



Plan Development Committee Issues Guidance

Based on PDC Meeting Discussion of July 2, 2008

Dr. Martin Bierbaum (July 7, 2008).

· State Plan, Housing Policies & the Council on Affordable Housing (COAH)

· Recently enacted State legislation may have complicated the relationship between the State Plan and COAH by attempting to connect housing to employment growth and by creating new housing regions in the State, each requiring further study; 
· Real concerns exist as to whether sufficient revenues will be generated by the recent State legislative enactments to cover municipal costs related to municipal affordable housing obligations;  
· The situation is further complicated by the likelihood that the COAH third round formula is likely to be challenged in court, creating additional uncertainty at this time.
· Nevertheless, the PDC agrees that housing policies contained in the third iteration of the State Plan should go beyond the policies included in the previous iteration of the State Plan.
· A housing concern of growing importance that will be experienced prior to reaching the State Plan’s horizon year will be the recycling of age-restricted housing when the “baby-boom” generation is no longer increasing at its current rate and seeking age-restricted housing opportunities.  
· The PDC recognizes that it is time for difficult choices, and urges the current administration to make them with respect to housing policy as it has done with respect to other public policy areas.  
· The PDC acknowledges that the State Plan’s policy approach to creating affordable housing opportunities throughout the State of New Jersey needs to be reasonable, flexible and acknowledge that it may stretch local planning capacities; 
· As part of that acknowledgment, the State Plan should recommend that the State provide adequate technical and financial assistance to  local jurisdictions to assist them in meeting their affordable housing obligations; 
· Moreover,  the State Plan’s housing policies should be guided by the following principles: 
· The State Plan should state that each of the State’s municipalities has a constitutional affordable housing obligation pursuant to well-established judicial mandates; 
· The State Plan should acknowledge that in light of the diversity of New Jersey’s municipalities, it is unlikely that all municipalities will fulfill this obligation in precisely the same way; 
· The State Plan should establish a preference for housing construction where adequate infrastructure capacity already exists and at locations and designed in ways that will minimize environmental damage; 
· State Planning should clarify that in meeting affordable housing obligations, municipalities should acknowledge the relationship between housing, employment and the importance of multi-modal transportation connections in linking them;  
· The State Plan should reflect an appreciation that housing policy requires an understanding of the interface between private market forces and government policy and regulation with the strengths and weaknesses inherent to both in affecting the supply and meeting the demand for affordable housing;
· The State Plan should take special note of and seek to remedy the ways that government regulation on different government levels and by different departments and agencies on the same levels of government may indirectly affect housing supply and housing costs and thereby adversely effect the implementation of affordable housing policies; 
· The State Plan should acknowledge that increased housing costs may be placing stress on other aspects of the state’s economy;
· The State Plan should account for the current realities of rapidly rising fuel prices and the importance of encouraging higher densities, especially along major transit corridors; 
· The State Plan should emphasize and seek to correct a situation in which there are entirely too few State government rewards and only sparse penalties to encourage municipalities to behave in  socially meaningful and responsible ways with respect to affordable housing policy, leaving municipalities to too often simply rely upon local property tax considerations to guide their decision-making; 
· The State Plan should acknowledge that at its base affordable housing policy is directed at the de-concentration of poverty, which is important to the quality of life of all the State’s communities and their residents; 
· The State Plan should not specifically mention “growth share” as it has become a politically-charged term with some obvious flaws, and is only one way to reach a goal with which the PDC entirely agrees,  i.e., an adequate supply of affordable housing. 
· Plan Endorsement Review 

· The language and tone of the recently published Plan Endorsement Rule Proposal is in some ways inconsistent with the PDC discussion that took place on June 18, 2008. 
· The PDC prefers the approach taken in the discussion on that date, while recognizing that there were valid reasons for the rule proposal as published. 
· More specifically, the PDC urges that the State Plan consider a county plan endorsement process; and employment of shared services funding to underwrite county planning costs to enhance municipal planning capacity.
· Incentives to induce municipalities and counties to seek Plan Endorsement are to 1) strengthen State department and agency commitment to benefits derived from and /or penalties incurred as a result of Plan Endorsement; 2) county/municipal reimbursement for expenses incurred upon achieving Plan Endorsement; and 3) the establishment a State “legal shield” for endorsed plans.
· Indicators & Targets
Indicators & Targets are being developed under separate contract by the New Jersey Sustainable State Institute (NJSSI) at Rutgers University. However, reviewing their preliminary work suggests some discontinuities with the previous iteration of the State Plan leading to some difficulty in providing a historic narrative of the past seven years and also giving rise to additional concerns including the following: 

· Indicators & Targets may be more important as part of this iteration of the State Plan than in previous ones as we move from growth management to smart growth to “sustainability,” which necessarily connotes a management regime that will rely more heavily on the employment of indicators and targets as management tools (we manage what we measure.);

· A different format was used, attempting to organize the Indicators by the State Plan’s 8 goals rather than following the previous format, lacking indicators for at least one goal and overlooking a number of “additional indicators” that might still be of interest; 

· Targets were apparently not considered as part of the consultant’s 

effort to date;  

· The Indicators appear to be based upon the latest available data which varies from 2004 to 2006;

· The Indicators did not follow a “balanced scorecard,” as explained in the 2001 State Plan,  instead concentrating on “outcome” measures, thereby raising additional concerns. 

Additional discussion will take place with NJSSI to address these concerns. 
· Public Comments 

· PlanSmart  -- jobs are at the center of the State’s concern at this time. The State Plan should include job targets. Once they are established geographically, affordable housing and transportation connections ought to be made explicit. The environmental issues should be addressed through an understanding and application of watersheds. It must also be acknowledged that these considerations are for the most part beyond the capacity of local governments. Strengthening the county role seems to be a reasonable way to address these concerns. It also must be noted that sound planning involves more than drawing a boundary on a map, which so much of State Planning has unfortunately become. It is not just boundaries between where we want to grow and where we do not want to grow, but understanding the cross-cutting nature of the State Plan’s 8 goals. The State Plan needs to be pro in terms of employment, housing, transportation and the environment. It also needs to be against poverty and support the de-concentration of poverty. The State Plan needs to focus less on trends and concentrate more on the preferred future.
· Association of New Jersey Environmental Commissions (ANJEC) – ANJEC endorses the Special Resource Area (SRA) designation for Delaware Bayshore Area. It is the coordinator of the South Jersey Bayshore Area Coalition which is aimed at building awareness and appreciation for this region. The region has already received Federal Scenic By-way status. In March 2007, the Coalition wrote to the State Planning Commission in support of the idea that the area become a SRA. The goal of the Coalition is not regional legislation. However, it is the appreciation of the area’s agriculture, forest, endangered species habitats, recreational and historical resources as well as its environmentally sensitive areas. The Coalition urges that work begin with an inventory of the natural resources in the area. It should not be interpreted as necessarily leading to a regional jurisdiction as was the case with the New Jersey Highlands.
· New Jersey Farm Bureau – It will be a real challenge for the State Plan to include a re-write of the Special Resource Area  (SRA) definition so that it does not lead to another Highlands Regional Council. The State Planning Commission needs to know that in South Jersey farmers are very concerned about such designation. It is unclear what the boundaries of such a designation would be. If the State Planning Commission insists on going forward with this idea, it should be extremely cautious. The boundaries of the region will be a major concern. 
Secondly, but related to the COAH discussion, the N.J. Farm Bureau has concerns about how COAH will relate to State Plan mapping. The way that the COAH rules will be reconciled with the State Plan Map remains unclear at this point. When will this issue be addressed? 
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