Open Session Minutes
January 25, 2024

STATE AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
REGULAR MEETING

January 25, 2024
Mr. Joe Atchison called the meeting to order at 9:05 a.m.

Ms. Payne read the notice stating that the meeting was being held in
compliance with theOpen Public Meetings Act, N.J.S.A. 10:4-6, et seq.

Roll call indicated the following:

Members Present

Joseph Atchison, 111 (Acting Chairman)
Martin Bullock

Scott Ellis

Pete Johnson

Richard Norz

Tiffany Bohlin

Julie Krause

Lauren Procida

Brian Schilling

Members Absent
Charles Rosen
Gina Fischetti

Susan Payne, SADC Executive Director
Jason Stypinski, Esq., Deputy Attorney General

Minutes
SADC Regular Meeting of December 7, 2023 (Open and Closed Session)

It was moved by Mr. Ellis and seconded by Mr. Bullock to approve the Open and

Closed session minutes of the SADC regular meeting of December 7, 2023. Mr.
Johnson, Ms. Bohlin and Mr. Schilling abstained from the vote. The motion was

approved.

Report of the Chairman
Mr. Atchison reported that the department is prepared for the State Agricultural

Convention which takes place in February.
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Mr. Atchison also informed the committee that the search for the new Secretary
continues with the State Board of Agriculture.

Report of the Executive Director
Ms. Payne reported that she and Mr. Roohr will be attending the State
Agricultural Convention.

Executive Director Payne reported that the Deer Fencing Bill was signed into
law earlier this month. The bill amended both the SADC Deer Fencing program
on preserved farms and the Department of Agriculture’s Deer Fencing program
on unpreserved farms.

She reported that the Formula Based Value Bill, A4729, was signed into law.
The bill allows SADC to adopt a formula to establish easement values. This
legislation will change how land is valued and will hopefully have a profound
impact on landowner participation. The future program subcommittee of the
SADC will meet next week. The first issue it will work on is formula value. The
subcommittee will bring back its recommendations to the committee for process
and procedures.

Ms. Payne stated that the State Board of Agriculture has asked for a continued
conversation with the SADC regarding the proposed Soil Protection Standards.
The SADC subcommittee met earlier this month to review the public comments
and summarize the main topics.

The Executive Director reviewed the following periodic delegation reports with
the committee: Term Preservation Program (Quarterly), Certified Market Values
(Monthly) , Stewardship Delegation (Semiannual), Deer Fencing Program
Delegation (Semiannual) and Soil and Water Cost Share Program (Semi-
Annual). The litigation spreadsheet report is attached.

Mr. Norz asked for an update on the Soil Protection Standards (SPS)
subcommittee findings. Ms. Payne stated that the subcommittee reviewed the
approximate 250 public comments received thus far and a summary of the main
topics. The subcommittee will attend a listening session with the State Board of
Ag’s subcommittee next week. A presentation will be made to the full
committee based on the findings of both of those meetings.

The comments have been supplied to the committee members in batches as they

were received. Mr. Norz requested the summary of the comments be provided to

the committee members as well. Ms. Payne agreed. The Executive Director

identified that the major themes of the comments were retroactivity, buy back of
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exception areas, grandfathering of some or all of the disturbance that existed at
the time of preservation, concerns about the viability of the program, and the
economic impacts on farming. There were also a series of comments saying the
proposed disturbance allocation is too high or seems like a fair compromise.

Ms. Payne stated that the subcommittee is trying to focus on whether any viable
alternatives have been proposed by commenters.

Public Comment

Ms. Patricia Springwell from Hunterdon County expressed her concerns about
soil disturbance limits contained in the proposed Soil Protection Standards and
its impact on the farmland that has been preserved. She stated the committee
needs to implement a restriction on the size of residences built on preserved
farmland.

New Business
A. Stewardship
Right to Farm — OAL Final Decision
Raritan Township v. Susan and Allen Funk and West View Vines

Mr. Smith stated that there is a proposed final decision in a Right to Farm case
from Hunterdon County. The resolution by the County Agriculture Development
Board (CADB) was appealed to the OAL. An initial decision was rendered.
SADC needs to adopt, modify, and or reject the initial decision that was rendered
by the administrative law judge (ALJ).

Mr. Smith stated that the Hunterdon CADB approved the construction of a 15 x
30’ concrete pad in front of an existing 30" x 30" detached garage and use of the
garage to facilitate a winemaking operation. The property has several acres of
grapes and is also planted in Timothy hay. The decision of the board was
appealed by Raritan Township.

Mr. Smith stated that the board approved the SSAMP request by the owners of
the property, Susan and Alan Funk. The issues decided at the OAL were
whether this farm was a commercial farm, whether the board properly considered
the concerns of neighbors who appeared at the public hearing on the SSAMP
request, and whether the board considered the objections of Raritan Township.

Mr. Smith advised that the SADC final decision closely examines the factual
and legal record. The final decision generally upholds the decision of the
Hunterdon CADB and portions of the OAL decision. The SADC final decision
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also modifies some of the findings that the OAL made. SADC approval of the
SSAMP is for the construction of the 15°x 30 concrete pad and use of the 30°x
30’ detached garage for winemaking activities. He then asked the participating
attorneys for their comments.

The Executive Director asked Mr. Smith to address the CADB’s decision in
regard to the winery holding Special Occasion Events (SOES).

Mr. Smith stated that the Funks” SSAMP request was limited to winemaking and
would not include SOEs, public tastings, or retail sales facilities on the premises.
The scope of their winery’s operation would be limited to making wine for
family and friends. Wine will be mailed to customers, picked up on site and/or
physically delivered to customers. These conditions were included in the
Hunterdon CADB’s resolution.

Mr. Smith noted that the final decision conditions SSAMP approval on
compliance with relevant federal and state laws, especially compliance with the
Division of Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC) statutes and regulations.

Ms. Payne asked Mr. Smith to review the concerns raised by the neighbors and
the township and the CADB’s assessment of those concerns.

Mr. Smith stated the neighbors’ main concerns were noise, traffic, and runoff.
Mr. Funk addressed these concerns at the hearing. Mr. Funk said that there
would not be any noticeable noise that could offend neighbors, traffic would be
minimal, and deliveries would be via FedEx, USPS, or UPS. Runoff from
rinsing the pad would be captured in a trench drain that would be installed by the
landowners.

Those concerns and other public comments were presented at the Hunterdon
County ag board proceedings, and the board addressed those concerns in its
resolution. The ALJ also commented favorably that the board had addressed
those issues dealing with the farmer’s interests to engage in the activities and the
interests of the neighbors’ concerns.

Mr. Norz asked Mr. Smith to summarize the modifications to the initial decision
made by the SADC. Mr. Smith stated that the SADC adopted the ALJ’s decision
that this is a commercial farm but modified the decision because the ALJ did not
make all the necessary findings evident from the record. The SADC modified
the ALJ’s decision to include how the commercial farm determination was made,
that the farm was farmland assessed, and that the board had adequately
considered the neighbors’ concerns.
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Mr. Smith stated that one of the commercial farm eligibility criteria is that the
agricultural operation is conducted as a single enterprise. The final decision
includes a finding of single enterprise. The Funks and their LLC are so closely
tied together that a single enterprise exists, which is an important factor in
commercial farm eligibility.

Executive Director commented that SADC’s modification of the ALJ’s decision
Is to correct the judge’s decision so that people who read the decision are not
mislead. For example, the judge made references to the tax assessor confirming
commercial farm eligibility. One of SADC’s modifications clarifies that tax
assessors determine farmland assessment, they do not determine commercial
farm eligibility, which is the role of the CADBEs.

Mr. Smith stated that counsel for the Hunterdon County ag board, the Raritan ag
board, and the Funks were invited to be present today. He then asked them if
they would like to speak.

Mr. Steven Gruenberg, the attorney for the Funks, stated that he appreciates the
SADC’s consideration of this matter. He stated that the Funks have been
working through this process with the township, the CADB, and the OAL for a
15°x 30’ concrete pad. Under the township’s ordinance, construction of the pad
was permitted because the processing of grapes is a permitted activity. He
reported that the zoning approval was denied.

Attorney Gruenberg explained that the Funks needed the CADB and the SADC
to act here to protect this type of agricultural activity.

Mr. Joseph Sordillo, attorney for Raritan Township, appreciated the opportunity
to speak. He stated that the township does not agree with the decision from the
OAL. Mr. Sordillo does not think the OAL understood the issues of the case, as
the board did not allow for the correct hearing analysis. He explained that the
township did not contest that the property is a farm. The township contested the
activity of commercial winemaking and selling being permitted in this zone.

Mr. Sordillo recounted that before the board, the applicant was allowed to
discuss at length commercial winemaking and sales. The township’s objectors
were prevented from speaking about the winemaking process and sales. The
board limited the objectors’ comments to runoff, traffic, and other auxiliary
issues, incorrectly telling the objectors that commercial winemaking and sales
were not the issues at hand. The township is frustrated with ALJ’s decision and
decided to appeal to the SADC.

5



Open Session Minutes
January 25, 2024

Mr. Sordillo stated that the township questioned whether the required acreage is
being farmed. With all the evidence presented, no certified surveys were
presented showing the total acreage of the property or what areas are being
farmed. Acreage amounts submitted on different applications were inconsistent.

He acknowledged that the CADB-imposed conditions were agreed to by the
applicant, but questioned whether the applicant could return to the board for
relief from those conditions. He asked whether the Division of Alcohol
Beverage Control could approve what is beyond the original conditions imposed
by the CADB.

Attorney Sordillo stated that the tax assessor had questioned the information the
landowners presented. as to whether the required five acres are in agricultural
production.

Mr. Sordillo stated that the township is not attacking the farm or its winemaking
process. The township was objecting to the appropriateness of winemaking in
this zone. He thanked SADC for allowing him to speak today and appreciates its
consideration.

Mr. Smith clarified that the Funks are seeking approval to construct a 15°x 30’
concrete pad and use of the 30°x 30’ detached garage for winemaking activities.
Those activities include fermenting, aging, and bottling of the wine, which are
processing and packaging the agricultural output of the farm.

Ms. Payne commented that the judge stated, and staff agreed, there was sufficient
evidence on the record that the property met the five-acre minimum. The Funks
had land in pasture and land dedicated to the vineyard to meet the five-acre
minimum. The farm also met the income minimum for farmland assessment.

Ms. Payne stated that the township’s questioning its own tax assessor’s decision
seemed disingenuous.

Mr. Bullock commented that all 5 acres do not need to be farmed if the income
requirements are met. Mr. Smith clarified that the land needs to be actively
devoted to agricultural production. In this case, there were approximately 3
acres of grape production and additional acres in Timothy hay. There were in
total over 5 acres of land devoted to agricultural production.

It was moved by Mr. Bullock and seconded by Ms. Bohlin to approve the OAL
Final Decision in Raritan Township v. Susan and Allen Funk and West View
Vines. The motion was unanimously approved.
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B. Resolutions: Final Approval — Direct Easement Purchase Program

Mr. Zaback referred the committee to two requests for final approval under the
Direct Easement Purchase program. He reviewed the specifics of the requests
with the committee and stated that the staff recommendation is to grant approval.

It was moved by Mr. Schilling and seconded by Mr. Norz to approve Resolutions
FY2024R1(1) and FY2024R1(2) granting final approval under the Direct
Easement Purchase Program, as presented, subject to any condition of said
resolution.

1. Bayboro Equestrian, LLC, SADC ID# 19-0034-DE, FY2024R1(1), Block
30, Lot 4, Frankford Township, Sussex County, 90.5 gross.

2. Eberdale Farms, SADC ID#17-0387-DE, FY2024R1(2), Block 60, Lot
1.01, and Block 62, Lots 5 and 7, Quinton Township, Salem County, 59.6
gross acres.

The motion was unanimously approved. A copy of Resolutions FY2024R1(1)
and FY2024R1(2) is attached to and a part of these minutes.

C. Stewardship — Deer Fencing Policy P- 53

Mr. Roohr announced that on January 8, 2024 the Governor signed amendments
to the deer fencing bill. Now known as the wildlife fencing bill, the amendments
allow changes to the SADC’s long-standing deer fencing program and the
NJDA’s new deer fencing program. Prior comments from the farming
community stated that the programs needed to be more flexible. This new
wildlife fencing bill allows other animals to be fenced out, such as bear. The bill
includes provisions to address other types of wildlife as those issues arise.

Mr. Roohr stated the SADC has updated its policy in accordance with the new
bill. Tenant farmers may apply for grants. Previously only landowners could
apply. The new policy also has raised the eligibility cap. He explained that
previously the cap was $200 per acre with a maximum of $20,000. A farm of
100 acres would max out under the former program. The new rule provides 50%
of costs up to $50,000, regardless of the size of the farm. Mr. Schilling
commented that this is a nice step forward. Mr. Johnson commented that 50% is
not enough.
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Mr. Roohr stated that Mr. Kimmel updated the SADC public guidance document
on the new wildlife fencing bill. Mr. Schilling extended the offer to circulate the
guidance document to the county ag extension offices.

Ms. Payne stated that SADC is using the existing Department of Environmental
Protection (DEP) deer fencing standard. In cases where there is no fencing
standard in place, the committee would need to approve what is being proposed.

Mr. Kimmel stated that the updated policy aligns with the new law and includes
the deer fencing and electric bear fencing standards. For applicants who are
already in the program and received grants for completed projects, those
applications are considered closed. No additional funds for those completed
projects are available. The cap increase from $20,000 to $50,000, however,
would create an available balance for additional projects.

Mr. Roohr noted that SADC and the Division of Ag and Natural Resources are
working together to ensure consistency of deer and bear fencing criteria and
financial eligibility.

Mr. Norz asked if one entity would be eligible for just $50,000 or could it apply
to both programs. Mr. Roohr stated that eligibility is associated with the
premises. Each premises could be eligible, regardless of preservation status.

Mr. Norz commented that he is uncomfortable with approving this significant
change without further review. Mr. Bullock asked if the committee has the
authority to raise the cap. Ms. Payne said the cap was established legislatively.
Mr. Norz stated that he would like to review the eligibility timeframe.

Ms. Payne suggested that the committee can adopt this policy today with the
caveat that the future program subcommittee could undertake further review.
Mr. Norz stated that he will make the motion to approve this draft document as
presented with referral back to the future program subcommittee with the option
of changing the policy. Mr. Bullock asked if the $50,000 will cut into the 8-year
eligibility for the conservation period. Ms. Payne stated that it will not.

It was moved by Mr. Norz and seconded by Mr. Bullock to approve the amended
Policy P-53 as presented with referral back to the future program subcommittee
to review the document more closely with the option of changing the policy in
the future. The motion was unanimously approved.

Public Comment
Ms. Springwell from Hunterdon County commented that house-size restrictions
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need to be put in place on preserved farms. If there is an existing house on the
property, any replacement must be done within the original footprint.

CLOSED SESSION

At 10:19 a.m. Executive Director read the following resolution to go into Closed
Session:

In accordance with the provisions of the Open Public Meetings Act, N.J.S.A.
10:4-13, it is hereby resolved that the SADC shall now go into executive session
to discuss advice from the Attorney General’s Office regarding the Pleasantdale
Farms matter; any other matters falling within the attorney-client privilege; and
any matters under N.J.S.A. 10:4-12(b) that have arisen during the public portion
of the meeting. The minutes of such meeting shall remain confidential until the
Committee determines that the need for confidentiality no longer exists.

It was moved by Mr. Schilling and seconded by Mr. Bullock to go into closed
session. The motion was unanimously approved.

Action as a Result of Closed Session
Ms. Payne stated that the committee authorized staff to proceed with litigation in
the Pleasantdale matter as discussed.

It was moved by Mr. Norz and seconded by Mr. Johnson to approve this motion.

TIME AND PLACE OF NEXT MEETING
SADC Regular Meeting: 9 A.M., February 22, 2023
Location: 200 Riverview Plaza
Trenton, NJ

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 11:06 a.m.

Respectfully Submitted,

Susan E. Payne, Executive
Director
State Agriculture Development Committee



TERM PRESERVATION PROGRAM
QUARTERLY REPORT

To: SADC Members
From: Susan Payne, Executive Director
Date: January 10, 2024

Since the last SADC update on the Term Agreements at the June 2023 SADC meeting:

e The Caltabiano farm (#08-0036-TF) in Mantua Township was permanently preserved by

Gloucester County in 2011 and has been enrolled under ARDA for a period of 16 years.

e The W. Kohl Farm (#13-0005-8M) in Middletown Twp., Monmouth Co. has been renewed

for another 8 years.

Changes since last SADC Update

New Term Expired Terminated Renewed Active Term Term Grant

Enrollment Term Term Term Preserved Acres Eligibility
County
Atlantic 13 557 $243,767
Burlington 6 1551 $191,144
Gloucester 1 11 431 $217,533
Hunterdon 65.8 $39,490
Monmouth 1 16 $9,768
Morris 92 $54,366
Grand Total 1 1 40 2,713 $756,068

https://sonj.sharepoint.com/sites/AG/SADC/General SADC Meeting/DelegatingApprovals/Reports To Committee/Acquisition/Term Delegation Reports/2023/2023.05.23

Mtg Term Preservation Report.docx










STEWARDSHIP
SEMI-ANNUAL
DELEGATION REPORT

To: SADC Members
From: Susan Payne, Executive Director
Date: January 10, 2024

There were 2 delegated post-closing request approvals since the last Stewardship Delegation
Report on July 20, 2023.

Date of

Request Applicant SADC ID# Municipality County Approval
East

House Louis and Deborah Greenwich
Replacement Gattuso 08-0164-PG  and Mantua Gloucester 11/21/2023
Total: 1
Solar
Approvals Robert Carabelli 03-0118-EP  Mansfield Burlington 10/24/2023
Total: 1

RDSO Exercise

Total: 0

Ag Labor
Housing

Total: 0










DEER FENCING PROGRAM
SEMI-ANNUAL
DELEGATION REPORT

To: SADC Members
From: Susan Payne, Executive Director
Date: January 10, 2024

Since the last Deer Fencing Program Delegation Report on July 12, 2023, the following actions
have been taken:

- Grant reimbursement payment was issued for a completed deer fence project:
0 17-0211-PG-DF1 — Natali Vineyards, LLC

- One-year extensions were granted for two (2) deer fence projects:
0 18-0097-EP — umrit, LLC
0 18-0096-EP — Axcel Group, LLC



Deer Fencing Grants — One (1) Project Completed and Reimbursed

Natali Vineyards, LLC
17-0211-PG-DF1

36.718 acres
Pittsgrove/Salem County

Completed Project:
~3,300 ft of fencing installed
~13 acres enclosed

Cost Share Grant Paid (8/30/23):
$7,343.60

Page 2



Deer Fencing Grants — Two (2) Farms Granted 1-Year Extensions

In October 2023, two (2) farms were granted a one-year extension, providing them an
additional year to complete their deer fencing projects.

Applicant Deer Fencing Municipality | County Original New
ID# Completion Completion
Deadline Deadline
Umrit, LLC 18-0097-EP-DF1 | Hillsborough | Somerset | 9/30/23 9/30/24
Axcel Group, LLC | 18-0096-EP-DF1 | Hillsborough | Somerset | 9/30/23 9/30/24

https://sonj.sharepoint.com/sites/AG/SADC/General SADC Meeting/DelegatingApprovals/Reports To Committee/AG
Development/20240110_DelegationReport_DeerFence.docx
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SOIL & WATER
COST SHARE PROGRAM
SEMI-ANNUAL REPORT

To: SADC Members
From: Susan Payne, Executive Director
Date: January 10, 2024

Since the last SADC update on cost-share grants at the July 2023 SADC meeting, 4 cost-share project
requests have been approved and a total of $66,685.61 was obligated for project implementation.

Approved Cost-Share

County . Munu:lpzlllt\,fv Applicant . Application . Project Type . . + Obligated
2:90-2.15 - Irrigation
- Burlington - Chesterfield - Brian D Wilson - 03-0011-EP-02 - system 7/28/2023 S 4,245.02
2:90-2.15 - Irrigation
= Mercer = Hopewell =John Hart =11-0003-EP-02 = system 11/21/2023 $30,400.59
2:90-2.15 - Irrigation
- Somerset - Hillsborough = Umrit, LLC. -18-0097-EP-01 - system 11/21/2023 $16,020.00
2:90-2.19 -
Developing facility
= Shane Doyle Farms, =18-0223-PG-01 = for livestock water 10/5/2023 $16,020.00
Grand Total $66,685.61
Page 1 of 5

https://sonj.sharepoint.com/sites/AG/SADC/General SADC Meeting/DelegatingApprovals/Reports To Committee/AG Development/2024.01.10
soil and water cost share semi annual report.docx











































































STATE AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
RESOLUTION #FY2024R1(1)
FINAL REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF AN SADC EASEMENT PURCHASE

On the Property of Bayboro Equestrian, LLC
JANUARY 25, 2024

Subject Property:  Bayboro Equestrian, LLC
Block 30, Lot 4 - Frankford Township, Sussex County
SADC ID#: 19-0034-DE

WHEREAS, on April 24, 2023, the State Agriculture Development Committee (“SADC”)
received a development easement sale application from Bayboro Equestrian, LLC,
hereinafter “Owner,” identified as Block 30, Lot 4, Frankford Township, Sussex County,

hereinafter “the Property,” totaling approximately 90.5 gross acres, identified in
(Schedule A); and

WHEREAS, the SADC is authorized under the Garden State Preservation Trust Act, pursuant
to N.JS.A. 13:8C-1 et seq., to purchase development easements directly from
landowners; and

WHEREAS, the Owners received the SADC Guidance Documents regarding Exceptions,
Division of the Premises, and Non-Agricultural Uses; and

WHEREAS, the Property includes:

» one (1), approximately 4.1-acre non-severable exception area to afford future flexibility
for nonagricultural uses and restricted to zero (0) residential wunits; and

« one (1) approximately 15.7-acre and one (1) approximately 18.8-acre non-severable
conservation exception areas (CEA) for and limited to conservation purposes with zero
(0) residential opportunities,

resulting in approximately 52.1 net acres to be preserved, hereinafter referred to as “the
Premises”; and

WHEREAS, the 4.1-acre non-severable exception area:
1) Shall not be moved to another portion of the Premises and shall not be swapped with
other land,
2) Shall not be severed or subdivided from the Premises from the Premises,
3) Shall be limited to zero (0) single family residential unit,
4) Right-to-Farm language will be included in the Deed of Easement; and

WHEREAS, the 15.7 and 18.8-acre CEA:
1) Shall not be moved to another portion of the Premises and shall not be swapped with
other land,
2) Shall not be severed or subdivided from the Premises,
3) Shall be restricted to zero (0) residential opportunities; and

WHEREAS, the CEAs on the Property has been approved for preservation through the Natural
Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Wetland Reserve Easement (WRE) program; and



WHEREAS, the Owner’s rights under the Farmland Preservation Deed of Easement may be
affected by certain terms and conditions of the WRE (including, but not limited to, fencing
and drainage features that impact the wetlands easement area within the non-severable
exception area); and

WHEREAS, a similar provision containing the foregoing shall be included in the Farmland
Preservation Deed of Easement; and

WHEREAS, the final acreage of the exception areas shall be subject to onsite confirmation, and
the Executive Director may approve final size and location of the exception area such that
the size does not increase more than one (1) acre and the location remains within the
substantially same footprint as the herein-approved exception, so long as there is no
impact on the SADC certified value; and

WHEREAS, the action set forth in the preceding paragraph may be taken without the further
approval of the SADC unless deemed necessary or appropriate by the Executive Director;
and

WHEREAS, the Premises includes:
1) One (1) existing single family residential unit
2) Zero (0) Residual Dwelling Site Opportunity (RDSO)
3) Zero (0) agricultural labor units
4) No pre-existing non-agricultural uses; and

WHEREAS, the Property is currently an equine operation with approximately 34.7 acres in
production as hay and pasture; and

WHEREAS, the majority of equine service activities (boarding services, lessons, and riding ring)
take place within the 4-acre non-severable exception along with a 13-acre outdoor cross-
country course on the property to be preserved; and

WHEREAS, a specialized “Equine Schedule B” (Schedule B) and an equine map (Schedule B1)
will be recorded with the Deed of Easement; and

WHEREAS, staff evaluated this application for the sale of development easement in accordance
with SADC Policy P-14-E, Prioritization criteria, N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.16 and the State
Acquisition Selection Criteria approved by the SADC on September 14, 2022 which
categorized applications into “Priority”, “ Alternate” and “Other”; and

WHEREAS, SADC staff determined that the Property meets the SADC’s “Priority” category for
Sussex County (minimum acreage of 44 and minimum quality score of 42) because it is
approximately 90.5 acres and has a quality score of 67.32;

WHEREAS, in accordance with Resolution #FY2022R12(10) which delegated certain routine
Acquisition Program approval actions to the Executive Director, the Property was
granted SADC preliminary approval by the Executive Director on May 30, 2023, because
the farm’s quality score is over 70% of the County’s average quality score; and



WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.8, on November 13, 2023, in accordance with
Resolution #FY2020R4(14), Executive Director Payne and Acting Chairman Atchison
certified the Development Easement value of $4,400 per acre based on zoning and
environmental regulations in place as of the current valuation date September 7, 2023;
and

WHEREAS, the Owners accepted the SADC’s offer of $4,400 acre for the purchase of the
development easement on the Premises; and

WHEREAS, to proceed with the SADC’s purchase of the development easement it is recognized
that various professional services will be necessary including but not limited to
contracts, survey, title search and insurance and closing documents; and

WHEREAS, contracts and closing documents for the acquisition of the development easement
will be prepared and shall be subject to review by the Office of the Attorney General;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED:
1. The WHEREAS paragraphs are incorporated herein by reference.

2. The SADC grants final approval for its acquisition of the development easement at a
value of $4,400 per acre for a total of approximately $229,200 subject to the conditions
contained in (Schedule C).

3.The SADC's purchase price of a development easement on the approved application shall
be based on the final surveyed acreage of the Premises, adjusted for proposed road
rights-of-way, other rights-of-way, easements, encroachments, and streams or water
bodies on the boundaries of the Premises as identified in Policy P-3-B Supplement or
other superior interests (recorded or otherwise granted) in the property that conflict with
the terms of the Deed of Easement or otherwise restrict the affected area’s availability
for a variety of agricultural uses.

4. The final acreage of the non-severable exception areas shall be subject to onsite
confirmation, and the Executive Director may approve final size and location of the
exception area such that the size does not increase more than one (1) acre and the location
remains within the substantially same footprint as the herein-approved exception, so
long as there is no impact on the SADC certified value.

5. Contracts and closing documents shall be prepared subject to review by the Office of the
Attorney General.

6. The SADC authorizes Acting Chaiman Joseph A. Atchison, III or Executive Director
Susan E. Payne, to execute an Agreement to Sell Development Easement and all
necessary documents to contract for the professional services necessary to acquire said
development easement including, but not limited to, a survey and title search and to
execute all necessary documents required to acquire the development easement.

7. This approval is considered a final agency decision appealable to the Appellate Division
of the Superior Court of New Jersey.



8. This action is not effective until the Governor’s review period expires pursuant to

N.J.S.A. 4:1C-4f.

_1/25/2024

Date Susan E. Payne, Executive Director
State Agriculture Development Committee

VOTE WAS RECORDED AS FOLLOWS:
Martin Bullock

Scott Ellis

Pete Johnson

Richard Norz

Charles Rosen

Tiffany Bohlin

Gina Fischetti (rep. DCA Commissioner Suarez)
Lauren Procida (rep. DEP Commissioner LaTourette)
Julie Krause (rep. State Treasurer Muoio)

Brian Schilling (rep. Executive Dean Lawson)
Joseph A. Atchison, III, Acting Chairperson

YES
YES
YES
YES
ABSENT
YES
ABSENT
YES
YES
YES
YES

https:/ /sonj.sharepoint.com/sites/ AG-SADC-PROD/Farm Documents/19-0034-DE/ Acquisition/ Approvals &

Agreements/Bayboro Final Approval SADC Direct 01.25.24.docx



Schedule A



Schedule B

SCHEDULE B

Grantor certifies that at the time of the application to sell the development easement to the
Grantee and at the time of the execution of this Deed of Easement the following uses occur
on the Premises:

Horseback riding lessons, training and schooling horses in the approximately 13-acre cross-
country course as depicted on the attached aerial photograph identified as Schedule B1.

Grantor further certifies that the above uses (hereinafter “equine service activities”) are
currently ancillary to equine-related production, including pasturing and hay production.
“Ancillary” means that the area of land on which equine service activities are conducted is
subordinate, secondary and auxiliary in comparison to the area of the farm devoted to equine
production activities.

Grantor understands and agrees that because the equine service activities are ancillary to
equine-related production, the said equine service activities are deemed agricultural uses
and are not currently subject to the restrictions placed on non-agricultural uses in Paragraphs
3 and 4 of the Deed of Easement. The areas occupied by equine service activities and equine
production activities are depicted in Schedule B1.

Grantor also understands and agrees that if, in the future, equine service activities are no
longer “ancillary” as defined above, then the equine service activities will be deemed non-
agricultural and will be subject to the restrictions contained in Paragraphs 3 and 4 of the
Deed of Easement.



Schedule B1

SCHEDULE B

Grantor certifies that at the time of the application to sell the development easement to the Grantee and at the time
of the execution of this Deed of Easement the following uses occur on the Premises:

Horseback riding lessons, boarding, training and schooling horses in the arena and stalls as depicted on the
attached aerial photograph identified as Schedule B1.

Grantor further certifies that the above uses (hereinafter “equine service activities”) are currently ancillary to
equine-related production, including pasturing, horse breeding and hay production. “Ancillary” means that the
area of land on which equine service activities are conducted is subordinate, secondary and auxiliary in
comparison to the area of the farm devoted to equine production activities.

Grantor understands and agrees that because the equine service activities are ancillary to equine-related
production, the said equine service activities are deemed agricultural uses and are not currently subject to the
restrictions placed on non-agricultural uses in Paragraphs 3 and 4 of the Deed of Easement. The areas occupied
by equine service activities and equine production activities are depicted in Schedule B1.

Grantor also understands and agrees that if, in the future, equine service activities are no longer “ancillary” as
defined above, then the equine service activities will be deemed non-agricultural and will be subject to the
restrictions contained in Paragraphs 3 and 4 of the Deed of Easement.

Grantor further certifies that at the time of the application to sell the development easement to the Grantee
and at the time of the execution of this Deed of Easement the following nonagricultural use occurred on the
Premises:

Temporary equine jumps and use of the fields and areas surrounding pastures as identified in Schedule B1 for
Cross Country Trail Riding Couse.

This nonagricultural use is subject to the restrictions contained in Paragraphs 3 and 4 of the Deed of Easement.

S:\Planning Incentive Grant -2007 rules County\Sussex\ Mountainview Farm, LLC\SCHEDULE B - service ancillary updated 4.25.11 FINAL.doc
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STATE AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
RESOLUTION #FY2024R1(2)
FINAL REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF AN SADC EASEMENT PURCHASE

On the Property of Eberdale Farms

JANUARY 25, 2024

Subject Property:  Eberdale Farms
Block 60, Lot 1.01, Block 62, Lot 5 and 7
Quinton Township, Salem County
SADC ID# 17-0387-DE

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2023, the State Agriculture Development Committee (“SADC”)
received a development easement sale application from Eberdale Farms, hereinafter
“Owner,” identified as Block 60, Lot 1.01, Block 62, Lot 5 and 7, Quinton Township,
Salem County, hereinafter “the Property,” totaling approximately 59.6 gross acres,
identified in (Schedule A); and

WHEREAS, the SADC is authorized under the Garden State Preservation Trust Act,
pursuant to N.J.S.A. 13:8C-1 et seq., to purchase development easements directly
from landowners; and

WHEREAS, the Owner received the SADC Guidance Documents regarding Exceptions,
Division of the Premises, and Non-Agricultural Uses; and

WHEREAS, the Property includes no exception areas, resulting in approximately 59.6 net
acres to be preserved, hereinafter referred to as “the Premises”; and

WHEREAS, the Premises includes:
1) Zero (0) exceptions,
2) Zero (0) housing opportunities
3) Zero (0) agricultural labor units
4) No pre-existing non-agricultural uses; and

WHEREAS, at the time of application, the Property was in soy production; and

WHEREAS, staff evaluated this application for the sale of development easement in
accordance with SADC Policy P-14-E, Prioritization criteria, N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.16 and
the State Acquisition Selection Criteria approved by the SADC on September 14,
2022, which categorized applications into “Priority”, “ Alternate” and “Other”; and

WHEREAS, the Property has a quality score of 62.45, which is higher than the minimum
quality score of needed for a “Priority” farm designation in Salem County, however at
approximately 61 acres, it does not meet the minimum acreage criteria for the
“Priority” or “Alternate” categories which require at least 94 or 69 acres respectively,
therefore, this farm is categorized as an “Other” farm, requiring SADC preliminary
approval; and

WHEREAS, on June 22, 2022, the SADC granted Preliminary Approval to this Application;
and



WHEREAS, the certification of easement value and this final approval are conditioned
Block 62, Lot 5 and Lot 7 being consolidated simultaneously with the easement
closing, a draft lot consolidation deed being reviewed and approved in advance by
the SADC, and the approved lot consolidation deed being recorded subsequent to
and contemporaneously with the deed of easement; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.8, on November 13, 2023, in accordance with
Resolution #FY2020R4(14), Executive Director Payne and Acting Chairman
Atchison certified the Development Easement value of $4,500 per acre based on

zoning and environmental regulations in place as of the current valuation date
September 27, 2023; and

WHEREAS, the Owners accepted the SADC’s offer of $4,500 acre for the purchase of the
development easement on the Premises; and

WHEREAS, to proceed with the SADC’s purchase of the development easement it is
recognized that various professional services will be necessary including but not
limited to contracts, survey, title search and insurance and closing documents; and

WHEREAS, contracts and closing documents for the acquisition of the development
easement will be prepared and shall be subject to review by the Office of the
Attorney General;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED:
1. The WHEREAS paragraphs are incorporated herein by reference.

2. The SADC grants final approval for its acquisition of the development easement at
a value of $4,500 per acre for a total of approximately $268,200 subject to the
conditions contained in (Schedule C).

3. This final approval is conditioned on Block 62, Lot 5 and Lot 7 being consolidated
simultaneously with the easement closing, a draft lot consolidation deed being
reviewed and approved in advance by the SADC, and the approved Iot
consolidation deed being recorded subsequent to and contemporaneously with the
deed of easement.

4. The SADC's purchase price of a development easement on the approved application
shall be based on the final surveyed acreage of the Premises adjusted for proposed
road rights-of-way, other rights-of-way, easements, encroachments, and streams or
water bodies on the boundaries of the Premises as identified in Policy P-3-B
Supplement or other superior interests (recorded or otherwise granted) in the
property that conflict with the terms of the Deed of Easement or otherwise restrict
the affected area’s availability for a variety of agricultural uses.

5. Contracts and closing documents shall be prepared subject to review by the Office
of the Attorney General.



6. The SADC authorizes Acting Chaiman Joseph A. Atchison, III or Executive Director
Susan E. Payne, to execute an Agreement to Sell Development Easement and all
necessary documents to contract for the professional services necessary to acquire
said development easement including, but not limited to, a survey and title search
and to execute all necessary documents required to acquire the development
easement.

7. This approval is considered a final agency decision appealable to the Appellate
Division of the Superior Court of New Jersey.

8. This action is not effective until the Governor’s review period expires pursuant to
N.J.S.A. 4:1C-4f.

_1/25/2024
Date Susan E. Payne, Executive Director
State Agriculture Development Committee

VOTE WAS RECORDED AS FOLLOWS:

Martin Bullock YES
Scott Ellis YES
Pete Johnson YES
Richard Norz YES
Charles Rosen ABSENT
Tiffany Bohlin YES
Gina Fischetti (rep. DCA Commissioner Suarez) ABSENT
Lauren Procida (rep. DEP Commissioner LaTourette) YES
Julie Krause (rep. State Treasurer Muoio) YES
Brian Schilling (rep. Executive Dean Lawson) YES
Joseph A. Atchison, III, Acting Chairperson YES

https:/ /sonj.sharepoint.com/sites/ AG-SADC-PROD/Farm Documents/17-0387-DE/ Acquisition/ Approvals &
Agreements/Eberdale Final Approval 2024.01.25.docx
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Policy P-53
Effective Date:

STATE AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
POLICY

Farmland Stewardship Wildlife Fencing Program

I Purpose

To make Farmland Stewardship Program cost-share grants available for the installation of wildlife
fencing (high-tensile woven wire deer fencing, electric bear fencing, or other fencing) on farms
enrolled in a permanent farmland preservation program as described herein.

1. Authority

N.J.S.A. 4:1C-11 et seq. — Agriculture Retention and Development Act

N.J.S.A. 13:8C-43 et seq. — Preserve New Jersey Act

N.J.S.A. 40:55D-39.1 — Municipal Land Use Law

N.J.S.A. 40:55D-113 et seq. — Burlington County Transfer of Development Rights Demonstration Act
N.J.S.A. 40:55D-137 et set. — State Transfer of Development Rights Act

N.J.A.C. 2:76-20.1 et seq. — Farmland Stewardship Program

P.L.2023, c.233

. Definitions

"Committee" means the State Agriculture Development Committee established pursuant to N.J.S.A.
4:1C-4.

“Commence” or “commence the implementation project” means purchasing a majority (greater than
fifty percent) of the materials necessary to install a feasibility plan’s wildlife fencing project and
providing the Committee with satisfactory written proof of purchase. If the wildlife fencing is to be
installed by a contractor, “commence” means providing the Committee with copies of the signed
contract and any required contract deposit.

“Common deed ownership” means the premises.

“Eligible applicant” means an owner, operator, or lessee of permanently preserved farmland who
regularly engages in the operation and management of the farming operation on the preserved
farmland, provided that an applicant who is an operator or lessee has written approval to

install wildlife fencing from the owner of the land on which the wildlife fencing is to be installed.
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"Permanent farmland preservation program" means any permanent program as developed pursuant
to the Agriculture Retention and Development Act, N.J.S.A. 4:1C-1 et seq., the Garden State
Preservation Trust Act, P.L. 1999, c.180, N.J.S.A. 4:1C-43.1, N.J.S.A. 4:1C-31.1 and which has as its
principal purpose the long term preservation of significant masses of reasonably contiguous
agricultural land within the agricultural development areas adopted pursuant to N.J.S.A. 4:1C-11 et
seq., P.L. 1983, c.32 and the maintenance and support of increased agricultural production as the
first priority use of that land from which a permanent development easement has been acquired or
retained for farmland preservation purposes and which land is eligible for the benefits of the
farmland preservation program. Highlands preserved farmland, municipal cluster preserved
farmland, pinelands preserved farmland, and TDR preserved farmland, as defined herein, are
considered to be permanently preserved farmland enrolled in a farmland preservation program.

“Electric bear fencing” or “bear fencing” means bear fencing constructed pursuant to the design and
installation specifications prescribed in Exhibit B.

"Feasibility plan" means an application by an eligible applicant for wildlife fencing implementation
projects that are necessary and may feasibly result in enhancing the economic viability of the farm
operation.

“Highlands preserved farmland” means land on which Highlands Development Credits (HDCs)
allocated to the premises have been severed and deed restrictions recorded pursuant to N.J.S.A.
13:20-13 and N.J.A.C. 7:70-4.1 et seq., provided the SADC approves the recorded deed restrictions as
being consistent with the deed restrictions at N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.15.

“High-tensile woven wire deer fencing” or “deer fencing” means deer fencing constructed pursuant
to the design and installation specifications prescribed in Exhibit A.

"Implementation projects" are projects recommended in approved feasibility plans that may feasibly
result in enhancing the economic viability of the farm operation.

“Military veteran farmer” means an eligible applicant who served in the active military, naval, or air
service anywhere in the world at any time since September 11, 2001, and discharged or released
therefrom under conditions other than dishonorable at the time of application.

“Municipal cluster development preserved farmland” means land subject to an agricultural
restriction approved by the SADC as part of a municipal cluster development pursuant to N.J.S.A.
40:55D-39.1.

“Other wildlife fencing” means fencing that effectively precludes species of wildlife other than deer
and bear, and is constructed pursuant to generally accepted design and installation specifications
approved by the Committee.

“Pinelands preserved farmland” means land on which Pinelands Development Credits (PDCs)
allocated to the premises have been severed and deed restrictions recorded pursuant to N.J.S.A.
13:18A-30, et seq. and N.J.A.C. 7:50-5.41 et seq., provided the SADC approves the recorded deed
restrictions as being consistent with the deed restrictions at N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.15.
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“Premises” means the property subject to the deed of easement as defined by the legal metes and
bounds description contained in the deed of easement.

“Transfer of development rights (TDR) preserved farmland” means land enrolled in a municipal,
county, or state farmland preservation program developed pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-113 et seq.
or N.J.S.A. 40:55D-137 et seq., through which the land’s development credits are severed and
agricultural deed restrictions recorded, and the SADC approves the deed restrictions as being
consistent with the deed restrictions at N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.15.

“Wildlife fencing” means deer fencing, bear fencing, or other wildlife fencing as defined herein.
IV.  Eligibility for Cost-Share Grants

Applicants must meet the following criteria in order to become eligible for cost-share grants to install
wildlife fencing:

Q

Applicant must be an eligible applicant as defined herein.

b. The land on which the fencing is to be constructed is permanently preserved farmland
enrolled in a Permanent Farmland Preservation Program approved by the SADC.

c. If deer fencing is to be installed, applicant must certify that she or he has watched the
Committee’s deer fence installation training video or participated in a Committee-
approved deer fence installation training session.

d. Applicant must install wildlife fencing in accordance with the specifications prescribed in
this policy document.

e. Applicant must have, or obtain prior to reimbursement, an approved farm conservation

plan that addresses soil and water resources for the area to be fenced.

Il [Word formatting issue — delete “111”]
V. [Word formatting issue — delete “IV”]

V. Policy Statement

With an estimated $5-10 million per year in crop losses due to deer densities that exceed in some
instances more than ten times the land’s carrying capacity, with additional damage and crop losses
due to the expanded presence of bears, and with crop losses from other wildlife, the use of fencing
to exclude deer, bear, and/or other wildlife and protect a farmer’s investment in agricultural
production is critical to a preserved farm’s economic viability. Effectively precluding deer requires
the installation of high-tensile woven wire fencing according to prescribed specifications (Exhibit A),
and effectively precluding bears requires the installation of electric fencing according to prescribed
specifications (Exhibit B). Wildlife fencing can be cost-prohibitive without any available cost-share.
Offering cost-share for wildlife fencing is considered a “Stewardship activity” as defined in N.J.S.A.
13:8C-43 (the “Preserve New Jersey Act”), because such work is beyond routine operation and
maintenance, and serves to improve lands that have been preserved for farmland preservation
purposes under N.J.S.A. 4:1C-11, et seq. (the Agriculture Retention and Development Act). The
installation of such wildlife fencing must be undertaken on preserved farmland in compliance with
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the Deed of Easement.

VI.  Application Procedure

To be eligible for a Farmland Stewardship Program cost-share grant for wildlife fencing, an eligible
applicant must submit a feasibility plan within a program round announced by the Committee that
includes the following:

a. A map showing the proposed location of wildlife fencing, including all gates, corners,
posts, and brace assemblies. The fenced area must be completely enclosed by fencing
that meets the specifications prescribed in this policy document.

b. An estimate of the linear feet of fence required.

An estimate of the acreage to be fenced.

d. A written cost quote for the implementation project, including the cost of materials and

labor whether the fencing will be installed by the eligible applicant or someone other

than the eligible applicant.

Crops currently grown within the area to be fenced.

Crops planned to be grown within the area to be fenced.

g. If available, the annual gross dollar loss from deer, bear, or other wildlife damage in the
area to be fenced for the previous calendar year, as documented by crop insurance claims
or other verifiable documents provided by the eligible applicant.

h. A description of hunting or other deer, bear, or other wildlife abatement measures, such
as DEP deer depredation permits or farmer black bear season permit, that have been
used for the land to be fenced.

i. Documentation of applicant’s status as a military veteran farmer, if applicable.

j. Documentation that applicant meets the definition of an eligible applicant.

k. Documentation that applicant has an approved farm conservation plan, or that applicant
has requested a farm conservation plan from NRCS or an approved technical service
provider, for the area to be fenced.

I.  Documentation (if applicant proposes to fence at least five acres of woodland for
woodland management purposes) that applicant has a signed Woodland Management
Plan or Forest Stewardship Plan with wildlife fencing as a recommended management
practice, or that applicant has requested such a Woodland Management Plan or Forest
Stewardship plan, from a forester approved pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:3-2.

m. A copy of the recorded preservation deed of easement or deed restrictions on the land on
which the wildlife fencing is to be constructed.

n. The applicant’s NJSTART Vendor ID# and NJSTART Entity Name.

Proposed fencing design standards, if the applicant is proposing the installation of other wildlife fencing,
VII. Feasibility Plan Determination

S o

The Committee will make grants available for implementation projects subject to available funding.
The Committee will undertake an analysis of each feasibility plan to determine if the proposed
projects are feasible. Only approved feasibility plans will become eligible for funding as
implementation projects. The Committee will approve feasibility plans based on the following
criteria:

Page 4 of 7



DRAFT

a. A need for wildlife fencing as demonstrated by the deer density within the deer
management unit and/or deer management zone(s) where the eligible applicant
proposes installing deer fencing, the presence of black bear in the area where the eligible
applicant proposes installing bear fencing, the presence of other wildlife contributing to
crop losses where fencing is proposed, whether the area is in a no firearm discharge zone,
whether the farmer has obtained NJDEP deer depredation permits or farmer black bear
season permits, whether the premises is open to hunting, and whether parcels within 200
feet in all directions of the premises are included within state, county, municipal, or non-
profit open space where hunting is prohibited.

b. A need for wildlife fencing as demonstrated by the type of crops grown or planned to be
grown in the area to be fenced. No implementation projects will be approved for fencing
farmstead complexes unless said complexes contain cropland, pastureland, or woodland.
Applicants who propose to fence at least five acres of woodland for woodland
management purposes must have a signed Woodland Management Plan or Forest
Stewardship Plan with wildlife fencing as a recommended management practice by the
completion of the implementation project.

c. The proposal’s compliance with the deed of easement, including, but not limited to,
Paragraph 7 (natural resources conservation) and all other applicable laws, rules, and
regulations.

VIIl. Approval of Implementation Projects

The SADC will grant approval to all projects on a rolling basis in the order in which feasibility plan
applications are received, until funding is exhausted. In the event multiple approved feasibility plan
applications are received on the same day, and funding is insufficient to fund the feasibility plans’
implementation projects, the implementation projects will be ranked in accordance with Section IX.
In all cases, any fencing installed before funding is awarded will be ineligible for reimbursement.

IX.  Ranking of Applications

Implementation projects will be ranked by means of a numeric rating scale as shown in Exhibit C and
funding will be expended for a given program round by rank order (highest to lowest) until available
funding has been exhausted. The numeric rating scale shall incorporate the following criteria:

Deer density per square mile.

Presence of black bears.

Type of crop currently grown or planned to be grown.

Status of firearm discharge zones (whether land is located in no discharge zone or not).
Proximity (within 200 feet in all directions of the premises) to state, county, municipal, or
non-profit open space where hunting is prohibited.

Status of hunting access (whether premises is actively hunted).

Status of deer depredation permits or farmer black bear season permits (whether
applicant has obtained them or not).

h. Whether owner-operator is a military veteran farmer.

oo oo

o ™
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In the event of a tie score between applications, applications will be prioritized according to the
earliest date submitted during a given program round. In the further event of a tie, an eligible
applicant may submit documentation of the extent of crop damage from wildlife and associated
annual gross dollar loss for the previous calendar year along with a letter of support from Rutgers
Cooperative Extension, or alternatively, submit evidence of a crop insurance claim.

X. Reimbursement Procedure

The SADC will provide a cost-share grant in the form of a reimbursement to the eligible applicant for
the installed wildlife fencing, as set forth below, only after the implementation project has been
completed and all requirements have been satisfied in the reasonable discretion of the SADC:

a. If deer fencing was installed, an eligible applicant must certify that she or he has watched
the SADC’s deer fence installation training video or participated in a Committee-approved
deer fencing installation training session prior to installing the fence.

b. Deer fencing must be installed in compliance with the attached design and installation
specifications (Exhibit A), which includes fence, gate, corner, post, brace assembly, and
other component minimum design and installation specifications. Bear fencing must be
installed in compliance with the attached design and installation specifications (Exhibit B).
Any eligible applicant wishing to deviate from these specifications must seek and obtain
approval from the SADC, in writing, prior to installing the fence.

c. Fencing for effectively precluding other wildlife must be installed in compliance with
generally accepted design and installation specifications approved by the Committee.

d. The fencing must be installed in compliance with the time-period set forth in N.J.A.C.
2:76-20.18(a), namely, the eligible applicant must commence the implementation project
within six months of approval by the Committee and be completed within three years of
said approval.

e. All approved projects shall be implemented and maintained at all times in conformance
with the restrictions set forth in the Deed of Easement and for a lifespan of at least 10
years.

f. An eligible applicant must have an approved conservation plan that addresses soil and
water resources for the area to be fenced.

g. Upon completion of the project, the eligible applicant shall request payment on a form
authorized by the SADC. The SADC shall verify the submitted documentation and that the
wildlife fencing has been installed satisfactorily in accordance with the design and
installation specifications prescribed in this policy document, the Deed of Easement, this
Policy, and all other applicable laws, rules and regulations. If all program requirements
are met, the SADC shall forward payment of the grant to the eligible applicant.

Xl. Reimbursement Amounts and Conditions

The grant amounts available to eligible applicants will be up to 50% of the verified reasonable costs
of materials and installation based on the submittal of invoices and field inspection, as determined
by the SADC, not to exceed $50,0000. In-kind services performed by the applicant or applicant’s
employees (such as labor) shall be permitted to be used as the applicant’s matching portion of costs
for an implementation project.. Each individual permanently preserved farm (each premises) shall
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not be eligible for more than $50,000 in Farmland Stewardship Wildlife Fencing Program cost-share
grants per eight-year period, with the period beginning on the date of completion of the first
approved wildlife fencing implementation project. Once a farm has received its maximum eligibility
amount, it shall not be eligible to apply for additional wildlife fencing cost-share grants until the next
eight-year period. The cost-share of installed fencing not retained for the requisite 10-year lifespan
will be recaptured on a pro-rated basis, rounded to the closest month, determined through annual

monitoring visits to the Premises.
https://sonj.sharepoint.com/sites/AG/SADC/Grants/Farmland Stewardship Grants/DeerFencingGrants/Policy_P53_AndOther/Policy P-53 - Draft
Update.docx
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