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A PLACE WITH A UNIQUE PERSONALITY

In his path-breaking 1961 analysis of urbanization and sprawl on America's northeastern seaboard,
French-Ukrainian geographer Jean Gottman singled out Princeton as a “place with a distinct personality.”! He
called it a prototype “brains town.” Even in 1961, it wasn't really a “prototype,” for there were other such
towns around the country—and certainly forbears in Europe. But it was and is, an “archetype”—
representative of those places that specialize in the export of educated students, the manufacture of ideas, of
literature, of art, and of invention and innovation. Even today, a professor at the University of California,
Enrico Moretti, has singled it out as one of the nation’s “brains hubs,” ranking the Trenton-Princeton
metropolitan area as the 10™ highest concentration in the country (in percentage terms) of people with college
degrees and consequent high salaries for much of the workforce (see the sections on income and education
that follow).2

Nonetheless, even among its peer communities, Princeton stands out with a unique personality. Situated on
the farthest edges of two giant metropolitan areas, it presents a pastoral, Arcadian, “small town” ambience
that belies the fact that—

* |t ranks 23 as a center of employment in New Jersey. Over 30,000 people come to jobs within its
precincts each day, 23,000 from elsewhere.

*  Over half of workers who live in Princeton work in Princeton, compared to only about 20% for most
suburbs in New Jersey.

*  Over 26% of residents who work in town walk or bicycle to work.

* It is an international town, 25% of its residents were born outside the U.S., a fifth more than the state
(itself among top three or four most diverse states), and twice the percentage for the nation. More
than 21% of the population turns over every year and about 600-800 come from abroad. .

* Because college students comprise 30% of its population, it is a youthful town, yet its percentage of
seniors over age 65 is higher than the state or country as a whole.

* It is a town with more non-family households, more householders living alone, more unmarried couples,
more seniors heading households—yet more family households with children (but fewer per home). The
rate of childbearing by mothers between 35 and 50 is higher than in the state or rest of the country
and 56% of these children are born to mothers with a graduate degree.

* Despite its reputation for “affluence,” the disparity between the lowest 20% of its households in
income and the top 20% is one of the widest in New Jersey.

* Although it takes pride in its diversity, only its Asian residents exceed the statewide and U.S.
averages. Only 37% of its Hispanic/Latino residents were born outside the U.S. or Puerto Rico. The
census has found no poor African-American families in Princeton. Fifty-seven percent of Princeton
residents living below the poverty threshold are white and non-Latino.

! Jean Gottman, Megalopolis: The Urbanized Northeastern Seaboard of the United States, MIT Press, Cambridge,
MA; November, 1961

2 Enrico Moretti, The New Geography of Jobs, First Mariner Books; 2013



PRINCETON, NJ, U.S. COMPARED

Non-Latino white
Black/African American
Hispanic/Latino

Asian

Median Age

% over age 65

% Foreign-Born

Yearly Turnover

% not in Households
Husband-wife families
Families with children
Average Family Size

% non-family households
% un-married partners

% live alone

% senior households

% homes valu >$500,00
% valued >$1 mill.
Homes owner-occupied
% Owned free & clear

% homes built since 2005
% built before 1939
Median household income
Avg. household income

Lowest 20%
Second 20%
Third 20%
Fourth 20%
Highest 20%
Top 5%

Princeton
69.3%
5.4%
8.4%
13.9%
24.8
14.0%
24.7%
21.4%
19,5%
53.5%
24.3%
3
37,3%
3.7%
28.9%
28.4%
75%
25.4%
55%
37.4%
1.9%
25%
$109,005
$178,542
2.02%
6.23%
12.48%
22.08%

57.19%
25.59%

NJ

59.3%
12.8%
17.7%
8.2%
39.0
13.5%
20.6%
10.0%
2.5%
51.1%
23.3%
3.22
30.7%
2.2%
26.9%
26.9%
25%
3.3%
65%
29.0%
3.1%
18.6%
$70,062
$94,696
3.22%
8.7%
14.91%
23.21%

49.97%
21.84%

u.S.
63.7%
12.2%
16.3%

4.9%

37.2
13.1%
12.8%
15.2%

2.5%
48.4%
20,2%

3.14

33.6%
2.5%
24.9%
24.9%
12%
2.3%

65%

32.4%
51%
18.6%
$52,762
$72,555

3.38%

8.62%

14.6%
22.99%
50.52%
22.29%



SRear View

COLLEGE STUDENTS 28%-30%
OF THE TOWN'S POPULATION
Princeton’s population increased 13.3% from
1990 to 2010. About 1,625 (48%) of the 3,358
added residents were college students. Their share

of the town’s population grew from about 28% to
about 30%.

Enrolled College Students in
Population, 1990-2012

38000 ——
§ e — E— —
E zgﬁeuo [ EE— E— —
2 15,000 R - .
B 10000 R ———
= 5000 B E—
O o T % |onen |
10| mawa | 299 | rotal | 2012 | Tora | |

o 1 , 1 i 1
| 7,041 | 27.9% | 8,081 | 284% | 8,697 | 304% | |

8173 72.1% | 20414 | 71.6% 19946 | 69.6% |

The Census reported that the former borough'’s
population jumped by 2,000 from 1990 to
2000—now an acknowledged miscount (see
p.24). The borough’s non-college student
population actually declined during the
period. All of the growth in the non-college
student portion of the population occurred in
the former township. The table is adjusted to
take the miscount into account.

A MORE INTERNATIONAL POPULATION

The percentage of foreign-born residents
increased from 18.8% in 1990 to 24.7% in
2010.

Foreign-Born Residents

=Foreign Born =% population
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20.1%
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ETHNIC/RACIAL CHANGE

From 1990 to 2010, Princeton’s historic
African-American population declined by
18.5% and its non-Latino white population
dropped 2.6% while the numbers of Asian
and Hispanic/Latino residents doubled. Some
of the reduction in non-Latino white residents
may simply be because census respondents
changed the way they define themselves.

Age Trends
1990 to 2010
10,000 e e i _
8,000 | —
6,000

Number

4,000 | Bl i —
2000 [ W d s . '
| Uu;’lur | Under | 18-24 25-44 | 45-64 | 65and |
== | = | o | 777"747777”!7 I over :
=1990| 1050 | 3030 | 6057 | 6769 | 5233 | 3312 |
[%2000| 1,267 | 5335 | 6,625 | 8295 | 6,191 | 3,784

{“2010] 1,063 | 5195 | 6.446 | 6273 | 6643 | 4015 | |

YOUTHFUL TOWN, BUT MANY SENIORS

Because of its large number of college
students, Princeton’s median age (half below,
half above) is 34.2 years, yet the percent of
its population over 65 is higher than for the
state or nation.

HIGH TURNOVER

Thanks to the ebb and flow of college
students, researchers, and business executives,
21.4% of the population turns over every
year (compared to 10% for New Jersey and
15.2% for the U.S). About 3% who come to
Princeton each year are from abroad.



RESIDENTS

Where We Are

PRINCETON IS NOT AS ETHNICALLY OR
RACIALLY DIVERSE AS STATE OR U.S.

Despite significant changes in the town'’s
racial and ethnic makeup since 1990, only the
percentage of Asian residents exceeds that
for New Jersey or the country as a whole.
Many nearby municipalities have still greater
numbers and percentages of Asian residents.

Ethnic/Racial Populations, 2010
Princeton, NJ, and U.S. Compared (%)
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COLLEGE STUDENTS ACCOUNT FOR MUCH OF

PRINCETON'S DIVERSITY

Half of Asian, 40% of Black/African American, one-
third of Hispanic/Latino, and 25% of non-Latino white
residents are students at one of the town's institutions of

higher education.

COLLEGE STUDENT % OF EACH
ETHNIC/RACIAL GROUP, 2008-2012

“5Students  ®Non-Students

ETHNIC AND RACIAL GROUPS
ARE THEMSELVES DIVERSE

* The percent of Princeton’s African-American
residents are U.S.-born, the highest of any
group—93.5%. The census identifies no
African-American families living at or below
the poverty threshold. Almost two-thirds of
African-American families have estimated
household incomes over $100,000. Though
47% continue to live in central neighborhoods,
the largest concentration of non-college
student African Americans is in the town’s
Northeast census block group (see p. 24).

* While 48% of Hispanic/Latino residents live
in central neighborhoods—and many came
here in search of work or family safety—itwo-
thirds of Hispanic-Latino residents were born
in the U.S. Almost a third are college students.
Over 30% of Hispanic/Latino families have
household incomes of $100,000 or more.
Some high-income families appear be here as
émigrés and have been here a long time.

* Asian residents account for the largest
percentage of foreign-born in Princeton.
Almost half are here as students. The
remaining 1,992 live in 1,100 households, half
of whom own their homes. Forty-eight percent
have household incomes over $100,000.

* Non-Latino white residents account for the
largest number of foreign-born—about
12.5% of Princeton’s total population. Though
56% of households and 73% of families have
incomes over $100,000, 56% of individuals
living at or below the poverty threshold in
Princeton are non-Latino white residents.




HOUSEHOLDS
RearView

Households are Changing Persons Per Household and

Households in Princeton changed significantly since Family, 1990-2010
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(see opposite page). The number of African-American households

declined precipitously during the two decades.
The number of non-Latine white householders
who live alone doubled. The number of Latino
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or Over Age 65,1990-2010
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AND FAMILIES

Where We Are ' Family Households Compared to NJ &
U.S. (%) i
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nonfamily household may be a householder living

alone, or with unrelated individuals.

Smaller Households and Families

Households and families are smaller in Princeton

Princeton mothers ages 15-34 bore children

than in the state or the country as a whole.
at a lower rate per 1,000 than their

counterparts in New lersey or the U.S. in the

Average Household & Family Size | previous 12 months during 2008-201 2.
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HOUSING
QRear View

Housing Costs Since 2000
Number of Homes Declined in Borough

1990-2010 : Monthly Owner Housing Costs
The number of housing units in the former township grew %HO;;‘:J':_’::,EW"Q

by 20% between 1990 and 2012, but the former
borough lost 26.
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:z%::::::::i:p i:;: E:z: — 2‘:: 2 -~~;%@ that about 45% of Princeton renters pay out 30%

of their income for housing today, compared to
38.5% of renters in 2000.
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The Federal government defines those whose
monthly housing costs exceed 30% of income as
“cost-burdened.




IN PRINCETON

Owners and Renters

Where We Are Only more non-Latino white residents (70%) live
in homes they own than rent, though almost half of
Asian residents own their homes.

Over 75% of homes in Princeton are valued at more than
$500,000 vs. 25% for the state and 12% for the U.S. The
median value 2008-2012 was $714,544. The percentage 2008-2012
of homes valued over $1 million (25.4%) is more than seven

times the share in New Jersey (3.3%); eleven times that in
the U.S. (2.3%)

Housing Values in Princeton
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Housing Costs Over 30% of Income

Princeton, NJ & U.S. Compared Underlying this constant flux of people is a
2008-2012 . far more permanent community. Over 40% of

householders moved here before 1999. About
12% lived here before 1980 and 6% before
1970. About 25% of our homes were built

®Owner, mortgage & Owner, no mortgage Renters

ot ~ before 1939 compared to about 18% in tstate
' and 14% in the country, but far fewer new
i homes have been built here.
i




INCOMES

As “Education Hub,” Incomes “AFluence™
High, Stable, and Rising Partly a Statistical Artifact
Economic geographer Enrico Moretti has High incomes in the top 5% of Princeton’s
identified the Princeton area as one of the households “pull up” the “average” of the town’s
country’s “education hubs” where employment is household income and exaggerates the overall
stable and growing and incomes are high and “affluence” of most community residents.

continue to rise, despite down drafts in the national
economy.' Princeton’s average household income
has risen significantly higher since 1990 even while
household incomes in the state and nation rose and
fell, and even declined.

If we rank each 20% (quintile) of households by
income, a more realistic portrait emerges.

Household Mean Incomes By Quintile
Princeton, NJ,& U.S. Compared
e 2008-2012
Change in Median Household Income
(Unadjusted for Inflation)
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The bottom 20% of households in Princeton has
an average income of $18,500. The top income in
the quintile is about $33,000. The only community
in Mercer County with lower incomes in its bottom
quintile is Trenton. Incomes for Princeton’s other

Princeton’s average and median household
incomes (half of households above, half below) are
well above those statewide and in the U.S.

Median and Mean Household Incomes quintiles are comparable to those in many

Compared ‘ . .
Princeton, N] & U.S. 3 neighboring towns
2008-2012
& Median household incomes  ® Median Family Incomes Mean household incomes A\J‘erage Household |nc0me bv Quil’lt'ile
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100,000 i
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! Enrico Moretti, The New Geography of Jobs, .
First Mariner Books;2013




IN PRINCETON

Princeton Ranks 915! in Household Income

New Jersey has the second highest median
household income in the country. There are 90
communities in the state with higher average
household incomes. However, the gap between
incomes received by the lowest 20% of households
in Princeton and those received by the top 20% is
one of the widest in the Garden State. The bottom
quintile’s incomes are only 3.6% of the top 20%.

About 29% of Princeton’s households earn more
than $200,000. An estimated 20.4% earn less
than $35,000, over the top income level for the
bottom quintile. The sources of household income in
Princeton differ appreciably from New Jersey or
the country as a whole. In the aggregate, our
households receive less income from salaries and
wages (in %), but two or three times (in %) from
interest and dividends and nearly twice the state
and national percentage in self-employment
income.

Household Income and Benefit
Sources 2008-2012
Princeton, NJ & U.S. Compared
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Household Income Benefit Amount
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=% EN]% ©US%

$200.000 or more SR ' 28.90%. i BBOBG- 4.60%

$150,000-5199,999 i 10.70% B.30% 4.80%

$100,000-5149.999  EESEIEE0MEINEIS 17.00%. . 12.80%
$75,000-599,999  SSETS0MEIISINIIT R0 12.20%
$50,000-574,999 | EESSIE00E ST 1/ - 1B.20%
$35.000-$49.999 (EESO0GLESEEILSDRONE LI 13.70%
$25,000-534,999 ST E.10% 10.40%
$15,000-524,999 SA0% i 8.30% ! 10.70%
$10,000-514.999 NIE0NIEIISENN— 5.40%

Less than $10.000 SO RN 7.20%

Incomes by Ethnicity/Race

During 2008-2012, the Census Bureau estimated
that 56.5% of non-Latino white, 44.3% of Asian, and
35.5% of Black/African-American households received
more than $100,000 in come per year.

About 30.6% of Black/ African-American, 29% of
Asian, and 18% of non-Latino white households
received less than $35,000. Low income
Hispanic/Latino residents are missed by the census
surveys, so we must discount the estimates.

Princeton’s Poverty Threshold

* During 2008-2012, an estimated
1,450 individuals lived on incomes
below the poverty threshold, 776
of them with incomes lower than
50% of that level. An estimated

3,543 received incomes at only
200% of the threshold.

* Of those living on incomes below
the threshold, about 14.3% were
children or youths below age
18;16.8% age 65 and over.

* An estimated 56.6% were
women, 67% of them not living in
families.

e About 56.6% of individuals living
below the poverty threshold are
non-Latino white, 18.8% are
Asian, 10.6% Hispanic/Latino (an
undercount), and 8.5% Black/
African-American.

* Just over 34% of individuals with
incomes below the poverty
threshold were foreign-born.

e An estimated 255 families had
incomes below the threshold, half
of them headed by a woman. With
no spouse present.



Meeting Human Needs

Despite general wellbeing in Princeton, there
are human needs that community service
organizations attempt to fill. Aside from those
living in nursing facilities, there are 1,730 residents
with disabilities; 1,450 who have incomes below
the poverty threshold (and 3,543 who have
incomes only 200% above that level); some of our
4,445 (and growing in number) of seniors over
age 65; and children and youths under 18.

1,739 With Disablities
By Age and % Persons
Not in Nursing Facilities ;

Age 65 and
over
48%

Poverty in Princeton

The number of individuals with incomes below
the poverty threshold is about the same today as
in 1990—1,450. Though the number of families
with incomes at that level has increased from 229
to 255 these families have fewer children, so their
numbers dropped by about 10-11% even while
the number of seniors below the threshold
increased by about 17%.

Individuals and Families
With Incomes Below Poverty Threshold
1990-2012

2008-2012 =2000 =1990

5 244
Personsover 65 B 145
174

230
Children under 18 m 306
S 257

255

Families below paverty threshold u._u.u 235
i 229

1.450

Persons below poverty threshold W 1553
o § 1452

HUMAN NEEDS

Families With Low Incomes

Half the families living below the poverty
threshold are married couples, over 90% of them
with children. The other half of families at that
level are headed by a woman without a spouse
present, 71% of them with children.

Families with Incomes from Below to
150% Poverty Threshold 2008-2012

Bl e e e
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. 1 families L families | 2
= Below Poverty Thr_gshn!d_‘____lgl:l_ | us 127 ___: 90 n
&Under 130% Poverty | |
Threshald ISBV ) % 15 ”,B | |
g
130%-150% Poverty 1 1 - 77

Threshold

About 246 of the 1,450 individuals living on
incomes below the poverty threshold are children
in school.

Few Families Get Cash Assistance

Only 11 of 128 married couples with incomes
below the poverty threshold received cash public
assistance and they appear to be over age 65.
Only 27 of the 127 female-headed households at
this income level received such aid.

Cash Assistance Income for Families
Incomes Below Poverty Level
2008-2012

®Married Couple families  ® Female-headed families

ur ¥ 117

100
= H el ot |

o Eni
1 n |

o

B S — H ﬁi... |

Total Social Security P\llllicas\ul‘mu;‘ No Social Security No public

assistance/S51



IN PRINCETON

Only 22% Of Families Below Threshold
Receive Food Stamps

Of the 224 households that received Food
Stamps during 2008-2011, only 57 had incomes
below the poverty threshold. The remainder had
incomes up to 200% of the poverty level.

224 Families Received Food
Stamps

& Families receiving food stamps
85
71

29

Married Couple Female-headed Male-Headed Non-Family
families families, no spouse  Households, no households
spouse

Non-Latino Whites Account for Half of
Individuals Below Poverty Threshold

During 2008-2012, 57% of individuals living
below the poverty threshold in Princeton were
white and not Latino. Almost half of the families
with incomes below the poverty threshold were
also non-Latino white, about 42% headed by a
woman with no spouse present.

% 1,450 Individuals By Ethnicity/
Race Incomes Below Poverty
Level 2008-2012

Other
4%

Asian

Hispanic/
Latine
o
Amerind i
0
1% Black/Alrican-
American
8%

Race/Ethnicity and Poverty

While African-Americans accounted for
9% of individuals living below the
threshold, no African-American families
had incomes at that level.

While Asian individuals account for
19% of individuals living below the
poverty threshold, Asian families
accounted for 33% at that income level.

About 13% of the families and
individuals below the poverty threshold
were Hispanic/Latino; all of them
female-headed with no spouse present.
However, the estimates for low-income
Hispanic/Latino residents are unreliable
because so many are not reached by
Census surveys

Household Incomes by Race/ Ethnicity
2008-2012
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Insulated Princeton
Education, Jobs, and Income

Enrico Moretti!, professor of economic
geography at the University of California in
Berkeley, argues that, just as there is a widening
gap in income between individuals and households
at the top and the remaining 90%, one has
opened between “places” as well, namely “hubs of
innovation and education” and once-prosperous
centers of production with less credentialed
workforces. He asserts that workers with less
education find better jobs and earn higher wages
in education hubs than those who work in the old
manufacturing towns. He ranks the Trenton-
Princeton metropolitan area (Mercer County) tenth
in percent of those with college degrees.

Average Salaries for College Grads & HS
Grads
Top 11 Metro Areas Ranked by %
College Grads

& Salary of high school graduates @ Salary of college graduates

Seattle-Everett, WA  Simesssssssm—mm_S05. 0045 025
30420 % 81,91 4
Fort Collins-Loveland, (0 S £47.007 1,
Raleigh-Durham, NC Smmsm=ssmsmms_§30052; 745
San Francisco-Oakland, CA 25 e 30054457 45
Ann Arbor, M| EEEEEE——————_S35.426 452
Madison, W] | SESssscescemsm 53753 nes
Boston, MA/NH [SEsssessnns $62423- 173
San Jose, CA S e 3800907 033

Washington, DC/MD/VA [ESmesss————— 861,14}, 072

Stamford, Ct —

Trenton-Princeton, Nj

SL0240) 5133470

Though the Trenton-Princeton metro area ranks
10™ in its percentage of college degree holders, it
places third in college degree median salaries and
fourth in high school graduate median salaries.

These comparisons change if one measures the
differences by towns instead of metropolitan area.
For example, if we compare peer communities on
a municipal, rather than metropolitan basis, only
Palo Alto exceeds Princeton in its percentage of
degree holders.

! Enrico Moretti, The New Geography of Jobs,
First Mariner Books; 2013

EDUCATION

Educational Attainment in Princeton

Remarkably, over half of Princeton’s population
over age 25 holds a graduate degree..

Educational Attainment 25 Years & Over

Graduate degree
A S R AR R

Associate’s degree =
s

High school graduate

Less than 9th grade =

000% 10.00% 20.00% 30.00% 40.00% 50.00% 60.00%
9thto | T

s 12th High Some
! i i school | college,
than 9th| grade,
| graduat|  no
grade | no (P e
diploma) & | “°BTeC |
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® Education mt2s [
Educational Attainment 25 |, o505 oo |7 009 | 9.20% | 1.80% | 25.10% | 52.10%
Years & Over

Earnings and Education in Princeton

The more advanced the level of educational
attainment, the higher average earnings. However,
a pronounced difference in gender compensation
is apparent. Women with a high school education
earn more than their male counterparts. However,
as women obtain higher and higher educational
credentials, the gap between the compensation
they receive and that men obtain steadily widens.

Estimated Average Earnings by
Educational Attainment
2008-2012

$140,000 e - S

»
= $120,000 ——
E $100,000
s $80,000
L $60,000 ¢ -
f $£40,000 B —— s
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$34,701 $62,288

< Female i $47.007 0 $35,905 | $29.84

The “0" in the above table indicates that the
data was not available.
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IN PRINCETON

Diversity in Princeton’s $chools Schools Meet The Challerge
The unique personality of Princeton poses By most measures, Princeton’s public schools
special challenges for its schools. As noted earlier and teachers meet these challenges.
in this summary, Princeton has a significant number
of families and children who are economically One of the gauges of career readiness is the
disadvantaged. In addition, there is a constantly percent and performance of students taking the
rotating population of children who come to the SAT.

schools with limited English. S — I

h J D f Ed ion h : Career Readiness
e Ny Jersey Deperiment o ucation has ‘ Princeton HS SAT Takers

defined “peer groups” of schools with reasonably Compared

compdrable social characteristics and uses these SR e

“peer groups” to compare performance. B L
. . 40.00% -
Princeton’s “peer group” consists of 30 schools, g 2000%
. | £ 0.00% | ——
mostly in central and northern parts of the state. ‘ | penceton |  peer | St
| i HS % | Average % Average/ |
3 |
S . " (Target ||
Princeton ranks fourth in its peer group in the # Participating inSAT | 90.00% | 8530% | 74.40% |
number of children who have “limited English.” Sedcoringibove 1950 BelD% . SROMM WA
(West Windsor-Plainsboro ranks fifth.)
Schools in HS Peer Group Princetoh HS SAT Scores Compared
With Biggest % Stutlents with Limited Peer Group % NJ
English | - -
7.00% E_
.E 6.00% g
£ 5.00% =2
z 4.00% £
£ 3.00% &
g 2.00% iand E :
& ;'ﬂg?f ﬁ E | Composite | Critical | Mathematic Writing
00% West | SATScore | Reading | s | M
Tenafly Colts Neck Cresskill Princeton '\!Vlml;nr- # Princeton High School 1,854 6107 629.8 613.4
Plainsboro T T T = e ————
s Limited English  6.20% 430% | 360% | 330% 3.30% "_““\“m“-- -t mes | .,]Vu 1 L .
— = ‘StateAverage | 1504 | 492 | 517 | 496
The number of children who qualify for
“Reduced or Free” lunches is a measure of the % Enrollment in Post-Secondary
number from disadvantaged families. Princeton Education )
R o Two Years After Graduation
ranks 12" in its “peer group. e o S
E*ﬂmm - .
A el e e R N ’mmr\. —
,E 50.00%
S 4000%
HS Peer Group ey :
. € 2000% - i
With Biggest % Free/Reduced § 1ni
= o00% ¢ = Black] | -
LunCh H S Non- | agicane | Hispanie Muly- | Studeats
ol |t | s | Tame | A | gl | wh
& Free/Reduced Lunch { SPercent | 66.00% 71.40% -m:n% 000% | 7270% | 7'5,0_0_15_‘ _;_'if,_e_ur_)e

10.00% /
770%0.70%0.60%3.40%0.30%9.30%0.20%9, 0030

%8.60%8.50%
ﬁ“ KRR m iEa
4 & ! Q\I“Q\ \\ :1@\\
& & Qc\*‘L

Page 1



Where We Are

The Property Tax

New Jersey ranks fifth among the states in its
reliance upon property taxes. The median amounts
of property taxes paid per household in New
Jersey—as a percent of median home value and
median income—are the highest in the nation.

Princeton’s reliance on the property tax is slightly
lower than the statewide municipal average
because it receives more revenue from fees,
contributions in lieu of taxes and other sources.

Selected Sources for Municipal Revenue
Princeton, NJ & Nation-wide Compared
2014

Municipalities nation-wide  ®New Jersey municipalities  ® Princeton

2.0%
Other #8B 3.4%

i 18.0%
i ; 38.0%
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2.0%
Income Taxes | 0.0%
0.0%
- 6.0%
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0.0%
i S 230
Fees, contributions in liew of taxes  SRSSSSNSEEE 14.5%
Al 25 O,
S 30.0% )
Property Taxes & i b - # 55.0%
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Princeton 12! Highest in New Jersey

Nonetheless, in 2013, the average total
property tax in Princeton was 12" highest in the
state (tax at base of bar, average residential valve
at top.)

Average Property Taxes and Residential

Values
Top 12 NJ Municipalities in 2013
& Average Total Property Tax = Average Residential - Property Value

| $17,036

12. Princeton s $799,624
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10.Glen Ridge WS co29 0an
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s $787998
5. Mountain Lakes |ok8679 $782.596
4 Alpine  LS19.510 82,697,575
3. Millburn Township ST T A—— 51,078,440
2. Loch Arbour Mﬁ-ﬂm $1,071,877

1 Tasiesaa. 4 525014

TAXES

Net Value of Taxable Property 20" in State

Though it is 78" in size of its population, the net
value of Princeton’s taxable property is 20" in the
state.

Net Valuation Taxable
Top 20 N] Municipalities
2013

& Net Valuation Taxable

20. Princeton 1=

17 Parsippany-Troy Hills

13. Cherry Hill
10, Bridgewater

i == . ﬁfv‘
S LT |

Rank 40'™ in % Exempt Property

Princeton ranks 40™ in New Jersey in its percent of
exempt property, but the valuation of that property
is the third highest.

Exempt Property Valuations
Top 10 N] Municipalities
2013

& Percent Exempt of Total Property Valuations & Total Exempt Property
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#1 Valuation of Exempt Education Property

Princeton ranks first in the state in the percent
and valuation of exempt educational property

Exemptions By Class
Top 10 NJ Municipalities
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IN PRINCETON

Contributions from Exempt Institutions
May Be Highest (in %) in Nation

No formal initiative exists to track voluntary
contributions by exempt institutions to municipal
budgets or in lieu of taxes. However, a national
study by the Urban Institute in Washington, D.C.
and other organizations in 2011 measured these
contributions as a percent of the municipal budget
or property taxes. By those measures, it found the
former Princeton Borough to be one of the top
recipients of such contributions. The study covered
the period from fiscal 2008 through 2011. The
findings are extended through FY 2013 in the chart
and take account of the newly negotiated level of
contributions from Princeton University

Exempt Institution Contributions
% Municipal Budget & Property Tax
Revenue
FY 2008-FY 2013

= Contribution % Budget ® Contribution % Property Taxes
13%
11%
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Town Ranks 10" in Taxes
Raised for County Government

While our municipal government collects the
property tax, only 22% is for municipal government
while 48.2% is for schools, 29.8% for county
government.

Among New Jersey’s municipalities in 2013,
Princeton ranked 10™ in the amount of property tax
collected for county government, 49" in the amount
of its school levy, and 55" in the amount for
municipal government.

Princeton’s Rank

By Valuations or Tax Allocations
Among New Jersey Municipalities

2013

Category

Value of exempt education property
Value of all exempt property
Allocation for county open space
Total allocation for open space
Allocation of tax to county

Amount of average property tax
Allocation for municipal open space
Valuation of taxable property
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Allocation to schools

Allocation for municipal government

Allocation of Property Taxes
2013
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Government

™

County
Government
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Princeton Daily Workforce 23" in State

Though 78™ in population among New Jersey’s
municipalities, even after adjusting for the
hospital’s relocation in 2012, Princeton’s workforce
of 30,501 is the 23 largest in the state on an
average weekday.

Estimated Daily Workforce 2008-2012
Top 22 New Jersey Municipalities

Estimated Daily Worklorce 2008-2012
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23,615 Daily In-Commutes

After the hospital move, our estimated daily
workforce consists of 6,886 residents who work in
town and 23,615 in-commuters from elsewhere.

Estimated In & Out-Commuters, 2000-2012
Before & After Hospital Relocation
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PRINCETON'’S

From Where Do They Come?

Commuters come to work Princeton each day
from as far afield as Connecticut, Baltimore and
Woashington, DC, but 40% travel from homes in
nearby communities in the U.S. 1 corridor (plus
Burlington and Bucks counties). Fewer than 25% of
Princeton residents who out-commute work in the
corridor. Nearly 15% commute to New York City.
About 3,000 in-commuters, and just over 1,000 of
our out-commuters, cross U.S. 1 back and forth

between home and work each day. Could they be
served by transit?

Daily In & Out-Commutes to/from
Princeton 2008-2012

& Qut-Commuters  ® In-Commuters

Other Origins/D
Philadelphia |, 4%,
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Commuters Across US. 1 Z22,L085 5 gey

An Education and Research Economy

Around 45% of Princeton’s out-commuters and
in-commuters hold jobs in education, health, and
research, just about twice the percentage in New
Jersey’s total workforce.

Resident Worker & Workforce
Employment
By Sector (%)
Princeton and State Compared,
2008-2012

Government ¥
Arts, entertainment, and
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Axis Title
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Manulacturing, = & Waorking Residents
Farming/ Natural Resources ;

0.0% 10.0520.0980.09%1 0.0%50.0%

% Total Employment Over Age 16



ECONCOMY

Princeton’s Educational and Cultural Role
Reflected In Resident Occupations

Nearly a third of resident workers have jobs in
education, science, or arts and entertainment. The
number employed in health (5.2%) has declined
since the hospital’s relocation.

Occupations of Resident Workers Over
Age 16
2008-2012

& Estimate

Installation, maintenance & repair + 25
Heaithcare support * 33
Medical technologists | 71
Protective services = 100
Building & grounds maintenance == 179
Community & Social Services s 309
Personal care  jmsse= 387
Medical professionals jesssssss 602
Sciences fe——— 720
Business & flnance [mmem———— 1050

Office support  reesesassmmmmsss 129

Education & libraries - = = 3,097

Resident Workers & Daily Workforce

Although nearly 60% of the Daily Workforce
consists of professionals, managers and
researchers, many are residents. Though a

significant percentage of the 23,600 in-commuters

are teachers and staff of our town government as
well as faculty in the institutions of higher
education, a large number provide the services,
sales, office support, construction, maintenance,
and production needs of the town’s economy.

Resident Workers & Daily
Workforce Occupations Compared
2008-2012

aDaily Workforce  ® Resident Workers
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Between 5 and 7 Percent Self-Employed

Princeton attracts about 1,960 independent,
unincorporated professionals, writers, artists,
researchers and consultants. About 57% are
resident, the rest in-commute.

Unpaid

Qe Resident Workers family

workers
Self-employed, / 0%
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% SNa ¥

Private wage &
salary
84%
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Resident Worker Earnings
and Daily Workforce Earnings

The estimated median earnings for resident
workers ($46,868) were actually lower than for

the daily workforce ($47,437) during 2008-2012.

Earnings in Past 12 Months
Resident Workers and Daily Workforce
2008-2012
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Rear View

Jobs Diffusing Out of Princeton to
Neighboring Towns

Since 2006, some Princeton University
administrative workers have transferred to offices
in West Windsor and Princeton Health Care System
relocated to Plainsboro in mid-2012. As a result, in-
commutes to Princeton declined while Princeton
residents who work at these re-located institutions
changed from being in-town workers to being out-
commuters. Still, tentative estimates are that slightly
more than half of working residents still hold jobs in
tfown.

Resident Commutes, 2000-2012
Adjusted for Hospital Move

s \Work intown  ===Qut-Commute

34
>( $555 490
- 7 —al/

2000 Before Hospital Move  Estimated After Hospital
2008-2012 Move

Daily Workforce Shrank Since 2000

On the other hand, Princeton’s daily workforce
dropped from an estimated 32, 685 in 2000 to
about 30,239 after the HealthCare System move.
(Remember that 6,680 of the daily workforce are
Princeton residents.)

Daily Workforce Changes
2000 to 2008-2012
Before & After Hospital Move

=Residents  =In-commuters

e —— SR pe—

2000 Before Hospital Move  Estimated After Hospital

2008-2012 Move

PRINCETON’S

Getting to Work: Residents

More than half of Princeton workers who live in
town work in town, about two and a half times the
percentage for New Jersey and six times that for
the U.S.

Getting to Work: Resident Workers
Compared to NJ & U.S. (%)
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Similarly, the way Princeton’s workers get to
their jobs differs significantly. The percentage who
walk or bike is about seven times that for New
Jersey and the U.S. while the number who drive is
about 40% the percentages for the state and
nation.

Getting to Work: Daily Workforce

In contrast, those who in-commute to Princeton
jobs match the state and national proportions more
closely. About 71% arrive by motor vehicle. The
percent who come by transit is only about half that
of residents who out-commute. In-commuters rely
more on bus transit while more Princeton out-
commuters use rail.

Getting to Work: Daily Workforce

2008-2012
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TRAFFIC

Decline in In-Commuters
Does Not Mean Less Traffic

Though the number of in-commuters, emergency
vehicles, and trucks entering Princeton has declined
since the medical center’s relocation, other sources
of traffic are projected to continue to increase. An
estimated 170,000 motor vehicle trips pass through
Princeton’s streets each day.
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Prior to the medical center’s move in 2012,
about 32-33% of those trips were either in-
commuters, or Princeton residents out-commuting.
Over 45% were non-work-related car trips—
residents running errands or dropping kids off at
school, and visitors coming to town for business or
pleasure or just passing through. About 16% of the
traffic is composed of trucks and buses. We can
only infer or “guesstimate” how many heavy trucks
just pass through. That awaits a direct count.
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Managing Traffic
Requires Regional Solutions

Employment and commuting patterns in Princeton
and neighboring towns are tangled up together.
Traffic knots cannot be untied without a shared
strategy. Four thousand area workers travel back
and fourth each day between Princeton and
municipalities on the opposite side of U.S. 1.

Most area employment growth is in neighboring
municipalities.

Changes in Resident In-Town Workers and
Daily Workforce, 2000-201

Princeton 1.6% -2.6%

Plainsboro 23.4% 4.8%
S. Brunswick 6.9% -10.8%
Lawrence 13.6% 9.8%
West Windsor 16.7% 13.9%
Franklin 15.7% -19.0%
Montgomery 30.0% 8.9%
Rocky Hill 51.7%

Hopewell Twp. 29.9% 65.9%
Hopewell Boro -12.9% 7.4%
Pennington -33.3% 64.8%
East Windsor 32.0% 16.5%
Hightstown 16.7% -2.1%
Cranbury 16.6% 47.1%
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ABOUT THE DATA

To keep things simple in this leaflet, no data sources are cited, except in the case of non-public sources.

All sources are, of course, spelled out in detail in the Princeton Stafistical Portrait reference volume from
which they are drawn.

In this first trial-run year, most of the information was selected so that we could compare Princeton to other
municipalities, the state, and the nation. For that reason, much of the information comes from the decennial U.S.
Censuses in 1990, 2000, and 2010, plus the American Community Survey conducted each year by the Census
Bureaw.

At present it takes five years of these surveys to produce reliable estimates for communities of Princeton’s
size. Fortunately, consolidated Princeton’s population is appreaching 30,000, the minimum size for reliable
three-year estimates. In addition, at the time this leaflet was prepared, the new surveys are for a
consolidated Princeton, which will save us considerable work converting data about the former borough and
township. Future census survey estimates should also have smaller margins of error because of the
consolidated municipality’s larger size.

Although specific numbers are used throughout this summary, the census data should be viewed as estimates
with a 90% chance of being accurate within a specified margin of error. Thus the numbers should be taken as
just that—estimates. We can use them for strategic planning purposes, but they are not sufficiently reliable to
be used to design or implement projects.

Tax data comes from the New Jersey Department of Community Affairs.
Most local and state education data come from the New Jersey Department of Education.

Traffic counts are provided by the Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission and the New Jersey
Department of Transportation.

Traffic origin and destination information comes from the U.S. Census Bureau analyzed and updated by the
Research Division of New Jersey Transit and the Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission.



