 129.56 1.05 1.67
Outer Suburban 17.39 14.36 60.98 0.55 0.86
Rural 4.02 3.39 12.27 0.11 0.20
Planning Area
Metro, Suburban, Fringe 80.14 70.92 207.55 1.67 2.67
Rural, Env. Sensitive 11.55 9.63 38.11 0.34 0.57
Centers
Large Centers (Urban, 75.95 67.03 201.88 1.63 2.62
Regional, Town)
All Others 15.73 13.52 43.77 0.38 0.61

Source: Rutgers University, Center for Urban Policy Research, Projections 2008 —2028.
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Water and Sewer Laterals

Under PLAN development, there will be a de-
mand for approximately 245,660 new water
laterals and an equivalent number of new sewer
laterals (table 40). About 71 percent of these
new water and sewer laterals (174,700 each) will
be required in the southern portion of the state,
and about 29 percent (70,950 each) in the
northern portion. About 70 percent (172,410
each) of future water and sewer laterals will be
required in urban/inner-suburban communities,
and 30 percent (73,250 each) in rural/outer-
suburban communities. Nearly 85 percent of
future water and sewer laterals will be required
in communities with more densely developed
planning areas (207,550 each); slightly less than
15 percent (38,110 each) in communities with
less densely developed planning areas. Eighty-
two percent of future water and sewer laterals
(201,880 each) will be required in communities
with urban, regional, and/or town centers; 18
percent (43,770 each) in communities without
large centers.

Water and Sewer Lateral Costs

Under PLAN development, future water and
sewer lateral costs will amount to $2.01 billion
and $3.24 billion, respectively. Approximately
three-quarters ($1.48 billion/$2.35 billion) of
these water and sewer costs will be required in
the southern part of the state and 25 percent
($0.53 billion/$0.89 billion) in the northern part.
Two-thirds ($1.35 billion/$2.17 billion) of future
water and sewer lateral expenditures will be in
urban/inner-suburban communities; 33 percent
($0.66 Dbillion/$1.06 billion) in rural/outer-
suburban communities. Eighty-three percent
($1.67 billion/$2.67 billion) of water and sewer
lateral costs will be in communities with more
densely developed planning areas; 17 percent
($0.34 billion/$0.57 billion) will be in com-
munities with less densely developed planning
areas. Eighty-one percent ($1.63 billion/$2.62

billion) of water and sewer lateral costs will
occur in communities with urban, regional,
and/or centers; 19 percent ($0.38
billion/$0.61 billion) in communities without
large centers (table 40).

town

PLAN VERSUS TREND FINDINGS
Water and Sewer Demand

Overall water and sewer demand per day under
PLAN versus TREND conditions is 2.7 percent
less for water and 1.7 percent less for sewer
(-2.54 million gallons/-1.40 million gallons,
respectively). The largest volume of water and
sewer saved under PLAN development is in the
northern region (-2.04 million gallons/-1.31
million gallons); much less is saved in the
southern region (-0.50 million gallons/-0.08
million gallons) (table 41).

Most water and sewer consumption saved in
absolute terms (amounting to 16 percent of
TREND consumption, -15.79 million gallons/-
13.14 million gallons) will be saved in
rural/outer-suburban communities. Most water
and sewer consumption that will have to be
accommodated (amounting to about 14 percent,
+13.25 million gallons/+11.75 million gallons)
take place in urban/inner-suburban
communities. Water and sewer consumption will
be close to 25 percent higher in urban/inner-
suburban communities under PLAN conditions
(13.25 million gallons/11.75 million gallons).
Water and sewer consumption will increase by
about 7.27 percent in communities with more
densely developed planning areas (5.43 million
gallons/5.16 million gallons) and decrease by 40
percent (-7.97 million gallons/-6.56 million
gallons) in communities with less densely
developed planning areas. Finally, under PLAN
conditions water and sewer consumption will
increase by 2.5 and 3.3 percent, respectively (.84
million gallons/2.19 million gallons) in com-
munities with urban, regional, and/or town

will
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centers and decrease by 22 percent (-4.38
million gallons/-3.59 million gallons) in com-
munities without large centers.

Water and Sewer Laterals

Under PLAN versus TREND conditions, 16,080
fewer water and sewer laterals (and associated
shares of package plants and individual
wells/septic systems) will be needed. This is a
reduction of future water and sewer laterals of
about 6 percent. More than three-quarters
(-12,310 each) of the water and sewer lateral
redirection will take place in the southern
region; the other one-quarter will take place in
the northern region (-3,770) each.

Under PLAN conditions, water and sewer lateral
demand will be reduced by significant numbers
in rural/inner-suburban communities (-52,440
each). Urban/inner-suburban communities will
experience a 26.4 percent increase in future
water and sewer laterals (36,370 each). Overall,
reductions outnumber increases. Under PLAN
development, 6.1 percent more (11,920 each)
water and sewer laterals will be required in
communities with more densely developed
planning areas; fewer laterals (-27,990 each) will
be required in communities with less densely
developed planning areas. Less (680 each) water
and sewer laterals will be required in
communities with urban, regional, and/or town
centers; many fewer (-15,400 each) in commun-
ities without large centers.

TABLE 41. PLAN versus TREND Findings:
Household Water and Sewer Infrastructure—Increase for the Period 2008-2028

Water Sewer Water & Sewer Water Sewer

Demand Demand Laterals Lateral Lateral

(millions o (millions of ~ (# each in 000) Costs Costs
gallons) gallons) ($ billions) ~ ($ billions)
New Jersey (2.54) (1.40) (16.08) (0.18) (0.31)
Regions - - - - -
North (2.04) (1.31) (12.31) (0.12) (0.20)
South (0.50) (0.08) (3.77) (0.06) (0.10)
Type of Community - - - - -
Urban 5.05 477 10.40 0.08 0.13
Inner Suburban 8.19 6.98 25.97 0.21 0.34
Outer Suburban (10.85) (9.04) (35.97) (0.32) (0.51)
Rural (4.94) (4.10) (16.47) (0.15) (0.26)
Planning Area - - - - -
Metro, Suburban, Fringe 543 5.16 11.92 0.07 0.12
Rural, Env. Sensitive (7.97) (6.56) (27.99) (0.26) (0.43)
Centers - -
Large Centers (Urban, 1.84 219 (0.68) (0.04) (0.06)

Regional, Town)

All Others (4.38) (3.59) (15.40) (0.14) (0.24)

Source: Rutgers University, Center for Urban Policy Research, Projections 2008 —2028.
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Water and Sewer Lateral Costs
under PLAN versus TREND
Conditions

Overall, future water lateral cost will be reduced
by 8.25 percent, or $0.18 billion; sewer lateral
cost will be reduced by 8.75 percent, or $0.31
billion. About twice as much of the reductions in
water and sewer lateral costs will take place in
the northern region of the state ($-0.12 billion/
$-0.20 billion), followed by decreases in the
southern region ($-0.06 billion/$-0.10 billion).
In the southern region, more water lateral costs
will be incurred under both the TREND and the
PLAN scenarios.

Most of the PLAN water and sewer lateral cost
savings will occur in rural/outer-suburban
communities ($-47 billion/$-0.77 billion. Under
PLAN versus TREND conditions, water and
sewer lateral costs will increase by 27 percent
(+$0.29 billion/+$0.47 billion) in urban/inner-
suburban communities. In the state as a whole,
for both water and sewer, decreases in cost will
outweigh increases in cost. Water and sewer
lateral costs will increase in communities with
more densely developed planning areas (+$0.07
billion/+$0.12  billion) and decrease in
communities with less densely developed plan-
ning areas ($-0.26 billion/$-0.43 billion). Water
and sewer lateral costs will decrease in
communities with urban, regional, and/or town
centers (-$0.04 Dbillion/-$0.06 billion) and
decrease in communities without large centers
($-0.14 billion/$-0.24 billion).

COMPARISON TO THE PREVIOUS
IMPACT ASSESSMENT FINDINGS

Water and sewer demand for the current 20-year
projection period will be about 70 percent of
what it was at the time of the 2000 evaluation.
This is due to significantly lower population and
employment projections for the current period

and basically similar indoor water consumption
per capita. Water and sewer demand savings
under the current State Plan evaluation will be
about the same as projected in the 1992
evaluation (2.6 million gallons).

CONCLUSIONS AND
IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS

These findings reflect that most water demand
differences between the two growth scenarios
involve outdoor water use. Outdoor water use is
calculated according to dwelling unit type and
location, with more water used by single-family
units and in outer suburban and rural mu-
nicipalities. Under PLAN, the greater number of
multifamily units and single-family attached
units resulting from the shift of a greater share of
development from outer suburban and rural
communities to inner-suburban and urban com-
munities or communities with urban, regional,
and/or town centers tends to lower water de-
mand.

To the extent that water is considered an almost
inexhaustible resource, determining the amount
of water demand under different development
scenarios might seem to be merely an interesting
exercise. Experience with water shortages in
various parts of the state in the recent past shows
that this is not the case. A development scenario
that reduces water demand is preferable to one
that does not, as there may be more water supply
shortages in the future.

The cost of water infrastructure under different
development scenarios is an important factor in
determining overall housing and development
costs. Again, the development scenario that
reduces the cost of water infrastructure is
preferable to one that does not. As development
costs are reduced, housing costs can also be
reduced, an important consideration given the
continued reality of high housing prices in the
state.
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It is evident that development under the PLAN
growth scenario is associated with reduced
infrastructure costs. An even greater reduction of
water and sewer infrastructure costs could be
achieved under a number of conditions. These
include shifting more residential development to
communities with ample wastewater treatment
plant capacity or by clustering dwelling units.
Increased intensity of land use reduces collector
capital costs. However, development at very
high density can have the opposite effect of
increasing collector costs because more
expensive larger pipes are required to service the
development.

PRINCIPLES FOR FUTURE
MONITORING BY THE OFFICE
OF SMART GROWTH

Continued monitoring of PLAN will be effected
by comparing changes in per capita water con-
sumption in communities, for example, where
clustered multifamily development occurs on
existing developed acreage with communities
where single family, large-lot development
occurs on vacant land. Water demand figures
should be different in these cases.

Varying costs associated with development in
rural communities versus suburban and urban
communities can be monitored using the CUPR
water cost model. In addition, cost differences
due to the size of individual developments and
the mix of housing types can be projected.

Different population and employment projec-
tions will obviously lead to different cost
projections. So, too, will population locational
changes, particularly if they are projected for
areas with treatment plants near or at capacity.
Population and employment projections should
be checked soon after the 2010 Census findings
are released.

MONITORING VARIABLES

The monitoring variables for Office of
Smart Growth use involve an analysis
of gallons of water and sewer
consumed per capita in and outside of
centers, as well as the number of units
served by water and sewer laterals in
and outside of centers.

Ratios of the former should be less
than one; ratios of the latter should be
greater than one.

Gallons(M) of water use per capita
(in centers)

divided by

Gallons(M) of water use
per capita (in noncenters)

Gallons(M) of sewer use per capita
(in centers)

divided by

Gallons(M) of sewer use
per capita (in noncenters)

Units per water lateral
(in centers)

divided by
Units per water lateral
(in noncenters)

Units per sewer lateral
(in centers)

divided by

Units per sewer lateral
(in noncenters)




COMMUNITY LIFE ASSESSMENT

Memorial Day celebration, Essex Fells
Robert W. Burchell

his is the third major area of assessment

as it relates to the State Plan’s impact on

community life. Of the eight goals under

the new State Plan, Goals 6 and 7 relate
directly to community life:

GOAL 6

Provide adequate housing at a
reasonable cost.

GOAL 7

Preserve and enhance areas with
historic, cultural, scenic, and
recreational value.

The 1992, 2000 and 2009 community life
assessments all dealt with housing supply,
demand and costs, and quality of life. This
evaluation of the 2009 State Plan examines the

projected changes for the period from 2008-
2028 due to growth under TREND versus PLAN
conditions. Information on TREND and PLAN
differences is presented by region and both
density and type of communities.

The Community Life assessment considers the
diversity of community attributes that house-
holds and employees will experience as a
consequence of the spatial patterns inherent
under alternative futures—TREND or PLAN.
Community Life characteristics
many social and economic variables, among
them the supply and cost of housing available in
the community.

encompass

This Community Life assessment is first
performed using a model that contains a
composite quality-of-life rating indicative of
more-preferential versus less-preferential living
environments. The model takes into account
such variables as education, taxation, housing,
cultural and recreational facilities, crime rates,
and household income.

The quality-of-life rating is a composite of
regional and local factors affecting quality of life
calculated for all the municipalities in New
Jersey.!! The model first rates New Jersey
counties on their quality of life compared with
that of other counties nationwide. Subsumed into
this overall rating is another quality-of-life
rating comparing New Jersey municipalities
with other municipalities in the state. Each
rating scheme contains both static and dynamic

81Burchell et. al., “Quality of Life in the United States,”
Costs of Sprawl 2000. Transportation Research Board —
National Research Council. 2002.
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variables assessing how well a community
stands in comparison to other areas and, more
importantly, how the quality of life for that
community is changing over time. A community
is given a quality-of-life rating, and each
household and job in the community receives
that rating. The combination of number of
households and jobs multiplied by the rating is
the score for the community under current
conditions. To this is added the number of
households and jobs locating to the community.
Also added is the change in nonresidential
ratable base in a community. A community
quality-of-life rating increases slightly with
increases in ratable base, and the average
quality-of-life rating of all communities
increases because growth of the nonresidential
tax base is more pronounced in the more highly
rated communities. Community quality-of-life
ratings are summed to the state level and
compared for the overall analysis of the TREND
versus PLAN development As
indicated, the quality-of-life ratings change over
time, and this is incorporated into the analysis.

scenarios.

Clearly within the definition of quality of
community life, and also influencing perceptions
of community, is the housing choice of a
community. A second component of the
community life assessment addresses this issue
in two distinct parts. The first is the availability
of housing; the second is the cost of housing.
Community life is directly related to the availa-
bility of appropriate housing in a particular
location at a reasonable cost.™

The housing-affordability analysis is driven by
projections of household formation and the
historical provision of housing at the local level.
The housing-affordability analysis projects
housing demand and income against availability
and cost by building type, including rental units,

82 Anthony Downs, New Visions for Metropolitan America,
34.

for the municipalities encompassed within three
broad regions of the state. The TREND and
PLAN housing scenarios are compared, and
each scenario is evaluated according to its ability
to contribute to more affordable housing in the
state. The housing affordability analysis is an
important component of the Community Life
assessment. The goals of natural resource
protection and the desire to revitalize inner-city
neighborhoods are weighted against housing
affordability.

QUALITY OF LIFE

Children at play in Highland Park.
Jon Erickson

INTRODUCTION—
CORE QUESTIONS

Quality of life is a rating of a place according to
variables that describe that place relative to other
locations. It is the specification of multiple
attributes of a place in a single index to
characterize that location. The process used to
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calculate such a rating is difficult, frequently
subjective, and often imprecise.* It is, however,
a process that is necessary to viewing population
changes and the effects of community environ-
ments on those who participate in those changes.
The most current procedures are used to
assemble a quality-of-life rating, and the analy-
sis determines differences in the quality of life
of those who move to varying locations under
the two development scenarios (TREND and
PLAN).

This exercise is undertaken because there is
some concern that those who locate to inner-
suburban and urban communities under the
PLAN regimen will have a less desirable quality
of life than will those who move to rural and
undeveloped under TREND
conditions. That is true to a certain degree;
however, the continued decline of urban and
inner-suburban communities would be a factor
contributing to an overall lower quality of life
under TREND development if most moves
continued to be to primarily rural and un-
developed areas.

communities

The quality-of-life analysis must be completed
to shed light on the above issue. This analysis
seeks to answer the following questions

e What is the quality of life in New
Jersey, and what differences are
observed when quality of life in urban
locations is compared with quality of
life in rural locations?

o |s quality of life capable of changing
over time? How does that happen?

e What is the effect of the TREND future
versus that of the PLAN future on
overall quality of life in New Jersey?

% Burchell et al., Costs of Sprawl Revisited, 1998, 93-101.

BACKGROUND

Pedestrians on Nassau Street in Princeton.
Jon Erickson

Quality of life is affected by both regional en-
vironments and local environments. Regional
environments involve travel time, weather,
relationship to recreational activities, growth,
cost of living, tax burden, social support levels,
and so on. Local environments involve such
concerns as economic viability, educational
quality and attainment, public-service delivery
and cost, local environmental quality, public
safety, and socioeconomic status.

The quality-of-life rating applied here involves
both regional and Ilocal considerations. A
regional quality-of-life index is developed for
each county. The index rates counties on a scale
of 1 to 5. It was formulated using variables
developed by Stuart Gabriel of the University of
Southern California (USC) and colleagues at the
Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco.** The
Center for Urban Policy Research used this
approach to rank counties nationwide in research
conducted for the National Academy of
Sciences.® The twenty-six variables describe
quality of life at the county level.

8 Gabriel et al., “Compensating Differential and Evolution
of the Quality of Life among U.S. States,” 34.

8 Burchell et al., “Quality of Life in the United States,”
Costs of Sprawl 2000, op.cit.
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A local quality-of-life index is developed for
each municipality. It rates municipalities on a
scale of 1 to 5 in terms of local living conditions.
This portion of the analysis was the focus of the
prior quality-of-life evaluation in New Jersey.
The index involves 18 wvariables in six basic
variable sets. It was originally developed by
Julian Wolpert and Michael Danielson of
Princeton University.*® The use of this combined
procedure to assess regional and local quality of
life allows each county to be ranked consistent
with the criteria used to rank all counties
nationwide, and it allows localities to be ranked
according to their own characteristics but within
the confines of the overall county rankings. The
procedure provides the most comparable and
detailed quality-of-life ranking possible.

The State Plan policies pertaining to Quality of
Life are as follows. They involve the protection
of recreation areas and the
sustainable built environments.

creation of

86 Wolpert and Danielson, “The Effects of Growth and
Quality of Life,” in Burchell, Impact Assessment of the
New Jersey Interim State Development and Redevelopment
Plan, Report I: Research Strategy, 161-175.

Policy Statements from the Plan

16.0 Coastal Resources

Protect and conserve New Jersey’s coastal resources, by
striking an appropriate balance between the important
contribution that the Jersey Shore makes to New Jersey’s
economy and its fragile environmental resources upon
which so much of that economic contribution relies.
Account for the dramatic change likely to occur as a
consequence of natural geologic forces, sea-level rise and
increasing coastal hazards due to the effects of global
warming.

THE CHALLENGE:

To improve the coordination and integration of
coastal planning on multiple government levels to
serve as a better guide to infrastructure investment,
shore protection and regulatory programs while
protecting  environmentally  sensitive  coastal
resources.

19.0 Designing More Sustainable

Built Environments

Tailor design, intensity and form to fit local needs that may
vary from urban centers to first ring suburbs in need of
redevelopment to retrofitting newer suburban communities
to center-based development for Rural and Environ-
mentally Sensitive Areas to create spatially defined,
visually appealing and functionally efficient places with
respect to each of those different contexts in ways that
help to create a distinctive identity, built to human scale.
Establish a sense of place that enhances economic
viability and includes circulation patterns that facilitate
multi-modal transportation alternatives to the automobile
in ways that are consistent with the vision and goals of the
State Plan.

THE CHALLENGE:

To devise attractive community designs for a range
of different community types from the redevel-
opment essential to revitalizing urban centers and
first-ring suburbs to retrofit newer suburbs to
designing, attractive, center-based developments in
the still more rural and environmentally sensitive
locations in the State.
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IMPACT ASSESSMENT—
METHODS

REGIONAL QUALITY OF LIFE

ad LBt

Walkable streets in the retailing area of Cape May.
Jon Erickson

Several studies have attempted to identify those
attributes of a regional location that cause people
to prefer it over alternatives and to rate places on
the basis of those attributes. Such studies face
considerable challenges: *’

e [t is not easy to determine which varia-

bles should be considered in a mea-
surement of quality of life. For example,
it is clear that income probably has a
significant impact on the quality of life of
most people. Does that mean that income
should be included as a component of a
quality-of-life index? People may accept
lower incomes and consider themselves
better off if they live in an area with a
lower cost of living and more natural
and/or cultural amenities. Moreover, the
value of those amenities will be partly—
perhaps significantly—capitalized in land

87 Burchell et al., “Quality of Life in the United States,”
Costs of Sprawl 2000, op.cit.

values and, therefore, in housing prices.
Should higher housing prices be con-
sidered a negative or a positive indicator
of quality of life?

Tastes and preferences vary considerably.
Some people are comfortable in an urban
setting while others will go to great
lengths to avoid urban areas. Some
people prefer warm weather all the time;
others prefer seasonal changes.

Some attributes are valued in conjunction
with others. People may prefer to be near
the seashore, but only if the area is not
too crowded and the weather allows them
to enjoy it.

Many attributes cannot be measured in a
consistent, objective manner. The quality
of cultural events and performances
available to residents of a particular area,
for example, is not easily measured in an
objective way. Such qualitative attributes
are difficult to incorporate into a
quantitative study.

Consistent and reliable data on many
locational amenities are difficult to find.
The larger the area and the finer the grain
of a study, the less available are useful
data. Even such a seemingly simple
indicator as the student-to-teacher ratio is
measured somewhat differently in vari-
ous states’ school districts.

Many attributes are strongly correlated.
When combined with the lack of
available data for other attributes, this
leads to seemingly inconsistent findings.
For example, people might say they
dislike certain attributes, but those same
undesirable attributes prevail in the
places where they prefer to live. The
reason for the apparent inconsistency is
that the undesirable attributes are
correlated with desirable attributes for
which data are not available, and so the
undesirable attributes pick up the effects
that should be ascribed to the omitted
variables.
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e Making locational comparisons requires
more than identifying and measuring the
attributes  that influence  people’s
locational decisions. Weights must be
assigned to the various attributes; small
differences in weightings can lead to
large changes in rankings.

Traffic southbound on the Garden State Parkway.
Jon Erickson

The scope of this research effort means that the
research team has to either adopt or alter a set of
standardized indicators of quality of life or leave
this type of analysis out of the evaluation. The
choice made by the research team was to alter a
set of standardized indicators of quality of life
and to use it to evaluate two different develop-
ment futures for New Jersey. This analysis
attempts to address the following key research
questions:

o [f one had the power to move a household
from the municipality it was assigned to
by a long-run population forecast to a
different municipality, would that house-
old experience a change in its quality of
life?

e Specifically, if the household could be
moved from a TREND (uncontrolled
growth) community to a PLAN (con-
trolled growth) community (as defined in
other sections of this analysis), would the
household’s quality of life change? What
is the statewide significance of this
change in quality of life once all
households have been so moved?

One of the most widely used models for
estimating the value of the quality of life
associated with regional location was developed
and estimated by Stuart Gabriel of USC, Joe
Mattey of the Federal Reserve Bank of San
Francisco, and William Wascher of the Federal
Reserve Board of Governors. The Gabriel et al.
model is used to compare quality of life in one
state versus another. It is an econometric model
whose regression coefficients and signs predict
housing expenditures and wages related to the
amenity of location.* The goal of this section of
the analysis is to employ a modified version of
Gabriel et al.’s model in the comparison of
quality of life at the local level. Local quality of
life is controlled by quality of life at the regional
level, under the alternative growth scenarios
(TREND and PLAN). The comparison could not
be done unless there was agreement among
research team members about what constitutes
quality of life at both of these levels. The
variables from the Gabriel et al. model were
retained, altered, and supplemented to achieve
“recognizable” indicators of regional (county)
quality of life. A set of variables depicting local
(municipal) quality of life was folded into the
county ratings. The procedures for determining
each of these quality-of-life measures
explained below.

are

%¥Gabriel et al., op.cit.
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Regional Quality of Life:
The Creation of a Quality-of-Life
Rating for Counties

The following changes were made to Gabriel et
al.’s variables before they were used in the
county quality-of-life rating. The signs of the
regression coefficients for five of the 24
variables were changed. States with (1) less
sunshine, (2) higher rates of violent crime, (3)
higher state and local property taxes, (4) more
expenditure on higher education, and (5) more
expenditure on welfare were associated with
higher quality of life in Gabriel et al.’s
regression equation. The signs of these variables
were reversed when used in this analysis.
Further, the influence of some variables (regard-
less of sign) on counties appeared to be too
strong: the presence of a coast (within 100
miles), better air quality (particularly low levels
of carbon monoxide), a low number of
hazardous waste sites, low student-to-teacher
ratios, significant funding for higher
education and highways. The effects of these
variables were reduced to one-quarter of their
original influence.

and

In addition, the following variables seemed to
have inconsistent effects because the data were
usually not reported at the county level: (1) the
amount of federal land that existed statewide, (2)
whether or not the state environmental pro-
tection laws were lenient, (3) the number of
visits to national parks per 100 people in the
state, and (4) the number of visits to state parks
per 100 people in the state. These four variables
were eliminated from the analysis.

Other key variables were missing from Gabriel
et al.’s list of variables because they were
accounted for in the structure of the regression.
The following variables needed to be added:
wealth of the county; share of the population
that is of working age; percentage of the
population, aged 25 and older, with a graduate
degree; a cost-of-living index for the county;
future population growth; and employment
growth in the county. These additional variables,
with the deduction of the four above, expanded
the original variable set to 26. Population growth
and employment growth were found to exert too
much influence and were reduced to one-quarter
of their original effects. All regional quality-of-
life variables are shown in table 42.

All variables—except for the population- and
employment-growth scores and cost of living,
which were scored individually—were stan-
dardized so the mean of the variable was zero
and the standard deviation was one. Values
lower than (-)1.5 were made equal to (-)1.5, and
values above 1.5 were capped at 1.5. A value of
1.5 was then added to the original score to allow
all scores to be positive, and it was doubled to
arrive at a range of 0 to 6, with 6 representing
the best score. The data were then scaled to
conform to a range of 1 to 5 to make them
consistent with the ratings for local quality of
life. The variables for a county were then
averaged to arrive at a quality-of-life score, with
eight of the 24 variables counted as one-quarter
of their original value.
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TABLE 42. Variables Used in the Regional
Quality-of-Life Ranking of Counties

Correlation
between
Variable and
Quality of Life

Variables Weighting

Weather
1. Average annual rainfall -
2. Morning and evening -

humidity -
3. Heating degree days -
4. Cooling degree days -
5. Wind Speed +
6. Sunshine days

_ A

Amenities
7. Coast Location + Ya
8. Inland water bodies + 1
9. Hazardous waste sites - Ya
10. Air Content—ozone - 1
11. Air Content—carbon - Ya
monoxide

Socioeconomic
12. Cost-of-living index - 1
13. Commuting time - 1
14. Violent crime rate - 1
15. Student-to-teacher ratio -
16. Wealth index + 1
17. Working-age population + 1
18. Population with a + 1
graduate degree

Public Finance

19. State and local income -
taxes

20. State and local property
taxes

21. State and local sales
tax

22. Expenditures on higher
education

23. Expenditures on public
welfare

24. Expenditures on
highways

'
_

+ 1+
RN

Growth
25. Population growth ~+ Y
26. Employment growth ~+ Y

Sources:  Gabriel et al., June 1996, “Compensatory Differentials and
Evolution of the Quality of Life among U.S. States” (as
adjusted by CUPR, Rutgers University, 2009).

Notes: A (+) sign indicates a positive correlation between the
variable and quality of life; a (-) sign indicates a negative
correlation between the variable and quality of life; a (~+) sign
indicates that for population growth and employment growth
there is a positive correlation between the variable and quality
of life, except for extreme high growth, which is given a
middle rating.

Local Quality of Life

Matt Crosby

The quality-of-life rating also encompasses local
quality of life. A local quality-of-life rating,
based on the six component variable sets
outlined below, is developed for each mu-
nicipality. This rating varies from 1 (the lowest
rating) to 5 (the highest rating). The six com-
ponents developed to measure quality of life in
New Jersey municipalities are the same as those
in the original impact assessment:"

e Economic well-being. This component
ranks communities on the basis of their
median income and the relative size of
their dependent population. Three vari-
ables are used in this component: median
household income; Temporary Assistance
to Needy Families (TANF) caseloads per
capita; and the community homeless
count per capita. Quality of life is
assumed to be proportional to median
income and inversely related to the
proportion of welfare recipients and
homeless people in a municipality.

% Burchell, Impact Assessment of the New Jersey Interim
State Development and Redevelopment Plan, Report II:
Research Findings, 255-268.
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e Housing value and ownership. Three
variables are indexed for the home-
ownership component: percentage of
residents who are homeowners; median
housing value; change in median housing
value. A better quality of life is assumed
to be directly related to higher rates of
homeownership, higher median housing
values, and larger increases in housing
values.

e Property tax base and rate. The tax
component is based on two variables:
equalized tax rates and tax base per
capita. Quality of life is assumed to be
inversely related to tax rates and directly
proportional to taxable wealth per capita.
In other words, life is better when taxes
are low and ratables are plentiful.

e Public safety. This component assesses
quality of life from the perspective of
personal safety, protection of property,
and public investments in policing. Five
variables are used in this component:
violent crimes per capita; change in
violent crimes per capita; nonviolent
crimes per capita; change in nonviolent
crimes per capita; and public-safety
expenditures per capita. Quality of life is
assumed to be positively related to lower
levels of crime against people and
property, lower rates of increase in crime,
and higher per capita expenditures for
police.

e School achievement. This component
measures the performance of the local
educational system using two variables:
average reading scores and high school
dropout rate. Quality of life is assumed to
be higher in communities that maintain
high reading scores and low dropout
rates.

o Community amenities. This component
concerns municipal provision of public
goods and services that enhance local
quality of life. Because of data limita-
tions, the measure does not include
private activities, nor does it capture a
wide range of cultural amenities. Three

variables are used in this component: capital
expenditures per capita; recreation expendi-
tures per capita; and library expenditures per
capita. Quality of life is assumed to be
positively related to higher expenditure
levels in each of these areas. The use of
recreation expenditures skews this quality-
of-life component somewhat in the direction
of shore communities, which spend large
amounts of money on beaches, boardwalks,
and other ocean-related recreational facil-
ities and activities.

What emerges from these measures is a
composite ideal community characterized by
affluent residents, high rates of homeownership,
low taxes, good schools, attractive amenities,
and little crime or poverty. In real life, trade-offs
exist, for example, between low taxes and good
schools or local amenities. The results of this
assessment reflect these trade-offs, since certain
communities rank higher on some measures than
on others.

Different people also value different community
attributes. Parents with school-age children
value good schools more than other residents do.
Tastes in community amenities vary widely, as
does the willingness to pay higher taxes for
them. The quality-of-life evaluation attempts to
deal with diversity by including a wide range of
and by emphasizing a set of
community attributes that are widely valued by
most citizens of New Jersey.

measures

In developing the quality-of-life components, Z-
scores were calculated for each component
variable. These variable scores were weighted
equally in calculating the Z-scores for each
component. Thus, for example, the community-
amenity component weights capital, recreation,
and library expenditures as one-third each.

166



TABLE 43. Variables Used in the Local
Quality-of-Life Ranking of Municipalities

Correlation
between
Variables Variable Weighting
and (%)
Quality of
Life

Economic Well-being

1.Median Income + 5.55

2. TANF caseloads - 5.55

3. Community homeless count - 5.55
Housing Value and Ownership

4. Percentage homeownership + 5.55

5. Median housing value + 5.55

6. Change in median housing + 5.55
value
Property Tax Base and Rate

7. Equalized tax rates - 8.35

8. Tax base + 8.35
Public Safety

9. Violent crimes - 3.35
10. Change in violent crimes - 3.35
11. Nonviolent crimes - 3.35
12. Change in nonviolent crimes - 3.35
13. Public safety expenditures + 3.35
School Achievement

14. Average reading scores + 8.35
15. High School Dropout Rate - 8.35
Community Amenities

16. Capital expenditures + 5.55
17. Recreation expenditures + 5.55
18. Library expenditures + 5.55
Total 100.00
Source:  Robert W. Burchell et al., Costs and Benefits of Alternative

Growth Patterns: 2000 Impact Assessment of the New Jersey
State Plan.

Notes: A (+) sign indicates a positive correlation between the variable

and quality of life; a (-) sign indicates a negative correlation
between the variable and quality of life.

Local Quality of Life:
The Creation of a Quality-of-Life
Rating for Communities

KEEP KIDS
ALIVE

25|

Sign encouraging safe driving.
Jon Erickson

The overall quality-of-life index is constructed
by combining the six quality-of-life components,
weighting each equally, and dividing by the
number of measured components. The six
quality-of-life  components are economic,
housing value and ownership, property tax base
and rate, public safety, school achievement, and
community amenities. The quality-of-life index
assigns equal importance to each of these
components. For all but four of the 566 munic-
ipalities (Montague, Pine Valley, Tavistock, and
Teterboro), data are available to calculate each
of the six quality-of-life components. In the
aberrant cases, the quality-of-life index is
calculated using the average of the calculated
quality-of-life components.

Weighting variables equally in developing the
quality-of-life components, and weighting the
six components equally in calculating the
quality-of-life index, results in relative weights
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for the 18 variables that make up the quality-of-
life index. The assigning of weights to the 18
individual variables was done in order to
maintain equal weighting of the six major
components of quality of life.

Municipalities were ranked according to the
quality-of-life index in approximate quintiles.
Because a denominator of six was used in
calculating the quality-of-life index for almost
all communities, this scale was divided into
0.167 increments ranging from the highest
quality-of-life index rating of 5.00 to the lowest
rating of 1.00 (table 44).

TABLE 44. Quality-of-Life Rankings
of Municipalities

Overall Quality of Number of Ranking
Index Life Municipalities
Range
5 4.00-5.00 148 Well above
average
4 3.30-3.99 104 Above average
3 2.70-3.29 80 Average
2 2.00-2.69 100 Below average
1 1.00-1.99 134 Well below
average
Source: Center for Urban Policy Research,

Rutgers University, 2009.

EXPECTED DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN TREND AND PLAN

Children at play in Princeton Township.
Jon Erickson

Quality-of-life ratings are higher in the farther-
out suburbs and rural communities than in the
close-in suburbs and redeveloping cities. This
means a reduction in the quality of life of those
residents that are redirected toward close-in
suburbs and cities under the PLAN regimen. The
expectation is that under TREND conditions,
householders will choose to live in munic-
ipalities in farther-out communities that offer
primarily single-family development, growing
tax bases, low crime rates, and low proportions
of dependent populations. Quality of life will be
better there. Under the PLAN scenario, a share
of population and employment growth is likely
to emerge in some of the redeveloping areas of
the state. The initial expectation is that, under
PLAN development, some portion of overall
population growth will occur in municipalities
with lower quality-of-life scores. Hence, people
living in those municipalities will experience a
lower quality of life.

It is possible that redirecting population growth
to urban communities will, in the long run, raise
the quality of life found there—just as adding
population to rural and undeveloped areas may
at some point change the character of those
communities in ways that reduce the measures
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of quality of life. The increased investments in
commercial and industrial property in urban
communities associated with growth will
enhance the tax base of these communities,
thereby adding to local revenues and municipal
capacity for providing public services. The
human and physical capital put into these
locations can, in the long run, reap rewards. It is
anticipated that this will have a positive
influence on overall quality of life and serve to
diminish the historical disparity between urban
and exurban locations.

CRITICAL ASSUMPTIONS

Pedestrian crossover to Bridgewater Mall.
Matt Crosby

There are several critical assumptions that enter
into a quality-of-life assessment model:

e Quality-of-life measures used in this
study offer only limited insight into the
true nature of quality of life.

e Under TREND conditions, municipalities
that have grown in the past will basically
continue to grow; municipalities that
have declined will continue to decline.

PLAN attempts to redirect growth among
municipalities in the state, continuing
growth at an abated pace in many towns
and slowing decline in other munic-
ipalities.

e The quality-of-life analysis assumes that

counties and municipalities are the ap-
propriate geographic units of analysis at
which to measure the quality of com-
munity life. Counties are assumed to be
the appropriate scale for regional quality-
of-life analysis; municipalities are as-
sumed to be the appropriate scale for
local analysis.

e In constructing the quality-of-life rating,

it has been assumed that each component
of the quality-of-life index is equally
important—except for eight variables in
the regional quality-of-life analysis.

e The impact of the addition to the non-

residential tax base of a community is
reflected in the level of the community’s
quality of life. This variable constitutes a
community wealth index that signals the
community’s fiscal and economic health.
The variable reveals that improvement in
the quality of life is closely related to the
community’s ability to secure an en-
hanced fiscal posture.

e Where communities are growing, the full

value of nonresidential ratable addition is
taken; where communities are in decline,
only one-half of any reductions in the
value of nonresidential ratables is taken.
The latter reflects the situation of
building owners who, even in the face of
reduced demand for space, continue to
pay essentially the same level of taxes on
the building.

e Quality of life is experienced differently

by workers and residents. The quality of
life in a particular community is less
significant to a worker, who spends only
working hours there, than it is to a
resident. In calculating the aggregate
quality-of-life exposure level in a com-
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munity, the addition of employment to a
community multiplied by the quality of
life found there is weighted as one-third
that of the addition of households
multiplied by the quality of life of the
community. This is because residents are
in the community for much more than the
typical workday.

o The projection of current levels of quality
of community life adjusted by nonresi-
dential ratable growth is a fair indication
of quality of community life in the future.

SCOPE AND DEPTH OF ANALYSIS

Farmers market in Highland Park.
Jon Erickson

Each quality-of-life component encompasses
two to five static or dynamic variables that vary
from municipality to municipality. Households
and employees are located in communities for
the years 2008 to 2028 according to population
projections and historical location patterns
(TREND) or the specific growth components
inherent within the State Plan (PLAN). The
resultant quality-of-life score for a community at
two points in time is a weighted product of the
number of households and jobs located in a

community and its associated quality-of-life
rating.

A  municipality’s quality-of-life rating can
change over time. The quality-of-life assessment
model allows for the possibility of change by
incorporating a dynamic element in the assess-
ment. The addition of nonresidential tax-ratables
in TREND and PLAN is one measure of quality
of life. The total increase in commercial and
industrial employment in each municipality, and
the value of the structure these employees
occupy, signal economic vitality in a com-
munity. A host of other variables likewise
indicate whether a community is safe, has
intellectual resources, and has parks and
playgrounds for recreation as well as museums
and restaurants for entertainment.

The TREND and PLAN development scenarios
are assessed by comparing aggregate quality-of-
life totals. In addition to an aggregate total for
the state, the data is partitioned (north, central,
and south) to facilitate a regional analysis.

IMPACT ASSESSMENT—
FINDINGS

TREND FINDINGS

New Jersey’s quality-of-life rating in 2008 is
approximately 3.03 (on a scale of 1 to 5 to). This
means that overall quality of life is good in New
Jersey. As table 45 shows, the quality of life on
the whole is better in the northern portion of the
state, followed by the southern portion. Quality
of life in the northern portion of the state (3.522)
is approximately 30 percent better than in the
southern portion (2.483). Quality of life is
approximately 9 percent better in outer suburban
communities (3.504) than it is in inner suburban
communities (3.208); it is 27 percent better than
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and it is
approximately 90 percent better in outer
suburban communities than it is in urban
communities (1.851). Quality of life is about the
same in communities with more densely
developed planning areas as it is in communities
with less densely developed planning areas
(3.028 and 3.034, respectively) Quality of life is
10 percent better in communities without large
centers (3.208) than it is in communities with
urban, regional, and/or town centers (2.912)
(table 45).

in rural communities (2.757),

The above are basic conditions of quality of life
in the state of New Jersey today. The northern
part of the state is more urban and the southern
more rural. This pattern has contributed to a
somewhat lower quality of life in the latter part
of the state’s location. The northern, more urban
area has higher incomes, higher property values,
but also higher property tax rates, and more air
pollution. The southern, more suburban and
rural part of the state has experienced less
growth in overall tax base and much less income
growth. It also has lower property tax rates and
less air pollution.

TABLE 45. TREND Findings—Quality of Life

2008 2028 Change

New Jersey 3.030 3.062 0.032
Regions

North 3.522 3.570 0.049

South 2.483 2497 0.014
Type of Community

Urban 1.851 1.887 0.037

Inner Suburban 3.208 3.230 0.022

Outer Suburban 3.504 3.543 0.039

Rural 2.757 2.811 0.054
Planning Area

Metro, Suburban, Fringe 3.028 3.053 0.025

Rural, Env. Sensitive 3.034 3.082 0.048
Centers

Large Centers (Urban, 2.912 2.949 0.037

Regional, Town)

All Others 3.208 3.232 0.024

Source: Rutgers University, Center for Urban Policy Research, Projections 2008 —2028.

Quality of life under TREND conditions in New
Jersey for the period 2008 to 2028 will improve
by 0.032, or 1 percent, from an average of 3.030
to 3.062. Quality of life under TREND
conditions will be 43 percent better in the
northern region (3.570) versus the southern
region (2.497) by 2028. Quality of life will
improve under TREND conditions in both
regions of the state; it will improve by 1.4

percent in the northern region; it will increase by
0.6 percent in in all types of communities,
including both communities with more and less
densely developed planning areas (0.8 percent
[0.025%] and 1.6 percent [0.048%], respect-
ively), and communities with and without urban,
regional, and/or town centers (1.3 percent
[0.037%] and 0.7 percent [0.024%], respec-
tively) (table 45). The driving force for this
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generalized quality-of-life improvement under
TREND development will be expansion of the
nonresidential tax base, which will take place in
most types of locations. It will particularly occur
under TREND conditions in the northern part of
the state, in urban and outer suburban
communities, communities with less densely
developed planning areas, and in communities
with large centers.

Under TREND conditions, the change between
2008 and 2028 will be typified by general
improvements in quality of life, reflecting in part
some employment growth post 2010.

PLAN FINDINGS

New Jersey’s quality-of-life rating under the
PLAN scenario by 2028 will be approximately

3.056. This will represent a 0.8 percent improve-
ment in quality of life over what is evident in
2008. Quality of life in New Jersey under PLAN
conditions (2028 — 3.056), are slightly lower
overall than under TREND conditions (2028 —
3.062).

Quality of life will be best in the northern region
of the state (3.566), followed by the southern
region (2.490). Quality of life will be 43 percent
better in the northern region than it will be in the
southern region. As was the case for TREND
development, quality of life will be best in outer
suburban communities (3.523), followed by
inner suburban communities (3.232) and then by
rural communities (2.785), and finally by urban
communities (1.895) communities. Quality of
life will be about the same in communities with
less/more densely developed planning areas
(3.062/3.054), and slightly higher in com-
munities without large centers (3.220) (table 46).

TABLE 46. PLAN Findings—Quality of Life

2008 2028 Change

New Jersey 3.030 3.056 0.026
Regions

North 3.522 3.566 0.044

South 2.483 2.490 0.007
Type of Community

Urban 1.851 1.895 0.045

Inner Suburban 3.208 3.232 0.024

Outer Suburban 3.504 3.523 0.019

Rural 2.757 2.785 0.028
Planning Area

Metro, Suburban, Fringe 3.028 3.054 0.026

Rural, Env. Sensitive 3.034 3.062 0.028
Centers

Large Centers (Urban, 2912 2.947 0.036

Regional, Town)

All Others 3.208 3.220 0.012

Source: Rutgers University, Center for Urban Policy Research, Projections 2008—2028.

172



PLAN VERSUS TREND FINDINGS

TREND and PLAN growth will be characterized
by similar general increases in quality of life
(table 47). TREND/PLAN scenarios will be part
of an approximately 1.0/0.8 percent improve-
ment in quality of life. New Jersey, under PLAN
conditions, will experience a 23 percent lower
quality of life improvement (0.032/0.026) then it
will under TREND conditions. About half this
difference (11.5 percent) will be noted in the
northern part of the state; larger difference will
be noted in the southern part of the state.
Differences will also be noted in communities
with less densely

developed planning areas. Most differences in
quality of life change will be observed in the
outer suburban and rural communities of the
state under PLAN. Their quality of life will
increase less under PLAN.

As in the 1992 and 2000 evaluations, both
scenarios will be affected more by a general
increase in prosperity in the state (measured by
increases in the nonresidential ratable base) than
they will be by the effects of different
development patterns (measured by the PLAN
versus TREND scenarios). On the whole,
however, the PLAN scenario will be very close
to TREND development in perpetuating a better
quality of life in New Jersey.

TABLE 47. PLAN versus TREND Findings—Quality of Life Index

TREND PLAN Change | PLAN Change
Change 2008-2028 Minus TREND
2008-2028 Change
New Jersey 0.032 0.026 -0.006
Regions
North 0.049 0.044 -0.005
South 0.014 0.007 -0.007
Type of Community
Urban 0.037 0.045 0.008
Inner Suburban 0.022 0.024 0.002
Outer Suburban 0.039 0.019 -0.020
Rural 0.054 0.028 -0.025
Planning Area
Metro, Suburban, Fringe 0.025 0.026 0.001
Rural, Env. Sensitive 0.048 0.028 -0.020
Centers
Large Centers (Urban, 0.037 0.036 -0.002
Regional, Town)
All Others 0.024 0.012 -0.012

Source: Rutgers University, Center for Urban Policy Research, Projections 2008 —2028.
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The scenic Delaware and Raritan Canal.
Jon Erickson

COMPARISON TO THE PREVIOUS
IMPACT ASSESSMENT FINDINGS

Quality of life in New Jersey will improve by
approximately 0.8 percent to 1.0 percent under
both the PLAN and the TREND scenarios over
the projection period, 2008 to 2028. These are
two to three times the level of improvement
projected for PLAN development in earlier
evaluations. The change in overall quality of life
will be the result of continued growth in the job
base and a general increase in the quality-of-life
index in most communities. It may be concluded
that findings similar to those emerging in the
current analysis were present in earlier evalu-
ations. The projection for planned development
is better currently because there are more
accurate means of tracking the specific location
of households under that scenario in the current
evaluation and because rural centers and urban
communities are better off today than they were
a decade ago. This is measured by tax base
increase taking place in these locations from
2000 to 2008.

CONCLUSIONS AND
IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS

The nonresidential ratable base of the state will
be expanded under both TREND and PLAN.
That expansion will contribute to the overall
increase in quality of life in the state. In com-
munities where the additions of nonresidential
ratable base will be taking place, increases will
occur because the value per square foot of the
new ratable base will be greater than that of the
old. In communities where decreases are taking
place, these will be less noticeable than in
communities where there will be increases
because tax assessment practice does not usually
allow a full loss of the property tax ratable base.
The overall quality of community life will be
clearly affected by different changes in ratable
bases in various locations as determined by
nonresidential growth increments during the
period 2008 to 2028. In addition, a large share of
the households and jobs under the TREND
scenario will be relocating to communities
experiencing the best and greatest improvement
in quality of life. Under the PLAN scenario, on
the other hand, a portion of those households
and jobs will be moving to closer-in com-
munities. Quality of life in these locations will
not be as good as it will be in the exurban and
rural locations. These household and jobs will
contribute to a barely perceptible decrease in
quality of life under the PLAN scenario. The
implication to be drawn from this is that, in the
long run, there will be less disparity in quality of
life under PLAN development than there would
be under TREND development, even though, in
the short run, overall quality of life will be
somewhat lower.
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PRINCIPLES FOR FUTURE
MONITORING BY THE OFFICE
OF SMART GROWTH

The key local components in determining
PLAN’s impact on quality of life are the
changes in economic well-being; housing value
and ownership; property tax base and rates;
public safety; school achievement; and com-
munity amenities. These components are
subsumed within regional quality-of-life ratings
for the state’s counties. The monitoring variable
for the Office of Smart Growth should be related
to the quality-of-life rating of communities
characterized as urban, or as having urban,
regional, and/or town centers, or as having a
larger amounts of area in the more densely
developed planning areas. Under PLAN
development, quality of life in those locations
would probably, in the short run, be generally
inferior to quality of life in rural communities, in
those communities with less densely developed
planning areas, or in those communities without
large centers. However, quality-of-life should, in
the long run, improve at a faster rate in the
aforementioned locations.

MONITORING VARIABLES

Quality-of-life ratings in urban
areas, in communities with larger
amounts of more densely
developed planning areas,

and in communities with centers
should improve at a faster rate
than those in other areas.

A QoL in urban areas

> QoL in rural areas

QoL in PA-1, PA-2, and PA-3
> QoL in PA-4 and PA-5

QoL in communities with
centers

> A QoL in communities
without centers
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HOUSING SUPPLY, DEMAND,
AND COSTS

New market ownership housing in New Brunswick.
Matt Crosby

INTRODUCTION—CORE QUESTIONS

The introduction of the July 2009 Harvard
University Joint Center report on the State of the
Nation’s Housing” described the chain of events
leading to the “Great Recessio” of 2008.
Paragraphs from this report are excerpted below:

The seeds of the housing bust were sown
during the preceding boom. Following the
2001 recession, a combination of tight
housing markets and the lowest mortgage
interest rates in nearly 40 years sparked
rapid house price appreciation. Afraid of
missing their chance to get in on rising
house prices, homebuyers flocked to the

% Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University.
2009. The State of the Nation’s Housing. Cambridge, MA:
Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University.

housing market. Speculators looking to earn
a quick return also jumped in.

Despite rising mortgage interest rates,
buyers were able to chase home prices
higher from 2004 to 2006 largely because of
changes in lending practices. Lenders were
willing to relax down payment and debt-to-
income requirements. They also offered
products that lowered initial monthly
payments but carried the risk of later re-
setting to sharply higher levels. In many
cases, lenders did not verify applicants’
incomes and assets. At the same time,
borrowers who would have previously been
denied credit because of past repayment
problems were able to secure subprime
loans, albeit at higher interest rates.

Although risks were mounting, loan per-
formance held up as long as rising home
prices allowed borrowers to refinance or sell
their way out of a squeeze. But prices began
to flatten at the end of 2006 in some of the
formerly hottest markets and then dropped
in an ever-growing number of locations in
2007 and 2008. As a result, the share of
subprime loans entering foreclosure soared
to 4.1 percent in 2008—shattering the 2.3
percent record set in 2001 when the
subprime market share was much smaller.
Problems eventually spread to the prime
market, where the share of loans entering
foreclosure more than tripled from 2006 to
2008 but still held under 1.0 percent.
Investors quickly lost their appetite for
mortgages and the securities they backed,
sending the values to these investments
down sharply.

After helping to fuel unsustainable house
price appreciation, credit markets did an
about-face in 2008. Many borrowers with
excellent credit were suddenly compelled to
make large down payments, keep their pay-
ments well in line with their incomes, and
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back up every piece of information on their
loan applications. But as the financial crisis
worsened, even stricter underwriting was
unable to the flow of mortgage credit. The
federal government therefore intervened,
taking mortgage giants Fannie Mae and
Freddie Mac into conservatorship, purchas-
ing their securities, and expanding FHA
lending. What happens to mortgage credit
now rests in the hands of the federal gov-
ernment.

Problems emanating from the housing
market forced financial institutions to take
massive write downs on their mortgage
portfolios, igniting a broader banking crisis.
Amid fears about the strength of banks and
severe losses of both housing and stock
wealth, consumer confidence plunged 41
percent below its lowest previous trough
posted in the 1970s. Households slashed
their spending and—for the first time on
record—cut their net borrowing in 2008.

With that, the broader economy lurched into
a severe recession that accelerated with
stunning speed. From their quarterly peaks
during the housing boom to the last quarter
of 2008, real home equity was down 41
percent, existing median home prices 27
percent (and at least 40 percent in 26
metropolitan areas), new home sales 70
percent, and existing home sales 33 percent.
Homeowners also pulled back on home
improvement projects, with spending off 13
percent in real terms in 2008 and even larger
declines expected in 2009. The cutbacks in
home building and remodeling shaved a full
percentage point off economic growth in
2007 and nearly another point in 2008. The
collapse of home prices placed another drag
on the economy by dramatically reducing
household wealth, which further discour-
aged consumers from spending.

Of the population increase of 63 million people
nationwide expected to occur from 2008-2028,
about 47 percent will be new immigrants and
their children. In terms of their contribution to
housing demand, these immigrants (most in their
working years with children) will be joined by a
growing number of empty-nester and elderly
households. From 2000 to 2028, 55 percent of
the net population growth will be baby boomers
aging into their late fifties and sixties. By 2028,
22 percent of the nation’s population will be
elderly, up from 15 percent in 2008.

Approximately one-half of the elderly popula-
tion currently lives in the suburbs, but twice as
many city elderly (14.2 percent) versus suburban
elderly (7.7 percent) are poor. Nearly 80 percent
of the elderly are homeowners, including 65
percent of blacks and 60 percent of Hispanics.
Twenty percent of today’s elderly are actually
overhoused.”

In New Jersey, domestic outmigration is no
longer being mitigated by international immi-
gration gains. The rate of immigration increase
is decreasing rapidly. This will cause a
significant decrease in the rate of growth of
population and households, but this will occur
gradually.

By the end of 2008, New Jersey returned to a
level of foreign-born population that was mid-
way between its 1910 high of 25 percent and its
1970 low of 10 percent (17.5 percent).
According to 2007 estimates, New Jersey has
approximately 1.7 million foreign-born resi-
dents, representing 19.9 percent of the state’s
total population.’

Asian and Latin American immigration, mod-
erate growth of the black population, and slower
growth of the white population will contribute to

1 U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census.

Current Population Survey.
” Ibid.
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increasing racial and ethnic diversity within the
state. Most of the groups that are growing the
fastest have the larger household sizes, a factor
that impacts housing demand.

The older segment of the elderly population
(those aged 75 and over) grew by more than
24,000, or four percent, between 2000 and 2007.
The increasing average age of the elderly is
contributing to the number of citizens who
require housing that offers various forms of
personal assistance.”

The above trends are operating in conjunction
with an even larger trend affecting household
formation: the decline in the percentage of
married-couple households. In 1960, these
households comprised almost three-quarters of
all households, and now they represent less than
one-half (49 percent) of all households in the
United States. Single-parent households, in
2007, represented 17 percent of all households,
and nonfamily households (single persons living
alone and nonfamily members living together)
represented 33 percent, up from 30 percent in
2000. Again, this has implications for demands
on the future housing stock.”

The questions to be answered in this portion of
the analysis are:

e How much housing of what types will
be demanded in the future in New
Jersey?

o |ssupply capable of meeting demand?

e Will TREND and PLAN significantly
impact housing location and thus
housing costs?

o Will PLAN versus TREND develop-
ment cause housing to be less or more
affordable than it has been in the past?

% Ibid.
 Ibid.

TABLE 48. New Jersey Residential Building
Permits Authorized 2000 through 2008

1- to 4-
Unit 5+ Unit
County Structures  Structures  Total Units
Atlantic 14,292 1,212 15,504
Bergen 11,551 8,068 19,619
Burlington 13,510 3412 16,922
Camden 8,006 2,814 10,820
Cape May 11,327 2,156 13,483
Cumberland 4,046 175 4,221
Essex 14,511 4,266 18,777
Gloucester 12,096 1,424 13,520
Hudson 7,260 17,078 24,338
Hunterdon 4,544 217 4,761
Mercer 8,042 2,302 10,344
Middlesex 13,513 6,147 19,660
Monmouth 16,664 5,026 21,690
Morris 9,224 5,452 14,676
Ocean 26,555 2,387 29,442
Passaic 3,851 2,170 6,021
Salem 1,730 368 2,098
Somerset 7,538 4,336 11,874
Sussex 4878 471 5,349
Union 6,561 2,817 9,378
Warren 4,831 411 5,242
State Total 204,530 73,209 277,739

http:/lwd.dol.state.nj.us/labor/Ipa/industry/bp/bp_index.html

TABLE 49. Housing Median Value and

Median Rent
Median
Median Median Median Median Median  Gross
House  House Value Gross  Gross Rent
Value Value Change  Rent Rent  Change
2000 2008 (%) 2000 2008 (%)
170,800 364,100 113% 751 1,068 42%

Source: U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 2000, and
American Community Survey, 2008
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BACKGROUND

A view across Main Street in Lebanon.
Jon Erickson

According to United States Census Bureau esti-
mates, the population of the United States in
2008 is 304 million, and New Jersey’s popula-
tion is 8.68 million. The United States contains
approximately 128 million housing units, and
New Jersey contains approximately 3.5 million
housing units. The national percentage growth in
housing units in an average year is approximate-
ly 1 percent; the average New Jersey percentage
growth in housing units is approximately 0.75
percent per year. Over the period from 2000 to
2007, New lJersey built an average of 27,000
housing units per year. In 2008, there were
under 20,000 housing starts; in 2009 there were
an estimated 15,000 housing starts per year.”

Throughout the 1970s and in the early 1980s,
housing costs in New Jersey were the highest in
the nation. Those periods of high costs spawned
the Mount Laurel 1 and Mount Laurel II decis-
ions in 1974 and 1983, respectively. The Mount
Laurel decisions were the impetus for the New
Jersey State Plan because they required all
municipalities to provide housing for their poor
currently living in deteriorated housing as well

%Ibid., and U.S. Department of Commerce, U.S. Census

Bureau, Manufacturing, Mining, and Construction Statistics:

Building Statistics.
www.census.gov/const/www/permitinde.html

as stipulating that municipalities in the growth
area had to provide for the poor that would
require new housing. The State Plan would be
used to determine which communities were in
the growth area and the amount of growth that
would be permitted in those communities. The
latter would determine how much affordable
housing would be required for each community.

The Mount Laurel decisions also led to the Fair
Housing Act and the creation of the Council on
Affordable Housing (COAH). To date, the com-
munities in New Jersey under COAH’s juris-
diction, in a period of 23 years, provided for
approximately 70,000 units of affordable hous-
ing either built (~36,000), zoned for (~10,000),
transferred (~10,000), or rehabilitated (~14,000).
This activity has mitigated somewhat the afford-
ability problem in New Jersey.”

Housing affordability affects the ability to pay
across all types and tenure of housing. From
2000 to 2007, median household income grew
from $52,000 to $67,000, a gain of approxi-
mately 29 percent. The 2007 census estimates
reveal significant income disparities between
homeowners and renters. New Jersey’s home-
owners (67 percent of the state’s households)
had a median household income of $85,852 in
2007, while renters (33 percent of the state’s
households) had a median household income of
only $38,462.”

Between 2000 and 2007, the median sales price
of a house in New Jersey increased from
$200,275 to $372,300, an increase of 85.9
percent. The median sales price of houses in
New Jersey in the first quarter of 2008 had
dropped to $350,700. Median rent increased
from $827 in 2000 to $1,026 in 2007, an

%Robert W. Burchell, New Jersey Institute for Continuing
Education (PowerPoint), New Brunswick, New Jersey
(2008).

"bid.

179



increase of 24.1 percent. Rent also dropped
slightly from 2007 to 2008.®

In 1999, the median sales price in the central
region was $221,000, making that region the
most expensive in the state in terms of
homeownership. The northern region, with a
1999 median sales price of $218,500, trailed the
central region by 1 percent, and the southern
region, with a median sales price of $118,000,
trailed the central region by 48 percent. By the
third quarter of 2007, the northern region was
the most expensive, with a median sales price of
$455,500, an increase of 108 percent from 1999.
The median price in the central region had
increased 62 percent to $358,900, while median
prices in the southern region increased 99
percent, yet continued to trail far behind, at
$234,925.”

In 1999, the most expensive rental units were
found in the central part of the state. The central
region and the northern region had median rents
of $908 and $829 per month, respectively. The
southern region was a distant third, with a
median rent of $722. In 2007, the central region
continued to have the highest median rent, at
$1,052 per month, an increase of 15.9 percent.
Median rent in the northern region increased
21.6 percent to $1,008 per month, and median
rent in the southern region increased 18.7
percent to $857.'%

Clearly, the cost of housing in New Jersey
remains high. Among working families (with
children) who receive food stamps, the median
amount spent on shelter is $620 a month. That

*Ibid.

% These regions are different from the northern and
southern regions used elsewhere in this report. These
regions take Middlesex, Somerset, and Hunterdon from the
northern region and Monmouth, Ocean, and Mercer
Counties from the southern region to form a central region.

100 Byrchell, New Jersey Institute for Continuing
Education, op. cit.

amount places New Jersey second among the
states in terms of housing cost (New York is
first). Further, in 1995, the National Research
Council evaluated the federal poverty guidelines
and proposed an index of state-by state
adjustments to the poverty threshold that take
into account differences in the cost of housing.
According to this index, which is based on a
national value of 1.000, figures for New Jersey
would be set at 1.202, or 20 percent higher than
the national average, to account for the higher
cost of living. According to the index, New
Jersey ranks second highest in the nation in
terms of adjustment to the poverty index for
housing costs. Hawaii, which is indexed at
1.243, is first."”"

The State Plan policy regarding housing is as
follows:

Policy Statements from the Plan

6.0 Housing

Preserve and expand the supply of safe, decent, and
reasonably priced housing while meeting the constitutional
mandate with respect to affordable housing through
improved planning, regulatory reform, supportive infra-
structure investments, housing subsidies, tax and
discounted fee incentives and municipal property tax relief
in ways that are consistent with the vision and goals of the

State Plan.

THE CHALLENGE:

To match changing housing demand with adequate
housing supply in a way that is also consistent with
the goals of the State Plan.

0pid,
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IMPACT ASSESSMENT—
METHODS

Residential street in Philipsburg.
Matt Crosby

Housing-unit projections are undertaken using
household projections, to which are applied
vacancy rates unique to each community. In
much the same way as the population-to-
household ratio change adjusts the municipal
base of households, vacancy-rate change is also
used to adjust the municipal base of housing
units. Again, the projection period end number
of total housing units in a community is
subtracted from the base number to generate the
increment in housing units in that community
over the projection period. A housing-unit
vacancy rate of 7.5 percent is used for 2000;
about 7.6 percent is used for 2008; and 7.0
percent is used for 2028. Housing-unit projec-
tions directly follow household projections and
differ from these projections only by the
standing vacancy rate. Housing-unit projections
for the period 2008-2028 reflect the period
20002008 and have been checked for reason-
ableness against population estimates at various
points within this period.

In the analysis conducted for PLAN, different
communities are projected to have different
numbers of new housing units. This is
determined according to household projections

Projected Housing-Unit Growth—
TREND and PLAN

State of New Jersey, 2000-2028

Year Housing Units Change from
Prior Period

2000 3,310,275

2004 3,414,916

2008 3,517,293 207,018

2013 3,557,696

2018 3,617,068

2023 3,693,400

2028 3,781,464 264,171

Source: 2000-2008 U.S. Census estimates

New Jersey ranks
second highest in the nation

in terms of adjustment to the
poverty index for housing costs.

for the community. The analysis conducted for
communities’ 2008 to 2028 housing growth
increments also reflects the distribution of new
housing units delivered from 1990 to 2000. The
total housing unit projections for each
municipality under the TREND and PLAN
scenarios are equivalent to household pro-
jections plus a vacancy rate. The 2000 U.S.
Census vacancy rate by municipality is used to
estimate the additional housing required to
account for vacancy in each community.

The difference in the statewide distribution of
housing units under PLAN versus TREND is the
difference in the increment of units destined for
a community multiplied by the composition of
unit change for that community under TREND
or PLAN conditions, added to similar numbers
for each of the other 565 municipalities.
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Housing affordability over the projection period
for the TREND and PLAN scenarios is
calculated for each community by creating a
distribution of 2028 income and comparing it
with a distribution of 2028 housing-unit rent
(capitalized) and wvalue. In each community,
income for the period 2008 to 2028 is increased
annually by the 2007 through 2009 Consumer
Price Index change (3 percent per year), and rent
and value are increased annually by the observed
national housing price increase for 1970 through
2008. This averages 4 percent per year. In each
community, the housing value for 2028 is
arrayed against the income of those likely to
occupy those units. All housing is expressed in
value terms; rental housing is converted to value
by multiplying monthly rent times one hundred.
A unit is deemed affordable in a community if it
is valued at no more than 2.5 times annual
household income. Households destined for a
community under TREND are arrayed against
the housing offerings in a particular community;
households destined for a community under
PLAN (usually more or fewer households than
under TREND) are similarly arrayed against the
housing offerings found there. This results in a
percentage of households under each scenario
being able to afford the housing offered locally.
The summation of 566 matches of income
versus housing price under TREND is compared
with 566 matches under PLAN. The summation
of PLAN matches minus the summation of
TREND matches is the comparison of
affordability for the two scenarios. These results
are shown by region, municipality type,
communities with more or less densely
developed planning areas, and communities with
or without urban, regional, and/or town centers.

EXPECTED DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN TREND AND PLAN

Construction site in Asbury Park.
Matt Crosby

Housing Demand and Supply

It is expected that there will be a relatively close
relationship between housing supply and hous-
ing demand in overall numbers under TREND
and PLAN development, but significant mis-
matches in both the location and the type of
housing delivered versus housing required. One
would expect that, under TREND, more housing
would be supplied than required in the northern
part of the state, and that more single-family
housing would be built as a share of all housing
than required everywhere in the state.

One would further expect that TREND and
PLAN development would demand similar
numbers of units at the state and regional levels
but significantly different numbers of units
below the regional level. TREND would require
more units in suburban and rural communities,
in communities with less densely developed
planning areas, and in communities without
large centers. PLAN development would require
more units in urban communities, in commun-
ities with more densely developed planning
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areas, and in communities with urban, regional,
and/or town centers.

Housing Affordability

It is expected that housing affordability would
generally increase in the future as a result of the
post-2007 relationship between the rate of
housing cost increase and the rate of increase of
the Consumer Price Index (CPI). This is further
compounded by the fact that the greatest share
of single-family units as a percentage of all
housing built since the 1950s was constructed in
the 2000s. This is typically the least affordable
type of housing because most of it is single-
family detached and single-family attached own-
ership housing.

It is also expected that, since PLAN develop-
ment will encourage growth in urban com-
munities and in communities with urban,
regional, and/or town centers, affordability
should increase less under PLAN because of the
lower prices and mix of non-single-family
housing found in these locations.

Finally, PLAN should generally increase
affordability in wurban communities—the
household incomes destined for suburban
locations under TREND conditions will be more
than adequate for most urban housing offerings.

CRITICAL ASSUMPTIONS
Housing Demand and Supply

It is assumed that actual housing supply will
accurately reflect recent building permit
numbers and locations throughout the state, and
that the prior decade is the best barometer of
where housing is likely to be delivered in the
future. It is further assumed that housing
demand will parallel the projected household
growth of each development scenario both in

overall numbers and in location. No attempt will
be made to match demand with supply by type
of unit (single-family or multifamily) other than
by the actual or capitalized cost of the dwelling
units.

Since housing is a regional market and since
commuting times are quite significant and
municipalities physically small in New Jersey,
there should be significant mismatches between
supply and demand at any geographical division
below the regional level.

Housing Affordability

Housing is deemed affordable if it costs no more
than 2.5 times annual gross household income.
Further, the value of a rental unit is equivalent to
100 times its monthly rent. Finally, trends in
housing affordability for the future reflect some
increase in affordability that diminishes over
time.

SCOPE AND DEPTH OF ANALYSIS

A large older home in Cold Spring.
Jon Erickson

Housing Demand and Supply

In order to undertake the housing demand and
supply analysis, households destined for
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individual communities are paired with existing
housing relative to simple distributions of
household income and similar distributions of
housing price. This is done for all households
that will be formed during the period 2008 to
2028 under each development scenario for the
community in which housing is being sought.
Results for the 566 communities are summed by
type, location, density of development, center
presence, and other characteristics of com-
munities.

Housing Affordability

Housing affordability is calculated for each
household; its income is distributed against the
array of housing available by price in the
location where housing is being sought. The
analysis is initiated at the community level and
summed to groupings of communities according
to desired levels and types of analysis. No
attempt is made to match households with
housing units using socioeconomic character-
istics other than household income.

Current Conditions

Bank foreclosure in Highland Park.
Jon Erickson

Housing Supply. In 2008, New Jersey had
approximately 3.52 million housing units. Of
these units, approximately 2.8 million (79 per-
cent) were either single-family detached/-
attached units or two-to four-family structures.
Another 0.7 million (20 percent) were multi-
family units in structures of five or more units.
(The remaining 1 percent of units consists of
motor homes, RVs, houseboats, etc.) Using
April 2000 to April 2008 building permits as a
guide, New Jersey in an 8-year period delivered
207,018 new dwelling units. If this number is
factored through the current recession, 264,171
units could be delivered statewide during the
period 2008-2028. The number and location of
these units for a two-decade period is used to
project housing supply in this analysis. The
distribution of these units is shown in table 50
by type of unit (structures of one to four units,
multifamily structures of five or more units),
regions, municipality types, and by planning
areas and center locations.

New Jersey housing supply under TREND
conditions will deliver 264,171 units. Nearly 71
percent of all units will be delivered in the
southern part of the state (187,339 units), and 29
percent in the northern part (76,832 units).
Sixty-four percent of all units will be delivered
in urban/inner-suburban communities (167,756
units and 36 percent in rural/outer-suburban
communities (96,415). Seventy-six percent will
be delivered in communities with more densely
developed planning areas (201,676 units); 24
percent will be delivered in communities with
less densely developed planning areas (62,495
units). Seventy-eight percent will be delivered in
communities with urban, regional, and/or town
centers (206,400); 22 percent will be delivered
in communities without large centers (57,771).

Housing Affordability. As of the year 2008,
approximately 76 percent of New Jersey’s 3.25
million households can afford the housing they
occupy if a standard of housing price no greater
than 2.5 times annual gross household income is




applied. To put it another way, a household
should not pay more than 30 percent of its
income for housing. If the average household
earns $67,150 annually, the house price that they
can afford is $167,875 ($67,150 x 2.5). Thirty
percent of $67,150 annual income equals
$20,145. This annual housing cost divided by 12
months is $1,680 per month. This figure,
multiplied by 100, yields the amount that $1,680
monthly will support in housing price under
conventional —mortgage rates and terms
($168,000).

Distributing housing in a community by its
value (including the value of rental units) and
applying income of new housing occupants
against this value allows matches to be made
using the above ratio of 2.5. The figure of 76
percent statewide housing affordability emerges

from this household-by-household comparison.
In New lJersey, housing has less relative
affordability in the southern region (73 percent
affordability) than the northern region (78
percent affordability). Housing is slightly less
affordable in urban/inner-suburban communities
(75 percent affordability) and slightly more
affordable in outer-suburban/rural municipalities
(76 and 77 percent affordability). Housing is
slightly less affordable in communities with
more densely developed planning areas (75
percent affordability) than it is in less densely
developed planning areas (79 percent afford-
ability) and slightly more affordable in
communities with rather than without urban,
regional, and/or town centers (76 versus 75
percent affordability) (table 50).

TABLE 50. Current Conditions—Housing

Housing Supply of 1-4 Supply of 5+ Total Affordability
Units 2008 Unit Unit Housing 2008 (%)
Structures Structures Unit Supply

New Jersey 3,517,293 206,331 57,840 264,171 0.76
Regions

North 2,042,114 48,544 28,288 76,832 0.78

South 1,475,179 157,787 29,552 187,339 0.73
Type of Community

Urban 1,073,788 28,402 19,455 47,857 0.75

Inner Suburban 1,646,673 90,470 29,429 119,899 0.75

Outer Suburban 610,365 64,276 8,565 72,840 0.76

Rural 186,467 23,184 391 23,575 0.77
Planning Area

Metro, Suburban, Fringe 2,965,451 149,630 52,046 201,676 0.75

Rural, Env. Sensitive 551,842 56,701 5,794 62,495 0.79
Centers

Large Centers (Urban, 2,871,488 155,605 50,795 206,400 0.76

Regional, Town)

All Others 645,805 50,726 7,045 57,771 0.75

Source: Rutgers University, Center for Urban Policy Research, Projections 2008 —2028.
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Obviously, the above is only an aggregate
glimpse at affordability. Significant differences
from the above averages could be found for
renters, single-person households, minorities,
and so on. However, most of the above trends
are recognizable. Housing has similar relative
affordability in the southern and northern parts
of the state; it is slightly more affordable in more
rural communities and in communities with less
densely developed planning areas.

IMPACT ASSESSMENT—
FINDINGS

TREND FINDINGS

Housing Demand and Supply

Under TREND conditions of housing ful-
fillment, demand is paired with supply. This is
shown in table 51. Households shopping for
housing in certain communities are compared to
housing availability in these communities.
Housing demand at a particular site is equal to
20-year growth in households plus a vacancy
rate, distributed according to projections of
households undertaken for this study from 2008
to 2028. Housing supply at a given site is
determined by 2000 to 2008 building permits by
type in a municipality, used to project housing
and growth from 2008 to 2028.

For the period 2008 to 2028, 264,171 units of
housing will be required under TREND
development. If this housing is occupied as it
has been in the past decade, approximately 13
percent of the future units will be multifamily

(five or more) units (33,342). About 87 percent
of future housing units will be single-family
detached and attached units, and a very small
number of units will be in two- to four-unit
structures (230,829). These are combined in
tables 50-53 as 1-4 units. Seventy-one percent of
all additional units will be required to meet the
demand in the southern part of the state
(187,339); 29 percent of the additional units will
be required to meet demand in the northern part
of the state (76,832). Demand and supply are
projected to be in balance at both the state level
and the regional levels (northern and southern
halves.

Under TREND conditions, 53.4 percent of the
required units will constitute demand in
urban/inner suburban communities (141,059) —
15 percent more than will be delivered; 46.6
percent will constitute demand in rural/outer
suburban communities (123,112)—28 percent
less than what will be delivered (table 51).

Under TREND conditions 75.7 percent of the
required units will represent demand in
communities with more densely developed
planning areas (199,952)—1 percent less than
what will be delivered; 24.3 percent will
represent demand for communities with less
densely developed planning areas (64,219)—3
percent more than what will be delivered.
Finally, under TREND conditions 78.5 percent
of required units will represent demand in
communities with urban, regional, and/or town
centers (207,313)—about the amount that will
be delivered. About 21.5 percent of the required
units will represent demand for communities
without large centers (56,858)—2 percent less
than what will be delivered (table 51).
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TABLE 51. TREND Findings: Housing Demand

1-4 Unit 5+ Unit Total units Demand/  Affordability
Structures Structures Supply 2028 (%)
Ratio

New Jersey 230,829 33,342 264,171 1.00 0.76
Regions

North 68,005 8,827 76,832 1.00 0.76

South 162,825 24514 187,339 1.00 0.76
Type of Community

Urban 32,673 2,114 34,787 0.73 0.76

Inner Suburban 90,245 16,026 106,272 0.89 0.75

Outer Suburban 85,547 11,295 96,842 1.33 0.77

Rural 22,364 3,906 26,270 1.11 0.76
Planning Area

Metro, Suburban, Fringe 175,917 24,035 199,952 0.99 0.75

Rural, Env. Sensitive 54,913 9,307 64,219 1.03 0.78
Centers

Large Centers (Urban, 181,831 25,483 207,313 1.00 0.76

Regional, Town)

All Others 48,999 7,859 56,858 0.98 0.74

Source: Rutgers University, Center for Urban Policy Research, Projections 2008 —2028.

What is clear from the above analysis is that
TREND housing demand will require more
housing to be delivered in the southern region
and less housing to be delivered in the northern
region. TREND housing demand will require
much more housing to be delivered in rural/outer
suburban communities, and far less to be
delivered in urban/inner suburban communities.

TREND housing demand will require much
more housing to be delivered in communities
with more densely developed planning areas and
much less housing to be delivered in com-
munities with less densely developed planning
areas. TREND housing demand will require
much more housing to be delivered in
communities with large centers and less housing
to be delivered in communities without large
centers.

Housing Affordability

Housing affordability under TREND conditions
will remain about the same at 76 percent—a
figure representing the percentage of the
population that can afford housing during the
period 2008 to 2028 (table 51). This occurs
because there are two offsetting forces. First,
under both TREND and PLAN conditions,
housing costs are decreasing over time due to
the effects of the current recession. Ownership
housing is not selling causing more rentals that
put down pressure on the market. Second, under
TREND conditions, future households are
shopping in the most expensive markets for
housing — housing in newer suburbs and exurban
areas. In these locations the primary offering is
new single-family housing, which is consid-
erably more expensive than new multifamily
housing in inner suburbs in urban centers. The
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fact that some of these houses are now available
for rent dampers this trend somewhat.

Housing affordability will remain about the
same in the southern region (76 percent); it will
also remain about the same in the northern
region (76 percent) (table 51).

Under TREND conditions, housing affordability
will decrease from 76 percent to 75 percent in
communities with more densely developed
planning areas—a decline of 1 percent, and
increase from 76 percent to 78 percent in
communities with less densely developed
planning areas—an increase of 2 percent.
Housing affordability will remain about the
same in communities with urban, regional,
and/or town centers, and it will decrease by 2
percent in communities without large centers
(table 51).

Under TREND conditions, housing affordability
will remain about the same in the southern and
northern halves of the state; it will decrease
slightly in communities with more densely
developed planning areas and in communities
without large centers. It will increase slightly in
communities with densely developed
planning areas and in communities with large
centers.

less

PLAN FINDINGS

Housing Demand versus Supply

Under PLAN conditions, 264,171 units of
housing will be required during the period 2008
to 2028. If housing is occupied according to the
way it was during the prior decade and
households are encouraged to seek more urban
and more densely developed locations with
centers, more single-family attached and slightly

more multifamily units will be required. This
will amount to 33,353 units under PLAN, or
12.6 percent of all units required during the
period. Over 87 percent of the required future
units will be single family detached/attached or
two-to four-unit structures. As was the case with
TREND, about 71 percent of the required units
will be in the southern half of the state (187,339)
— about the same as what will be delivered; and
about 29 percent will be required in the northern
part of the state (76,832) — again, about the same
as will be delivered (table 52).

This is where PLAN’s similarities to the
TREND scenario end. Under PLAN conditions
71.5 percent of the required units will represent
demand for urban/inner suburban communities
(188,971)—approximately 13 percent less than
what will be delivered; 28.5 percent of the
required units will represent demand for
rural/outer suburban communities (75,200) —19
percent more than what will be delivered (table
52).

Under PLAN conditions, 85 percent of the
required units will represent demand for
communities with more densely developed
planning areas (224,207)—11 percent less than
what will be delivered, and 15 percent of the
required units will represent demand for
communities with less densely developed
planning areas (39,964)—36 percent more than
what will be delivered. Finally, under PLAN
conditions, 83 percent of the required units will
constitute demand for communities with urban,
regional, and/or town centers (219,181)—6
percent less than what will be delivered, and 17
percent of the required units will constitute
demand for communities without large centers
(44,990)—22 percent less than what will be
delivered (table 52).
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TABLE 52. PLAN Findings: Housing Demand

1-4 Unit 5+ Unit Total units Demand/  Affordability
Structures Structures Supply 2028 (%)
Ratio

New Jersey 230,818 33,353 264,171 1.00 0.77
Regions

North 68,233 8,599 76,832 1.00 0.77

South 162,584 24,755 187,339 1.00 0.76
Type of Community

Urban 46,999 3,223 50,222 1.05 0.76

Inner Suburban 118,202 20,547 138,749 1.16 0.76

Outer Suburban 55,484 7,717 63,201 0.87 0.79

Rural 10,133 1,866 11,999 0.51 0.80
Planning Area

Metro, Suburban, Fringe 196,939 27,268 224,207 1.11 0.76

Rural, Env. Sensitive 33,879 6,085 39,964 0.64 0.81
Centers

Large Centers (Urban, 192,678 26,503 219,181 1.06 0.77

Regional, Town)

All Others 38,140 6,850 44,990 0.78 0.76

Source: Rutgers University, Center for Urban Policy Research, Projections 2008 —2028.

What is obvious from the PLAN findings of
housing demand versus supply is that in most
instances TREND development is occurring in
outlying areas: in the southern portion of the
state, in rural/outer suburban communities; in
with densely developed
planning areas; and in communities without
large centers. PLAN development’s housing
demand, on the other hand, is concentrated in
more close-in areas. PLAN development is
actually taking supply pressure off rural/outer
suburban communities and transferring it to
communities that are more urban or that have
large centers.

communities less

Housing Affordability

Housing affordability under Plan conditions will
increase from 76 percent to 77 percent of the
population, or by approximately 1.3 percent,
during the period 2008 to 2028 (table 52). As

was the case for TREND, this will occur because
housing costs will decrease somewhat over the
future period due to excess housing supply. It
will occur to a slightly larger degree than it
would under TREND conditions because new
residents will be shopping for a greater mix of
housing in less-expensive urban locations under
PLAN development.

Housing affordability will increase slightly in
both the southern (+1percent to 77 percent) and
northern regions (+1 percent to 77 percent)
(table 52).

Under PLAN conditions, housing affordability
will remain at 76 percent of the population in
urban/inner suburban communities; it will
increase from 76-77 percent to 79-80 percent of
the population in rural/outer suburban com-
munities — an increase of 4 percent (table 52).
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Under PLAN development, housing
affordability will increase from 75 percent to 76
percent and from 76 percent to 77 percent in
communities with more densely developed
planning areas and in communities with large
centers — increases of 1.33 percent and 1.31
percent, respectively. Under PLAN develop-
ment, housing affordability will increase from
78 percent to 81 percent and from 74 percent to
76 percent in communities with less densely
developed planning areas and in communities
without urban, regional, and/or town centers —
increases of 3.8 percent and 2.7 percent,
respectively (table 52).

Under PLAN, affordability declines more in the
northern and central regions, in suburban and
rural/outer suburban communities,
munities with less densely developed planning
areas, in communities without large centers.

In com-

PLAN VERSUS TREND FINDINGS

Housing Supply and Demand

Both TREND and PLAN development will ben-
efit from housing supply that is on a par with
demand in terms of numerical incidence.
TREND’s locational patterns require more
demand than supply provides in rural/outer
suburban communities, communities with less
densely developed planning areas, and
communities with large centers. PLAN
development also has more demand than supply
in urban/inner suburban communities, commun-
ities with more densely developed planning
areas, and in communities with large centers
(table 53).

TABLE 53. PLAN versus TREND Findings: Housing Demand

1-4 Unit 5+ Unit Total Units PLAN Affordability
Structures Structures Demand/ 2028 (%)
TREND
Demand

New Jersey -12 12 0 1.00 0.01
Regions

North 229 -229 0 1.00 0.02

South -240 240 0 1.00 0.00
Type of Community

Urban 14,326 1,109 15,435 1.44 0.00

Inner Suburban 27,957 4,521 32,477 1.31 0.01

Outer Suburban -30,063 -3,578 -33,641 0.65 0.03

Rural -12,232 -2,040 -14,271 0.46 0.03
Planning Area

Metro, Suburban, Fringe 21,022 3,233 24,255 1.12 0.01

Rural, Env. Sensitive -21,034 -3,221 -24,255 0.62 0.03
Centers

Large Centers (Urban, 10,847 1,020 11,868 1.06 0.01

Regional, Town)

All Others -10,859 -1,009 -11,868 0.79 0.02

Source: Rutgers University, Center for Urban Policy Research, Projections 2008 —2028.
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Housing Affordability

TREND and PLAN scenarios are subject to
slightly different housing affordability change
over the 20-year projection period 2008 to 2028.
TREND’s housing affordability generally stays
the same at 76 percent of the population during
the study period. PLAN’s housing affordability
increases slightly from 76 percent to 77 percent
of the population, or by 1.31 percent (table 53).
PLAN’s focus on urban and close-in de-
velopments saves housing consumers a small
amount of the cost increase that they would
experience under TREND. PLAN development
also causes a 4 percent gain in affordability in
rural/outer suburban communities as fewer
households are available for more housing in
these locations under that scenario. Overall,
PLAN development contributes to making
housing slightly more affordable in rural/outer
suburban communities, in communities with less
densely developed planning areas, and in
communities without urban, regional, and/or
town centers.

COMPARISON TO THE PREVIOUS
IMPACT ASSESSMENT FINDINGS

Housing Demand and Supply

In the 1992 evaluation, a total demand of
407,757 units was projected for both growth
scenarios for the period 1990 to 2010. The
projection in the 2000 evaluation for the period
2000 to 2020 called for 486,440 units, or
approximately 20 percent more. The current
evaluation calls for a number of housing units
(264,117) that is 65 percent of what was called
for in the 1992 evaluation and 55 percent of
what was called for in the 2000 evaluation. It is
clear that the Great Recession has impacted both
housing demand and housing supply.

Housing Affordability

PLAN development was much more affordable
than TREND development in the 1992
evaluation, and, in both scenarios, housing
affordability increased into the future. The latter
is the only significant difference between the
findings of the 2000 analysis and the 1992
findings. In the 2000 evaluation, housing
affordability decreased into the future, yet this
was consistent with most prognostications of
future housing affordability at this time;
currently, analyses indicate that affordability
will increase slightly, as all signs point toward
continuing impacts of the recession.

CONCLUSIONS AND
IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS

Housing Demand and Supply

Housing supply is on a par with housing demand
under both scenarios of future growth in New
Jersey. Under TREND conditions, more housing
is sought in rural/outer suburban communities
(123,112 versus 75,200), in communities with
less densely developed planning areas (64,219
versus 39,964), and in communities without
large centers (56,858 versus 44,990). Supply
lags demand in these areas. Supply lags demand
in opposite locations under PLAN development
but almost all of PLAN creates more demand in
urban/inner suburban communities, in com-
munities with more densely developed planning
areas, and in communities with urban, regional,
and/or town centers. The implications of these
findings are that PLAN potentially could take
the pressure off supply in the rural/outer
suburban communities of the state by redirecting
a portion of growth to urban/inner suburban
communities. This would relieve housing sup-
ply, which is lagging both TREND and PLAN in
the allocation of housing in less densely
developed communities of a variety of types.
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Housing Affordability

Future housing affordability will remain about
the same under TREND and increase very
slightly under PLAN. This is because hard
economic times will continue to drive down
housing costs at a somewhat faster rate than
income will decrease. Thus, housing afford-
ability will be slightly better in the future under
PLAN than under TREND. Under PLAN
development, households will shop for housing
where it is less expensive — in urban and inner
suburban communities and in rural redeveloping
communities. The implication of this finding is
that slightly more housing will be affordable
under the PLAN scenario than under the
TREND scenario.

PRINCIPLES FOR FUTURE
MONITORING BY THE OFFICE
OF SMART GROWTH

Housing Demand and Supply

Annual building permits by municipality provide
excellent information as to where development
will take place in the state. Detailed counts are
available by type of units, by year, and by
location. Building permits should be tracked to
determine whether development is taking place
in urban/inner suburban communities, commun-
ities with more densely developed planning
areas, and/or communities with urban, regional,
and/or town centers.

Housing Affordability

Trends in housing affordability are more
difficult to establish than trends in housing
demand and supply. Personal income (not
household income) by municipality is available

annually, but the value of housing put in place is
not. One way of tracking affordability is to
project housing value by municipality and
compare trends in income against projections.

MONITORING VARIABLES

The monitoring variable that the
Office of Smart Growth would use
for monitoring Housing Supply is
residential building permits by
location and by year. Personal
income by year and by municipality
could also be used by the Office of
Smart Growth; this information is
available from the New Jersey
Department of Labor.

HOUSING SUPPLY

A Building permits in
communities without
large centers

divided by

Building permits in
communities with urban,
regional, and/or town centers

< 075

HOUSING AFFORDABILITY

A Personal income per capita
divided by
A Housing price

=2 10
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL
COORDINATION ASSESSMENT

New Jersey State House, Trenton
Jon Erickson

INTRODUCTION—
CORE QUESTIONS

The 2009 intergovernmental coordination
assessment examines the level of commun-
ication and shared decision making throughout

the state among all levels of government.

Intergovernmental coordination is defined for
the purpose of the impact assessment as the joint
effort of governments at various levels to resolve
issues of mutual concern. The specific cases of
intergovernmental coordination addressed here
involve land-use issues.

In practice, issue resolution is hampered by the
inability of governments to understand and
address common problems. For example, if a
local government views an issue as a matter of

“home rule,” it might be criticized for ignoring
the views of other local governments and other
levels of government in its decision-making
process. Conversely, if a decision is primarily
made at a higher level, the governmental agency
involved might be criticized for imposing a “top-
down” public policy decision and for excluding
those who are affected by the policy from the
decision-making process. Each approach
generates its own set of critics and supporters.
The challenge for optimal growth lies in the
implementation of a multilevel decision-making
process that integrates the best aspects of upper-
level policy making and local autonomy. The
State Development and Redevelopment Plan
seeks to achieve this integrative approach.

In an effort to analyze changes in inter-
governmental coordination stemming from State
Plan adoption, a survey was administered to
county planning directors (or their designated
substitutes) to measure the frequency and quality
of communication between counties, between
counties and municipalities, and between
counties and state agencies.'”” The survey also
asked respondents for their views on the
frequency and quality of communication be-
tween municipalities, and between municipal-
ities and state agencies.2 The survey, conducted
entirely by telephone, probed the frequency and
quality of contacts under two conditions: with
the State Plan (PLAN) and in the absence of a
State Plan (TREND). The overall impressions of
county planning directors as to reasons for any
differences were solicited as well. The following

'%2Rutgers University, Center for Urban Policy Research,
“County Intergovernmental Coordination Survey.”
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key questions must be answered in this portion
of the analysis:

o Does the frequency and quality of land-
use information exchanges between
counties change under the two
conditions?

o Were these changes also observed in
the exchanges between counties and
state agencies and between counties
and municipalities?

¢ Did county officials observe significant
changes in the frequency and quality of
land-use information exchanges
between individual municipalities and
between municipalities and state
agencies under the two conditions?

BACKGROUND

New Jersey League of Municipalities Convention, Atlantic City

With its 566 municipalities, 616 school districts,
and 21 counties, New Jersey has the highest
density of local governments in the United
States.'” A number of states (Connecticut,
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Maine,

1% New Jersey Future, op. cit., 28

Maryland, New Hampshire, Oregon, Rhode
Island, Vermont, and Washington) have estab-
lished a statewide, comprehensive growth-
management framework, in part to coordinate
the development oversight activities of various
public actors. There is a heightened recognition
in those states that the rapid pace of
development is not purely a private matter, but,
rather, a matter of private and public concern.'®
Although New lJersey’s local governments are
empowered by the state to undertake land-use
planning and management, municipalities and
counties have limited access to the tools required
to manage certain types of land use. In addition,
the effects of local land-use decisions often cross
over municipal and county boundaries or result
in other consequences that may require state or
county involvement.

The State Plan addresses these issues in three
ways. First, municipalities, counties, and
regional agencies are included in the planning
process through the cross-acceptance of their
plans and regulations with those of the State
Plan. This step attempts to coordinate planning
at all levels and to encourage the development of
local plans that are consistent with the State Plan
and its variety of programs.

The State Planning Act has also enhanced the
traditionally limited role of county land-use
planning and control. Under the Act, counties
play a vital coordination role in the preparation
and update of the State Plan, and they negotiate
cross-acceptance with the State Planning
Commission. The State Plan encourages coun-
ties to play an active role in regional planning
through the preparation of Urban Complex
Strategic Revitalization and Regional Strategic
Plans. These expanded planning roles establish

1% DeGrove, The New Frontier for Land Policy: Planning
and Growth Management in the States, 146 — 156.




the counties as active intermediaries between
their municipalities and the state.'”®

In order for localities and counties to implement
the Plan, state-level implementation must also
proceed through the coordinated activities of
state agencies. The State Planning Act mandates
state agency involvement through membership
on the State Planning Commission and active
participation in the statewide planning process
established by the Act. Seven state entities are
represented on the State Planning Commission:
the Department of Agriculture, the Department
of Treasury, the Governor’s Office, the Depart-
ment of Community Affairs, the Department of
Environmental Protection, the Department of
Transportation, and the Commerce and Econ-
omic Growth Commission.

State agencies are required to identify ways in
which the provisions of the State Plan can be
achieved through their programs and to tailor
these programs in a manner consistent with the
State Plan. Each agency has an implementation
team (an “I Team”) that is responsible for
performing these tasks.'”

Coordination between the levels of government
has produced multijurisdictional cooperative
planning relationships in the state. The Hudson
County strategic revitalization plan and the
Burlington County/Route 130 Corridor strategic
revitalization plan are examples of regional
approaches to economic development planning.
(See Multi-Jurisdictional Cooperative Planning
Relationship for listing.) In each case, several
local governments participated in a cooperative
effort to facilitate the economic redevelopment
of corridors that traverse their municipalities.
The endorsement of both plans by the State
Planning Commission makes it possible for state
agencies to deliver to the communities involved

105 «Chair, We Don’t Have the Luxury of Time,” New
Jersey Future, 1.
196 DeGrove, op. cit., 1.

the services and infrastructure required for the
success of the planned revitalization.'"’

Two new state initiatives have been created that
may help implement the State Plan through
regionalization or consolidation. The “Local
Unit Alignment Reorganization and Consoli-
dation Commission” (LUARC) was established
in 2007. LUARC will study and report on the
structure and functions of county and municipal
government. This effort includes the study of
local taxing districts and their statutory basis. It
also includes the fiscal relationship between
local governments, and the appropriate
allocation of service delivery responsibilities
from the standpoint of efficiency. The com-
mission will recommend legislative changes that
would encourage the more efficient operation of
local government. These changes may include
the structural and administrative streamlining of
county and municipal government functions
including, but not limited to, the transfer of
functions from one level of government to
another and the use or establishment of regional
service-delivery entities and the consolidation of
local governments.

The second is the New Jersey Quality Single
Accountability Continuum (NJQSAC). QSAC
will evaluate the performance of school districts
and rely more heavily on oversight from the
county school superintendent. The result of this
oversight and performance review may be the
consolidation of school districts into larger,
more comprehensive school districts that include
in their operational planning a focus on
providing services in more thoroughly and
regionally planned location of educational
facilities.

Since the State Plan deals primarily with land-
use decisions, the intergovernmental coordina-
tion assessment conducted here focuses on

07 Ibid., 1.

195



interactions concerning land-use issues. One of
the nine basic goals of the State Plan is to ensure
sound and  integrated  planning  and
implementation statewide."”™ By increasing
intergovernmental coordination, the state seeks
to increase the frequency and improve the
quality of contacts between levels of
government in land-use matters. This analysis of
intergovernmental coordination forms the fifth
major substantive section of the overall
evaluation.

Of the eight goals under the new State Plan,
Goals 8 and 9 relate directly to the
intergovernmental coordination. Those goals
are:

Goal 8:
Ensure sound and integrated planning and
implementation statewide.

Goal 9:

Achieve all the State Plan goals by coordinating
public and private actions to guide future growth
into compact, ecologically designed forms of
development and redevelopment, consistent with
the statewide policies and the policy objectives of
each planning area.

Moreover, the Plan has several sections pertain-
ing to comprehensive planning:

1% New Jersey State Planning Commission, New Jersey
State Development and Redevelopment Plan: Draft Final
Plan, 2009.

Policy 1.0: Equity

Equity, as a State Plan fundamental policy
principle, should serve as a guide to the
implementation of the State Plan to be considered
and taken into account with respect to the
implementation of all State Plan policies.

The Challenge: To preserve the Equity concept
as it pertained to land values in previous State
Plans, but to add to it by incorporating concepts
of social equity and environmental justice as
aspects of Sustainability.

Policy 2.0: Comprehensive Planning

The State Plan is a comprehensive plan as it is
comprised of a vision, goals, strategy, statewide
policies, a Resource Planning and Management
Structure along with implementation steps and a
way to monitor and evaluate actions taken
pursuant to the State Plan. It is a legislatively-
directed initiative to guide State government’s
executive  branch  while  improving the
coordination and integration of State government
plans with those of regional, county and municipal
jurisdictions.

The Challenge: To draw upon the numerous
functional plans of State Departments and
agencies as well as the numerous regional,
county and municipal plans to develop a State
Plan that is comprehensive and respectful, while
also pointing to strategic directions for the State
of New Jersey’s Executive Branch and its
regional, county and municipal jurisdictions.
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Policy 17.0: Planning Regions Established
by Statute

The State Plan acknowledges the special statutory
treatment accorded to the New Jersey Pinelands
Commission under the Pinelands Protection Act,
the New Jersey Meadowlands Commission under
the Hackensack Meadowlands Reclamation and
Development Act, and the New Jersey Highlands
Council under the Highlands Watershed
Protection Act. The State Planning Commission is
explicitly directed to “rely on the adopted plans
and regulations of these entities in developing the
State Plan.” In the State Plan, these areas are
considered planning regions established by
statute. The Statewide Policies for Planning
Regions Established by Statute are intended to
coordinate the planning efforts of the State
Planning Commission with these agencies and
their adopted plans and regulations in order to
gain compatibility with provisions of the State
Plan.

MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL

COOPERATIVE PLANNING RELATIONSHIP

Hudson County Urban Complex and Strategic Revitalization

Plan

Bayonne
East Newark
Guttenberg
Harrison
Hoboken
Jersey City
Kearny
North Bergen
Secaucus
Union City
Weehawken

West New York

Burlington County Route 130— Delaware River Corridor Beverly

Beverly City
Burlington Township
Burlington City
Cinnaminson
Delanco

Delran
Edgewater Park
Florence
Palmyra
Riverside
Riverton

Willingboro
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IMPACT ASSESSMENT—
METHODS

Borough Hall, Metuchen
Jon Erickson

EXPECTED DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN TREND AND PLAN

Since a central purpose of the State Planning
process is to increase intergovernmental
coordination, it is expected that respondents
would report higher levels in the frequency and
quality of communication between counties,
between counties and municipalities, and
between counties and state agencies under the
State Planning process. It is also expected that
respondents would report higher levels in the
frequency and quality of communication
between municipalities and between municipal-
ities and the state government under the State
Planning process.

Correlation is not causality. Other factors may
be at play. In an effort to help identify causal
factors, respondents are encouraged to discuss
reasons for any changes that they believe occur
in intergovernmental relationships attributable to
the State Planning process.

CRITICAL ASSUMPTIONS

Both the quantity and the quality of
intergovernmental contacts are measured in the
analysis that follows. The quantitative
component measures the perceived frequency of
contact between state, county, and local
governments under the State Planning process
and in the absence of that process. The
qualitative component measures the content of
intergovernmental exchanges under the same
two scenarios. The conditions existing in the
absence of the State Planning process are termed
TREND intergovernmental coordination condi-
tions, and conditions existing under the State
Planning process are termed PLAN inter-
governmental coordination conditions.

SCOPE AND DEPTH
OF ANALYSIS

Intergovernmental coordination is measured by
interviewing county planning directors for their
views on intergovernmental interaction. These
individuals were asked to identify the frequency
and quality of their contacts with state agencies,
other counties, and local governments with and
without a State Planning process. Because it is
not feasible to survey every municipal govern-
ment in the state, county respondents were also
asked to provide their assessment of the
frequency and quality of contacts occurring
between municipalities and between
municipalities and state agencies under TREND
and PLAN.
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In brief, the survey questionnaire dealt with
intergovernmental contacts (frequency and
quality) with and without a State Planning
process. Respondents were asked to select
answers from a list of precoded choices. For
example, with respect to the frequency of
contact with other governmental agencies,
responses were distributed on a scale of 1 to 5 as
follows: 5, very frequent; 4, frequent; 3,
average; 2, infrequent; 1, very infrequent. With
respect to the quality of contact with other
governmental agencies, the coded responses also
ranged on a scale of 1 to 5. These were 5,
excellent; 4, adequate; 3, neutral; 2, inadequate;
1, poor. Respondents’ answers were tabulated by
dividing the sum of the numerically coded
replies (1 to 5 for each respondent) by the
number of respondents (21), thus providing an
average raw score for the 21 counties on each
question. These scores were then compared for
the TREND and PLAN analysis. The counties’
mean response to the frequency and quality of
county-to-county contacts in the absence of the
State Planning process was compared with the
mean response to the frequency and quality of
the contacts with the State Planning process in
place. A difference-of-means test was applied to
the results. This exercise was repeated for
county-to-municipality, county-to-state, munici-
pality-to-municipality, and municipality-to-state
exchanges. Only results below the 0.05 level of
statistical significance were reported. The 0.05
level of statistical significance is typically used
in social science surveys; it indicates that there
is only a 5 percent probability that the observed
difference could be the result of random
variation.

TREND FINDINGS

Table 54 presents the survey findings for
TREND development, both in numerical and in
verbal form. There are 21 counties in New
Jersey. Each county has a planning department,
or an equivalent agency; and each department is
headed by a county planning director. Interviews
were conducted with the planning director for
each county, or, in a very limited number of
cases, with a substitute designated by the
planning director.

County-to-County Contact

Respondents were asked to judge the frequency
of contact between their county and other
counties were there no State Planning process.
Their average frequency score under this
condition is 2.5 (“average”). Respondents assign
an average score of 3.1 (“neutral”) to the quality
of their contacts under this condition.

County-to-Municipality Contact

When asked to judge the frequency of county-to-
municipality contact were there no State
Planning process, county directors assign an
average score of 3.2 (“average”). The average
score for the quality of the contact that would
occur is 2.9 (“neutral”) .

County-to-State Contact

The frequency of county-to-state contact before
State Plan adoption received an average score of
24 (“infrequent”). In addition, respondents
assign an average score of 2.6 (“neutral”) to the
quality of the contact between county and state
agencies.
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TABLE 54. TREND Findings: Intergovernmental Coordination

County County County Municipality Municipality
to To to to to
County Municipality State Municipality State
Frequency without State
Planning Process 2.5 3.2 2.4 2.3 2.0
Frequency without State
Planning Process Average Average Infrequent Infrequent Infrequent
Quality without State
Planning Process 3.1 29 2.6 24 2.3
Quality without State
Planning Process Neutral Neutral Neutral Inadequate Inadequate

Notes: Frequency: 1 = no contact; 2 = infrequent; 3 = average; 4 = frequent; 5 = very frequent

Quality: 1 = poor; 2 = inadequate; 3 = neutral; 4 = adequate; 5 = excellent

Source: CUPR, Rutgers University, County Intergovernmental Coordination Survey, Summer 2005

Municipality-to-Municipality
Contact

Respondents assign an average score of 2.3
(“infrequent”™) to the frequency of municipality-
to-municipality contact before State Plan
adoption. The quality of contact between
municipalities receives an average score of 2.4
(“inadequate™).

Municipality-to-State Contact

County directors assign an average score of 2.0
(“infrequent”) to the frequency of contact
between municipalities and state agencies before
the Plan. The quality of the contact receives an
average score of 2.3 (“inadequate”).

Summary

The results in table 54 show that the highest
frequency of contact in the absence of the State
Planning process occurs between counties and
municipalities. The other intergovernmental
relationships, listed in descending order by
frequency of contact, are as follows: county to
county; county to state, municipality to
municipality, and municipality to state. Average
scores for the frequency of contact ranged from
a high of 3.2 (“average” contact between
counties and municipalities) to a low of 2.0
(“infrequent” contact between municipalities
and the state).

Following are the intergovernmental
relationships in descending order by quality of
contact: county to county; county to
municipality; county to state; municipality to
municipality; and municipality to state. Average
scores for the guality of contact ranged from a
high of 3.1 (“neutral” quality of contact between
counties) to a low of 2.3 (“inadequate” quality of
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contact between municipalities and the state
government).

The major finding that can be drawn from the
survey responses about the frequency and
quality of intergovernmental contact under
TREND is that a State Planning process is
needed to improve intergovernmental coordin-
ation between counties, municipalities and the
state. In the absence of a State Planning process,
the frequency and quality of contact among
municipalities, where most land-use powers
reside, and between municipalities and the state,
where most monies for infrastructure reside, is
low: infrequent and inadequate, respectively.
Even the frequency of contact between counties
and the state is “infrequent,” and the quality of
contact between counties and the state is barely
adequate, by one-tenth of a point. The degree to
which the present State Planning process
improves upon TREND conditions in the area of
intergovernmental coordination is explored
below.

Under TREND it was found that a
State planning process
is needed
to improve intergovernmental

coordination between counties,
municipalities, and the State.

PLAN FINDINGS

County-to-County Contact

Respondents were asked to judge the frequency
and quality of contact between the county and
other counties under the State Planning process.
Their average score for frequency under the
State Planning process is 3.1 (“average”). The
average score for quality of contact with other
counties is 3.7 (“adequate™).

County-to-Municipality Contact

The average score for frequency of contact in
the post-adoption period is 4.3 (“frequent”).
Quality of contact is 4.2 (‘“adequate™).

County-to-State Contact

The average score for frequency of county-to-
state contact is 3.3 (“average”); the average
score for quality of contact is 3.1 (“neutral”).

Municipality-to-Municipality
Contact

The for frequency of
municipality-to-municipality contact is 3.0
(“average”). The average score for quality of
contact is 2.9 (“neutral”).

average SCore

Municipality-to-State Contact

The average score for frequency of contact
between municipalities and state agencies is 3.0
(“average”). The average score for quality of
contact is 3.3 (“neutral”).
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TABLE 55. PLAN Findings: Intergovernmental Coordination

County County County Municipality Municipality
to To to to to
County Municipality State Municipality State
Frequency without State
Planning Process 3.1 4.3 3.3 3.0 3.0
Frequency without State
Planning Process Average Frequent Average Average Average
Quality without State
Planning Process 3.7 4.2 3.1 2.9 3.3
Quality without State
Planning Process Adequate Adequate Neutral Neutral Neutral

Notes: Frequency: 1 = no contact; 2 = infrequent; 3 = average; 4 = frequent; 5 = very frequent

Quality: 1 = poor; 2 = inadequate; 3 = neutral; 4 = adequate; 5 = excellent

Source: CUPR, Rutgers University, County Intergovernmental Coordination Survey, Summer 2005

Summary

The results reflected in table 55 show that the
highest frequency of contact under the State
Planning process occurs between counties and

municipalities. Following are the other
intergovernmental  relationships  listed in
descending order by frequency of contact:
county to county; county to state; and

municipality to municipality and municipality to
state (tie). Average scores for the frequency of
contact ranged from a high of 4.3 (“frequent”
contact between counties and municipalities) to
a low of 3.0 (“average” contact between
municipalities and between municipalities and
the state).

Under the State Planning process, the highest
quality of contact was observed between
counties and municipalities. Following are the
other intergovernmental relationships listed in
descending order by quality of contact: county to
county; municipality to state; county to state;
and municipality to municipality. Average

scores for quality of contact ranged from a high
of 4.2 (“adequate” quality of contact between
counties and municipalities) to a low of 2.9
(“neutral” quality of municipal-to-municipal
contact).

Two findings can be drawn from the survey
responses about the frequency and quality of
intergovernmental contact under the State
Planning process. First, the pattern of highest to
lowest scores for frequency of contact and
quality of contact among all the levels of
government is exactly the same: 1.3 units.
Second, the average score among all the levels
of government for frequency of contact and
quality of contact is almost the same: 3.3 for
frequency of contact and 3.4 for quality of
contact.
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PLAN VERSUS TREND FINDINGS

A difference-of-means test is applied to
respondents’ answers to questions regarding the
frequency and quality of contact under TREND

and PLAN. The results are reflected in table 56.

County-to-County Contact

The average score for frequency of contact
increases from 2.5 under TREND to 3.1 under
PLAN, a difference of 0.6, which is statistically
significant at the 0.001 level. The average score
for quality of contact increases from 3.1
(“neutral”) to 3.7 (“adequate”), a difference of
0.6, which is statistically significant at the 0.003
level.

The reasons mentioned most often for these
increases are (1) county interactions regarding
State Plan policies, particularly in the areas of
transportation and environmental protection, and
(2) cross-acceptance. County-to-county frequen-
cy and quality of contact are among the lowest
rated in the five categories of interaction, and the
reason given for these low ratings is that the
counties also interact as participants in
metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs),
economic development districts (EDDs), the
County Planners Association, and other similar
organizations.

County-to-Municipality Contact

For the frequency of county-to-municipality
contact under TREND, county directors assign
an average score of 3.2 (“average”). This score
increases to 4.3 (“frequent”) under PLAN, an
increase of 1.1 units. This is the largest increase
among the five intergovernmental frequency-of-
contact categories, and it is statistically
significant at the 0.000 level. The average score
for quality of contact also improves, increasing
by 1.3, from 2.9 (“neutral”) to 4.2 (“adequate”).
As is the case with frequency, this is the largest

increase among the five intergovernmental
quality-of-contact  categories, and it is
statistically significant at the 0.000 level.
Among the reasons given by respondents for the
increase in frequency and quality of contact are
the state’s smart-growth grant program, plan
endorsement, and the cross acceptance process,
which begins by requiring county-to-municipal
interaction to produce the county’s report to the
OSG.

County-to-State Contact

The average score for the frequency of county-
to-state contact increases from 2.4 (“infrequent”)
to 3.3 (“average”), an increase of 0.9. This is
statistically significant at the 0.000 level. The
average score for quality of contact between
county and state agencies increases from 2.6 to
3.1, an increase of 0.6. This is a statistically
significant result at the 0.010 level. Respondents
stated that the increase in the frequency of
contact is due to the State Planning process and
to increasingly more complex regulations issued
by the Department of Environmental Protection
(DEP). While quality of contact increased as
well, it increased by only 0.5 of a unit (tied with
municipality-to-municipality quality of contact
as the lowest among all contact categories), and
respondents cited the turnover of staff at the
Office of Smart Growth (OSG) and process
delays by both the DEP and OSG.

Municipality-to-Municipality
Contact

The average score for the frequency of
municipality-to-municipality contact increases
from 2.3 (“infrequent”) to 3.0 (“average”), a
difference of 0.7, which is significant at the
0.001 level. The average score for quality of
contact improves from 2.4 (“inadequate”) to 2.9
(“neutral”), an increase of 0.5, which is
statistically significant at the 0.000 level.
Respondents make the observation that the
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comparatively low increase for both frequency
and quality is due to the tendency of
municipalities to use the county to work with
and coordinate with other municipalities. They
also cite substate regional programs (e.g.,
Sourlands Mountain), supported by the State
Plan, as a reason for the increase in both
frequency and quality of contact.

Municipality-to-State Contact

County directors report that the frequency of
contact between municipalities and state
agencies increased at a significant level as well;
the average score for frequency of contact
increases from 2.0 (“infrequent”) under TREND
to 3.0 (“average”) under PLAN, a difference of

1.0. This is significant at the 0.000 level. The
average score for quality of contact increases
from 2.3 to 3.3, a difference of 1.0. This is also
statistically significant at the 0.000 level.
Respondents cite the plan endorsement process
as being very positive in promoting frequent and
high-quality contact. The Council on Affordable
Housing is also mentioned as promoting greater
contacts between municipalities and the State.
Cross-acceptance is seen as contributing sig-
nificantly to the quality of municipal-to-state
contact, and the smart-growth grants and the
plan-endorsement process contribute greatly to
frequency of contact. The quality of contact
could be significantly improved, some respon-
dents state, if the guidelines used at the state
level regarding plan endorsement were made
known to counties and municipalities in
advance.

TABLE 56. PLAN versus TREND Findings: Intergovernmental Coordination

County County
to To
County Municipality
Difference in
frequency rating
under
TREND/PLAN 0.6 1.1
Significance and
significance level of
difference in Significant Significant
frequency rating (0.001) (0.000)

Difference in quality
rating under
TREND/PLAN 0.6 1.3

Significance and
significance level of
difference in quality | Significant Significant
rating (0.003) (0.000)

County Municipality Municipality
To To to
State Municipality State
0.9 0.7 1.0
Significant Significant Significant
(0.000) (0.001) (0.000)
0.6 05 1.0
Significant Significant Significant
(0.010) (0.000) (0.000)

Notes: Frequency: 1 = no contact; 2 = infrequent; 3 = average; 4 = frequent; 5 very frequent
Quality: 1 = poor; 2 = inadequate; 3 = neutral; 4 = adequate; 5 = excellent
Source: CUPR, Rutgers University, County Intergovernmental Coordination Survey, Summer 2005
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County Sum of Means Pattern
Union 8.5 VH
Hunterdon 8.0 VH
Camden 6.0 H
Cape May 6.0 H
Cumberland 6.0 H
Essex 6.0 H
Sussex 6.0 H
Passaic 55 H
Bergen 5.0 M
Monmouth 5.0 M
Atlantic 4.0 M
Burlington 4.0 M
Gloucester 4.0 M
Morris 4.0 M
Ocean 4.0 M
Mercer 35 L
Middlesex 2.0 VL
Somerset 1.0 VL
Warren 1.0 VL
Hudson 0.0 N
Salem 0.0 N

Average Net Change in Frequency
N = No Increase (0)

VL = Very Low Increase (1.0—2.4)

L =Low Increase (2.5 - 3.9)

M = Moderate Increase (4.0 - 5.4)

H = High Increase (5.5 - 6.9)

VH = Very High Increase (7.0+)

FIGURE 11. PLAN versus TREND:
Change in Frequency of Contact

Upon examination of TREND and PLAN
graphic results (see figures 11 and 12), it is
apparent that there are significant regional
patterns in the responses dealing with change in
intergovernmental contacts.

Two counties, one in the northeast and one in
the southern portion of the state, experience no
change in frequency of contact between
governments under TREND and PLAN. Twice
as many counties (four) report no change in
quality of contact under TREND and PLAN,

County Sum of Means Pattern
Camden 9.0 VH
Passaic 8.5 VH
Sussex 8.5 VH
Cape May 6.5 H
Union 6.0 H
Bergen 5.0 M
Essex 5.0 M
Gloucester 5.0 M
Monmouth 5.0 M
Morris 5.0 M
Atlantic 4.0 L
Hunterdon 4.0 L
Warren 4.0 L
Mercer 3.0 L
Hudson 2.0 VL
Salem 2.0 VL
Burlington 1.0 VL
Cumberland 0.0 N
Middlesex 0.0 N
Ocean 0.0 N
Somerset 0.0 N

Average Net Change in Frequency
N = No Increase (0)

VL=

Very Low Increase (1.0 - 2.5)

L = Low Increase (2.6 - 4.1)
M = Moderate Increase (4.2 - 5.7)
H = High Increase (5.8-7.3)

VH =

Very High Increase (7.4+)

FIGURE 12. PLAN versus TREND:
Change in Frequency of Contact

two of which are in the middle part of the state.
On average, counties in the northern part of the
state experience greater increases in both
frequency and quality of contact under PLAN
than counties in any other part of the state.
Counties in the middle and southwestern parts of
the state rate frequency and quality of contact
higher under PLAN but with much lower ratings
than counties in the northern part of the state.
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COMPARISON TO THE 2000
STATE PLAN EVALUATION

The current survey results can be compared with
those of the 2000 Intergovernmental Coordina-
tion Survey because the same subjects (county
planning directors or their surrogates) were
interviewed and the same scale was used in the
survey instrument. The only difference in how
the two surveys were conducted is in the
wording of the frequency and quality question
under TREND conditions. The 2000 survey
probed the frequency and quality of contacts
before and after State Plan adoption in 1992.
Because of the amount of time (13 years) that
had elapsed between adoption of the first State
Plan in 1992 and the current survey in 2005,
there has been substantial turnover of county
planning staff. As a result, many of the 2005
respondents were not in their positions prior to
1992 and, therefore, could not respond to the
question the way it was phrased. Consequently,
the current survey probed “the frequency and
quality of contacts under the State Planning
process (PLAN)” and “the frequency and quality
of contacts were there no State Planning process
(TREND).”

On average, levels of significance due to the
increment of change are stronger in the most
recent survey compared with the 2000 survey.
Levels of significance in the 2005 survey for all
categories of contact were significant, whereas
in the 2000 survey results for county-to-county
(quality), county-to-municipality (quality), and
municipality-to-state (quality) contacts were
insignificant. Second, the largest increase in
both frequency and quality of contacts in the
2000 survey was between municipalities,
whereas the largest increase in both frequency
and quality of contacts in the 2005 survey was in
county-to-municipality contacts. This may be
due to the fact that a lull during the most recent
(2005) cross-acceptance process occurred after
county reports were prepared (when county-to-

municipal contacts are intense) and submitted to
the OSG before negotiations between the state,
and municipalities begin (when
municipality-to-municipality and municipality-
to-state are intense).

counties

CONCLUSIONS AND
IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS

County planning directors report a significant,
across-the-board increase in the frequency of
contacts among all levels of government under
PLAN. Respondents also report an improvement
in the quality of these contacts. All of these
results are statistically significant.

Compared with the 2000 intergovernmental
coordination survey, the ratings given in the
2005 survey are high, even though there was a
clear sense of frustration on the part of county
directors with the turnover of staff at the OSG
(and the perceived inexperience of the new staff)
and the lull in the cross-acceptance process in
the fall of 2005. In almost every case, however,
the directors, or their substitutes, looked beyond
these annoyances and credited the entire State
Planning process, not just the cross-acceptance
phase, as being responsible for improved
intergovernmental coordination in the State. The
“entire” State Planning process includes at least
two implementation activities that have been
added over the years since the adoption of the
first State Plan in 1992, specifically (1) plan
endorsement and (2) smart-growth grants. Based
on comments by the directors, these two
programs added significantly to the frequency
and quality of municipality-to-county and
municipality-to-state contact, the two categories
of contacts that had been rated low in previous
surveys. Even when respondents mention factors
(e.g., substate regional programs like the
Highlands, MPO meetings, EDD meetings)
other than the State Planning process as
contributing to increases in the frequency and
quality of contact under PLAN, they typically
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credit the State Plan and the State Planning
process with promoting these other forms of
contact and for facilitating these kinds of
activities.

Finally, it is clear in the responses that PLAN,
over the 13 years since adoption of the first State
Plan in 1992, is gradually becoming TREND.
The high frequency and quality of contact
between the different levels of government has
been maintained, the cross-acceptance process is
becoming a routine governmental activity, and
implementation of the State Plan is being
achieved through some new programs and
activities. In summary, the State Planning
process is becoming the norm in the view of
many of those interviewed.

PRINCIPLES FOR FUTURE
MONITORING BY THE OFFICE
OF SMART GROWTH

The key monitoring variables in determining
PLAN’s impact are the changes in the frequency
and quality of intergovernmental contacts. These
changes can be assessed through periodic
surveys of county directors or their designated
substitutes.

MONITORING VARIABLES

As the State Plan becomes
integrated in land-use activities,

a quantitative component of future
assessments can measure
perceived changes in frequency

contact between state, county, and
local governments. A qualitative
component of future assessment
can measure the content of
intergovernmental exchanges.
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GLOSSARY

The following definitions are taken from the
2009 Draft New Jersey State Development and
Redevelopment Plan or The Complete Guide to
Planning in New Jersey. These definitions are
intended to the with the
terminology specific to the State Plan and the
impact  assessment.  Various  empirical
procedures used in the State Plan analysis may
incorporate definitions slightly different from
those found below.

assist reader

Agriculture

Farming in all its branches, including
activities such as: 1. the production,
cultivation, growing, and harvesting of any
agricultural, viticultural, or horticultural
commodities, 2. the raising and/or the
breeding of livestock including but not
limited to dairy and beef cattle, sheep, goats,
fur-bearing animals, companion animals,
poultry, swine, 3. the breeding,
boarding, raising, or training of equine, 4.
the production of nursery, sod, floriculture,
and forest products, and 5. the harvesting,
storage, grading, packaging, processing,
distribution, and sale of such commodities
where such activities occur at the point of
production.

and

Aquifer

A subsurface geological formation that
produces water to wells or other surface
waters.

Brownfields

Any former or current commercial or
industrial site that is currently vacant or
underutilized and on which there has been,
or there is suspected to have been, a
discharge of contaminants.

Capital Facilities

The land, building, and other physical
facilities under public ownership, or
operated or maintained for public benefit,
that are necessary to support development
and redevelopment and to protect the public
health, safety, and welfare.

Center

A compact form of development with one or
more cores and residential neighborhoods.
Centers range in scale from an urban center
to a regional center, town center, village,
and hamlet. Centers in fringe, rural, and
environmentally sensitive planning areas
must be surrounded by a Dboundary
distinguishing the center from its environs.
Centers in metropolitan and
planning areas and the environmentally
sensitive/barrier island planning area may
have a center boundary, where environs
exist to be protected.

COAH
Council On Affordable Housing.

suburban

Compact

with
and

A pattern of land development
sufficient density of development
proximity between uses and activities to
encourage  pedestrian and
efficient provision of public facilities and
services.

movement

Cross-acceptance or Cross-acceptance
Process

The process of comparing the provisions and
maps of local, county, and regional plans
and regulations with those of the State Plan
and the dialogue that occurs among
participants during and after this process to
achieve consistency among the plans.
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Density

The number of families, individuals, dwell-
ing units, or households per unit of land.

Developable Land

Unimproved land exclusive of: 1. public
open space, 2. land precluded from develop-
ment due to deed restrictions, and 3. land
deemed undevelopable by state or local
regulation of natural features (e.g., slopes,
wetlands, etc.).

Ecosystem

An integrated system of living species, their
habitat, and the processes that affect them.

Environmentally Fragile Lands

Areas that are critical to maintaining
biodiversity, including those containing: 1.
habitats of endangered or threatened plant or
animal species, 2. pristine waters, 3. coastal
and freshwater wetlands, 4. prime forested
areas, 5. ridgelines, gorges, and ravines, 6.
grasslands, and 7. staging areas for
migratory species.

Environs

Means the area outside the center boun-
daries.

Fair Housing Act (N.J.S.A. 52:27D-301 et
Seq., 1985)

An act of the New Jersey Legislature that
created the enabling legislation for COAH, a
direct result of the Mount Laurel suits.

Floodplain or Flood-Prone Area

The channel and the area adjoining the
channel of a stream or river that has been or
may be covered by floodwater.

Floor-area ratio

The sum of the area of all floors of buildings
or structures compared to the total area of
the site.

Global Warming

The process by which the Earth is warming
and threaten to make the Earth warmer than
has it been for millions of years. The Earth
is warmed by heat trapping gases that are
present in the atmosphere. Due to recent
human activity heat trapping gases or
greenhouse gases, which include carbon
dioxide and methane, have been increasing.

Growth Management

The conscious public effort to induce,
restrain, or accommodate development in
any geographic setting and at any gov-
ernmental level.

Habitat

The natural environment of an individual
animal or plant, population, or community.

Hamlet

A small-scale, compact residential settle-
ment with one or more community-related
functions that accommodates development
in a more compact form than might occur
otherwise.

Impact Assessment

The assessment of the economic,
environmental, infrastructure, community
life, and intergovernmental coordination

impacts of the Interim Plan, as required by
the State Planning Act.

Infrastructure

Those systems under public ownership, or
operated or maintained for public benefit,
that are necessary to support development,
maintenance, and redevelopment and to
protect the public health, safety, and
welfare.
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Infrastructure Needs Assessment

(As required by the State Planning Act
§199.b): Information on present and
prospective conditions, needs, and costs
with regard to state, county, and municipal
capital facilities.

Land

Real property, including improvements and
fixtures thereon, above or below the surface.

Laterals (Water or Sewer)

Pipes conducting water or sewage from
individual buildings to larger pipes called
trunks or interceptors usually located in the
street.

Mixed-Use Development

A tract of land with three or more different
uses such as, but not limited to, residential,
office, manufacturing, retail, public, or
entertainment.

Multifamily unit
A structure containing five or more units,
Municipality

Any city, borough, village, or township of
the state but not a county or school district.

New Jersey State Development and
Redevelopment Plan

The Plan prepared and adopted pursuant to
the State Planning Act.

NJDA
New Jersey Department of Agriculture
NJDCA

New Jersey Department of Community
Affairs.

NJDEP

New Jersey Department of Environmental
Protection.

NJDOT
New Jersey Department of Transportation.

(ON]€)

Office of Smart Growth in the Department
of Community Affairs.

PA-1

The metropolitan planning area of the New
Jersey State Development and Redevelop-
ment Plan.

PA-2

The suburban planning area of the New
Jersey State Development and Redevelop-
ment Plan.

PA-3

The fringe planning area of the New Jersey
State Development and Redevelopment
Plan.

PA-4

The rural planning area of the New Jersey
State Development and Redevelopment
Plan.

PA-4B

The rural/environmentally sensitive plan-
ning area of the New Jersey State Devel-
opment and Redevelopment Plan.

PA-5

The environmentally sensitive planning area
of the New Jersey State Development and
Redevelopment Plan.

PA-5B

The environmentally sensitive/barrier island
planning area of the New Jersey State
Development and Redevelopment Plan.

Parcel

A quantity of land either vacant or holding
structures that can be defined geographically
with certainty.
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Per Capita

A measurement that is presented in terms of
units per person.

Planning Area

An area of greater than one square mile that
shares a common set of conditions, such as
population density, infrastructure systems,
level of development, or environmental
sensitivity.

Regional Center

A settlement or a location for development
along or near a transportation corridor. It is
the locus of high-intensity, mixed-use
development, with a density of more than
5,000 people per square mile and an
emphasis on employment.

Septic System

An underground individual sewage system
with a septic tank used for the decomposi-
tion and treatment of wastewater before it is
discharged to groundwater.

Sewer

Any pipe or conduit used to collect and
carry away sewage or storm water runoff
from the generating source to the treatment
plant or receiving water body.

Single-Family Unit

Individual or attached structures on a lot
containing up to four units.

State Planning Act (N.J.S.A. 52: 18A-196 et
Seq., 1985)

An act of the New Jersey Legislature that
established the State Planning Commission
and the Office of Smart Growth in the New
Jersey Department of Planning.

State Planning Commission

The 17-member body created by the State
Planning Act of 1985.

State Plan Policy Map (SPPM)

The geographic application of the State Plan
goals and policies.

Steep Slope

An area predominantly characterized by either
an average change in elevation greater than 15
percent of the corresponding horizontal distance
through the slope (15 percent slope) or by a very
high erosion hazard as indicated by an
erodibility factor k& of 0.40 or greater as
determined by the U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture, Natural Resources Conservation Service.

TEA-21

The federal Transportation Efficiency Act for
the 21st Century.

Town Center

A center that has a high investment in public
facilities and services several neighborhoods
with a highly diverse housing stock and a central
core of retail, office, and community facilities.

Transit

A vehicle or transportation system, including
heavy and light rail, buses, vans, and other
services, owned or regulated by a governmental
agency and used for mass transportation of
people.

Urban Center

A city of statewide importance, designated as an
urban center by the State Planning Commission.
An urban center is a large settlement that has a
high intensity of population and mixed land

uses, including industrial, = commercial,
residential, and cultural uses.
USEPA

United States Environmental Protection Agency.
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Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)

An estimate of the total number of miles
traveled on the highway and street system.
VMT is used as an indicator for both
vehicular and roadway utilization.

Village

A small, compact center of predominantly
residential character but with a core of
mixed-use commercial, residential, and
community services. It often incorporates
local economic and social functions that are
integrated with housing.

Wastewater Management Plan

A description of existing and future waste-
water-related jurisdictions, wastewater ser-
vice areas, and selected environmental
features and domestic treatment works.

Wetland

An area that is saturated or inundated with
surface or ground water at a frequency and
duration sufficient to support hydrophilic
vegetation and characterized by hydric soils.
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