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(Address comments and questions to Mark O. Smith, Committee Aide, at
609-984-7381.) .

The Assembly Select Committee on Land Use and Planning will meet on
- Thursday, December 22, 1988 at 10:00 a.m. in Room 403, State House Annex,
Trenton. :

The committee will be briefed by representatives of the State Planning
Commission on the State Development and Redevelopment Plan. As you may be
aware, the Plan document subject to the cross-acceptance process will be adopted
by the Commission on Monday. December 19, 1988. .

Following the briefing, time will be allowed for questions from the
committee. Limited public testimony may be taken should time allow.
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ASSEMBLYMAN ROBERT C. SHINN (Chairman): We are going

to get started while we are waiting for a couple of our members
to show. We've all got schedules today so we want to leave
enough time in this process so we can have dialogue. And I
guess the main thrust of our agenda and the only item on our
agenda is getting a report on the State Plan and the status and
an overview. We have Bill Mathesius, Planning Commission
member and John Epling the Executive Director. So Bill, I'll
turn it over to you.
COUNTY EXECUTTIVE BILL MATHESTIUS:
Thank you, Assemblyman. - I appreciate the opportunity to be
here. Chairman Gilbert, the Chairman of the Planning
Commission has asked me to represent him and the Commission in
bringing this Committee up to status and up to date as far as
the State plan and the State Development and Redevelopment Plan
for the State of New Jersey.

As you know, there have been a number of people who
have cohtributed tremendously, and I count you, Assemblyman, as
one of them who has had a Vision we have shared with respect to
a future of New Jersey.

John Epling who sits to my right, is the Executive
Director of the State Planning Commission, and he will bring to
you the current observations and the present status of the
"Communities of Place" whlch is our name for what we consider
to be the legacy of the next generatlon
' However, there- are a couple of points that I'd like to
make before Mr. »Epl‘lng,beglns, and they relate primarily to
what you have hearda from ‘many people throughout your and
Assemblyman Schluter S. serv1ce to the State, and to ASsemblyman
Cimino, and that is- the concept and the idea of money.

Full and:pxqper funding is the quintessential element
of having a prdpet and:appropfiatevplan. The need for county
and municipal planhiné :a551stance is critical during the

cross- acceptance process'*and I 'm here Jjust to underscore that

point.



I don't want to blur the need for full funding of this process
by getting into the particulars of the plan which Mr. Epling
will address. |

Resolution 88-008 which has been approved unanimously
by the State Planning Commission indicates our support for the
legislation of the kind such as A-3544, the bill sponsored by
you, Assemblyman Shinn, and co-sponsored by other members of
this Select Committee. And we appreciate and endorse that idea.

You have offered a timely and critical element to the
State Planning process, and I c¢an tell you bluntly, without
fear of contradiction, without equivocation, that without
proper funding we will have a danger of not receiving adequate
county and municipal participation during cross—acceptance.

And my point is -— and my only point at this point --
is don't starve the process. Don't starve the process. John
DeGrove who is a recognized leader in land planning throughout
the United States and who has analyzed growth management
‘efforts in Hawaii, Vermont, Florida, Oregon, found that the
foremost lesson to be learned, the lesson that emerges
- consistently through all successful and unsuccessful events, is

tied directly to the funding process.

Accepting new State initiatives in growth management
and new mandated requirements on 1local governments is always
more successful if sufficient State dollars accompany the
mandates.

Now, ifread the papers as you do, and I'm as familiar
with theeﬁublig»pdsitioﬁ of the State of New Jersey and the
current;problems it has with respect to funding. However, this
plan is a‘iegacy . That's why we call it "a legacy for the next
generatlon and for future generations."

In- Oregon,.ln 1975 that Legislature provided over $4
mllllon in 1975 dollars to local governments for their planning
1n1t1at1ve - That S. - why they ve been successful. The New
Jersey State Plannlng Comm1351on recognizes the importance of




the funding initiative that you have originated. We commend
your efforts totally and fully. We encourage the
Appropriations Committee to send your bill to the full Assembly
and urge its expeditious enactment.

Without further—- That's my point. I appreciate the
opportunity that you've given me, Assemblyman and members of
the Committee, to make that point. Without further ado I'd
like to introduce Executive Director John Epling who will bring
you up to the particulars of the State Planning, "“Communities
of Place," and too, what we consider to be a legacy for the
next generation. John.

JOHN W. EPLIN G: Thank you, Bill. And thank you,
Mr. Chairman. : o

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Is that microphone on, John,
before you start? Is that red light on?

MR. EPLING: No, it isn't.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Just push that button.

MR. EPLING: There it is.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: It will help.

MR. EPLING: I appreciate the opportunity to be with
you today. I will try to make my remarks brief but to the
point.

I'd 1like first to kind of walk you through,
particularly, the first volume of the plan which has a lot of
new material in it but 1is also, to some extent, a summary of
all three volumes of the State Development and Redevelopment
Plan. But I'd like to walk you through that and then finish up
with what I feel are some of the major differences, 1if you
will, between this draft, or this preliminary plan and the
January draft which I think most of you received -- January
1988 draft.

First, we selected the name for the plan, "“Communities
of Place" because we felt that when you look at what the plans
are trying to achieve, it can be summed up with -- regardless



of whether you're 1looking at economic development or
conservation strategies, preservation or whatever —-- it can be
summed up with the notion that we're trying to protect the
character and identity of the communities of New Jersey.:

One of the things we've observed, and I think the
State Legislature observed when it wrote the State Planning Act
by citing the need to stop haphazard, sprawled development -—-—
which is mentioned at least once, and several times in the Act
-— 1is that haphazard and sprawled development tends to blur
communities. You almost need a map in some cases now on some
of our built-up areas, and areas that are building to know when
you pass from one community to another. Open spaces are
disappearing. Traffic routes are becoming so congested that
you can't move. |

And the notion of "Communities of Place" is that if we

plan properly and —— to do so we don't have to limit economic
growth. We don't have to go overboard on environmental
conservation issues. What we need to do is to balance those

concerns and come up with a plan that will protect these
communities and yet allow them to continue to grow in an
efficient way so that we can afford the infrastructure that's
necessary to keep traffic moving, to process effluent so that
we don't damage our ground and surface water supplies. So this
whole notion of "“Communities of Place,” I hope, will as it
becomes more known, embrace a lot of the concepts that we're
promoting in the State Development and Redevelopment Plan.

We start off in Volume I with a discussion of some of
the problems with the way we have grown. The decline of the
urban centers over the last two decades has been tremendous
while the State, actually in terms of total population, has
grown significantly. And this is a discussion that begins on
page seven.

Even more dramatic has been the reduction of the call
off in urban employment in our major urban centers while the
State's employment has risen dramatically. '




We cite the problems of traffic congestion and the
results of a recent DOT study, for instance, on Study Area 1
that says it will take five hours to get from New Brunswick to
Trenton in the year 2005 if we don't do something major on that
route. And this isn't the only route we're having problems
with. Problems extend to South Jersey, Central Jersey, and
North Jersey.

We <cite the soaring. housing prices; the actual
relocation of some specific areas of a major corporations
because they cannot find a location where their employees can
find housing. We've got to find a way to deal with that.

We cite the loss of farmland. The deteoriation of air
quality and the entire State being a non attainment on ozone,
in addition to the carbon monoxide problems we have in specific
locations. And the fact that we have 150 or more sewer
moratoriums in the State, many of them in areas of prime
developable land in areas of the State where these facilities
have simply become so overburdened that we've had to stop
hook-ups to the systems. This alone can dramatically affect
the economic growth of the State. When you look at all of
these factors together we have not only environmental problems,
but we have a number of growth problems as well.

So the plan is trying to put together over a period of
the last two years during cross—-acceptance and after
cross—acceptance a plan which deals with all of these in some
comprehensive and integrated way. You can think of it in terms
perhaps of two years ago the first draft of the plan was sort
of 1like a 1log, and we're sculpting that log and digging it
out. It looks, perhaps, more like a rough-hew Indién canoe
right now, but I can assure you by the time we finish with
cross—acceptance we'll get mUnicipélginput, county input, that
we'll have a boat that can win the IVy League sculling contest.

But I want to.  emphasize the fact that this is a
developing plan. It's an evolving ahd émerging plan. It's not




in concrete right now, and cross-acceptance is a critical part
of that; and the bills come. We're right on target in regard
for the need for funding.

On page ten we start with the statewide goals which
are taken directly from the State Planning Act. They were
elaborated upon a bit so that people could see the significance
of those goals and how the plan treats them. In accordance
with the Act, the State Planning Commission in the very early
days of 1987 -- January through March and April -- 1looked at
alternate growth and development strategies. We looked at what
happens with the continuation trend of what the fiscal
implications of continuation of trend type development would be.

| We 1looked at an urban concentration scenario where
what would happen if all the growth between now and the year
2010 were concentrated in urban centers. What would happen if
that growth were concentrated in those centers and major

corridors. And we 1looked at those three as kind of just
hypothetical extremes along continiums. We found that -- like
I think most people would suspect — that the wurban
concentration approach would be the most efficient use of
taxpayers monies in terms of having the infrastructure. We
have to repair it. It's deteriorating. We have to repair it

anyway. We can't let it keep deteriorating to nothing. And so
you can expand that infrastructure at that same time you would
repair it and maintain it a lot less expensively thaniyou could
get the new systems out in ‘rural areas to accommodate
development. o ’vv

But while it was the least expensive in terms of
public funds we also found that, you know, if you tried to
force growth in those wurban centers by regulatory heavy
restrictions outside of those ‘urbén centers that you would
force some of the populationbgrowthYOut of the State because
it's simply not the market‘there_at this time. |




So we came out of that study, if you will, with some
conclusions about what the plan is capable of achieving and
what it's not. And one of the things we decided was that,
first of all, the revitalization of urban centers is a separate
problem from managing growth outside of those urban centers.
You cannot push down growth out in rural areas and expect it
to, automatically, if you will, pop up in the urban centers.
It just won't work.

It might work at a smaller scale of planning. It
might work in a metropolitan area where you've got one economic
region or one economic entity. We're dealing in New Jersey
with several economic entities and regions, and the
transference of dgrowth between those is not an exact science,
as yet. .
We also found that we would need to provide
incentives. If you really want to revitalize a city you've got
to provide the financial and other incentives to make it
occur. And the plan lays out, I think -- in what we're
calling, Tier 1, I will discusss in a moment -- a number of
strategies and policies that will help address some of those
incentives.

One of the comments we got back in response to the
January draft-— You know we went through a fairly elaborate
public solicitation of public comments, and comments from
special interest groups and State agencies based on the January
draft. And some of the comments reference the fact that, you
know, what are you really trying to achieve; what's your vision
of New Jersey? You've got a lot of policies, strategies,
goals, objectives, standards, guidelines. What do you see in
the year 2010? ’ '

And so the Commission spent some time and several of
its retreats talking about some kind of vision that we could
lay out so that people would understand what we're <trying to
achieve in all of this, and that's described in Volume One on



pages 12 through 16. Then we talk in very brief terms about
what the State Plan can do. And if you'll notice that on page
16 that in none of those do you see the State Plan mentioned as
a regulatory device as many have tried to characterize. We
don't see it as a regulatory device.

We hope that a lot of the recommendations in the plan
will be taken seriously by the State Legislature, by the 567
municipalities, 21 counties, regional agencies, and so forth.
And that eventually these will find their way into a number of,
not only regqulatory, but nonregulatory programs to help it
achieve its objectives.

Those objectives are layed out on pages 18 through --
well, on page 18, actually, they fit very well in the format.
Those objectives as well were taken directly' from the State
Planning Act, at least the subject matter with which they
deal. You listed in the State Planning Act certain areas where
you required us to lay out objectives, and we did that on page
18. '

Then pages 18 to 27, we found that in the public
comments too, there wasn't a clear understanding of what our
Growth Management System was. And so, on those approximately
10 pages, we tried to describe the plan in terms of a Growth
Management System comprised of five parts.

In other words, the plan is not tilers. The plan is
not standards; it's made up of five components. And we
discuss, first of all, the management structure for the plan,
and that is the tier system.

The tier system is in essence a very simple concept.
All it is, is a geographic delineation of lands in the State
which share certain common characteristics. Tier 1 are
distressed cities. And we have a standard for what constitutes
a distressed city and simple to identify on a map.

Tier 6 Jjust deals with the supplement to get the idea
across -- are agricultural lands, and we define what we need by




that, and map those on the map. And Tier 7  Dbeing
environmentally sensitive areas we lay out the criteria for
what constitutes environmentally sensitive area and map those.

So the tier system is simply a way of categorizing
areas of the State in ways that we can then develop strategies
and polices and guidelines to achieve whatever objectives
relate to those specific areas. The Plan came up with a system
of seven tiers. The map, incidentally, is the centerfold.
It's not as pretty as some centerfolds, but we're proud of it.
You may want to hang it up on the wall. You can see the séven
tiers layed out. One of the tiers -- agricultural tiers broken
out into two sub-tiers. But basically it's a system of seven
tiers.

We then describe the second component of the system as
a regional design system. This relates back to my earlier
discussion of "Communities of Place." What we describe there
is a hierarchy of central places. If you want to eventually
stop sprawl and haphazard development then what you have to do
is start getting more compactible; basically the antithesis.
Where do you want that more compact development? We're
recommending this hierarchy of five central places: cities,
Newark, Camden, etc.; towns like Clinton, Vineland, and Newton;
and what we're calling corridor centers'which are mixed the use
high intensity developments along the major corridors of the
State. Hopefully high enough so that we can begin to look in
five or ten years at‘much higher forms of public transportation
than we can look at now because we don't have a density along
these transportation corridors to justify it.

DOT has been working with us very closely on what
densities you need and what types of mixed uses do you need?
What's realistic to the plan for and what's not? I think we
have a good system that municipalities and counties would be
identify_ing those corridor centers and force cross-acceptance.
So they 'wvill play the major role of where growth occurs 1in
_théir areas ‘and how it will occur. '



We then-- The other two central places we're dealing
with are called villages and hamlets. Both of those also will
be identified in the cross—-acceptance process. So you can see,
at least as far as the preliminary plan is concerned, what
we've done is laid out a framework for how growth should be
planned to achieve the objectives of the State Planning Act
without interfering or at least minimizing interference with
municipal perogatives and county perogatives and exactly the
location of that growth. But we did lay out the framework, and
you'll find a discussion of that on pages 21 and 22. .

The third component of the system 1is statewide
strategies and policies. That's a rather 1large group of
strategies and policies that would apply regardless of what
tier a particular area of land may fall within. And they're
broken up into comprehensive planning strategies and policies.
The need for better funding of local planning is one of the
- strategies that we have. We talk about «capital facility
financing and dévelopment. We have a section on economic
development, housing, natural and cultural resources,
transportation, and areas of critical State concern; those
being principally the three regional agencies the State has,
Meadowlands, Pinelands, CAFRA, and our coordination with those
regional agencies.

Then the fourth component of the New Jersey Growth
‘Management System and monitoring and evaluation program. As
some of you may know we've contracted with Urban Land Institute
which has had a continuing interest nationwide in how you
measure the impacts of growth management plans. It's not a—-—
 The state of the art isn't there at the ptesent time, but ULI
and probably the Lincoln Institute have been leaders in the
‘research in that field. o _

Anyway, we contracted with them to help us-- First of
‘all, tell us when is it based upon the approach we're taking in ’
"lNew Jersey with cross—-acceptance and the process we're using:

10




‘When is it appropriate to do impact assessments, or when is it
proper to monitor and evaluate effects of the plan? And
secondly, given that it can be done or it's better to be done
at certain points in time than others, what are the variables
that we 1look at? How should we shake that program so that
~ we're really looking in a balanced way at all of the impacts of
- the plan, not just'narrow impacts in one specific area?

So, we came up with a-- We feel 1like we need to
monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of the plan in five
areas? One is on the economy. What's the impact to the plan
on economy. .
Second, the impact of the plan on the fiscal structure
both at the local and State levels. How much is it going to
save us or cost us in infrastructure to implement the plan and
not to implement the plan?

The third area is environmental. Is the plan and the
strategies and policies that we're promoting really protecting
some of the natural resources that you've asked us to protect
in the State Planning Act or is it not?

The fourth area is what we call community life. Have
we really had an impact? This is going to be very difficult to
evaluate in the short run because a lot of the community life
features -- whether you're talking about traffic congestion or
the visual impacts of development that occurs, that is going to
occur over a longer time. But we need to identify that and we
need to identify a methodology to assess whether the plan is
effective in affecting those or not.

And the last  area is in  intergovernmental
coordination. Is the cross-acceptance process, for instance,
this first time around. There's no model for it. It's never

been done anywhere so we don't really know what we're doing,
. you might say. We set upIWhat we think is a logical process.
Well, .. we want to evaluate that. Dves it work? Did
municipalities and- couhties'_participate? Did they feel like

11



they had a major role to play in shaping the State plan? And
have we really developed an integrated and coordinated State
plan like you asked us to in the Act?

When we come out of this and adopt it, does it really
represent an integration of State agency plans, local plans,
county plans, and so forth? And that's one of the major major
mandates that you gave to us. We can't walk away from the plan
by -- this mandate by adopting}a plan that basically nobody
agrees with. So there's a tension built into this that we have
to deal with.

So those  are the five well—— And then
cross—acceptance being the fifth item. We discussed the
process in general, the comparison phase the counties and
municipalities will go through comparing what we have, with
what they have. They will be identifying the growth areas, the
villages, the hamlets, the corridor centers. They will be
correcting our tier maps where they have infrastructure -—-
planned to  install infrastructure that we're not aware of.
These may change some of the tier boundaries significantly.

They may have areas that they want to protect that
we're not showing, so they may want to add delineation
criteria. So we don't know all the things we're going to run
into but they -have a very broad role to play and a very good
role to play in terms of shaping the final plan when it comes
out. ' '

So those are the five components: the management
structure, the regional ‘design system, statewide
strategies/policies, monitoring and evaluation, and
cross—acceptance. And I think among those-- When you look at
all five of those and if you have a chance I hope you can run
through it at leisure sometime during the holidays. I think
you'll see that we tried to address a lot of the concerns of
the people have Had. As a resul., in their review, comment on
the January draft.
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We then talk about plan strategies, and I think this
is a critical part in understanding what the plan is really
saying and what it 1is not. What the Plan says to the
municipalities, when you identify these villages and corridor
centers and you plan growth around your existing towns and so
forth, it is critical that you look at the caring capacity of
two systems. One is the infrastructure system that you have
and you plan to have during the planning period. Is it
sufficient to support not only the location where growth would
occur, but the densities and intensities at which this growth
would occur?

There's got to be a better relationship in municipal
and county master planning between their zoning and master
planning and where they say growth is to occur and where the
facilities can and should be placed to serve that growth,
transportation, water, sewer, etc. That simply has not been
the case over the years, and that's one of the reasons we have
a growing infrastructure deficit at the present time.

‘ So we're asking them to use that as a criteria when
they tell us during cross—acceptance where this growth should

occur; what this intensity should be? Look at your
infrastructure and capacity to support it. And also 1look at
who's going to be paying for that infrastructure. That's a

critical, critical point. ‘
‘ The second system is a natural resource system. In
the ' absence of infrastructure they have to look at the
densities, intensities and location of uses to make sure that
they arenbt destroying the very amenities that are supporting
‘that development, the groundwater supply, the surface water
supply: Are they contrlbutlng to the carbon monoxide problem
in terms of transportation, and so forth? '
So we haven't taken it ‘upon ourselves at this p01nt ‘to
say that you should not. do thlS or you should not. do that. We
'have recommended that 1n the thlrd volume, wh‘1__ch you do 'not




have yet, a number of guidelines that in the absence of those
kinds of analyses to support their own decisions on growth and
where it should occur and so forth. We recommend some
guidelines that we think will protect them.

If they've got as good a guideline, if they come up
with something that's equally as effective in achieving the
mandates of the State Planning Act which are described under
those goals, objectives, and so forth, and as far as we're
concerned, that's acceptable to us. We don't claim to be the
repository of all wisdom on how municipalities should -- what's
possible tools to use; that they've got an equally effective
way to achieve the same goal than that could be included in the
Volume Three, in the final plan, and that would be a reasonable
alternative.

We then talk about enhancing implementation capability
-~ capacity. That is a-- We refrain from couching these
things. You may want to take a quick look if you'veAgot the
volume before you. It's on page 31. We didn't want to cast
these in the 1legislative -- like we were making legislative
recommendations at this time. We wanted to cast them in terms
of these are some needs that we see.

And first is an Infrastructure and Affordable Housing
Trust Fund. During cross—-acceptance we're going to be talking
and working with a 1lot of people, get feed back from
municipalities and c0unties. And we would come back,
hopefully, to the Legislature with certain views and some ideas
of sources of such a fund; how we would raise revenues or how
you should raise revenues to fund it.

All of these we'll be golng 1nto 1n a lot more detail
dur1ng and after cross- acceptance 'We also are anxious to
- watch how" certaln of ‘these items progress over the next year.
We talk about how we have supported ‘the Transplan and the
» Transfer of. Development nghts and a number of other programs.

' We da k1nd of 11ke to see "how they play out

14 -




And the last section of Volume One is how the plan—-
We felt that people weren't really understanding that-- The
Commission has been so careful in trying to construct a plan
that responds directly to provisions of the State Planning Act,
and I don't think a lot of people understand that.

So, what we tried to do in the summary is say, "All
right, the Act says this. Well, here's how the plan responds.
The Act says this. This is how the plan responds." We tried
to relate it so that at least you ladies and gentlemen would be
confident that we didn't go off on our own and try to develop
some weird mechanism. This evolves straight from the
legislation that empowered the Commission to develop this
plan. I think it's done a good job.

Let me just say, in final, that there are perhaps four
or five major differences between this and the January draft.
One is that in ‘this preliminary plan we talk in terms of a
rural development strategy rather than just conservation or
agricultural 1land protection and that sort of thing, because
what we found was that there was a lot in the January draft
that dealt with issues, you know, fiscal 1issues, with economic
" development issues. It was more implicit than it was explicit.

And we felt that we needed to pull all of those things
together into a rural development strategy so that you could
see how they all fit together. I think we took a good stroke
at it. It will come out of cross—acceptance, I'm sure. And I
hope that you will advise us, too, of any improvements that you
see. But I think we made a good first step in trying to help
people to see what we're trying to achieve in rural areas.

We also expanded our housing strategies and'policies
to deal with more than just low- to moderate-income housing.
We see the problem now much larger than Jjust 1low- to
moderate-income. We're certainly concerned about that. But
we're running 1into critical problems in the middle income
- ranges now as well. = So we'vé'added quite a few policies and
~.-strategies on that. h ' A
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We have added a new section on economic development.
Again, we felt we had a lot of the economic issues dealt with,
but they weren't as visible as they should have been. We added
a new section there.

As I indicated, we added a new plan evaluation and
monitoring the evaluation program in response to concerns that
people had about the economic impacts of the plan and I tried
to -—- or at least a member of the Commission, Mr. Len
Lieberman, tried to assure the Appropriations Committee that
the Commission 1is as concerned about economic impacts as
~anybody. It's also concerned about a number of other impacts.
We think we're developing a program that will deal with those
in a realistic way. Other than that I'm about finished. I
guess if Bill saw anything that I missed—-

COUNTY EXECUTIVE MATHESIUS: Well,v I did see two
Assemblymen come in after I made my opening comments, and I'm
pleased to see Assemblyman McEnroe and Assemblyman Cimino; two
Assemblymen I have the highest regard for, despite their party
affiliation. I initially made a pitch, gentlemen, about the
money, and I asked that this Committee endorse the concept that
we don't starve this process. That was the emphasis. I talked
only about money. And I explained that John DeGrove, a
recognized 1land use specialist who has impacted a number of
‘states being involved in their land use planning and overall
conceptual . progress. Their progress in fact 1in Vermont,
Florida, Oregon, that he has found that the major failing of a
plan to develop appropriately or reasonable growth management
has been the lack of funds.

And every successful effort has been supplemented by
the funds for the local governments. And I emphasized as well,
before you gentlemen came, Oregon in 1975 gave $4 million to
~the local governmental agencies and entities and has derived
from that a very excellent land use planning effort.
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Now I Kkidded Assemblyman McEnroe and Cimino as being
members of the other party. They are that but they are——- I
do, in fact, hold both of you gentlemen in very high regard and
am pleased that you're on this Committee because I think this
Committee requires the most responsible among all of you, and I
am pleased that this Committee is made up of responsible
Assemblymen that do understand the process. The process—-- You
hear from everybody about money, appropriations, money. That
is a key. It's a key here, and that was my pitch. And then I
turned it over to John. I'm appearing for the Chairman, Mr.
Gilbert who could not be here today. But I'd certainly be
happy to respond to any questions, and I know John would as
well.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: One of the concerns that I have is
as this process evolves, when you start cross—acceptance, in my
view the Commission sort of takes a small step backwards and
the counties conceptually or their appointed person to do
ctoss—acceptance sort of comes into the picture and carries
that process. What kind of information is going to flow from
the Planning Commission to the counties in - this
cross—acceptance and what kind of data base do you give them to
start their process with?

MR. EPLING: We're going to give them more detailed
maps. The one inch to 2000 foot photoquads that have the tier
delineations on them. And we also have sets of maps that have
the criteria whether it's stream watersheds, developable land
that we've measured; a 1lot of the factors that went into
development of the tier system and the boundaries of the tiers
wili also be supplied to them. So they can double-check
whether it's a habitat or whether there's a water impoundment

or an aquifer that needs to be protected. Whatever the
situation may be, they'll have maps from us to do that.

We just finished, incidentally, setting up a
negotiation, remediation program for county planners. It was
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just finished 1last week. It was a three-day session.
Apparently it was very successful. The county planning
directors that I talked with on Monday at our Commission
meeting said it was one of the best sessions that they had
attended. But we wanted to give them some feel for the kind of
experience that they are going to be passing through, because
again, it's a new thing and they need the skills to handle it.
Other than that, all of the technical reference
documents, and there are volumes of them, will be available and
given to each of the counties. And they will describe
everything from the beginning, the conceptual base for the
development of the 'plan, through population projections,
employment, all the employment data we've got, housing data--—
We paid for a study by Bob Burschell to answer the question,
"Is there enough developable land shown in the plan to support
the full range of development that's projected for the State
the year 2010?" He found that there was. A copy of that will
be giwen to them, and they can kind of check the results of his
work with what they know in their counties. ’
There's going to be probably more information than
they would be able to use. I think a 1lot of their time is
going to be spent, you Kknow, sitting at tables with
municipalities trying to see where there are conflicts and
where there are not. And what they agree with and what they'
don‘'t. That gives you some overview.
_ ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Do you have-— Do you keep track
of what the State Agricultural Development Board is doing in
their Easement Program? Because I think they're very close to
endorsing county programs, and it seems to me that that's sort
of a footprint in the State Plan in the various ag areas. I
wonder if you feel there's consistency relative to the State
plan and the Easement Program that the SADC is operating from
what is being con51dered as permanent easement purchase? '
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MR. EPLING: First of all, we have sort of built that
group into that cross—-acceptance process so we're going to be
working with most of the county planning boards, agricultural
boards, particularly in the area of Tier 6 and the delineation
of it and where are the easements -—- where they feel 1like the
easements should be purchased and so forth. So we made a
special effort to make sure that we coordinated with that group
in each of the counties.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: I think if you've looked at what
they are trying to accomplish, it might be appropriate for the
Planning Commission to review what they're considering, and
endorse or comment on it, at least. Because I think it's
really sort of a permanent footprint to what you're trying to
achieve on a larger scale.

COUNTY EXECUTIVE MATHESIUS: I think, Assemblyman, the
goals are very much the same. The methods of attaining those
are a little bit different given, again, funding.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: You had a comment in here relative
to farmland, and you talk about between 1950 and 1985 New
Jersey lost half of its farmland. In '85 and '86 the rate of
loss almost doubled, and I assume that you're talking about
actually titles that actually transferred—-

MR. EPLING: Conversion.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: You're not dealing with option
land or anything 1like that. ”‘You'ré' just dealing with
transferred titles. o ‘

" MR. EPLING: To non- agrlcultural ‘uses.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Yeah. _ .

MR. EPLING: We got ‘that information from the
Department of Agriculture. o A

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: And. I don t thlnk that pressure
has gotten any lesser in the last—-F~"

MR. EPLING: No. R |

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: --'87 _-;na.*_;;-:_Ba which——




MR. EPLING: Well, I might add on this point that some
of the people have looked at this recent version, of the map
which has been updated since the January version, and they see
a little less green and a little less agricultural land. The
fact of the matter 1is that each time we focus in, even more
detail, and where the problems are that land no longer exists
as environmental land and farmland. And that's why those areas
have shrunk up since we started this process. o

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Do you have a ballpark idea of how
many counties are going to be participating in cross-acceptance
out of 21? '

MR. EPLING: We've received four or five resolutions
of county boards who have said that 'they intend to
participate. They were unsolicited. We just sent letters out,
I think the first part of this week or the latter part of last
week, asking them to pass a resolution to participate, and on
the basis of our receipt of that resolution, they would receive
half of that $20,000 that you may remember a long time ago was
appropriated. They would get $10,000 and we would enter

into-— They would prepare work program and start the procéss.
I haven't heard that any county, myself -- I'm not
aware that any of the Commissioners here -- that there is any

county that has said it would not participate. But we're just
starting the process of soliciting.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Any questions, Skip? B

ASSEMBLYMAN CIMINO: - Yes, thank you, Bob. Good
morning. My-apologieslfor‘béingzlate’this_morning. John, what
now becomes the timetable? Haeryou'defined what the timetable
will be for cross-acceptance?

MR. EPLING: This has.‘already "been mailed to the
counties  and municipaiitiesi . The Act says that the
cross—-acceptance pro¢es§”starts the date the county receives it.
o What v. cid, a-iOt_theﬂcounty p-anning people felt
‘that receiviﬁg'it durianCﬁtisfmésﬁﬁould rea1ly set them back;




they'd lose several weeks of work. So we made January 9 the
kickoff date, not withstanding that they get it earlier. So it
would be-- The six month comparison process would run from
January 9 through July 9.

We define cross—-acceptance longer than that however.
And just so you'll see the difference-- They are supposed to
send to us written reports on findings, recommendations, the
growth area, and so forth, by July 9. We then would sit down
and go through those reports. The Commission would identify
what has to change in the State Plan; where they may want to
sit down with a county or municipality and negotiate some
inconsistencies that we think we'd like to see them change.
We'll see how it works out. That's going to take a while.

Then we would come up with what we call an interim

plan. That's the plan that would emerge from the
cross—acceptance process. That interim plan would go to a
minimum of six public hearings -— I suspect, we might hope more

—— but a minimum of six is what the Act calls for.

7 Then 30 days after that last public hearing would be
the completion of cross—acceptance. That would give
municipalities and counties time during those public hearings
to respond to how we reacted to the cross—acceptance process,
if you see what I'm saying. We would then have to make
revisions to what we get during those public hearings and come
up with a final plan. ~

But we're—— A specific answer, it starts January 9.
The comparison process is over July 9, although I'm hearing
from more and more counties that they're going to need more
than six months. I don't think we're going to be sticklers and
yet at this point in time we want everybody to try and hit that
July 9 deadline. We suspect it will take three to six months
to resolve issues and that may be optimistic, depending on the
size of the problem. So we' re hoping by the#first part ofg
January of 1990 we would be able to adopt a plan o
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ASSEMBLYMAN CIMINO: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Assemblyman Schluter?

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I
have several gquestions. One is to get the comment of County
Executive Mathesius to the following: I agree with your
position that funding 1is essential to make this program
successful, and I'd just like to observe that a bill for $7.35
million was introduced by Mr. Shinn and cosponsored by every
member of this Committee. It wds introduced on June 29. The
State Government Committee gave it second reading —-— or excuse
me, passed it, approved it on July 14. Then it went to the
Appropriations Committee.

I compare that with another piece of legislation which
is identified as Assembly 3799 which is the bill which would
impose an economic study under certain prescribed guidelines on
the State plan. That was introduced on October 13. It didn't
even get referred to the State Government Committee where most
of these particular bills are referred. It got second reading
from the Appropriations Committee. This was a smaller
appropriation, mind you, but it was still on the subject. ’

_ It was approved by the Appropriations Committee
December 12, and it was posted for a vote on December 19. So
I'm saying by this 1little scenario that fast action can be
attained, Mr. Mathesius. Now I'm wondering if you could use
your considerable influence in statewide circles to see if we
could get the same kind of fast action on the funding.

COUNTY EXECUTIVE MATHESIUS: I would certainly do
whatever I could to——- Of course I'm not a PAC; I'm not a
special interest. And I'm not a builder and I don't have the
$3 million that made prompt, quicker action. I'm a County
Executive, and I have certain limitations, as you are well
aware. But I would happy to use whatever influegcefl'could'to,
try to get us on an equal footing with the dramatically
expedited effort that you referred to. Sometiﬁésvi“ﬁ acduSed*"
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of being too direct. I don't know that to be true. But I do
find that alarming that the speed by which something that may
be considered, by some of the more cynical among us, as being
an effort to sandbag the Commission. I personally think that's
the case, and I'm heartedly against it. But I will certainly
try to do whatever I can to fight off the natterings and the
gnawings of those who are unhappy about a growth management
program for the State of New Jersey, and do what I can to
supply the funding by pleading and weedling and doing whatever
I can. I appreciate your observations. They are, too, well
taken.

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: Thank you. Second question,
Mr. Epling, these are excellent. How many of these are
available and what 1is the plan for the Commission for
distribution? Can legislators, can county officials call up
and get these sent out almost at will? How many do you have
printed?

MR. EPLING: We will receive by the end of this week
the whole amount that we had printed which was 10,000 volumes.

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: Ten thousand.

MR. EPLING: There's 10,000 of each volume and we've
already—— Our first act was to get it to you ladies and
gentlemen. So you should have gotten yours at the same time,
basically, the Planning Commission got it, on Monday.

We're getting—— We've been asked for several hundred
copies by a variety of interest groups and we're trying to
supplybthem. They can distribute through their organizations.
I think that's a good way. We're going to give the League a
number of copies. We'll certainly supply as many as we can to
you for _your purposes. But we're trying to hit the major
organizations and make sure they can get them out to the
people,”'bécause a lot of them have these subédmmittees and
eroups that are watching what we're doing.z They need copies of
it o o v

23




So that's kind of the first priority is to get to the
associations and groups so that they can get it out. But we
will have copies. I will save extra copies for you.

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: Mr. Epling, when you see your
supply dwindling, shout if you need more, if you need more
money because I think the availability of this is very, very
important to the success of the whole process. |

MR. EPLING: I agree. And we decided some debate on
whether we should charge for it. But we felt that would just
stem the review. And so they're going to be free because we
want to make sure the principal groups that have been involved
have enough copies for themselves.

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: The next item—— And these are
brief, Mr. Chairman, I'm not going to take too much time.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Go ahead.

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: Do you believe there is a—-

Once cross-acceptance is started by municipalities with their
counties, do you believe-— And incidentally ‘it is presumed
that the funding through 3544 would be to assist muniéipalities
and counties to hire consultants-- Do you feel that there is
enough talent, there are enough consultants out there to do
justice to the process and to be available to all of the
different entities which will be seeking these people out?
: MR. EPLING: That's an interesting question and
frankly one I hadn't thought of. I actually don't know. I
would hope so. It's something I will look at if you'd like for
me to get back. I honestly hadn't thoughtl about it. It's an
interesting point. o | |

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: It's an observation. There are
good planners and there are goodv attorneys"and there might be
some municipalities in all good faith WOuid,s'ay, "Well, I'll
just give an extra contract to our attor_né‘y and let this person
do it." And it might not do justice. . ‘ |
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MR. EPLING: I understand. 1It's an interesting—— I
had not-- Let me get back to you, if you will. I just had not
thought about it.

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: Because all the good ones are
going to be snapped up fast. Mr. Shinn raised a question about
the State Agricultural Development Committee. And they just
reported 1last Wednesday -— last Thursday -- on their
preliminary allocation of funds. - And I'm making this by wéy of
observation. B

The preservation of oéén space means the farmland,

through the farmland easement program to possibly TDR and other

is very, very fragile. We've even, since 1last Thursday
received comments in the 23rd District which has got a lot of
rural area —-- Hunterdon, Warren, horthern Morris -- that maybe

some of the owners of farmland who were enthusiastic about the
easement program, because they were not picked are going to be
getting a little bit impatient and might be withdrawing.

We also hear about the possibility of farmers who have
considerable land, seeing the State Plan as having a dampening
effect on farm values —— property values —-- and they might want
to jump right away 1into selling it or optioning it to
developers.

So I'm mentioning this as an observation, and I would
hope that the Planning Commission keeps an eye on this factor
and also on the funding through bond issues or recommending
more permanent funding for the acquisition of agricultﬁ}al
easements. I see it as a problem.

MR. EPLING: We do, too. On page 31 on enhancing
implementation capability, that's exactly one of the needs that
we specify as a stable source of funding for‘open space and

farmland preservation.

It's my personal feeling that -- and I think most of
the Commissioners agree -- that you really need several tools.
You need TDRs. You need more stable funding bases. I just
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think you need-- Municipalities and counties need a lot more
tools to accomplish what we're asking them to, what the
Legislature has asked them to do. I don't think we should put
it all in one basket, but certainly a stable funding source and
TDRs are two of the tools that we think are critical.

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Assemblyman McEnroe.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want
to compliment my colleague, Mr. Schluter for his critique on
how sponsorship and affiliation <can assist in promoting
legislation that may or may not be the appropriate
consideration for the Legislature,at the time, and thank Mr.
Mathesius for his kind words about myself and Mr. Cimino. And
of course, I know he means that for everyone on this
Committee. And I do compliment you, Bill, for your 1long
involvement in issues that relate directly to public policy and
land management; these are forward-looking concerns, and I know
you have taken a nonpartisan position on these issues. I think
that's important, and it shows your leadership on the issue.

I do want to ask a few questions, and they really have
developed in my mind from the debate we had both within my own
party and on the floor at our last session relative to the
funding of the economic study to the tune of $300,000. Most of
it was in response to considerations of the impact of the plan
on South Jersey. I'm from the North, as they say, and I
represent mostly an urban constituency. But there were genuine
concerns, very sincerely, and provided by people on the floor
and our caucus relating to the impact on South Jersey. The
concern that transportation funding has been jeopardized.
Future opportunities for growth 1in South Jersey will be
“limited. It's an understandable concern with owners of
farmland. That's, I think, in a special category, that's being
addressed. And, of course, those constituents are represented
by able legislators.
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But there is this gnawing concern and comment that the
map hasn't changed; it's the same map. I'm glad to hear Mr.
Epling comment that the map is continually being revised and
updated relative to the various kinds of development in parts
of the State. o

But I want to be able to answer the questions
responsibly of members within my own party, particularly, that
are very concerned. To say that this is nothing more than a
cosmetic approach to helping to develop the urban centers of
our State, and the neglect of the South Jersey more rural
interest and denying them the rightful opportunities that they
see in their own future. Should they be concerned? What
- should can we do? What kind of program can we bring to them
that will convince them that they're not correct in this?

COUNTY EXECUTIVE MATHESIUS: If I may start just to
open the door to that answer. The map is easily-- It's easy
to become fascinated with the map. And it's easy to hold the
map up and say, "Look, nothing's changed,“ or "The changes are
so minimal, and there's still a plan to do us in in the South.
And we're really trying to revitalize northern cities at our
expense. " '

We were weary of that consideration. And we thought,
perhaps we should have no map. Perhaps it is misleading. And
the feeling was, well, a map does exist for good or for bad and
we -do have an updated map. The answer to the map question is
that it's a snapshot of'what —— and an optimistic one at that
—- at this point in time -- of what exists.

It is not a land use map. We have disclaimed the fact
that this is the future of New Jersey. We say, this is what
exists now. This 1is the bringing together of many common
characteristics, as Mr.  Epling referred to. Where you see
green, that doesn't mean that that's landf There's quite a bit
of develophent on that land. It may have a winking association
with a furrow Enfthe gtddnd'that has some beans coming out of
it. But that's about all. '
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The map itself is representative of what exists in New
Jersey in 1988, probably early in 1988. It is in no sense a
land use map of the future.

The alternative to the question doesn't relate to the
map. The alternative issue, as I see it, relates to are we
going to be able to do what we want with our land which is our
God-given right. And the answer is, since zoning was invented,
no; that there will have to be considerations given to the
greater of the community as opposed to each individual farmland
owner, building owner, apartment owner, homeowner.

v The degree to which -- to use a hard term --
selfishness, comes to the fore, to that degree it will have to
be offset by a general understanding for the common good. It's
very difficult to argue philosophy with a farmer who says,
"Well, I worked this land for 40 years, and this is my bank,
and I'lookberward to the time when I can make money on this
investment by selling it to a developer." Hence, the concern
that we have for people either quickly selling their land or
optioning it off as Assemblyman Shinn has noted. That 1is a
consideration and a very dgreat concern to the Commission, to
the staff} How does one prevent that?

Well, what we try to do is prevent that by what is set
forth in that plan. There are people that are going to be
unhappy about this plan, no matter what. There are the
building interests who are unhappy about this plan. There are
the agricultural interests that are unhappy about this plan for
basically the same reason —-- because it effects them. v

' There is no answer that is going to mollify them that
I can see. That is why we are in pitched battle with those
people who would like to do what they want with their land, and
sell it to whom—- And purchase that land and do with that land
what they want{:which is what we call trend. And the middle
trend of that triptych up tuere demonstrates what I think the
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great bulk of the State of New Jersey and the economy of the
State of New Jersey and the people of the State of New Jersey
do not want —- by definition -- to sprawl. ’

The plan is against the trend. The trend, as we see
it, does not invite a livable condition. It invites the kind
of development we see along Route 1, strip development; the
speculation that has been invited by our economy. And to
answer you, particularly, Assemblyman McEnroe, I'm not sure
there is an answer that is going to make people happy. There
will be unhappy people. But for the community-—- For the
greater benefit of the community as a whole I believe that this
plan takes a major first step and deserves the support, despite

what we see as the people on the other side. John -- more
particularity——

MR. EPLING: Let me add something to that. If you've
got Volume I in front of you, 1look on page 25. There's a

chart, preliminary population and employment projections. They
"are the population and employment projections for every county
in the State done by, essentially, the Department of Labor.
The Plan is not recommending anything different than what the
regression would show for -- their population would be in the
year 2010.

Then if you will go the next page, page 27, and look
in the first column, item 5. These are things that we'll be
asking the counties to do during cross-—acceptance. And item
five says, "State if the Plan's projected level of growth for

the county is reasonable," -- that's the figure that you see
back on the previous chart —-- "If so, show how it will be
- accommodated in accordance to the Plan's strategies and
policies." Those strategies and policies have to-do with the

pattern and 1location of growth, not whether or not it will
occur, including delineation of new growth areas and the
resulting new urban boundaries around existing towns, new
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corridor centers, villages and hamlets. These growth areas and
boundaries are not presently reflected on the plan map. "I1f
not, state the basis for this determination." That is, if they
don't agree that the projections are reasonable, state the
basis for this determination and identify the locally preferred
- level of growth and how it would be accommodated in accordance
with the plans policies.

Now, of course, they're going to have a shot at the
plans, policies, and strategies anyway. So, you know, it's
kind of -- in a sense, you can see a cat chasing his tail.
' What we're trying to effect here is say, "Fine, you can go."
You have 20,000 people coming in -- 50,000 people. We're
interested in how that occurs, where it occurs, densities occur.

So, I don't see anything in the plan on the surface
that is going to say to anybody in South Jersey that they can't
grow. That's been the result of a lot of misinformation
promulgated by people that we can't keep——

COUNTY EXECUTIVE MATHESIUS: That is really a critical
element that we are not making any effort to confine or
constrain people who can present a reasonable plan as an
alternative. And we're saying, "Go, tell us what you want to
but tell us how you're going to accommodate it. Don't say
you're just going to bring in 50,000 people and there's not
going to be this, that, and the other thing to support that."

That's critical. That's a critical support mechanism of this
entire plan.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Could you just-- Could you if
you would ask your staff if this is -- I think it is possible

—— to 1look at the transportation funding 1levels Jjust to
determine whether there is any truth, whatever, in the concern
that—— That specific area that they say a pattern of
transportation funding that is not addressing what they feel
~should be their future needs, and that there are some
limitations being imposed in anticipation of the State Plan-
- somehow limiting the growth potential in South Jersey.
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MR. EPLING: Let me give a—

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Just one specific—
Transportation planning.

MR. EPLING: Could I give a short response to that?

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Sure.

MR. EPLING: If you take infrastructure revenues of
the State —-- I think I told you this before -- and project to
the year 2010 and then project the infrastructure éxpenditures
of the State to the year 2010, you come up with a gap of
expenditures over revenue of about 19.3 million. That was our
best estimate a year or so ago. That's a 65% gap.

You have two ways to close the gap. We can raise the
revenues, which 1is not a very popular or perhaps even a
realistic thing to do when you look at what taxes are now. But
that's one way to close the gap. The other is to reduce the
need.

What the plan is proposing is that you locate growth
in areas that you reduce that need. In other words, is there a
legitimate point in saying we want what trend would say our
transportation cost would be if, in fbllowing the plan those
are several million or billion dollars less. That's all we're
saying. You won't have the need for more. And that's
statewide, not just South Jersey.

We're trying to reduce the need_for'new infrastructure
funding that isn't necessary. You can do that Dby proper
planning and proper location of planning; cuttiﬁg down on
sprawls from the major licontributorS' to the cost of

infrastructure.

So the plan has said nothlng about anybody not getting
transportatlon fundlng where - they need it. But if we can
reduce the needs, that's what we reytrylng to. do. o

ASSEMBLYMAN McCENROE: Well, that's reasonable. I
thlnk that should. be artlculated to - members of the Leglslature‘E .
that - have. that klnd Qf__concern" Just’ one comment: . I m: -

 °:1mpressed



I certainly think both volumes, in my cursory review, indicate
that the Commission's functioning well. The staff 1is doing
fine. I think the report we've had today is excellent.

This 1is, in my view, nothing more than was
anticipated. And the kind of difficult time I think many of us
are experiencing, I think, could have been anticipated. I'm
not at all disappointed in what I see as genuine progress in
New Jersey in the past year in the planning process. I wish
you well in your ambitious schedule that cross-—acceptance will
be finalized in July and that it will only be another
year-and-a-half before we have a —— or a year or so before we
have some final plan.

But in my view no matter what amount of time it takes
it's going to be worth the effort. I just want to emphasize
that I'm in no real hurry to see New Jersey managing its wvolume
of growth and redevelopment in the proper way, as long as we
know there's progress being made and there's recognition on the
part of the public that this is a public policy issue that's
second to none, in New Jersey's future. Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Skip?

ASSEMBLYMAN CIMINO: Mr. Chairman, thank you. I'd
like to go back to County Executive Mathesius' remarks. I Kknow
through your offices as the Chairman, we have put this bill
forward, and I know that it moved with alacrity through the
State Government Committee 'bécauSe_ three members of this
Committee happened to sit on the State Government and know the
import of that. And Bill, I appreciate what you said. Quite
frankly, in all of the dealings that I have with you over the
years, your principles and the tenets of your belief have
always transcended partisanship, and I appréciate what you'vé
said. . , _ ' '

I would ask, Mr. Chairman, that 'perhapé what  the,

- Committee ought to dO'in‘é bipartisénafashion,,as»WéilL with
~the County Executive is ask that, in fact, that this bill be




expeditiously posted now. Mr. Epling has said that we're
moving into the cross-acceptance process. I think it would be
unfortunate that if, in fact, counties and municipalities who
need the money -—- and we've all served at that 1level of
government in one way or the other -- if, in fact, the process
itself should be delayed because of the inability to have the
funding that's necessary. I would hope that the Committee
would address that concern to the Speaker; ask the Speaker when
we come back in January to post the bill so that we could move
it to the Senate and be hopeful of seeing the money go to the
State Planning Commission, and to the counties, and the
mimicipalities as needed. : :

COUNTY EXECUTIVE MATHESIUS: I would certainly endorse
that I know that freeholders—-— When Assemblyman Cimino was a
freeholder he took a very active part in the planning of the
county, and I know he speaks from the heart. I would certainly
do what you think I should do, Skip, with respect to a
Committee and what you gentlemen think would be the best
approach, whether it be the Speaker or anybody else. 1I'd be
happy to do that.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Okay. Do you have another, Bill?

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: Did you want to comment on what
Assemblyman Cimino-—-

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: I concur. I got a couple of notes
here that <o in that direction so at the appropriate time--
There were three things I thought would be appropriate. And
again, I'd like to add that these documents are the kind of
quality I think it takes to spread the confidence that you're
doing the right kind of job; particularly, like the
environmental maps identifying critical water areas, floéd
control, steeply sloped land, coastal areas-—- I think they're
an important pért and really are the background of why the
whole thing is necessary in the State to start with. And I
‘think the attention you've given in Volume II deserves a
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compliment. So, the documents I really think are high quality
and the type of thing we like to see given to the counties. We
can follow that through the cross-—-acceptance process and supply
some monies to the counties and municipalities. That's going
to determine the end result of this whole process, in my mind.
If you don't put anything with it you're not going to get a
result. If you put something with it, I think the result could
be very positive. '

I've looked at some of the poll data that some of the
Commission's gathered, and one of the things that struck me--
And I-- A lot of legislators and freeholders tend to speak for
municipalities, and I'm always surprised by what municipalities
do and how they react in a county. The bottom line is, when
someone gets in a voting booth, closes the curtain, and then
votes on a spending bill, then you really have a poll that's
meaningful; before you get to that point, 1it's strictly
speculation. When a municipal taxpayer Kknows that the
expenditure is going to hit his tax bill in the fall, then you
get a real vote.

The significant part of the last few years to me is
the State Agricultural Development Program and the $50 million
bond issue which I think goes back to 1981. From '81 to
mid-'87, there was almost no activity. I think something like
$6 million spent out of the 50 were identified as potential of
being spent.

When the 50/50 funding formula was changed to 80/20 in
late '87 it incurred a tremendous onslaught of applications.
In Burlington County alone, between '87 and '88 there was
$30-and-a-half between -- three of that was on the county
ballot and 27-and-a-half was on the 12/7/89 municipal ballots.
The end result of that in 1988 is a commitment of $37 million.
This 1is Jjust one county, and these are basically taxﬁayer
voters voting on bond issues that affect their tax bill fairly
dramatically. I think it's a reaction to a process that they
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deem that was reasonably fair, had a good chance of being
implemented, and they were willing to fund it to an extent that
amazed me -- some of the amounts of money. Single
municipalities putting $10 million questions on the ballots is
pretty dramatic. They were some of the bigger towns. ’

' So I think beyond the poll data that you gathered --
and I thought that was very positive -- I think there's an
atmosphere that when people see farmland and open space erodihg
at a rapid rate, they're w1111ng to put dollars forward even
though it impacts their taxes, ‘to fund an equitable program
that will, I think, result in a significant amount of open
space and ag land preserved on an ongoing basis.

So I think beyond the poll data there's a significant
reaction that's supportive in open space and farmland
preservation out there. 1It's our challenge to grab ahold of
that and put it in the programs that will be implementable and
digestable from the State aspect. Certainly, this is a vehicle
to do that with.

The three things that I thought -- before we finish —-
that we may want to consider, is endorsing the release of the
State Plan by the State Planning Commission. I think the work
product that I've seen and had a couple days to review has been
-— I've been impressed. I think the big thing that, I guess,
we're not getting across as I see it, is that this plan isn't a
plan that's —- that this is what the plan is going, period, the
end. This plan is a suggested plan that 1is totally dependenf
upon the pun1c1pa11t1es response to come into a final
document. I think that's probably the message that's not
understood or being said or being clarified. But I think some
new emphasis on that aspect of the plan is appropriate.

I would like to pass a motion or suggest a motion that
we request the consideration of A-3544 as soon as possible so
it can be an intricate part if the cross-acceptance process
from the Appropriations Committee. And also a motion to
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Speaker Hardwick and I guess, Senate President Russo that
requests that A-3544 be posted as quickly as possible so that
the monies will be available to the municipalities and counties
during the cross-acceptance process. Because we're coming into
a little bit of a time problem now; being able to get this
through the appropriations process, passed by the two houses of
the Legislature, and signed by the Governor. The clock has
started to run. So I think it's appropriate to put some more
emphasis on that type of support I think is going to be very
very dependent on the outcome of the process.

ASSEMBLYMAN MCENROE: Whatever you would like——

ASSEMBLYMAN CIMINO: 1I'll move it, Mr. Chairman.

MR. SMITH (Committee Aide): Do you want me to draft a
letter with the signature of the Committee? Is that what

you're——
‘ ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: That would be fine. I would think
we may have some time to take some public comment on what's
transacted here. Have you finished what you planned to present
to the Committee?

MR. EPLING: Yes, sir.

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: I have one more question.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Sure, go ahead.

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: Could I suggest that it be
implicit in this motion or be amended to include that that
other members of this Committee be asked their views and
encouraged to agree with what we have agreed so that nobody can
say, "Well, this is only four of eleven and therefore it's not
a represented group"? I think if we leave it open for the
other members to sign this letter and to have their position on
this motion of Mr. Cimino, I think this would be helpful.

ASSEMBLYMAN CIMINO: That's fine with me. I think
it's implicit, quite frankly, Mr. Chairman, inasmuch as every
member of the Committee -~ if I recall correctly -- is a
cosponsor of your bill. That's fine with me. I have no
problem with that. '
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ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Yeah. I-—

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: But also, and Mr.-- Excuse
me. Also in the Chairman's statement that we approve the
release -- we acknowledged and we approved the release of the
report -- the preliminary draft report, which is not saying we

approved the plan. We approved the release. _

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Mr. Chairman, it's critical that
this be done as expeditiously as possible because you can't
have a cross—acceptance procedure established and the first
question coming from local government is, "Our hands are tied.
We don't have the capability to even evaluate some of these
proposals.” So we have to have movement in the area of funding
for the counties and regional authorities. o |

| ASSEMBLYMAN CIMINO: It's really a State-mandate,
State-pay issue. . You know, we're almost mandating the counties

and the municipalities to do it. We've all stood on the
floor. I mean, we're all there in saying, "We don't want that
to happen any longer." And we're fostering it off. So, I

think that's why it's so expeditious that we have everybody
move. o

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: William.

COUNTY EXECUTIVE MATHESIUS: I just want to thank you
for your enthusiasm. We appreciate it. We really do. v
_ ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: I think we've come a long way in
 this process. The Commission has this quality document. I'm
" very impressed with what you've produced and I think as it goes
~down to the «county 1level and becomes involved in a
' crosseacceptance process I think that we've made a lot of
progress in that area from where we started. |

' MR. EPLING: Thank you. : ‘

COUNTY EXECUTIVE MATHESIUS: We apprediate‘that.

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: I have one question.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Sure. .
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ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: One question which I apologize
for not raising before. Would you mind commenting on the
notion which has been put in form of a proposal, a bill in the
Senate with regard to prohibiting the denial of a DEP permit
based on the conformance with the plan? In other words, if a
municipality through cross—-acceptance is not in accord with a

plan and determines. to go. alone, there is a concern -- and
sometimes this can get a lot of support -- that DEP will use
that nonconformance —-- noncompliance, whatever you want to call

it, as a reason for denying a routine kind of permit such as
stream encroachment, maybe sewer extension, or whatever. Could
you comment? '

COUNTY EXECUTIVE MATHESIUS: I would like to, if I
might, Assemblyman. That's Senator Zimmer's bill. And I
respect- Senator Zimmer a great deal. However, I think his bill
is misguided, and I think that it's something like, if we
develop a State Plan which we are moving to do, and we don't
have all the members of the team playing -- making the same
play., you have what happens to the New York Giants: They have
11 people out there, and one person wants to run a pass play
and the other 10 want to run a running play, then it's going to
fall down. There's going to be a problem. 1It's only going to
be a matter of 1luck that it works, if at all. If you don't
lose the ball. ' ‘ ‘

In this case we are trying to invite and involve the
State agencies including the DEP which is, in itself, a morass
of regulatory obfuscation.- But we'd like to use that
obfuscation to the best good if necessary. And that's part of
- To suggest that w$11, they're going to go
against the plan because they want to issue a permit, I think,

the way to do it.

defeats a small part of the team COncept that's going to be
necessary to bring this off. ' o

v I'm speakiny-—— i'm against that bill. I spoke to
5, Assemblyman Zimmer when I was horrified enough to hear about

38




it. I didn't think that he understood -- before I talked to
him, the full —- the panoply of problems that it could cause.
I tried to emphasize how it was something more than a simple
bill. I think that I in that discussion —- and I was going to
have a further discussion with him -- was able to convince him
that it was not a matter to be treated as lightly as it seemed
the bill treated it. It's one of those 1little-— Right now
it's a charley horse in a running back.

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: A what?

COUNTY EXECUTIVE MATHESIUS: A charley horse 1in a
running back. You know, Herschel Walker hurts his leg a little
bit. Maybe a turf toe or something. I would like to prevent
it from being a knee injury or totally disability-— I don't
want to get too much into the football analogies since my
sadness with respect to the New Jersey Giants still manifests
itself to this day. I have difficulty getting very distanced
from it.

In any event, I am, personally, and we are as a
Commission, against that bill even as we'd be against each of
the agencies of the State which have to be part of this whole
program departing for the sidelines.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Maybe the appropriate word would
be "hamstring"” not to be confused with "hamstrung," you Kknow.
(laughter)

COUNTY EXECUTIVE MATHESI.US: That could, indeed, be
the appropriate word. Yes, sir.

, ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: At this time I'm sure there are
some members of the public who may wish to comment. We try to
allocate a little bit of time to take some comments, and we
appreciate you taking time out of your busy schedule to come
here and listen to what the Planning Commission had to say. So
at this point, I gquess we'll just simply do' it 1if you raise
your hand, identify yourself, whom. you .represent and we'll
proceed. And thank you, Bill and John, for a"g'ood presentation.
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COUNTY EXECUTIVE MATHESIUS: Thank you, Chairman.

MR. EPLING: Let me just say that Assemblyman McEnroe,
I will follow up with the transportation question. I didn't
want you to think that my answer was final.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you very much, John. Mr.
Chairman, I just want to comment. Just so I clarify my
position and understand yours. On these volumes, I mean I
support and I think it's well that the Committee consider
supporting the release of the volume and encouragement that be
reviewed. But I mean -- are we resolving to support the entire
direction of this? ’

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: What I would like to do is just
pass a motion by this Committee that we endorse-- What I'm
suggesting is that we endorse the release by the Planning
Commission of these documents—-

ASSEMBLYMAN MCENROE: Fine, okay.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: --which I don't think we have to
go any farther than that. 1I'm suggesting to Mark that he send
the voting list around and get a feeling from the other members
"as to how they feel about the release that that wouldn't affect
the motion of this group. I'm just polling the members present.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: In other words, we're endorsing
the release and the encouragement of the review of the two
volumes. But we're not endorsing the report itself.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Exactly.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: OQkay, that's fine. I just don't
think we can-- You know, we don't have the answers until we
ask the questions, and we're going to ask substantial questions
~during the next six to eight months.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Sure.

,ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Then I think we have a
considerable time to review and digest and support hopefully a
good feasible claim.
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ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: What I hope to see carried
forward—— You Kknow, we're not endorsing a plan; we're
endorsing a concept. The plan is going to come out of
cross-acceptance, hopefully, with support by the Legislature
for the municipalities and counties that are going to put the
work effort forward. And I noticed that the Commission allowed
for that work scope submission back to the Commission. So I
think the framework is set up in this plan so that they can
review the work scope and appropriate an appropriate amount of
money to that Commission.

So I think the Commission is a 1little ahead of the
Legislature in the process. But I think it's important, and
the clock's running is my concern. That we're going to have
municipalities feeling that the Legislature 1is giving this
gigantic mission with no consideration financially at all.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: So we're supporting direction,
and we're supporting the appropriate funding for the 1local
municipalities. |

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Exactly.

ASSEMBLYMAN MCENROE: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Before we finish with some

comments, if you know, you wish to make a motion, that's fine.
Peter Furey, I think, was the first hand I saw.
PETER FUREY: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If it would
it be possible to have a representative of the Commission
brought forwardv because the question I have bears on the
testimony juét made, or I can Jjust make the question
rhetorical. Maybe I'll proceed with the question. | '

Part of the difficulty and, I think, the source of the
controversy from the farmland owners' point of view, which is
what_Mri Schluter and yourself, Mr. Chairman, and, I think, Mr.
’ McEnroeus comments' from. South Jersey bear upon, are the --
really where'rub comés in in imposing the new rules. on lagd usey

"in é:éa35Where you wantjto restrict growth to prevent spfawl.
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We have a Farmland Preservation Program which says to the

landowner, "We will respect the land developing rights -- the
development right value," however you want to phrase it, "by
compensating you with public funds." And what I would like to

know, basically,vthe answer to two questions, and if we could
get those questions resolved, it may relieve some of the fear
and the pressure and the controversy that's out in the 1local
areas as far as this plan is concerned.

The first question is——

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Mr. Chairman, can you ask Mr.
Furey to 1identify whether he's here on behalf of an
organization or representing yourself?

MR. FUREY: Oh, I'm sorry. Mr. Shinn identified me a
little bit when I came up here. I am the Administrator of the
New Jersey Farm Bureau. I've been in that position for six or
seven years, and we represent most of the farmers in the State,
5000-member organization.

| The first question is, is it the policy of this plan
and of the Commission to support the concept of purchase of
development rights, the easement purchase program? And the
second question'would be, does this policy then extend to all
farmland owners within the areas to be designated as
agriculture? The farmers fear that most of them are going to
be left short, holding the bag; that their rights will be lost
when the regulations come in to down =zone the property to
prevent sprawl. And only a small chosen few, as Mr. Schluter
mentioned -- great disappointment in Hunterdon County to the
announcement last week that the program is out of money and the
panic. to sell as one way of protecting or maintaining that
- equity.
S Now if we can get an understanding up-front from the
_Commission that the reasonable fair market value rights will be
[pﬁotected» oﬁev way or the other issuing some sort of a

A:f_ce:;ificaté,.~piggybacking on the agriculture preservation

 proqram~that°now'eXists}fWe”dﬁféelﬂa whole lot better.




ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: As I read this document what I -—-
of course, the beauty is in the eyes of the beholder -- but
what I see in this document is basically an endorsement of
easement purchase combined with TDR to achieve the goals of the
plan. John came back in the room. Did you hear the question,
John?

MR. EPLING: (From audience) Yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Do you want to respond to that.

MR. EPLING: No, you were absolutely correct. We were
looking to a number of tools, and it is not the State's —— it's
not the prerogative of the State Planning Commission and the
State Plan to set up a down zone or the TDRs or the easement
purchase or whatever. And I encouraged it in my testimony
before you to provide a  number of tools for the
municipalities. The plan has taken the position that they need
those tools <certainly for easement purchases which is
critically needed. The money for easement purchases 1is
critically needed. And we'd never—-— The State Plan does not
recommend the down zoning anywhere.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: In my view I've always seen—-- You
know, you run through a series of questions and you come out
with the only avenues that are available to achieve the goals.
A) is, do you want to preserve farmland in New Jersey? If the
answer to that 1is yes, then you go to B), how much does it
cost? If the answer to that is $5 billion or something that is
beyond the scope of the Legislature to fund, then C), how do
you do a combination program to assure the farmers that are
leaving - agriculture that attention by having their rights
purchased or banked or, you know -- not make one farmer get
compensated by loss of his development rights and a farmer next
to him with the same type of soils and the same potential for
agriculture standards Jjust get 2zoned indefinitely with no

compensation.

New Jersey state Librer
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And I think the whole concept behind the Eight-Year
Program was to provide a time frame by which you can implement
a program to deal fairly with landowners. So I think there's
one more ingredient in the concept embodied in the plan and
it's TDR in that pattern.

So if you identify the area that has 1long-term
agricultural potential then you put together the tools and in
my mind -- and we've been together and looked at individual and
municipal maps and towns like in our county, Chesterfield and
Mansfield, you can go down the 1list -- have potential of
long-term agriculture -- and it's a matter of bringing the
resources together -— certainly the State bond issue, certainly
more funding in that regard, certainly seeking some funding for
TDR bank which is going to be another necessary ingredient.

And I think it's a matter of how many dollars you can
put in each area and then how fast, how quickly you can roll
the dollars that need to come back into farmers' pockets,
really. Because when I just 1look at some of the numbers that

were on our bond issues and I know you've looked at them—— You
know $37 million in two years is —-—- just from a county map
standpoint -— not a small amount of money. It's amazed me.

So I think it's a combination process to get to a goal
and just how you go through those steps. And I think this plan
envisions it as a-- I don't know whether you-—- I don't recall
mentioning the State Ag Program, per se but in all of the
discussions I've had with the Commission and John, and the
staff, and Bill, it's been an endo:sement of easement
purchase. It's been a feeling that TDR 1is something that
they're going to need long-term to make sure that you soften
the effect of haVing one easement purchased and the next -- no
money for the adjacent easement next door. I think what we've
seen, geez $196 million worth of applications in the SADC is
phenomenal. And that's all happened in a 12-month period.
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You know that's $50 million that's been sitting around for six
years really, unused, and all of the sudden, boy, all heck
broke lose.

We've got a great potential. We've got farmers that
are willing to participate. We've have farmers that will sign
options for sale of development rights. We have farmers that
went iqto eight-year programs voluntarily, and we have farmers
that want to stay in New Jersey long term, which is good. I
think it's a positive atmosphere. -

MR. EPLING: Yes. a

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: We have to, I guess, ease some of
the fears that you pointed out that there is momentum in the
Legislature and in the Commission and that certainly supported
by the ag community that it not be a strict zoning plan.

And I see a strong movement in that area. Maybe I'm
talking too much, John, but I just have some strong feelings in
those areas. And I just see a good potential andiprobably some

of the ag community -- certainly not all of it, but a good
portion of it —-- being more involved, I guess, in the process,
and coming to grips with-- You know, cite specific situations

and how much can really be achieved in a municipal setting and
in a county setting and how much is left to achieve and where
I'm going to be in this process, as we go through the steps.
We're getting down to some of those discussions which I think
really brings out the need for what we have to achieve and
where we have to go to achieve it. _

MR. FUREY: In closing, 1it's the fear that some

landowners would be 1left out of being proteéted by those .

programs that sparks the resistance to the State Plan. Not-
farmer disinterest 1in farmland preservation, and not farmef_ 
disinterest in State planning. The equity is there. They feéif:f
that they could be lost in the shuffle, and that's why there
hasﬂbeen this controversy. But if we have this momentuh-io: 1
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carry forward I think you'll see the farming industry -- the
best parts of the farming industry fall right in suit. Thanks
you, sir.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Thank you, Peter. Does anyone
else wish to comment on the discussion this morning? (no
response) Okay, again thank you for participating. We really
appreciate the turnout. I know it's a difficult time of the
year. Assemblyman McEnroe?

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: No.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Did you want to--

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: No, no, no.

 ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: ——put something forward.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: I wanted to wish you a Merry
Christmas.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Oh, okay. Skip?

ASSEMBLYMAN CIMINO: Simply the same thing, Mr.
Chairman. And if, in fact, we've got that resolution moving,
that will be fine. ,

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Yeah, yeah on the resolution,
I'm sorry. '

ASSEMBLYMAN CIMINO: I would like to move that.

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: I was looking for a motion. Okay.

ASSEMBLYMAN CIMINO: I'll move the resolution for you,
Mr. Chairman.

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHLUTER: I'11 second it 'sSo. it's
bipartisan. o . o o
ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Okay, and do you want teejust.read
the context of what we're moving. I know we've all discussed
it, but I think we ought to have some basic words. | o

MR. SMITH: The text I have down here is:  "The
Committee endorses the release of the prellmlnary iState
Development and Redevelopment Plan and encourages -full
participation in the cross-acceptance- process, and expressed :
strong encouragement that Assembly  Bill 'No; 3544 be
expeditiously considered by the Approprlatlons Commlttees andf:
the two houses of the Leglslature S AN B
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ASSEMBLYMAN
ASSEMBLYMAN
ASSEMBLYMAN

right, call the roll.

MR. SMITH:
ASSEMBLYMAN
MR. SMITH:

ASSEMBLYMAN
MR. SMITH:

ASSEMBLYMAN
MR. SMITH:
ASSEMBLYMAN
ASSEMBLYMAN
ASSEMBLYMAN
ASSEMBLYMAN

SHINN: Skip, you moved it?
CIMINO: Yes.

SHINN: And it was seconded by Bill?
Mr. Shinn.
SHINN: Yes.

Mr. Schluter.
SCHLUTER: Yes.
Mr. Cimino. *
CIMINO: Yes.

. Mr. McEnroe.

McENROE: Yes, with enthuasism.

All

SHINN: Okay, thank you all for coming out.

CIMINO: Thank you.

SHINN: I know it's a tough day, and we

appreciate your response. We'll adjourn.

(MEETING CONCLUDED)
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PREFACE

The State Planning Act recognizes the importance and mterdepenience
of plamning among mmicipal, county, regional and State agencies and
legislative bodies. It also recognizes the need for their participation in
preparing the State Development and Redevelopment Plan. The method which
provides for participation is called cross-acceptance. As defined in the
Act: |

The term cross-acceptance means a process of camparison

of plamning pollc1es among govermmental levels with the

parpose of attaining compatibility between local,
and State Plans. The process is designed to

result in a written statement specifying areas of

agreement or disagreement and areas requiring

modification by parties to the cross-acceptance.

'mepurposeofthi_smamal is to quide participants through the cross-

acceptance process. Insodomgthemmal laysarttheexpectedmleof
each participant, theexpec!:edpmductofcmss»acceptamearﬂptwids
specific instructions for negotiating entities to camplete a cross-
acceptance report. However, meaningful participation in cross-acceptance
will require that in addition tolﬂ\is marmal, the Cross-Acceptance Rule
(N.J.A.C. 17:32), the State Planning Act (N.J.S.A. 52:18a-196 et. seq.) and
the Preliminary State Development and Redevelopment Plan be read.
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Chapter One

The Cross—Acceptance
Process
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1.1 TNTRODOCTTON

Thanks to economic growth, today'sNewJexseyhasmjobs, better
shopping and better housing than ever before.

Unfortunately, New Jersey is also experiencing other, less desirable
consequences of growth — like more traffic congestion, more pollution and

Alarmed at the prospect of more unplanned growth and development, New
Jersey residents and businesses have agreed that samething must be done to
ensure that new develcopment does not destroy cur state's best assets =—
its roads and job opportunities, its small towns and countryside.

The New Jersey State Planning Commission was created in 1986 when the
legislature and Governor Kean approved the State Planning Act. The
Ocmnissionisrequiredbymemttoprepaxea'statenevelopnentam
Redevelopment Plan which will:

o conserve the natural resources of the State

o revitalize the State's urban centers

o protect the quality of the envirocrment

o provide needed housing at a reasonable cost

o provide adequate public services at a reascnable cost



o pmtebeneficialwormicérowth,develomentammml

© preserve and enhance the histaric, cultural and recreational
© lands and structures in the State

o ensure scund and integrated statewide plamning coordinated with

localarﬂrégiaalplmmhx;.

The Commission, with the mmicipalities and the counties, will be
preparing the State Plan — a plan that will ensure cur contiming
prosperity while protecting cur quality of life. This plan will provide
for the needs of New Jersey residents — less traffic, job opportunities
nearer to home, a cleaner enviromment, affordable housing and revitalized
urban areas. Best of all, the plan will protect cur state's econcmic well-
being through wise utilization of cur rescurces. As a result, New Jersey
will remain attractive to employers.

Resource management is samething which corporate leaders _
enthusiastically undertake in their cwn businesses. Likewise, no business
wants to cperate in a state where the cities are in economic and social
disarray, where the highways are becoming snarled with traffic, where jobs
areatmeerﬂofthosehigrmysandexpensiveréidmatﬂxeoﬂxer,and
vhere low and middle-incame workers cannot afford adequate housing. The
state. Planning Camission will be applying "resource management" principles -
to statewide growth management. | | |




The State Plan's growth management system responds to the State Planning
Act's mandate on growth and limited growth areas by utilizing a set of
seven subareas or tiers. The tier system arranges the State"s social,
economic and ecological structure into management categories. The
 categories are designed to achieve the Plan's goals and cbjectives as units
of plan implementation.

The State's growth area consists of four tiers which constitute the
urban and suburban areas. MlthBdMazeaconsistsofﬂlreetie:s
which contain natural rescurces deserving protection and areas identified
as envirormentally sensitive.

Because planning profoundly affects the lives of all residents, the
Camission will be making planning decisions in full consultation with
local and county authorities.

Municipalities and counties will receive and review the Preliminary
State Plan and are strongly urged to participate in a cross-acceptance
process. Cross-acceptance, which is the process of camparing various
govermmental planning policies, is at the heart of the state planning
process. Cross-acceptance is important because it J.S the process through
which municipal, county and state land use and growth policies will be made
campatible, not by state imposition, but rather through nego:iatim' and
cooperation.







State Planning Commission and the Office of State Planning

The State Planning Act established the State Planning Comission and
an Office of State Planning in the Department of the Treasury to develop a-
State Development and Redevelopment Plan. Among the responsibilities
mentionedinﬂxeéctam: preparation of the draft Preliminary and draft
final Plan; administration of the cross-acceptance process; provision of
technical assistance; and adoption of the State Development and
Redevelcpment Plan.

Iegislature

The State Planning Cammission recognizes the important role that the
New Jersey Senate and General Assembly has in the state planning process.
The Camission encourages the Legislature to give due consideration to the
draft Preliminary, and draft final Plan, and to the issues raised therein.

While the State Planning Act specifies a review process for counties,
mnicipalities and the public, it did not emunciate a process for review
and cament by the Iegislature. A legislative review process has been
established to ensure coordinat:.on and cocperation in the preparation of
the Plan among the members of the State Senate and the General Assembly,
and their staffs, the State Planning Commission and the Office of State
Plahru‘.n;. Each member of the New Jersey legislature received the draft
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Preliminary, and will receive the Preliminary, the draft final and the
adopted State Development and Redevelopment Plan. After the Camuission
approves the Preliminary Plan, at-least one information meeting on the Plan
will be scheduled before the legislature. Following the preparation of a
draft f£inal Plan, the Camission will hold at least one meeting with the
legislature on the draft final Plan. Throughout the period of cross-

| acceptance, caments and suggestions offered by legislators will be

State Agencies

" For county and mumnicipal goverrments, the State Planning Act
established cross-acceptance as the vehicle for achieving consistency and
compatibility between the State Development and Redevelopment Plan and
locals plans. There is no parallel process prescribed in the Act for
establishing consistency and campatibility with other State agency plans.
Nenetheless, the Act's requirement to "coordinate planning activities and
establish statewide planning cbjectives..." is meaningful only if other
State agency plans and actions affecting land use ard development are
carpatible with the State Development and Redevelopment Plan.

Same State agencies are directly represented on the State Planning
Camuission, but others are not. A State agency review process has been
established to ensure coordination and cooperation among all State agencies
in the preparation of the Plan. On Jamary 30, 1988, the State Planning
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Cammission authorized the Office of State Planning to distribute copies of
the draft Preliminary State Development and Redevelopment Plan to each of
the functional state agencies. Within forty-five days after receipt of the
draft Preliminary State Development and Redevelopment Plan, each functional
State agency transmitted to the Office of State Planning comments about,
andrecame.r;datimsforanxemrrentsto, the draft. These coments and
recamendations, along with those received from the general public, were
considered by the State Planning Camission in preparing the Preliminary
Plan.

Counties

Following its approval by the State Planning Commission, copies of the
Preliminary Plan are distributed to each county, municipality, and regianal
planning agency. Copies of the Prelminary Plan are also made available to
the public and to other interested parties.

In conjunction with the Plan's distribution, the Office of State
Planning will transmit to each county a request for either a Notice of
Participation of a Notice of Waiver. A Notice of Participation is a duly
adopted resolution of é county governing body authorizing participation of
the county as the "negotiating entity" in the cross-acceptance process. A
Notice of Waiver is a duly adopted resolution of the county governing body
stating its intent to forfeit and waive its statutory authority to
participate in cross?acceptance. Notices of participation or waiver will
be transmitted ' |
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by each county to the Office of State Planning no later than forty-five
(45) days after release of the Preliminary State Development and
Redevelopment Plan.

In the event that a county transmits a Notice of Waiver, or fails to
transmit a Notice of Participation, the State Planning Commission will
designate a negotiating entity for cross-acceptance for each such county.

Each participating county or negotiating entity will undertake a six
manth review of their own development plans and regulations as well as
those of the municipalities within their jurisdiction as they relate to the
State Plan. The result of this review process will be a cross-acceptance
report (see'caapte.r Two), to be submitted to the State Planning Carmission.
It will provide an analysis of the relative campatibility er
incampatibility existing among the State, county and municipal plans.

'ﬁxeloczlpe:spectivasofthecmntyaxﬂnmicipal cross-acceptance
process will furtherdefinethe?relixﬁnaxyman. From cross-acceptance, a
draft final State Development and Redevelopment Plan will be prepared. The
county and mmicipal cross-acceptance process will also establish an agenda
for resolving differences between State and local plans and policies as the
' Sbate'splamj:gprocascmtimesthnghsubseque:mupdatesoftheman.

Municipalities

Mmiicipélitis are required to participate in the cross-acceptance
process. . They must provide to the county (or other designated entity) a
current copy of all master plans, land development regulations, and other
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information required for the camparison of plans and programs as specified
for the county cross-acceptance report. Mmicipalities are also required
to provide official representation during cross-acceptance negotiations.
'nweyareexmngedtoassistmﬂtoseekassistamefmthecmmtyam
the Office of State Planning thm.\ghmrt the planning process.

Each municipality has the right to file a separate municipal cross-
acceptance report (see Chapter Two) with the State Planning Cammissien in
the event that it is not satisfied with the report filed by the county.
The municipal report must be filed not later than 30 days after the county
report is filed with the State Planning Cammission. Should a municipality
fail to participate in the process, the municipality is deemed to have
concurred with the final county report and to have waived its right under
the State Planning Act to file a separate report.

General Public
Numerous cpportunities for public participation will occur prior to
and during cross-acceptance. There will be at a minimm:
- Three public presentations of the draft Preliminary Plan;
- Twenty-one public informational meetings — one in each county;
- Public participation as ocutlined in each county's cross-
acceptance work program;
- A public hearing in each county on its cross-acceptance report;
and |
- At least six public hearings on the draft final State Development
and Redevelopnent Plan.
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Throuchout the cross-acceptance process, the public may file comments
directly with the State Planning Cammission. o

Perhaps the most important opportunity for participation comes during
the first six months following the release of the Preliminary Plan. This
is when negotiating entities will be preparing the cross-acceptance report.
It is incumbent on each negotiating entity, whether a county or otherwise,
to develop and implement a public informaticn program that will provide
ample opportunity for an open and informed discussion of the Plan. Each

public information program is subject to the approval of the State Planning
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1.3 DRAFTING THE FINAL PIAN

The cross-acceptance process is regarded by the State Planning
camislmaspartofﬂxep;mmmpmcessmtpartofthemplanentatmn
process. c:nss=aweptameisaprocesswlud'xlsmuquetoNeWJersey
therefore, it is difficult to anticipate how long it will take. The State
Plamning Commission expects the process to take between 12 and 15 months
from the date the Preliminary Plan is released. Cross-acceptance will be
 campleted 30 days after the last of the six public hearings held by the
State Planning Cammission prior to adoption of the final State Development
and Redevelopment Plan.

It is during this 12 to 15 month time period that the Preliminary Plan
will evolve toward the final Plan. As cross-acceptance spans this time
period it will pass through three phases:

Phase I - Preparation of the crouss—-acceptance report.

Phase ITI - Negotiations among the parties concerned.

Phase III - Resolution of issues and preparation of the final
State Developnent and Redevelopment Plan.’

Phase I will center arocurd the count:.es/negotlatzng enta.t:.s as they
conduct a c:oss-cqmpanson ‘of the State Plan with county and mmmipal
plans, maps and iegulétions. ‘This six month exe.rr:lsewlll involve county
officials, municipal officials and the general public in a dialogue that
will result in a report, prepared by the county/negotiating entity, in the
format found in Chapter Two. This report, which is forwarded to the State




Plarning Cammission, will be a description of the overall
agreement/disagreement and campatibility/incompatibility of t.he county and
mmicipal plans and regulations with each other and with the Preliminary
Plan. The report can also contain recommendations for changes in the State
Plan, proposed legislation or programs, or proposals for future stidies.
The cbjective of this first phase is to collect encugh substantive
information to start the dialogue necessary for the start of Phase II and
the formilation of the draft final Plan.

FPhases IT and III will cover the remaining six to nine months. Fhase
II will begin with the fornulation of a report by the Office of State
Plarming to the State Planning Cammission. This report will be based en
the 21 caunty reports and any mmicipal reports and will include proposed
rwisions,ifany,toﬂxe_?mlinﬁmxy?lanarﬂ@arﬂﬁmrizeﬂ:e
findings, recommendations and cbjections contained in the county/mmicipal
reports.

The staff report will also include recaommendations for amendments to
the provisions and maps of the Preliminary Plan and will describe any
provision of existing state law, on the absence thereof, that poses an
cbstacle to achieving sampatibility between st'ate, ‘county and mmicipal
plans. Itisexpectedthataperiodofnegctiaticnswilltlmetmm
the state, county and mmnicipal partz.cipants These negotiations will be
anattenpttorsolveanydisagreements immpatibilitiam'
'imonsistenciasexlstmgmagthecmss—acceptaxmparties.




With the information and resolutions gathered during phases I amd IT,
the State Plaming Commission will begin the task of preparing the final
draft of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan — phase IIT of the
cross-acceptance process. This "draft final" Plan will be subject to at
least six public hearings throughout the State. Based upon the findings of
those hearings, the Cammission will consider and adopt the State
Development and Redevelopment Plan.

It is important to note that the cross-acceptance process does not end
evenhe.reforitisrequiredbytﬂeStatePlanningActthatthePlanbe
‘revised and readcpted at least every three years following its oriéina.l
adoption.
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Chapter Two
The Cross—Acceptance
Report
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2:1 INTRODUCTTON

The purpose of this chapter is to guide official negotiating entities
ﬂmmwofﬂwm-mmsasitmlaw
to the Preliminary State Development and Redevelcpment Plan. More
specifically, this chapter provides step by step instructions for the
preparation of a cross-acceptance report which will be submitted to the
State Planmning Commission at the end of the six month period commencing
with the release of the Preliminary Plan. Subsequent negotiations among
‘the three levels of goverrment and appropriate revisions of the Preliminary
Plan will continmue beyond this six month period up until thirty days beyond
the last public hearing prior to adoption of the final Plan. ‘

' The dates and work products found in this chapter are derived for the
Tost part from the State Planning Act (N.J.S.A. 52:18A-196 et.seq.) and the
State Planning Rule (N.J.A;C. 17:32) . However, certain dates and tasks
found in the chapter may be reasonably modified to fit a negotiating
entity's particular needs. Before any such modifications are made, the
negotiating entity mst first check with the Office of State Planmning for
. clarification amd apprbval. All work programs are subject to the apprcval
of the State Planning Cammission. B
' All negotiating entities are eligible for a grant in aid to help
offset the costs associated with the preparation of a finai
cross~-acceptance report. Instructions and application ’fqrirs are not

~ included here but may be cbtained separately from the Office of State
| - Planning.
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. ON_OF PROPOSED

No later than 45 days after the date of release of the Preliminary
State Development and Redevelopment Plan, the county, if it is the
negotiating entity, shall submit a proposed cross-acceptance work program
to the Office of State Planning. The proposed work program should be based
on the recommended work prcgramk'and schedule found in Part 2.3 of this
chapter and is subject to the approval of the State Planning Caommission.

In the event that the negotiating entity is an entity other than the
county, the negotiating entity shall sukmit a proposed cross-acceptance
work program to the Office of State Planning within thirty (30) days of the
date of designation. All other tasks, work products and deadlines shall be
the same as those prescribed for the counties.

At a minimm the proposed cross-acceptance work program shall include
the following:

(1) An outline of the negotiating entity's methodology/approach

including the nature, format and schedule of mumnicipal meetings:

(2) A description of a public information program indicating the

negotiating entity's expected level of effort to provide an open
and informed discussion of the Preliminary Plan. Indicate at a
minimm the types of groups targeted (goverrmental and non-
goverrmental), schedule of meetings, use of various information
cutlets and any other outreach efforts.

(3) A time schedule for the completion of tasks and work products;
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(4)

(5)

(6)

An cutline of available staff or consultant rescurces to be
camitted to the cross-acceptance process. Include percentage of
each individual's time and a short description of individual's or
firm's expertise; | o

A request for technical assistance. If applicable, list those
areas where it is felt that technical assistance will be required
fram Office of State Planning staff. Be specific as to type and
amount of assistance requested.

A list of the “"official" cross-acceptance representatives
designated by each mmnicipality within the county. The official
representative(s) should have a strong working knowledge of
mmnicipal plans, ordinances and policies especially as they
relate to such areas as planning, zening, administration,

housing, capital improvements, parks and recreation and the
ervirerment.
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2.3 RPCOMMENDED WORK PROGRAM AND SCHFEDULE

The negotiating entity's cross-acceptance work program is to be based
on the six month period cammencing on the date of release of the
Preliminary State Development and Redevelopment Plan (Day 1). Certain tasks
may be rearranged or modified to meet a particular county's situation.

DUE AT OFFICE OF

TASK/WORK PRODUCT STATE PIANNING
1. Notice of Participation or Waiver - No later than Day 45

A model resolution is supplied
for the governing body's adoption.

2. Proposed Work Program = = No later than Day 45
As outlined in Part 2.2 (No later than 30 days

after designation of
alternate negot:.atirx;
entity)
3. Inventory Appropriate Data - (no product required)
Collection ard analysis of |
xminicipal and county master plans,
regdlatimxs, studies and app]_,_j.cable documents.
Note prcblem areas in terms of
data availability. —




4.

5.

County-Wide Public Information Meeting(s) -
One or more meetings co-hosted by the county
and the State Planning Cammission where the
Office of State Plamning presents

the Preliminary State Development and
Redevelopment Plan “o the constituent
municipalities and the public.

Review of &l%ﬁﬂm i lar -

Following the instructions in Part

2.5, Section IV, review and propose
revisions to the Prelminazy Plan Maps
supplied by the Office of State Planning.
Distribute the proposed revisions to the

office of state Planning, the subject county

if it is not the negotiating entity and
municipalities. The maps must also be made

~available to the public.

| Zd,_,_..n., o

At least ane between
Day 45 and Day 90.
Schedule to be prepared
by the Office of State
Planning and
transmitted to the
negotiating entity no
later than Day 15.

No later than Day
120




Prepare Draft Cross-Acceptance No later than Day
Report - 150
Prepare and distribute to the Office of

State Planning, the subject county if it

is not the negotiating entity, and

mmnicipalities, and make available to the

public, a draft of the camplete

cross-acceptance report, Part 2.5, Sections

I -V (including all maps). Municipalities

are to be reminded at this time, by the

negotiating entity, of their right to file

a dissenting report (in the form cutlined in

Part 2.5, Section V) with the State Planning
Camission. At least one public hearing

should be held cn the draft report.
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7.

Eina] cross-Acceptance Report - No later than Day
The final cross-acceptance report, 180
prepared in accordance with Part 2.5

of this chapter, is authorized for

transmittal by resolution of the county

gcve:.ﬁ.n; body (if the county is the

negotiating entity) and is submitted to

the State Planning Camission, the subject
cmmtyifitismtthenegotiatmgmtity,
mmicipalities and appropriate regiocnal agencies.
The final re;;ort shall also be made available

to the public. If the negotiating entity is

' anerxtityctherﬂ]anthecmmty, authorization

to transmit the final Cross-acceptance report
to the State Planning Commission shall be given
bytheentity'smmboarﬂordecisimldm
body, as established at the time they are
designated the negotiating entity.
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RECOMMENDED NEGOTIATING ENTITY WORK SCHEDULE

Day 1 45 90 120 150 180
o Notice of : o County-Wide o Review of o Draft Cross- o Final Cross-
Participation Public Information Preliminary Acceptance Report Acceptance Report
or Waiver Meetings Plan Maps
o Public Hearings o County Resolution
o Submission of on Draft Report of Transmittal
Proposed Work (if Negotiating
Program Entity)
o Inventory of , o Submit Final
" Municipality/County Cross-Acceptance
Master Plans, ' Report to State
Regulations, Planning Commission,
Studies, County (if not

Documents. Negotiating Entity),
L ' and Municipalities.

N
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2.4 INSTRUCTTONS FOR COMPLETING THE

CROSS—-ACCEPTANCE REFORT
GENERAL
: e, tibility, Consist

The cross-acceptance report requires a camparison of mmicipal and county
plans and regulations with the goals, dbjectives, strategies, policies and
standards found in the Preliminary State Develcpment and Redevelopment Plan.
The negotiating entity must determine the degree of agreement, consistency or
campatibility that exists among the three levels of goverrment.

The terms agreement and disagresment apply at the levels of goals,
ocbjectives and strategies and are to be used in their cammon understanding.
~ For example: Do you agree or disagree with Goal 2, that adequate public
services shculd be provided at a reascnable cost?

The terms consistent and inconsistent, compatible and incompatible apply
at the policy and standard levels. For purposes of this report, "consistency"
means that a policy or standard in a municipal, county or regicnal plan or
regulation is substantially the same as the policy or standard in the
Preliminary State Development and Redevelopment Plan. "Compatibility" means
that a policy or standard in a municipal, county or regional plan or
requlation is equally effective as the policy or standard contained in the

29
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Preliminary Plan in achieving the pertinent State goal, cbjective or strategy.
Therefore, a local plan or regulation can be inconsistent—for egample, a
lesser or greater set back requirement from a water body than that recammended
by a standard in the Preliminary Plan—yet be campatible if the requirement |
found at the local level can be shown to achieve the policy to establish a
stream corridor buffer area, the strateqy foz_' maintaining the integrity of
stream corridors, the objective of protecting the quality of water rescurces
and the goal of protecting natural rescurces.

Although the issue of a particular plan's or regulation's consistency or
campatibility is subject to negotiation, the final decision will be made by
the State Planning Commission.

Non=Applicability

There may be some instances where a State strategy, policy or standard is
‘not applicable aﬁthemmicipal or county level. This may be the result of a
state policy that: (a)zeqxﬁmanaétimﬂlatisbeyoxﬂﬂ:emrthorityofa
local govermment (such as an action that would be within the jurisdiction of a
State agency):; (b) pertains to a tier that is not present in the subject
municipality or county; or (c) pertains to a condition or situaticn that does
not exist in the subject mmicipality or county (such as coastal issues or
scenic corridors). These strategies, poliéias and standards may be amitted
from or included and cammented on in the cross-acceptance report at the option
of the negotiating entity. All goals and abjectives are to be covered in the
'éross-acoeptancerepozt.

30
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Non-applicable items should not be confused with those which are simply
not addressed at the local level due to a present lack of State enabling
legislation or because the local goverrment has failed in the past to address
these issues. These strategies, policies and standaxis are to be discussed in
the cross-acceptance report as provided for in the instructions.

Sources

All determinations of agreement, consistency or compatibility are to be
based on documentable sources. However, there may be cases where municipal or
county sources are internally inconsistent. In those cases, the source of
greatest authority, such as an ordinance or regulation versus a plan or policy
statement, shall determine the municipal or county relationship to the State
Plan. Where no one source cutweighs another each source must be campared to
the State Plan individually.

Throughout this manual the term "municipal/county plans and regulaticns®

is used. This term is meant to be understood in its broadest sense and may

' include in addition to "plans and regulaticns," ordirances, maps, policy
statements, programs, codes and any other appropriate document which would
indicate a municipality's or county's relationship to the provisions of the
State Plan.
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Deadlines and Distribution

The Preliminary Plan Map Analysis, Section IV of the report, should be
campleted by Day 120 ofthelBOdaypraaess Adraftoftheentirecmss
acceptance report, Section I =1V, ~#h#ild be eampleted by Day’ 150 with the
final report campleted by day mo,.’tﬁ,axﬂofﬂxeijmrthpmc&ss All
three docauments; the map analysis,"thevdraft report and the final report are

to be submitted by the appropriate deadline to the Office of State Planning,
the subject county (if it is not the negotiating entity) and every
mmnicipality within the county. In addition, all documents must be made
available to the public.

If an individual mmnicipality chooses to submit a desenting report
(Section V), it mst do so not later than 30 days after the negotiating entity
files its report. The mmicipal repert is to be filed with the Office of
State Planning and the negotiating entity and be made available to the public.

'mefiralmportsofeadx;eépﬁhti:qéntityshallmtbefnedﬁththe
StatePlannmgComnlssmnmtllthecamtyguvemingbody if the county is
the negotiating entity, or the apgrcpgiate ‘decision-making body has authorized
the transmittal of the final report at a publ:.c hearing.

Individual municipal reports should likewise be approved by the mmicxpal
governing body.

32
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REFORT OUTLINE

The cross-acceptance report has four basic sectlons
Summary, County Analysis, Municipal Analysis and Preliminary Plan
Map Analysis. A fifth section pertains to the optiaonal
"dissenting" report which may be filed by a mmicipality.

Section I. SUMMARY
A. Narrative
B. Checklist
1. Summary Checklist A
2. Summary Checklist B
C. Recommendations

Section IT. COUNTY ANALYSIS

A. Narrative

B. Sources
1. Agencies/Individuals
2. Materials/Documents

C. Checklist
1. County Checklist A
2. County Checklist B

D. Areas of Disagreement, Inconsistency or
I.ncompatibiiity

33
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Sectien III.

MUNICIPAL ANALYSIS

(cne for each mnicipality)

A.
B.

c.

Section 1IV.

A.
B.

Section V.

Narrative

Sources

1. Agencies/Individuals

2. Materials/Documents

Checklist

1. Municipal Checklist A

2. Municipal Checklist B

Areas of Disagreement, Inconsistency or
Incampatibility

FRELIMINARY PLAN MAP ANALYSIS

Narrative

Maps

INDIVIDUAL MUNICIPAL REPORTS

(prepared by dissenting municipality

34
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A.

B.

THE REFORT

Narrative - Provide a general description of the
overall agreement/disagreement and
campatibility/incompatibility of the county and
municipal plans and regulations with each other and
with the Preliminary State Develcpment and
Redevelopment Plan. The narrative should describe any
unique conditions in the county which would affect the
future implementation of the State Development and
Redevelopment Plan and specific problems encountered
during the cross-acdeptame process. The narrative
should also summerize any public comments received by
the negotiating entity during the cross-acceptance
process. Include any wirtten public comments as an
attachment along with any responses made by the
negotiating entity. ,

Checklist - Complete Summary Checklists A and B, _
indicating the county's and each mmnicipality's
agreement or disagreement with the listed state goals,
objectives and strategies and t_he_ir dcmpatibility or
incampatibility with the listed state policies and
standards. Instructions are found on the back of each
checklist. _ o _




cO

Recommendations - Summarize recame:ﬂatlorﬁ resulting
fram the cross-acceptance process. Recammendations can
take the form of proposed changes in the State Plan,
proposed legislation or programs, or proposals for
future studies. Include a discussion of each of the
"Plaming Issues" found in Chapter Four, Volume I of
the Preliminary Plan.

S
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Section II. COUNTY ANALYSIS

A. Narrative - Provide a description of the overall
agreement/disagreement and campatibility/ .
incampatibility of the county plans and regulations
with the Preliminary State Development and
Redevelopment Plan.

B. Sources -

1. Agencies/Individuals:
Provide a list of all county agencies and
individuals, including names and titles,
consulted during the cross-acceptance process.
2. Materials/Documents:
Provide a list of all materials and documents,
with appropriate dates of adoption or
publication, utilized in the preparation of this
report.

C. Checklist -

Camplete County Checklists A and B, comparing
county plans and regulations to the Preliminary
State Development and Redevelopment Plan.
Instructions are found on the back of each
checklist.
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D.

of Disa Inconsi.

I tibilit

1.

In regard to the goals, cbjectives and strategies
contained in the Preliminary Plan and listed on
the County Checklists, provide a full discussion
of any disagreement, the nature of the |
diségreeme.nt and recamendations for modification
of the State and/or County plans. Identify any
additional goals, cbjectives or s‘trategis which
should be included in the State Plan.

In regard to the policies contained in the
Preliminary Plan and listed on County Checklist
B, provide a full discussion of any .
inconsistencies between the policies bf the
Prelmmary Plan and provisions of county plans
and regulations, indicating whether:

a. Notwithstanding the inconsistency,
campatibility exists because the provisions of
the county plans or regulations are as |
effective as the policies cantained in the
Preliminary Plan in meeting the goals,
ocbjectives and strategies of the Prelmu.mxy

Plan; or

38
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C.

d.

Compatibility should be achieved through the
modification of the policies contained in the
Preliminary Plan; or

Compatibility should be achieved through
modification of county plans or regulaticns:v
cr

Campatibility should be achieved through
modification of both the Preliminary Plan and

county plans.

In regard to the standards contained in the
Preliminary ‘P1an, ard listed on County Checklist
B, provide a full discussion of any
inconsistencies between the standards of the

Preliminary Plan and provisions of county plans
and regulations, indicating whether:
a. Notwithstanding the inconsistency,

b.

campatibility exists because the provisions of
the county plans or regulations are as
effective as the standards contained in the
Preliminary Plan in meeting the policies of
the Prelmunary Plah: or

Campatibility should be achieved through the
modification of the standards contained in the
Preliminary Flan; or |



Cc. Campatibility should be achieved thrmgh
modification of county plans or rééulations;
or

d. Campatibility should be achieved throuch the
modification of both the Preliminary Plan and
county plans.

_’4.‘0”




A,

C.

Section ITI. MUNICIPAL ANALVSTS
PREPARE ONE ANALYSIS FOR EACH
MUNICIPALITY IN THE COUNTY.

Narrative - Provide a description of the overall

agreement/disagreement and compatibility/
incompatibility of the municipality's plans and
regulations with the Preliminary State Development and
Redevelopment Plan.
Sources -
1.  2Agencies/Individuals:
Provide a list of all mmicipal agencies and
individuals consulted during the cross-acceptance
process. v
2. mterials/manterrts:
Provide a list of all materials and documents,
with appropriate dates of adoption or
publication, utilized in the preparation of this
report. | | |
Checklist = Camplete Mimicipal Checklists A ard B,
ccmparmg mmicipal plans and regulations to the
Preliminary State Development and Redevelopment Plan.
Instruction arefound on the back of each checklist.
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DD

eas of Disa t, Inconsi
Incompatibility

1.

In regard to the goals, objectives and strategies
contained in the Preliminary Plan and listed on
the Municipal Checklists, provide a full
discussion of any disagreement, the nature of. the
disagreement ahd recamendations for modification
of the State and/or municipal plan. Identify any
additional goals, cbjectives or strategies which
ghould be included in the State Plap.

In regard to the policies cantained in the
Preliminary Plan and listed on Municipal
Checklist B, provide a full discussion of any
inconsistencies between the policies of the
Preliminary Plan and provisions of mmicipal
pl;rs and regulétions, indicating whether:

a. Notwithstanding the inconsistency,
compatibility exists because the provisions
of the municipal plans or regulaticns are as

 effective as the policies contained in the
Preliminary Plan in meeting the goals,
cbjectives and strategies of the Preliminary

2]_.an: or
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b. Compatibility should be achieved through the
modification of the policies contained in the
Preliminary Plan; or

. Compatibility should be achieved through
modification of municipal plans or
regulations; or

d. Compatibility should be achieved through
modification of both the Preliminary Plan and
mmicipal plans.

In regard to the standards contained in the

Preliminary Plan and listed on Municipal

Checklist B, provide a full discussion of any

inconsistencies between the standards of the

Preliminary Plan and provisions of municipal

plans and regulations, indicating whether:

a. Notwithstanding the inconsistency,
campatibility exists because the provisions
of the municipal plans or regulations are as
effective as the standards contained in the
Preliminary Plan in meeting the policies of
the Preliminary Plan; or ‘

b. Compatibility“should be achieved through the
modification ;f the standards contained in
the Prel:.mmaxy Plan; or
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C. Compatibility should be achieved through
modification of municipal plans or
regulations; or

d. Compatibilty should be achieved through
modification of both the Preliminary Plan and
Municipal plans.
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Section IV.  PRELIMINARY PIAN MAP ANALYSIS

A.

Narrative - In regard to the Preliminary Plan Maps,
the negotiating entity shall, based on an assessment
of municipal and county plans and regulations, and any
findings, recommendations, or cbjections concerning
the tier delineations on the Preliminary PlanFMaps
from municipal and county planning bodies, identify
any inconsistencies between tier delineations and any
maps contained in municipal and county plans and
requlations, indicating whether:

1. the inconsistency is the result of a tier
delineation which is based upon inaccurate or
ocutdated information and should be resolved by
redrawing the tier delineation based upon more
accurate and up-to-date iﬁfomation, er

2. consistency should be achieved through
modification of tier designation criteria
contained in the Preliminary Plan, or

3. consistency should be achieved through
modification of maps contained in, or provisicns

of, municipal or county plans and requlations.
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B.

Maps - Review the set of Preliminary Plan Maps
provided by the Office of State Planning at a scale of
1:24,000 delineating the boundaries of the tiers
established and defined in the Preliminary State
Development and Redevelopment Plan, using the tier
descriptions and designation criteria set forth in the
Preliminary Plan. Perform the following exercises:

1. If necessary, propcse revisions to the tier
boundaries based on the discussions in Section IV
A. 1, 2 or 3 above. Indicate the proposed
revisions in red on the Preliminary Plan Maps.

2. Delineate, on the Preliminary Plan Maps, interim
corridor centers and villages based on the
criteria found in the Preliminary State
Development and Redevelopment Plan.

7~

=<0 -

HEX




Section V. TVIDUAT, MUNICTIPAT,

If a municipality is not satisfied with the cross-
acceptance report, in whole or in part, prepared by the
negotiating entity, the municipality may file a separate report
with the State Planning Commission not later than 30 days after
the negotiating entity files its final report. However, the
mmnicipality should notify the negotiating entity and the Office
of State Planning as soon as possible of their intention to file a
separate report. The report must:

1.

2.

3.

Cite specific section(s) of the negotiating
entity report with which the mmicipality
disagrees.

Provide a fuil_discussion of issues involved and
the nature and extent of the disagreement.

Cite specific sources of information used to
refute the findings of the negotiating entity.
Outline the municipality's involvement during the
cross-acceptance process and any discussions held
with the negotiating entity regarding the
section(s) in question.

Provide a full discussion of efforts to rectify

‘the disagreement with the negotiating entity and

why it was unable to be resolved.

47
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6. Provide suitable maps and graphics where
appropriate.

7. Provide a summary of any public camments received
by the municipality and the mmicipality’s
response. Attach any written public comments.

Mumicipal reports should be authorized for transmittal to
the State Planning Commission by the local governing body.
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Summary Checklist A PAGE._OF

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES A- Agree

_ County D-Disagree
A B,C —

Ny
P.S.D.R.P. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES &

X0S
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INSTROCTTIONS
SOMARY CHECRLIST A

Column A - List the goals and cbjectives
in the same order they appear in the
Preliminary State Develcmment and
Redevelopment Plan.

Oolum B - Indicate whether county plans
and regulations, in general, agree or
disagree with the listed goal or
cbjective by placing an "A" (agree) or
D" (disagree) in the appropriate box.

Column C - Use this and each remaining
column to list the names of all
mmnicipalities within the subject caunty
in alphabetical order across the top row.
As in colum B indicate whether mmicipal
plans and regulations, in general, agres
or disagree with the listed goal or
cbjective.

PROVIDE A DETAITED DISCUSSION OF
DISAGREEMENTS IN SECTION IT D OF THE
CQOUNTY ANALYSIS OR SECTION ITX D OF T™HE
MONICIPAL ANALYSIS.
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County

Summary Checklist B

STRATEGIES, POLICIES & STANDARDS

P.S.D.R.P. STRATEGIES,

B, C—

d’ﬁ*

PAGE__OF _

STRATEQGIES POLICIES & STANDAADS
A-Agree O Compatble
D-Disagree X Incompatible

N.AD. Not Addressed’ N.AD. Not Addressed -

POLICIES AND STANDARDS
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Column A - List the applicable
strategies, policies and standards
in the same order they appear in
the Preliminary State Develcpment
and Redevelopment Plan.

Column B - Indicate whether county
~ plans and regulations, in general,
agree or disagree with the listed
strategy by placing an "A" (agree)
or "D" (disagree) in the appro-
priate box. Indicate whether
caunty plans and regulations, in
general, are campatible or incam-
patible with the listed policy or
standard by placing an "O"
(campatible) er "X" (incampatible)
in the appropriate bax. If county

plans and regulations do not address

the listed strategy, policy or
standard write "N. AD." in the
appropriate box.

53x

Colum € - Use this and each remaining
colum to list the names of all
mmnicipalities within the subject caunty
in alphabetical order. As in colum B
indicate whether mmicipal plans and
regulations, in general: (1) agree or
disagree with the listed strategies;
(2) are campatible or incampatible with
the listed policies and standards; or
(3) do not address the strategy, policy
or standard.

PROVIDE A DETATIED DISCUSSION OF
DISAGRFFMENTS AND INCOMPATIEILITIES IN
SECTIGN I1 D. OF THE QUUNTY ANALYSIS, R
SECTION ITI D. OF THE MUNICTPAL ANALYSIS.




County Checklist A

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

County

A - B

P.S.D.R.P. GOALS AND CBJECTIVES | SOURCE

PAGE __OF _
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ISTROCTIONS
COONTY CHECKLIST A

Solumn A - List the goals and cbjectives
in the same order they appear in the
Preliminary State Development and
Redevelopment Plan.

Colum B - Indicate the source(s) that
was used to campare county plans and
regulations with the goal or cbjective
listed in column A. The scurce can be a
document, such as a master plan, or an
individual, in which case the title and
agency must be cited. Sources can be
abbreviated if necessary. A detailed
listing of all socurces must be supplied
in Section II B.

Solums € and D - Indicate whether county
plans and regulations as expressed by the
listed source(s), are in agreement or
disagreement with the goal or cbjective
listed in column A by checking the
appropriate box.

PROVILE A DETATIED DISCUSSION OF
DISAGREFMENTS IN SECTION II D.




County Checklist B

STRATEGIES, POLICIES & STANDARDS

PAGE __OF _

Cowhty

NEW JERSEY OFFICE OF STATE PLANNING

SOURCE

P.S.D.R.P. STRATEGIES,
POLICIES AND STANDARDS
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INSTROCTIONS
COONTY CHECKLIST B

Colum A - List the applicable
strategies, policies and standarxds
in the same order they appear in
the Preliminary State Development
and Redevelopment Plan.

~ Colum B - Check this box if the
strategy, policy or standard listed
in column A is not addressed by
county plans or regulations. If
this box is checked skip to colums
J, K, ad L.

Colum € - Indicate the source(s)
that was used to campare county
plans and regulations with the
strategy, policy or standard
listed in colum A. The source
mist be a document such as a
master plan. Sources can be
abbreviated if necessary. A
detailed listing of all sources
must be supplied in Sectien II B..

Colums D and B - Indicate whether
caunty plans and regulations, as
expressed by the listed source(s),
are in agreement or disagreement
with the strategy listed in column A
by checking the appropriate box.

Colums F,G.H and I - Indicate whether
caunty plans and regulations, as
expressed by the listed socurce(s), are
consistent or inconsistent, campatible
or incampatible with the policy or
standard listed in colum A by checking
the appropriate beu.

Colums J.K and L, - If colums B,E,G

or I are checked indicated whether the
appropriate action for reconciliation
would be modification of the state plan,

‘ modification of the county plan, or

modification of both plans by checking
the appropriate box.

' PROVIIE A DETATIED DISCUSSION OF

DISAGREEMENTS, INCONSISTENCIES,
INCCMPATIBILITIES AND PROPOSED
MODIFICATIONS IN SECTION IT D.
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Municipal Checklist A

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES PAGE _OF _
. County Municipality
A - B
c /D
Ky

P.S.D.R.P. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES | SOURCE S /7
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Colum 3 - List the goals and cbjectives
in the same order they appear in the
Preliminary State Development and
Redevelopment Plan.

Colum B - Indicate the source(s) that

was used to campare mmnicipal plans and
regulations with the goals or cbjective
listed in colum A. The scurce can be a
docment, such as a master plan, or an
individual, in which case the title and
agency must by cited. Sources can be

abbreviated if necessary. A detailed

listing of all scurces must be supplied
in Sectien III B.

Solums € and D - Indicate whether
mmnicipal plans and regulations, as
expressed by the listed source(s), are in
égreementordisagreenentwiﬂmthegoal
or adbjective listed in column A by
checking the appropriate box.

FROVIIE A mnm DISCUSSION OF
DISAGREEMENTS IN SECTION ITI D.
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icipal Checklist B

STRATEGIES, POLICIES & STANDARDS
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C
SOURCE
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' PS.D.R.P. STRATEGIES,
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INSTROCTIONS
MONICIPAL CHECRLIST B

Colum A - List the applicable
strategies, policies and standards
in the same order they appear in
the Preliminary State Develcpment
and Redevelopment Plan.

Colum B - Check this box if the
strategy, policy or standard listed
in colum A is not addressed by
mmicipal plans or regulations. If
this box is checked skip to colums
J,K and L.

Column € - Indicated the scurce(s)
that was used to campare mmicipal
plans and regulations with the
strateqy, policy or standard

in colum A. The sauxce :
_mstheadoamxtm'asamaste:
plan. Sources can be abbreviated if
necessary. A detailed listing of
section IIT B. -

oolum D and E - Indicate whether
mmicipal plans and requlations, as
expressed by the listed source(s), are
in agreement or disagreement with the
strategy listed in colum A by checking
the appropriate box.

Colums F,G,H, and I - Indicate whether
mmicipal plans and regulations, as
expressed by the listed source(s), are
cansistent or inconsistent, campatible
or incampatible with the policy er

standatd listed in colum A by checking

the appropriate box.

Colum J.K and I, = If colums B,E,Gor I
are checked, indicate whether the listed
appropriate action for reconciliation
would be modification of the state plan,
modification of the mmnicipal plan, or

‘modification of both blans by checking
‘the appropriate bax.

PROVITE A DETATIFED DISCUSSION OF

~ DISAGREEMENTS, INCONSISTENCIES,
 MODIFICATIONS IN SECTION IIT D.
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A.2 GIOSSARY

Campatibility - When a policy or standard in a local, county or
regicnal plan er regulation is equally effective as the policy or
standardémtainedinﬂxekelhﬁmxy?laninadﬁevi:gﬂ:epexﬁm
State goal, cbjective or strategy set forth in the Preliminary State
Development and Redevelocpment Plan.

Consistency - When a policy or standard in a local, county or regional
plan or regulation is substantially the same as the policy or standard
in the Preliminary State Develcpment and Redevelcpent Plan.

Cross-acceptance - The process of camparing the provisions and maps of
local, comnty and regional plans and regulaticns with those of the
Preliminary State Development and Redevelcpment Plan and the dialogue
which occurs among participants during and after this process to
achieve campatibility or consistency between local, county, regional
and State plans.

Days - Calendar days, unless ctherwise specified.




Final Report - A written statement submitted by the negotiating entity
to the State Planning Camnission describing the findings,

recammendations, cbjectives and other information as set forth in the
Cross-Acceptance Mamual, resulting from the camparison of plans by the

Goal - A described state of affairs to which planned effort is
directed. The goals of the plan are general statements of values
derived from the State Plamming Act of 1986 and public camments.

Negotiating entity - A county, or where a county has declined to
participate in the cross-acceptance process, sane other entity

designated by the State Planning Camission to carry out cross-
acceptance and prepare the cross—acceptance report.

Negotiation - The dialogue which occurs among participants during the
periocd of cross-acceptance which could lead to a state of consistency
or campatibility in their plans and regulations.

Objectiv&; - A more specific articulation of a goal formulated in a
manner which enables it to be the cbject of acticn. |




Period of Cross-Acceptance - That period of time extending from the
date of release of the Preliminary State Development and Redevelopment
Planbyt;he@issimtnsodaysbeymdthelastofthesixpmuc
hearings held by the State Plaming Commission pursuant to the Act.

Policy - A general rule for actions focued on a specific issue,
derived from more general goals, cbjectives and strategies. Some
policies can be implemented directly through institutional procedures
or regulations, others require the establishment of more specific and
extensive plans, programs, or standards.

Preliminary Plan Map - A graphic depiction of the boundaries of tiers,
as defined in the Plan.

Standard - A criterion that defines the meaning of a policy by
-providing a way to measure its attaimment. A standard is specified
whenever a particular outceme is desirable or well-established.

State Develcpment and Redevelopment Plan - The document, and all maps,
appendices, and other material included by reference adopted by the
stateﬂplanning Camission as its plan for the develocpment and
redevelopment of the State, pursuant to its duties set forth in the
Act.

LSX



Tier - A geographic unit employed by the State Development and
mdmelcgmtnantoidmtifywicm&msutetomi@
strategies, policiesmzistandaxﬂsinﬂ:e?lanhmapplicabililtye
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ADOPTIONS

(a)
STATE PLANNING COMMISSION
Municipal and County Cross-Acceptance of State
Deveiopment and Redevelopment Plan
Adopted New Rules: N.J.A.C. 17:32

Proposed: November 2, 1987 at 19 NJ.R. 1971(b).

Adopted: January 30, 1988 by State Planning Commission,
James G. Gilbent, Chairman.

Filed: February 25, 1988 as R.1988 d.12! with substantive snd
technical changes not requiring additional public notice (sse
NJ.A.C. 1:30-4.3).

Authority: NJS.A. 52:18A-203.

Effective Date: March 21, 1988.

Expiration Date: March 21,1993, °

Notice of the proposed new sules regarding municipal and eounty
cross-acceptance of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan, was

P

TREASURY-GENERAL

in 8 local. county or regional plan or regulation is equallv efTective os
the policy or standard coatained in ihe Preliminary Plaa in achieving the
pertinent Stste goal, objective or straiegy set forth in the Preliminary Swate
Development Plan. The rule has been amended to reflect this correction.

COMMENT: Two commenters suggested that the definition of ~zcoun-
ty™ be modified to specily that where there is both a county czecutive
and a frecholder board, the county executive should have the responsi-
bility for carrying out the provisions of the State Planning Act They also
stated that other sections of the rule be amended to reflect this intention.

RESPONSE: The definition of county as originally written states that

. *the eounty governing bedy. Or executive, as appropriste,” would have

published on November 2, 1987 in the New Jersey Register at 19 NJ.R., -

1971. In addition, a notice of the proposed new fules, together with a
eopy of the proposed new rules attached therelo, was mailed 10 each
municipality and county in the State of New Jersey. Both notices invited
writien comments 10 be submitted on or before December 2, 1987. The
comment period was subsequenty extended until December 18, 1987.

Eight written comments were received and are svailable for inspection
at the offices of the Swate Planning Commission a1 150 West State Strest
in Trenton, New Jerscy 08625,

‘Summary of Public Comments and Ageacy Responses:
Subchapier 1. Genersl Provisicas

COMMENT: One county compvent expressed concern that “vertically

integrated™ plans indicawd that county and local plans would be subjest
to recommendations from regionsl and siate plans. Another county com-
ment expressed coneern that the siate planning process recognize planners
at the local and county level and planners at the state level oa an equal
basis, and that the process be allowed 1o work in either directioa.

RESPONSE: “Vertically integrated™ means that each level of e plaa

should reflect all other levels of plans and should be compatible. State
and regional plans should not be construed as superior 10 county apd
local plans. The vertical integration is intended to operate ia either
direction—{rom local to county 10 regional 10 state and from s 0
Tegional to eouaty 10 local

COMMENT: Several commenters stated that public participation

should be included, under the section of the rule on “Purpose sed
Authority,™ a3 & specific purpose of the rule. One commenter also sug-
gested that municipal government be included as an “early and direct

participant in the review and revision™ of the Preliminary Plan, and be .

listed a3 & key partcipant throughout the rule.

RESPONSE: The Commission agrees that each of these sre imperant:

partcipants ia the state planning process, and has amended NJA.C.

17:32-1.2(a4 10 include both municipal and public participation as 8
sp.:clﬁc purpose of the rule along with county participation, &s originally
written.

COMMENT: One commenter suggested that a definition for “days™
©e included in the rule, and that it should mean “calendar days”™ as is
used by the Municipal Land Use Law and the Procedural Rules of the
Council on Affordable Housing. ..

RESPONSE: The Commission agrees that this is a- good s'um;ica

and has incorporated it into the definitions: section of the rule with the:

added note that in some places throughout the rule days may be stated.
10 mean otherwise.

COMMENT: One commenter stated that the definitions of “gosl.™

“objective,” “strategy,” “policy,” and “standard™ are confusing, sad
recommended that an example for each be included in the ruls.
RESPONSE: The definitions which sppear in the rule are purposely
“of a general nature because these definitions will remain in effect over
the years as each three year revision of the State Development and

Redevelopment Plan is prepared. The examples which the commenter

proposed will be found in the plan document itself.

COMMENT: Several commenters, although not stated specifically, .

scemed 10 be confused over the definition of *“compatibility.”
RESPONSE: The definition of “compatibility™ was missing a few

words. The definition should read: “shail mean that a policy or standard
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responsibility fof carrying out the requirements of the rule. The intentior
of the Commission is to allow each county the flexibility to decide how
they intend to carry out the stste planning process. However other sec-
tions of the rule will be amended to reflect the possibility that the county
executive may be the appropriste party to ke responsibility for the state
planning process. :

COMMENT: Several commenters raised qQuestions sbout what an
“implemeawtion map™ would be and who would be rsponsidle for
preparing it

RESPONSE: Confusion between the “implementation map™ and the
“plan map,” as originally defined in the rule proposal will be eliminated
by deleting the term “plan map™ and renaming the “implemeatation
map” 10 “preliminary plan map,” which indicates the preliminary nature
of the map being prepared. The sewly named “preliminary map™ will
be prepared by the State Planning Commission and the Office of State
Planning in consultation with the counties. Once a generally correct map
is prepared it will be the subject of cross-acceplance discussions and will
b2 subject to change based upon those discussions.

COMMENT: Seversl commenters expressed concern over the smount
of time avsilable 10 complete the cross-acceptance proeess.

RESPONSE: The definition of **Period of Cross-Acceplance™ explaias
the space of time which will be considered pant of the cross-acceptance
process, but does not state what fhust b2 accomplished during that tisae-
{rame. The misconception appesrs to be that 3ll of the work of cross-
acceplance must be completed within a six month timef{rame. This is aot
the case. The major item which must be compieted within six moaths

‘8 the county report. The continuing discussions which may cccur after

the county report is submitted take an additioaal six to nine months and
is pant of the **period of cross-acceptance.” The definition of the “Period
of Cross-Acceptance™ should be amended to state that the time extends
from “the date of release™ of the Prelimninary Plan, not the date of receipt.
Additionally, the ecommenters are referred 1o the definition of eross-
acceptance which states that it includes both the comparison of plaas
which result in & county report as well as the discussions which continue
after the report is filed.
Subchapter 2. Preparation of Preliminary State Development and
Redevelopment Plan

COMMENT: One commenter suggested that the title of NJA.C.
17:32-2.1, “Functional State Ageacy Review of s Draft Preliminary Stawe
Development and Redevelopment Plan,™ should be consistent with the
text of the subsection which refers 10 the Draft Preliminary Plaa.

RESPONSE: The commission agrees that this is a good suggestion and
has amended the tide to read: “the Draft Preliminary ... Plaa.”

COMMENT: Several commenters pointed out that NJAC.
17:32-2.1(a) only authorizes the OfTice of State Planning 10 carry out the
decisions of the Swate Planning Commissioa, but does not direct the Office
10 perform & specific duty.

RESPONSE: Although the Commission intended its suthorization to

. ¢ mandatory, they appreciate the concerns of the commenters snd have

changed the section (o read: “the State Planning Commission shall
{authorize] direct the Office of State Planning to ...”

COMMENT: Several' commenters. requesied that. the. siste agency.
comments filed with the Office of State Planning in response to the Draft
Preliminary Stste Development snd Redevelopment Plan be immediately
available to the publie. ’

RESPONSE: The Commission will make copies of comments available
upon request as soon as is practicably possible.

- COMMENT: Scveral commenters pointed out that the timetable for
functional state agency review and public comments have different starte
ing points. The former begins with “reccipt™ of the Draft Preliminary
State Development and Redevelopment Plan, while the latter begins with
the “date of release™ of the Draft Preliminary Plan.

RESPONSE: The Commission has amended the rule to consistently

. refet 10 the “date of release.” All previous references to "date of receipt™

MARCH 21, 1988 (CITE 20 N.J.R. 673)
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have been changed to “date of release.” The official “date of release™
will be esublished whea the Commission passes a resolution 10 authorize
reiease of the Draft Preliminary State Development and Redeveiopment
Plan and the Preliminary Sute Development and Redevelopment Plan.
COMMENT: Several commenters stated that the rule should state
clearly that “supporting and background materials™ will be available to
the public. One commenter suggesied that all maps, appendices, and other
material included by reference, as per the definition of the State Develop-
ment and Redevelopment Plan, be made available to the public.
RESPONSE: The Commission has amended NJ.A.C. 17:32-2.2(s) to
make it clear that “supporting and background materials™ will be made
avsilable to the public along with the Draft Preliminary State Develop-
ment and Redevelopment Plan. Ay additions! information or materials
which would not otherwise be provided to the state agencies for their
review will be available upon request. depending upon the nature of the
materials and whether or not they are easily reproduced.
COMMENT: One commenter suggested that copies of the Draft

Preliminary State Development and Redevelopment Plaa be available.

from the Office of Swate Planning for 60 days, as opposed 10 45 days.
RESPONSE: Copies of the Draft Preliminary Plan will be svailable
from the Office of State Planning for 45 days, however, additional copies
will be available for inspection and copying at other locations, such as
State depository libraries, and county administretive offices, after the 45
day penied. . .
COMMENT: One eommenter suggested that the rule stats whers, in

addition to the Office of State Planaing, copies of the Draft Preliminary -

Swute Development and Redevelopment Plan will be available.

RESPONSE: The Commission will announce where copies of the vari-
ous documents will be available. however, it is not appropriate 0 attemapt
10 provide a list of possible locations within this rule. The rule will govern
the sute planning process for the first State Development and Redevelop-
ment Plan and subsequent plans which will be prepared every thres years.

COMMENT: Several commeniers Questioned the purpose of the three
public presentations which will coincide with the release of the Draft
Prcliminary Sute Development and Redevelopmeat Plan,

RESPONSE: The primary purpose of the presentations will ‘Be 10
preseat and explain the Draft Preliminary Plan 1o members of the public
and officials who cannot be present at 8 Commission meeting when the
. plan is discussed. Public comments may be taken at thess sessions, howe
svez, it is anticipated that these public presentations will be most usefut
as 8 forum to ask questions and receive clasifications. As soted in
NJ.A.C. 17:32-2.2(c), written comments from the public will be takea
for 60 days after the relesse of the Draft Preliminary Plas. .

COMMENT: One commenter pointed out that the mference in
NJIALC. 17:32-2.2(c) was incorreet. ) .

RESPONSE: The Commission has amended this section to correct the
teference, and it now reads: “in accordance with NJ.A.C. 17:32-2.2(a)."

- COMMENT: One commenter suggested extending the time period for
g;bdli: comment following the release of the Draft Preliminary Plan 10
ys.

RESPONSE: The Commission feels that 60 days is sufficient time for
‘public comment on the Draft Preliminary State Development and Re-
development Plan. Additional opportunities for public comment will
follow when the Preliminary State Development and Redevelopmeat Plan
is released, and the Commission will accept written public- comments
throughout the state planning process.

COMMENT: Several commenters suggested that the rule specifically
state that sufficient copies of the Preliminary State Development and
Redevelopment Plan will be available 1o the public at the same time they
are available to counties and municipalities. .

RESPONSE: The Commission will make the Preliminary Pian avai
able to interested persons upon request. In order to make this clear,
NJ.A.C. 17:32-2.3(b) has been amended 1o read: . . . Buthorize its trans-
mittal 0 each county and municipality and 10 other interested persons
and organizstions.™ :

COMMENT: One commenter suggested that upon .uleaae” of the

Preliminary Sute Development and Redevelopment Plan public come

wments be taken again rio: to beginning the cross-acceptance process.

RESPONSE: The Commission must be governed not only by the rules

which they establish herein, but also by their enabling legislation. ‘the -
“State Planning Act.™ The Act specifically states that the six month time .

period during which counties must prepare reports will begin . with the
release of the Preliminary State Development and Redevelopment Plan.
In addition, the commission feels that ample opportunity for publie
comment will be provided throughout the state planning process.

- (CITE 20 NJ.R. 674)
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COMMENT:; Severs! commenters stated that the term “due consider-
stion™ should be clarified 10 ensure that it includes revisions 10 the Draft
Preliminary Swte Development and Redevelopment Plan.

RESPONSE: The Commission feeis that “due consideration™ clesrly
states that if revisions are necessary, they will take the sppropriate action.

COMMENT: One commenter stated that the rule should include 8
paragraph which states that the Preliminary Plan will be available until
such time as it is replaced by a revised plan.

RESPONSE: The Commission feels that such a paragraph is unneces-
sary because no limitations on the availability of the Preliminary Plaa
are included in the rule. ¢
Subchapter 3. Procedures for Conducting Cross-Acceptance

COMMENT: Comments from several counties pointed out the need
10 receive the Cross-Acceptance Manual, which is to be prepared by the
Office of State Planning, as soon ss possible. One county suggested the
manual be made svailable at the same time as the Draft Preliminary State
Development and Redevelopment Plan is sent to the stste agencies for
review and comment.

RESPONSE: The C.oms-Acceptzace M=ual will be seat 10 esch coun-
ty and municipality s soon as it is completed. The Commission antici-
pates the Manual will be available prior w0 the releass of the Preliminary
Pisn :

COMMENT: Two commenters suggesied that the timing for the
financis] assistance spplication, coinciding with the delivery of the
Preliminary Plan would be 100 Iate 10 enable sufficient time to complete
it

RESPONSE: The Commission does ot believe there will be a problem
with the completion of a financial assistance application because it will
be a simple form. The financial assistance form will aot be competitively
reviewed, ang the assisunce itgelf will be tied 1o.completion of the county
€r055-8CCePIANcE FRPOTL.. .5

COMMENT: Several counties expressed concera with the 45 day time
period pil::mh o compiete & nolice of perticipation and 8 proposed
work . .

RESPONSE: The Office of State Planning will work closely with each
of the counties to assist them in completing the requirements of the cross-
acceptance process. The timeframe which has been established by this
fule is tied to the State Planning Act’s requirement that s county cross-
scceplance report be completed within six months of release of the
Preliminary Plan. The 45 day time {rame is also specified within the State
Planning Act. “Each county planning bosrd shall ... unless it shall
soufy the Commission in writing within 45 days of the receipt of the
preliminary plan that it waives this responsidility, ...” (NJS.A.
-52:18A-202(b)). Receipt by the counties of the Cross-Acceptance Masual
&t an early stage should help alleviate the concerns which have besn

expressed. )
* COMMENT: One county asked whether a aumber of public meetings
would be specified and who would sponsor them.

RESPONSE: The Commission will require at least two public meet-
ings, the public informational meeting 8t the beginning of cross-acesp-
tance and the public hearing at which the county final réport is considered
for transmitts] to the State Planning Commission. In addition the work
program which the county submits to the Office of State Planning must
contin a plan for public participation in the cross-acceptance process.
The county will have flexibility in designing a public participation pro-
gram and may call upon the Office of State Planning for assistance.

COMMENT: One commenter questioned what criteria would be used
by the State Planning Commission to choose 8 “negotiating entty”
should a county decide not 1o participate ia the state planning process.
They also asked whether any appeal to the Commission's choice of 8
negotisting entity would be available to a municipality which might be
dissatisfied with the designation.

RESPONSE: The Commission will designate 8 negotisting entity
which is suited to carry out the provisions of the state planning process.
The State Planning Act states that in the eventuality that a county chooses -
not to participate, the Commission “shall designate sn appropriate entity,
or itself, to assume this responsibility.” This rule further states in
NJ.A.C. 17:32-3.3(b)1 that the Commission “shall accept the recommen-
dation of the county and designate the recommended entity, unless the
Commission finds that the recommended designation would interfere with
the practical application of the spirit and intent of the State Planaing
Aet”

An appeal by 8 municipality of a negotiating entity would be inap-
propriate because the entity, whether a county or not, will be following
the state planning process as set forth in this rule and in the Preliminary
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State Development and Redevelopment Plan. Should a municipality dis-
agree with the final repont of 8 county, or otherwise designated negotiat-
ing entity, the municipality may file its own cross-acceptance repon as
provided for in NJ.A.C. 17:32-3.12.

COMMENT: Several commeniers stated that me detzils of the county
work program should be specified by the State Planning Commission or
the Office of State Planning.

RESPONSE: The Cross-Acceptance Manual will specify whst must be
included in the county work program.

COMMENT: Several commenters questioned the meaning of “official-
Ily',.a’;;pjmved“b " application for a cross-acceptance grant-in-aid in NJ.A.C.

- 3

RESPONSE: The “official approval™ in this ssetion refers to appravul
by the designated negotiating entity. If s county chooses not to pamnpne
in the suate planning process, the designated negotisting entity will be
eligible for the financial mm which would otherwise be available
to the county.

COMMENT: One county questioned the mesning of “official rep-
resentation™ by a municipality regarding its participstion in the eross-

tance Process.

RESPONSE “OfTicial representation™ means that the pmon or per-
sons participating in cross-acceptance discussions or other aspects of the
state planning process on behalf of a municipslity, as defined in this rule
(sze definition of “municipality™ st NJ.A.C. 17:32-1.4), be recognized
by that body as their representtive.

COMMENT: Several commenters stated that NJ.A.C. 17:32-3.5(b),
which explains that the Commission will “lake whatever steps are ap-
‘propriate 10 carry out the provisions of this Rule and the Aet,” was
inappropriate language and was unnecessarily threatening. It was sug-
gesied that either the sieps 10 be 1aken be specified or the paragraph be

RESPONSE: The Commission's intention i not 10 appear 1o threaten
any party regarding their participation in the state planning process. It
is not feasible at this time t0 know exactly what sction or response the
Commission may take, thus any listing of possible actions would almost
invariably be incomplete and therefore misleading. Based upon the suated
situation and the concerns raised by commenters. NJ.A.C. 17:32.3.5(b)
has been deleted. The commenters are referred 10 NJ.A.C. 17:32-3.12(b)
which states that if a municipality neither participaiss in the cross-aceep-
tance process nor files 8 separate report, they will be deemed to have
concurred and agreed in the final report and waiver their right to flls
& separate report. Additionslly, the Commission believes it is unnecessary
10 make 2 statement dealing with the steps it may take, sincs its authority
to take approprisie action is implicit in the Stawe Planning Act

COMMENT: Two commenters suggested that provision should be
made for public comments at the public informational meetings 10 be
held in each county following the release of the Puhﬁimlty Stste De-
velopment and Redevelopment Plan.

RESPONSE: The Commission fully lnuna for the public iafor-
mational meetings to include the opponunity for publi: comment. A
phrase has been added to NJ.A.C. 17:32-3.6 to read: *.

ments.”

COMMENT: Several commenters questioned whea, exactly, the Of-
fice of Staie Planning would be providing technical assistance to each .

county.

RESPONSE: Advice and assistance to county and local planning agen-
cies, as referred 10 in the State Planning Act, will be provided upon
request. Other forms of ‘technical assistance specifically related to the
cross-acceptance discussions and other aspects of the state planning pro-
cess will also be availadle upon request following the release of the
Preliminary Staie Development and Redevelopment Plan.

COMMENT: Several commenters . requested  clarnification regmimg g

the preparation and availability of 4 map or maps which would accom-
pany.either the Draft Preliminary or Preliminary State Devclopmem and

Redevelopmem Plan or would be prepared as “factor maps” 10 lhe plu‘

_map.

: RESPONSE The Dnft Pr:lummry ‘and the Prelumnuy State De-
" the-county must submit a draft report 10 each of its constituent municie
- -palities 30 days prior 10 adopting a Final Report. A municipality should. - .
have a good understanding. of what-the-county will be including in it -
. r:pon well in. advance .of the official transmittal of the Final Report.

' - velopment and’ Redcselopmem Plan-will.include a preliminary plan map,
~as defined -in- the- amended definitions section of this rule. Othér maps

. 'which may: be. ‘'useful 10 counties and. municipalities dunng the state -

planning process may be prepared and made available. -
COMMENT: Several - commenters - suggested .

crou-a:cepunec proaa

... and shall -
provnde the opportunity for the public 1o ask questions and make com- . .

strenglhémn; the ]
language of NJ.A.C. 17: 32-3. 8. d:alm; wuh pubhc pamcxpauon m the -
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RESPONSE: The Commission believes’ that public participation is
very lmpomm in the state planning process, however, they further believe
that it has been sufficiently provided for throughout the rule. The work
programs to be prepared by each county must include provision for public
participation, snd the Office of Siate Planning will assist each county in
this effort if it is appropriate.

COMMENT: Several commenters stated that the language of
NJ.A.C. 17:32.3.9 was unclear as to whether or not the Stawe Planning
Commission would be providing a draft map for review and revision by
the negotiating entities, and further recommended that the Commission
would be the best entity 10 prepare the initial map which would then
be reviewed and revised.

RESPONSE: The Commission will prepare a preliminary plan map
which will accompany the Draft Preliminary Plan in draft form. sad
ultimately will accompany the Preliminary State Development and Re-
development Plan and will be subject to review and revision as a result
of cross-acceptance discussions and the continuing state planning process.

COMMENT: One county commenter stated that discussions with the
saafl of the Office of State Planning had led him to believe that an
unreasonable amount of detzil would not be required during the com-
parison of plans, and that the Cross-Acceptance Manual would provide
for this.

RESPONSE: The Cross-Acceptance Manual will specify the level of
dewil necessary in the comparison of plans. The Commussion bas
endeavored to make the process as simple as possible while maintsining
3 comprehensive approach. As stated previously, technical assistance and
advice will be available from the Office of State Planning.

COMMENT: One county asked for more specificity as 1o the format
and methodology of the County Final Report.

RESPONSE: An outline and a methedology to be utilized in preparing
the County Final Report will-bz included in Lhe Cross-Acceplance Man-
ual -~

éOMMENT: Two commenters pointed out that the County Report
i ufemd to inconsistently as"both a “final” report and 8 “formal™

RESPONSE. The rules have been amended to refer consistently 0 &
“final” report.

COMMENT: Two commen=rs questoned what action the Com-
mission would take if a county refused to transmit s final repont afier
agreeing o parucipate in the process.

RESPONSE: The Commission has considered this possibility and
should such an eventuality occur, it would initially engage in discussions
to determine the reason for the refusal to transmit the document and seek
to resolve the problem. The Commission would, of course, expect a
county to take whatever action is necessary to carry out its obligation.
Additionalily, any financial assistance to the county would be wu.hheld
until 8 Final Report had been officially transmitted.

COMMENT: Several commenters questioned the availability of public
access 1o the County Final Reports, Municipal Reports and the Office
of State Planning Report on Cross-Acceptance.

RESPONSE: Upon official transmittal of each of these reporis to the
State Planning Commission, they will become part of the public record
and be available upoa request. . -

COMMENT: One county requested that the optional municipal re-
poris be required 10 be filed with both the State Planning Commission
and the appropriate eounty.

RESPONSE: The Commission agrees that this would be a good course
of action and has amended NJ.A.C. 17:32-3.12 to add s sentence which
reads: “The individual municipal report-shall also be filed with the ap=
propriate county or negotiating entity st the same time u it is filed with
the State Planning Commission.”

COMMENT: One county commenter stated that 30 days i in which t0
file an individual municipal report would be insufTicient time because they
would need to review the county report and have an sction uken by their
own municipal govering body in order to file a report.

.RESPONSE: The Commission believes thu 30 days should be suffi-.

“cient time il the -municipality- his pam&xpa‘ud in_the cross-acceptance. -

process from the beginning. According 10 the Cross-Acceptance: Mlnuﬂ.

"COMMENT: One county comment suggested. that ‘the Office of State.

Planning Report on ‘cross-accepiance take the form of & fesponse docu-
Amenl. tespondmg 10 the Coumy F‘nal Reporu. in-order 10 ensure lhe

. 'bx 3
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State Planning Commission would be apprised of all of the issues raised
by the county reports. Further, the county suggested that the Office of
State Planning report not be completed until after receipt of all the
individual musicipal reporis, and that copies of the Office report be seat
10 each of the counties.

RESPONSE: The Office of State Planning Report, as per NJ.A.C.
17:32-3.13(a), will include & summary of the “findings, recommendations
and objections contained in the repors of the negotisting entities aad

municipalities.™ As such, the report will not be compieted until after @
thorough seview of all the County Final Reports and the individual
municipal repons. Each county or negotiating eatity, and those munici-
palities who file an individual repori, will reczive 2 copy of the Office
of State Planaing Report.

COMMENT: One county recommended that 3 mediatioa process be
established to continue discussions on unresolved issues after the adop-
tion of a final Suste Development and Redevelopmsnt Plan, and further
mmmm:emummlum hsineetpomgme

RESPONSE. The State Developmeat and Redevelopment Plan vill be
revised every three years and the Commission fully anticipaies that once
the first State Plan is sdopted, work will continue across ail levels of
planning in swate in order 1o resolve ouistanding issues for the maxt
revision of the plan. Regarding conflict sesolution, the procsss of eross-
seceplance itsclf is a method of coaflict resolution. The continuing
dialogue is intended 10 reveal sress of disagreement or coaflist and
endeavor o resolve them.

COMMENT: One commenter questioned what dosument or docy~

ments would be the issue of the public hearings which will preceds
adoption of a State Development and Redevelopment Plan.

RESPONSE: The public hearings referred to in the rule, and required
in the State Planning Act, NJS.A. 52:18A-202(c), will be for the purposs
of receiving comments on a draft final plan which is 10 be prepared and
Gistributed based on the cross-acceptance reports from counties snd
municipalitics.

COMMENT: Two commenters sisted that the Commission should
eonsider the Office of State Planning Report on cross-acceptance and the
comments received from the public hearings prior 10 adopting 8 State
Development and Redevelopment Plan. They also asked how much
wmamumunnhwgmmwmm

RESPONSE: The Commission will consider the Office of State Plag-

uing Report and the comments received at the pubhe hesrings prior to
adoption of a final State Plan. Since the Commission is the body respon-
sible for preparing and adopting the State Development and Redevelop-
ment Plan, they will have sufficient latitude 10 make whatever amend-
sments are appropriate based on testimony and cross-acceptance reports.

COMMENT: One county commenter stted that the rule should in-

slude procedures governing the review by state agencies of the State Plan

and provide for a process 1o resolve conflicts of policies, programs, and -

projects between state agencies.

RESPONSE: The State Planning Commission, in addition to being
responsible for preparing s State Development and Redevelopment Plaa,
is also mponsable for facilitating cooperation and eoordination among
state agencies. The Comuumon. upon receipt of state agency reporis will
review them and engage in discussions with each of ths sist2 agensies
toward resolution of any remazining inconsistencies.

This rule is meant 1o specify how the state planning process will be
carried out at the county and municipal level. The Commission recognizes
thei imporiance of state agency coordination and expects the state sgency
feview of the Draft Preliminary Plan, and the consequent amendments

to the Draft prior to the release of & Preliminary Plan, will serve to gvoid

confusion about state agency positions during cross-scceptancs.
- COMMENT:; One commenter suggested that the rules he smended to

include the policy of the Commission . to accept written comments from

’th‘ ‘public throughout the eross-aceepunee proces.

ESPON‘SE- The Commission-recognizes the lmpomnee of publie -
participation during the cross-acceptance. process and encourages meme - -
- bers of the public to be part.of that process at the local level, Howeves, -

", should-the: publi¢ choose, the Commission will accept written statements
throughout the process. A sentence stating xhxs pohey has been added,- ‘

10 NJ.:A.C. 17:32-38.

of Commission documents:and reports filed with the Cou:munon by state

o and ‘local agencies would be available io-the pubhe. ,
. RESPONSE: The Commission and the Office of State Phnmng are -

'sub)eet to. 1he “nghx-To-Know" Law, NJ.S.A. 47 lA-l L m. '
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Full text of the adoption follows (additions to proposal indicated
in boldface with astensks *thus®; deletions from proposal indicated
in brackets with asterisks *[ihus}®).

CHAPTER 12
STATE PLANNING RULES

SUBCHAPTER |. GENERAL PROVISIONS

17:32-1.1 Tide and citation .

This chapter shall be known and may be cited as NJ.A.C. 17:32,
“State Planning Rules.”
17:32-1.2 Purpose and suthority

(8) This chapter is adopted by the Sute Planning Commission
pursuant to NJ.S.A, 52:18A-203 in order 1o establish an orderly and
efTicient process for the preparation, adoption, and implementation
of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan. In support there-
of, it is determined that in order to fulfill the purposes and o satisfy
the iequuemems of the Swate Planning Act, it is necessary and ap-
propriate that:

1. The cross-seceptance process be structured 5o as to establish
wvertically integrated and compatible local, eounty, regional and State

2. A process be established for State agency review of snd com-
ment upon the Preliminary State Development and Redeveloament
Plan to assure the proper and timely consideration of State functional
plans and regulations in the formulation of the Suate Development
and Redevelopment Plan;

3. The countics participate in cross-acceptance and that the State
thun; Commission take ﬂ! reasonable steps 10 ensure county
participation;

4. The detsil and submnee of the Preliminary State Development
and Redevelopment Plan be enhanced by early and direct county
*municipal and public® participation in the review and revision, if
necessary, of the Plan and Implementation maps for the Preliminasy
State Development and Redevelopment Plsa; and

S. The Sute Planning Commission prepare rules pursusat @
authority granted by NJ.S.A. 52:18A-202 and 203 of the State Plag-
ning Act, which establishes detailed procedures for the pariicipation
of appropriste governmental units at all levels in the formulation and
implementation of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan.

17:32-1.3 Applicability

This chapter shall apply to all activities and actions of municipal
and county governments, the State Planning Commission, State agen-
Gies, and  any negotiating entity designated by the Commission in the

- preparation, review and implementation of the State Development

and Redevelopment Plan.

1732-1.4 Definitions
The foﬂomng terms, when used i this chapter, shall have the
following meanings unless the context clearly indicates otherwise:
“Compatibility™ means that a policy or standard in s local, county
or regional plan or regulation is equally effective ®as the policy e¢
standsard contained in the Preliminsry Plan® in achieving the pertinent
State goal, objective or. strategy set forth in the Preliminary Stuats

"Development and Redevelopment Plan,

*“Consistency™ means that a policy or standard in 8 local, county

 or regional plan or regulation is substantially the same as the policy
~ or standard in the Preliminary State Development and Redevelop-

ment Plan.

“County™ means any board, depanmem. division, office, agency
or other subdivision of the county duly authorized by the county
-governing body, or executive, 8s appropnale. to earry .out the require-
ments of this chapter.

“Cross—neeeptance means the process of comparing the provisions

-~ and maps of local, county and regional plans and regulations with
- those of the Preliminary State Devélopment and Redevelopment Plan

"COMMENT: Manyeommenuwmreeexved ngardmgwhether “m',_ ~.: and the dialogue which occurs among participants during and after

this process to achieve comipatibility or eonsns&eney between local,

<. county, regional and Staie plans..

' "CrossoAceeptanee Manual™ means a- document prepared by the -
Ofl’ ce of State P!anmng for lhe purpose of guldmg negouatmg en-
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tities through the cross-acceptance process. The manual shall contain,
2t 3 minimum, a prototype work program aad schedule, and a final
feport outline and instructions.
*“Days™ means calendar days, cnless otherwize specified.®
“Final Repon" means a written statement submitted by the nego-
tiating entity to the State Planning Commission describing the find-
ings, recommendations, objections and other information as set forth
in the Cross-Acceptance Manual, sesulting from the comparison of
plans by the negotiating nmy
“Functional state agency™ means the following Departments of the
State of New Jersey and any division, office or other subdivision of
such Departments:
1. Agri
2. Banking;
3. Board of Public Utilities;
4. Commerce®, Energy,® and Emunie Developmest;
S. Community Aflairs;
6. Corrections;
7. Defense;
8. Educstion:
9. Eavironmental Protection;
10. Health;
11. Higher Education;
12, Human Services;
13. Insuranes; )
14. Labor;
15. Law and Pubhc Safety;

"Goal" means a desired state of uﬂ'am to which planned effori
is directed. The goals of the plan are general statements of values
derived from the State Planning Act of 1986 and public comments.

°[“lmplememauon Map™ means a graphic depacuon of the bound-
sries of tiers, as defined in the Plan.}®

“Municipality™ means any board, depariment, divisien, effice,
agency or other subdivision of the municipality duly authorized by
the municipal governing body, or executive, as nppropmte. to carry
out the requirements of this chaptar.

“Negotiating entity™ means a county, or whm acounty has dec!in-
ed 10 participate in the cross-acceptance process, some other entity
designated by the State Planning Commission 10 carry out cross-
‘acceptance,

“Negotistion™ means the dialogue which occurs among partici-
pants during the period of cross-acceptance which eould lead to a
state of consistency or compatibility in their plans and regulations.

"Ob)emve" means & more specxf: articulation of a goal for-

mulated in a manner which enables it to be the object of action.

*“Period of Cross-Acceptance™ means that period of time extending
from the date of *[receip]® ®release® of the Preliminary State De-
velopment and Redevelopment Plan by the '(negoulun; entity]®

*Commission® 10 30 days beyond the last of the six public hesrings

.held by the State ‘Planning Commissios pursuant 10 the Act.
" °{"Plan Map" means that map contsined in, or referenced within,
the State Development and Redevelopment Plan, or drafts thereof,

s ‘which describes an appropriate and desirable state of development

-of New Jersey at some future yeul‘
“Policy" means a general rule for action focused on a specific issue,
- derived from more general goals, objectives and strategies. Some

policies can be u'nplememed directly through institutional procedures

or regulations, others require the establishment of more speuﬁc and

_gxlens:ve plans, programs; or standards. :
’ °“Ptehmmary Plan Map”™ means a. graphle deplcdon of the bound-

aries of tiers, as defined in the Plag.®
“Regional™ means a geo;raphncal area cneomplmn; land in more
.than one county.
“Regional agency™ means an agency which performs planmng for
*1and development for an area of the State encompassmg land in more

" than one county.
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“Standard™ means a criterion that defines the meaning of a policy
by providing a way to measure its attainment. A standard is spesified
whenever 3 particular outcome is desirable or well-established.

“State Development and Redevelopment Plan™ means that docu-
ment, and all maps, appendices, and other material included by
reference adopted by the State Planning Commission as its plan for
the development and redevelopment of the State, pursuant tc its
duties set forth in the Act.

“Strategy” means 8 general course of action, linking goals and
objectives of the Plan with Plan’ Policies.

“Tier”™ means a geographic unit employed by the State Dev—iop-
ment and Redevelopment: Plan 10 identify spec:ﬁc areas of the State
10 which strategies, policies and standards in the Plan have sppli-
cability.

SUBCHAPTER 2. PREPARATION OF PRELIMINARY
. STATE DEVELOPMENT AND
REDEVELOPMENT PLAN

Functional state agency review of ®{a]® °the® Draft
Preliminary State Development and Redevelopment Plan
(a) At least 90 days prior 0 the initistion of the cross-acéeptance
process, the State Planning Commission shall *[authorize]® *direct®
the Office of State Planning to distribute to each of the funetional
siate agencies at least three copies of the Draft Preliminary State
Development and Redevelopment Plan, together with three copies

17:32-2.1

. of supporiing and background materials.

(b) Within 45 days afier °{receipt]® °the date of relesss® of the
Draft Preliminary State Development and Redevelopment Plan, each
functional state sgency shail transmit to the Office of State Planning
g::ftrems about, and recommendations for ameadmeats to, the

Plan. -

17:32-22 Public comment on Draft Preliminary State Development
and Redevelopment Plan

(8) ®°A ressonable supply of® °[C]°°c®opies of the Dmft
Preliminary Plan °and supporting and background materiais® will be
available at the Office of State Planning for 45 days after the date
of release, and will be available for inspection and copying theresfter
8t locations to be determined by the State Planning Commission.

(b) The Office of State Planning shall make at least three public
presentations of the Draft Preliminary Plan within 10 working days
after *[the date of release of the Draft.]° ®sdoption of 8 resolutica
by the Stste Planning Commission authorizing relesse of the Drafi.®

(c) Any written comments and recommendations of the general
public on the Draft Preliminary Plan distributed in accordance with
NJ.A.C. 17:32-°{2.5]°°2.2(a)® shall be submiited to the Office of
%t:;k Planning 8o later than 60 days after the date of release of the.

17:32-2.3 Approval of the Preliminary State Development and
Redevelopment Plan and authorization to transmit for
cross-scceptance

(a) As soon as practicable afier receiving and considering com-
ments on the Draft Preliminary State Development and Redevelop-
ment Plan, the Office of State Planning shall submit copies of written
comments, summaries of public meetings and staff recommendations
for revisions to the Draft Preliminary Plan to the State Planning
Commission.

(b) The State Planning Commission shall, after due consideration,
approve 8 Preliminary State Developnc'n and Redevelopment Plan
for cross-acceptance and authorize its transmittal to each county and
municipality and to °[others as it decms appropriate:]® ®other
interested persons and orgmlutiou.‘

SUBCHAPTER 3. PROCEDURES FOR CONDUCTING

~_CROSS-ACCEPTANCE
Negdtiiu’ng entities for county and municipal
cross-acceptance

. {a) With the distribution of the Preliminary State Development
and Redevelopment Plan to the counties and municipalities, the

.. Office of Stage Phpnin_g shall transmit to each county a copy of the
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Cross-Acceptance Manual, an application form for financial as-
sistance, and a request for either a Notice of Participation or a Notice
of Waiver. .

(b) Notices of Wsiver or Participation shall be transmitted by each
county to the Office of State Planning no later than 45 days after
*[receip1 by the county]® °release® of the Preliminary State Develop-
ment and Redevelopment Plan. .

1. A Notice of Participation shall be & duly adopted :aoluuoa
of the governing body suthorizing participation of the county in the

. Ence Process.

2. A Notiee of Waiver is a duly adopted resolution of the govem-
ing body siating its intent to forfeit and waive its sustutory authority
10 paricipste in €ross-aceeplascs.

(c) In the event that a county transmits a Notice of Waiver or fails

10 transmit & Notice of Participation within 45 days after °[its re- .

eeipt]® “the date of relesss® of the Preliminary State Developmest
and Redevelopment Plag, the State Planning Commission shall desig-
nate a negotiating entity for cross-acceptance for each such county.

17:32-32 Optional jeint °[municipal]® ®csanty® cross-scceptance
a| 3

The Office of State Planning shall encourage the governing bodies

of the counties, especially thoze located within the purview of an
existing regional planning sgency or metropolitan planning organiza-
tion, 1o enter into intergovernmental agreements for consolidated or
coordinated participation in cross-acceptance. If a county notifies the
Office of State Planning of that county’s desire to enter into such
an agreement or 10 involve a regional planning agency or metre-
politan planning organization in cross-acceptance, the Office of State
Planning shall provide, at the county's request, technical assistance
in the preparation of appropriate intergovernmental agreements and
designations of pegotiating entitics.

17:32-33 Designation of negotiating entity by the State Planning

Commission in lieu of county panicipation

{(a) In the event that a county advises the Office of State Planning

that the governing body of the county has determined that the county
will not participate in the cross-scceptance process, or fails o re-
spond within the time period specified in NJ.A.C. 17:32-1.1, the
State Planning Commission shall designate an appropriate entity to
participate in cross-acceptance in the place of the non-participating
county, afier having first consulted with the entity to be designated
and having secured that entity’s commitment o participais in the
£ros5-aceeplance process. : .

() A county may request designation of a specific eatity (includ-
ing a joint program subject to an intergovernmental agreement) as
the negotiating eatity for that county within the 45 day notice period
in NJAC, 17:32-3.1. S

1. The State Planning Commission shall accept the recommen-
dation of the county and designate the recommended entity, unless
. the Commission finds that the recommended designation would in-
terfere with the practical application of the spirit and inteat of the
" State Planning Ast . : .

17:32-3.4 Cross-acceptance work programs and grants-in-aid

“(a) Within 45 days after receipt of the Preliminary State Develop-

ment and Redevelopment Plan, each county serving as the negotiat-

ing entity shall submit to the Office of State Planning a proposed

- work program and, at the county’s option, an application for s cross-
acceptance grant-in-aid approved by the goveming body.

(b) In the event that the negotiating entity is designated pursuant

. 1o NJ.A.C. 17:32-3.3, the negotiating entity shall submit to the Office -

of State Planning, within 30 days of the date of designation, &
propose:d work; program and, at the entity’s option, an officially
-approved application for & cross-acceptance grant-in-aid. -
'(¢) In the event that the work program submitted to the Office
~ of State Planning is determined to be inadequate in any way by the
“State Planning Commission, the Office of State Planning shall
provide the negotiating entity with work program changes necessary
"~ 10'overcome the inadequaciés and to ensure an effective and efficient
£r0sS-acceplance Process. : '
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17:32-3.5 Municipal participation in the cross-acceptance process
(a) Each municipality in the Swte shall parucipate in the cross-
acceplance process by: . i .
1. Providing to the negotiating entity the most up-to-dste copies
of municipal master plans, land development regulations ane other
information and materials necessary for an effective and zTicient
comparison of the State Plaa with the plans and regulations of the
municipality. . .
2. Participation through officisl representation at cross-accepiance
meetings convened by the negotisting entity. .
°[(b) If a municipality fails 10 participate, the State Planaing Com-
mission shall take whatever steps are appropriste 10 earty out the

- previsions of this chapter and NJ.S.A. 52:18A-196 et seq.J°

17:32-3.6 Public informational meetings in each Couanty in regard
to the Preliminary Swsic Development and
Redevelopment Plan .

No later then 1S days sfter the distribution of the Preliminary State
Development and Redevelopment Plan, the Office of State Planning
shall transmit to each county, or the negotiating eatity if known, &
schedule for joint public informational meetings 10 be held in each
county of the State. These meetings shall be held not less than 45
days and not more than 90 days after the date of distribution of the
Preliminary State Development and Redevelopment Plan. The joint
informational meetings shall be convened by the negotiating enti-
ty°[.]* °and shall provide opportunity for the public to ask questioas
end mske comments.®

17:32-:3.7 Technieal assistance from Office of State Planning during

: -asgotiation of cross-acceptance .

() During the cross-accébiance process, the Office of State Plan-
fing shall provide technical assistance to the negotiating entities in
regard to the negotiating entities’ review and revision. of anmy
*{Implementation]® ®Preliminsry Plan® Maps and in regard to their
comparison of goals, objectives. strategies, policies and standards
conuined in the Preliminary State Development and Redevelopment
;lan with those contsined in municipal and county plans and regu-

m . .

(b) Technical assistance ghall be in the form of the provision of
reproducible base maps at 8 seale of 1:24,000, a cross-accepiance
manual, advice and consultation on tier delineation and issues of
comparison, and other assistance as may be requested by the nego-
tiating entity which ig within the capability and expertise of the Office
of Suate Plaoning. . .
17:32-3.8 Public participation in the cross-acceptance process

-+ Cross-acceptance shall be earried out in accordance with the Open

Public Meetings Act, NJS.A. 10:4-§ et seq. Due consideration shall
be given by the negotiating entity to the desirability of, and the neexi
for, public participation in the process and a plan for public partici-
pation shall be included in each negotiating entity’s work program.
*The State Planning Commissios will accept writtes comments from
the public throughout the cross-acceptance process.®

173239 °[Preparation]® *Review® of *[implementation]®
Spreliminary plan® maps by the negotiating eatitics during
" the cross-acceptance prosess
During the cross-acceptance process each negotisting entity shall
review and revise or otherwise complete 2 set of *{Implementation)®
®Preliminary Plan® Maps st 8 scale of 1:24,000, delineating the
boundaries of the tiers established and defined in the Preliminary
State Development and Redevelopment Plan and using the tier de-
scriptions and designation criteria set forth in the Preliminary Plas.
®The Preliminary Plan Map will be prepared by the Office of Siate
Planning, on behalf of the State Planning Commission, aed
available to each pegotiating entity.® -

17:32-3.10 Comparison of the preliminary state development and
.. redevelopment plan with local and county plans
- (a) To ensure that the cross-acceptance process achieves maximum
consistency and compatibility among all governmental levels, the
pegotiating entity shall compare municipal and county plans and
regulations with the goals, objectives, strategies, policies, standards
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and °{Implementation)® °Preliminary Fian® Maps of the Preliminary

State Development and Redevelopment Plan. .

" (b) The negotiating entity shall, wking into account any findings,
fecommendations, or objections from local and county planning
bodies concerning the goals, objectives and strategies contained in
the Preliminary Plan, identify areas of agresment and disagreement
and, in the event of disagreement, the nature of the disagreement and
recommendations for modification. The entity also may identify any
additional goals, objectives and strategics which should be iacluded
in the Staie Plan.

(c) The negotiating entity shall, based on an assessment of munici-
pal and county plans and regulstions, and any findings, recommen-
dations, or objections concerning the policies of the Preliminary Plan
from local and county planning bodies, identify any inconsistencies
between the policies of the Preliminary Plan and provisions of local
and county plans and regulations, indicating whether: :

1. Notwithstanding the inconsistency, compatibility exists beeause
the provisions of local and county plans or regulations sre a3 effective
as the policies contained in the Preliminary Plan in meeting the goals,
objectives and strategies of the Preliminary Plan (sse definitions of
“consistency” and *“compatibility”); or : :

2. Compatibility should be achieved through the modification ®ef
the® policies contained in the Preliminary Plan; er .

3. Compatibility should be achieved through modifieation of local
or county plans or regulations. .

(d) The negotiating entity shall, based on an assessment of muniei-
pal and county plans and regulations, and any findings, recommen-
dations, or objections concerning the standards of the Preliminary
Plan from local and county planning bodies, identify any ineonsisten-
cies between the standards of the Preliminary Plan and provisions
of local and county plans and regulations, indicating whether:

§. Notwithstanding the inconsistency, compatibility exists because
the provisions of the local and county plans or regulations sre as
effective as the standards contained in the Preliminary Plan in meet-
ing the policies of the Preliminary Plan (see definitions of “consisten-
ey” and “compatibility™); or .

2. Compatibility should be achieved through the modifieation of
the standards contained in the Preliminary Plan: or

3. Compatibility should be achieved through modification of local
or county plans or regulations.

(e) The negotiating entity shall, based on an assessment of munici-
pal and county plans and regulations, and any findings, recommen-
dations, or objections concerning the tier' delincations on the

. ®limplementation]® Spreliminary plan® maps from local and county

planning bodies, identify any inconsistencies between tier delinea-

tions and any maps conuined in local and county plans and regu-
lations, indicating that:

1. The inconsistency is the result of a tier delineation which is
based upon inaccurate or outdated information and should be -
solved by redrawing the tier delineation based upon more accurate
and up-to-date information; or -

2. Consistency should be achieved through modification of Sthe
tier® designation criteria contained in the Preliminary Plan; of

3. Consistency should be achieved through modification of maps
£ontained in, or provisions of, local or county plans and regulations.

N4x
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17:32-3.11 Negotiating entity reports

(a) Within six months of the date of ®[receipt]® ®release® of the
Preliminary State Development and Redevelopment Plan, each nego-
tiating entity shall prepare and file with the State Pisnning Com-
mission a formal report of findings, recommendations and objectons
eoncerning the Plan in the form specified by the Office of Suie
Planning in the Cross-Acceptance Manual and any amendments

(b) The final reporis of esch negotiating entity shall not be filed
with the State Planning Commission until the governing body of each
such county®, cr the designated negotiating entity,® shail have
suthorized the transmittal of the ®[Formal)® *Final® Report®{.]® °at
@ public bearing.®

17:32-3.12 Individual municipal reports in regard to cross-

acceplance

(2) If & municipality is not satisfied with the cross-acceptance
report, in whole or in part, prepared by the negotiating entity, the
municipality may file a separate report in the form specified by the
Office of State Planning in the Cross-Acceptance Manusl not later
than 30 days after the negotiating entity for the county in which the
municipality is located files its formal repont of findings, recommen-
dations and objections pursuant 10 NJ.S.A. 52:18A-202. *The indi-
vidual municipal report shall also be flied with the appropriste county
or Begotiating entity at the same time as it is filed with the State
Planning Commission.® .

(b) Should a municipality fail to participate in the negotiation of
cross-acceplance and/or fail to file an individual municipal report,
the municipality shall be deemed to have concurred and agreed in
the final repornt filed by the negotiating entity and to have waived
its siatutory right to file a separate report under NJ.S.A. 52:18A-202.

12:32.3.13 Office of State Planning Report on cross-aceeptance
(s) As soon as practicable after the deadline for receipt of negotiat-

_ing entity final reports, the Office of State Planning shall prepaie snd

transmit to the State Planning Commission for its consideration a
suafl report on cross-acceptance which includes proposed revisions,
if any, on the °Preliminary® Plan *(and Implemenuwation]® Map®(s)®
and which summarizes the findings, recommendations and objections
contained in the reports of the negotiating entities and municipalities
in a manner sufficient for the State Planning Commission to effective-
Md efliciently consider appropriate revisions to the Preliminary

(b) The report shall include recommendations for amendments 1o
the provisions and maps of the Preliminary Plan and shall describe

* any provision of existing state law, or the absence thereof, that poses

an obstacle 1o achieving compatibility between state, regional, county
and municipal plans.

1732:3.14 Adoption of the State Development and Redevelopment
Plan

(s) Upon receipt of the ecross-acceptance report required by
NJ.A.C. 17:32-3.11, the State Planning Commission shall give due
public notice and shall hold no fewer than six public hesrings at
geographically dispersed sites throughout the State.

(b) As soon as practicable thereafter, the State Planning Com-
mission shall consider and adopt the State Development and Re-
development Plan.
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3.

CQROSS-ACCEPTANCE MANUAL

Delete page mmber of Appendix

Pages 24, 27, 33, 34, 45. 46
Substitute "Preliminary Cross-Acceptance Map" for "Preliminary
Plan Map".

Pace 24

b.

Substitute "No later than Day 150" for "No later than Day

120". (Make appropriate change on Page 27)
Substitute "Part 2.4" for "Part 2.5"

Insert "adjoining counties," after "Prepare and distribute
to the Office of State Planning, ...." |
Substitute "Part 2.4, Section I-V" for Part 2.5, Section I-
Substitute "Part 2.4, Sect;.my_r," fm:"Part 2.5, section
- . T




9.

Page 26 _
a.  Insert "adjoining counties," after ".... and is submitted
to the State Plamning Comission," o
b.  Substitute "Part 2,4" for “part 2,5".

Page 27
Insert "Adjoining Counties," after "Submit Final Cross-Acceptance
Report to State Planning Commissicn..."

-

a. Delete entire first sentence under Deadlines and
Distribution.
b.  Substitute "Sections I=V" for "Section I-IV"

c.  Substitute "(Section VI)" for "(Section V)".
a.  Insert "Section V, GROWIH LEVEL ANALYSIS" after Secticn IV.
b. dmgeSectithoSecnmyI




10. Page 46

a.

In B.1, Gelete the words "in red®.

b. In B.2, delete the word "interim".
c. In B.2, substitute a comma for the word "amd" after
“ocorridor centers" and insert "and hamlets" after
"villages".
d. Add the following sentence at erd of B.2: "These
delineations must conform with the analysis is Section V."
11. Aft_g.ﬂgs_é.é

Insert New Section V., GROWIH LEVEL ANALYSIS as new page mumber
47. (See Attached)

12. Page 47,

Change page mumber to 50.

b.

14. Page 49

Insert "™micipal reports should also be submitted to the
negotiatin;axtityforﬂ:ecamtyarﬂtoeaduadjoim:g
mmicipality®. — as the final semtence.

Change page mumber to 51.

=3-
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15. Glossary .
a. Substitute "Preliminary &uss-Acceptance Map" for
"Preliminary Plan Map".




Section V. GROWIH LEVEL ANALYSTS

The Plan provides projected levels of population and
employment growth for each county and region in the State.
meregiasaregermldelimaticnsoflwusmgﬁaﬁcet
areas, using county boundaries as the lowest level of
delineation. (See accampanying chart).

The Plan recognizes that some comamities may want
more growth than is projected and others may want less
growth. The Plan recammends that each county work with its
mmicipalites during cross-acceptance. They should
determine together if they can or should accammodate the
Plan's projected growth, and, if not, decide the level of
growth they would "prefer." In this respect, the counties
are asked during cross-acceptance to identify sufficient |
amounts of developable land at appropriate densities and
locations, vis-a-vis the Plan, to meet the appropriate
level of growth. These amounts should be sufficient also
to prevent moncpoly land markets and to allow a reascnable
degree of market choice. The location, intensities and
other characteristics of growth specified should conform
wiﬂuPlanstrateglsarﬂpolici&asﬂaeymmgouated
d.n'ingcross-acceptarm ‘




Perform the following exercises:

1.

State if the Plan's projected level of growth for the
caunty is reasonable.
If 80 — show how it will be accommodated jn

b.

conservation, etc. Delineate vacant developable
land within existing and new growth areas, and
the urban boundaries around existing towns, new
corridor centers, villages and hamlets (must
conform with the mapping exercise in Section 1V).
Indicate appropriate densities within these areas
to accamodate the projected growth levels. |
Itmt—stateﬁ:ebasesfotﬂziédetzmimtim»
and identify the locally preferred level (mcre or
less than that shown an the chart) and how it
would be accommodated in accordance with Plan
strategies and policies

Estimte,toﬂ:eextentmctimble,the:costofw
additional infrastructure necessary to accomodate the
level of growth identified in 1, a. or b. above. |
mummwmmarmm e.g.
state, coumty, mmic:.palarpnvate '
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1)

PRELIMINARY POFPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS*

1985
FORULATION

841,200
555,900
461,400

845,700

530,900
380,000

380,100
488,100
207,100
317,700

205,100
90,600
134,900
65,200

7,562,300

ADDITIGNAL 2010
FOPULATION TOTAL
41985-2010) FOFULATION  EMPLOYMENT
14,800
62,800 904,000
=48,600 507,300
600 462,000
169,400
-83,400 762,300
153,400 570,500
66,100 185,700
33,300 540,000
295,100
38,200 131,000
165,100 791,800
75,100 285,400
16,700 101,900
265,600
99,700 630,600
165,900 545,900
452,000
141,200 521,300
128,600 616,700
70,300 277,400
111,900 429,600
136,700
78,100 283,200
35,700 126,300
15,000 149,900 .
7,900 73,100
1,333,600 8,895,900

454,800
233,200
204, 800

397,400
241,800

29,800
297,800

34,100
335,900
124,500

32,500

201,800
102,600

137,000
211,200

65,900
186,800

129,900
32,800
55,300
27,600

3,537,500

ADDITIONAL 2010w **
BEMPLOYMENT TOTAL
-£1988-2010)  EMPLOYMEN
157,000
127,900 582,700
5,700 238,900
23,400 228,200
213,600
18,100 415,500
131,700 373,500
14,700 44,500
49,100 346,900
213,300
15,700 49,800
125,600 461,500
62,700 187,200
9,300 41,800
35,500
81,600 238,400
53,900 156,500
243,300
60,200 197,200
86,600 297,800
25,100 91,000
71,400 258,200
65,900
41,700 171,600
6,900 39,700
11,700 67,000
5,600 33,200
1,028,700%% 4,566,200

*'mseprojectimsmeprcvidedbymNewJemeyDepummofIaboraMdomt
Plan Targets will be formulated

—Acceptance.
¢+ The total for this column is 100 jobs less than the total displayed due to rounding.
***mplwmmpmjectimmmwzdedbythenepaMOfLabormaletterdatedJm

necessarily reflect Plan growth cbjectives (Targets).

after Cross-.

4, 1987.
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More recent projections of employment to the Year 2010 are not available.
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