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INTRODUCED JANUARY 19, 1976
By Assemblymen BARBOUR and YATES
Referred to Committee on Agriculture and Environment

AN Acr appropriating $5,000,000.00 from the State Recreation and
Conservation Land Acquisition and Development Fund for State
programs to acquire and conserve lands for recreation and con-

servation purposes.

Be 1w mnacren by the Senate and General Assembly of the State
of New Jersey:

1. There is hereby appropriated to the State Department of
Environmental Protection from the State Recreation and Con-
servation Land Acquisition and Development Fund from funds
pursuant to the ‘‘New Jersey Green Acres and Recreation Oppor-
tunities Bond Act of 1974 (P. L. 1974, c. 102) the sum of
$5,000,000.00 for the purpose of acquisition of lands by the State
for recreation and conservation purposes, including the acquisition
of development rights, conservation easements and other interests
less than a fee simple.

2. Such sum may be made available by the sale of bonds autho-
rized by the ‘‘New Jersey Green Acres and Recreation Opportuni-
ties Bond Act of 1974”7 (P. L. 1974, ¢. 102).

3. This act shall take eflect immediately.

STATEMENT

This bill appropriates $5,000,000.00 from the State Recreation
and Conservation Land Acquisition and Development Fund for
the acquisition of lands by the State for recreation and conserva-
tion purposes.

The appropriation will permit the State to test a program to
conserve farmland through the purchase of rights to develop such
lands. The Department of Environmental Protection and the De-
partment of Agriculture intend to undertake a demonstration
project in a limited area of the State to conserve open space farm-
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land, and thus to obtain information needed to evaluate the concept
of preserving such lands through the purchase of development
rights and other interests less than a fee simple. This demonstra-
tion project is consistent with recommendations of the Governor’s
Commission to Evaluate the Capital Needs of New Jersey, and
prior findings of the Legislature (P. L. 1975, ¢. 155) that in ad-
ministering the Green Acres program the State should avoid
acquisition of lands actively devoted to agriculture whenever
possible and, when feasible, acquire instead development rights,

conservation easements and other interests less than a fee simple.



H. DONALD STEWART (Chairman): The public hearing on Assembly Bill 1334 will
now come to order. Our first speaker will be Commissioner Bardin of the Department
of Environmental Protection.

DAVID J. BARDTIN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Assembly Bill 1334 proposes

to appropriate funds which the voters of New Jersey made available by the referendum
vote in November, 1974, approving the third Green Acres Bond issue. The bill would
provide the funds with which two departments of State Government - the Department of
Agriculture, represented so ably by Secretary Alampi who will cover the details of the
program, and the Department of Environmental Protection - will undertake a pilot program
testing the feasibility of State acquisition of development easements on agricultural
land.

This program would represent a significant step forward in farmland preserva-
tion, albeit a cautious, prudent, and modest first step to test the concept before
substantial public funds - State or Federal - are invested in implementing the concept.

As I see it, there are three basic questions that this Committee and the
Legislature of New Jersey should resolve in considering the proposed appropriation.
Those questions are set forth in some detail - analyzed in some detail - in my letter
to you, Mr. Chairman, dated February 20th. I believe copies of that letter have been
set before the members of the Committee and have been made available to the public and
the press, so I won't undertake to read the entire letter. However, I do what to touch
on the three basic issues, as I see them. They are the issues of eligibility, of
economics, and of benefit.

As to eligibility, this Green Acres Bond Act makes it very clear, as have its
three predecessors, that there are two land acquisition purposes involved in Green
Acres. One is conservation and the other is recreation. The program we are discussing
today is a key part of the State conservation program rather than the recreation program.
We are not talking about buying land for parks, we are talking about conserving open
space. Indeed, all three Green Acres Bond Acts have authorized the use of Green
Acres money to purchase easements, rather than fee simple total ownership in farmland
situations. And the last two Green Acres Bond Acts, those of 1971 and 1974, have urged
the Department of Environmental Protection to make use of development easement purchases
rather than outright purchases of framland wherever possible.

Regrettably, until this day, the Department has not found effective mechanisms
to follow through on that mandate that the Legislature and the voters have set before
us. The bill that is before you today would finally take a major step toward conserv-
ing open space land through the easement purchase device, rather than the outright
purchase.

The reason for emphasizing purchase of easements is twofold, in my judgment.
On the one hand, the Legislature was sensitive to the desirability of preserving the
viability of farming in the Garden State. This is a sensitivity that Secretary Alampi
will cover more extensively. But I think that was reflected in the Green Acres Bond
Acts themselves.

Secondly, we have the economic factor -~ the factor of money, the factor of
cost to the taxpayer. We all know - those of you in the Legislature and those of us
in the Executive Branch - the Green Acres Bond Acts that have been passed so far - all
three of them put together - and any foreseeablelGreen Acres Bond Acts in the future
are not going to be enough to buy all of the open épaca land outright. that wa would
like to see preserved for ourselves and our descendants as an inheoritance, as an aesthetic
inheritance, as a spiritual inheritance.

The purchase of easements, the scenic easements, the conservation easements,



the development rights, is a device by which the State can secure the long-term open
space that it needs without paying so much for it. After all, what is a development
easement? A development easement is a recognized interest in real estate, in real
property. It is that aspect of ownership which deals with the right to build extensively
and develop for housing or industry or commerce.

A development easement can be recorded in a deed. And under the program that
you are considering today - that we are proposing to you today - the development ease-
ment, in the end, would be recorded in the deed. The development easement would belong
to the State of New Jersey, who would be holding it in trust for all of the citizens
of New Jersey. The deed would be filed. There is no question of making bonus payments,
or subsidy payments under this program. The question is one of buying an interest in
real estate.

At the same time, under this program, the farmer would retain - the owner
of the farmland - another recognized interest in real estate. He would retain the
ownership of the land for its farming purposes. He would be entitled to sell that land
to another. Farmers could sell land back and forth. He would, of course, pay real
property taxes to local municipalities, exactly at the same as the present rate under
the Farmland Assessment Act.

So, here we would have a saving to the taxpayer because the taxpayer would
pay for part of the real estate and not all of the real estate value of the land.

Finally, there is the question of benefit. It is worth it? 1Is it important?
Is it valuable to the taxpayers, the citizens and the voters of New Jersey that we
preserve farmland? In my judgment it is. Again, Secretary Alampi can expound on this
in terms of his lifetime of experience and his reports on the various studies that have
been made. But, as I suggested in my letter, it seems to me that there is a very
important aesthetic, spiritual value to farmland preservation, not to mention the
value of preserving farming, or trying to do something to preserve farming in this
State, considering the value in terms of farm prices and the long-term shortage of
arable land and agricultural produce for all of our citizens who are consumers of
farm produce.

As to the particular program, I would like to emphasize that the two Depart-
ments and their staffs and the consultants have worked up a detailed program which
involves step-by-step consultation with the local interest, the municipal interest,
the farming interest in a particular area of the State selected for a demonstration
project. Apart from administrative cost there will be no expenditure of the funds
that we are proposing you appropriate until we have gone through an entire process
to determine whether farmers in this part of the State will voluntarily work with the
State to develop a real agricultural preserve - an area big enough to make farming
viable in it. We are not talking about isolated parcels. There will be no use of
these monies to buy development rights in one parcel here and one parcel there. It is
only if a block can be put together that is really viable,in the professional judgment
of the agricultural experts,that the program will go ahead.

So, it will take something like a year of working with the farmers and the
communities and, I think, Rutgers and other experts in this field, to have a final
judgment made whether we have a program which is really viable. In the course of
that, we will be appraising substantial amounts of development rights for the first
time on this kind of scale anywhere in the country, I believe. We will be getting
practical information as to the social and the policy and local government community
side of the entire enterprise. And I think New Jersey will be pioneering in a one

practicalldemonstration project, putting together information that will be extremely



important not only to this Legislature and the voters that we serve here in New Jersey
but also to the Congress of the United States for possible Federal programs picking up
from the initiative that we can take here this year in New Jersey.

Thank you very much. I am open to your questions.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Thank you, Commissioner. First, for the record, I
would like to indicate that we have Assemblyman Barry, Assemblyman Kozloski, and
Assemblyman Bassano in attendance.

The first question that I have is, has any plan, similar to this, using
bond money, been tried anywhere else in any other State, to your knowledge?

COMMISSIONER BARDIN: It has been discussed but it hasn't been tried. I
think on Long Island they had a comperable proposal and, as I recall it, the estimated
expense for one county in New York State on Long Island exceeded all of the funds
available for all State land acquisition under the 1974 Green Acres Bond Act. You will
recall that the 1974 Act was approved by the voters, allowing for $50 million toward
State acquisition of green acres. The bill before you deals with 10% of that money -
5% of that total. The estimates were $60 million for one county in New York. So, it
hasn't really been done.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Did I understand you correctly to say that no funds will
be spent on this project except for acquisition of land, or will there be start-up
funds, will there be seed money?

COMMISSIONER BARDIN: There will be a small amount of seed money for adminis-
trative costs of between $100 and $200 thousand over the course of the year. This is
the DEP's share - there will also be agricultural funds - of a program to have a project
manager who will work with the farmers in the area. This will be an operating office
of the Department of Agriculture. If we go into the appraisals - if we get that far -
we will be paying for appraisals with such money. But, otherwise, it will only be used
for purchase of development easement, when, as, and if that decision is actually made,
to go ahead and implement this test.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: I assume we will hear some objection, or some constructive
criticism, here this afternoon. But one of the things I have heard a few times already
is, this legislation does not really say anything except"we will give you $5 million -
go to it." 1Is there any reason why this legislation is not more specific than it is?

Is there any reason why guidelines could not be incorporated in a companion bill, for
instance, or into this bill to ease the criticism of some of those who feel we are
giving a blank check here?

COMMISSIONER BARDIN: Yes, I think there are reasons, Mr. Chairman. One, we
already have the guidelines that I referred to before, both in the 1974 Bond Act that
was approved by the voters in referendum and in the general implementation act that the
Legislature passed last year - Governor Byrne signed this last summer - which set those
guidelines, calling upon us to secure the conservation objectives of the law on the one
hand and to go the development easement route rather than purchasing farmland outright.

Second, the Green Acres Appropriations Bills themselves are - if you will
look in the last one - the same pattern -- you simply appropriate the funds.

Third, however, we developed a pattern last year with the watch dog committee -
on which, I understand, you will be an ex officio member, Mr. Chairman, under the new
proposed resolution - by which we report regularly to them on the use of the Green Acres
money. In this case, because we are breaking unusual ground, it seems to me you might
want to have an oversight arrangement - not legislation in the bill, but oversight - by
which there will be a point, when we see that this project is really going to work - if
we reach that point - I would think that the Legislature might well want to conduct a



public hearing, or a set of public hearings, before that money is actually used to
purchase the easement to make sure that everybody understands what we have learned by
the one year effort: where we stand, how much we are going to get for it, and that there
be the widest kind of public appreciation.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Thank you very much, Commissioner.

COMMISSIONER BARDIN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, there are other obligations I have out-
side and I would like to be excused. Deputy Commissioner Barbar will be here virtually
throughout your session and if there are any further questions to my Department we
certainly would be happy to provide those answers promptly to you for your consideration
of this important measure. Secretary Alampi is an excellent spokesman for both of
us in this regard.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Our next speaker will be Mr. Philip Alampi, Secretary
of the Department of Agriculture.

PHILTITP ALAMPI: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee.
I want to thank you for the opportunity to present a statement on A-1334 and to follow
the very distinguished Commissioner of Environmental Protection, the Honorable David
Bardin, a very fine co-worker in this area.

The need for preserving farmland and open space in the Garden State is clearly
evident. With the highest population density in the United States, pressures for develop-
ment are intense, especially upon the farmlands that make up 22% of the State's land
area. As a result, about six hundred thousand acres of farmland have been permanently
converted to other uses since 1960.

The strange dichotomy in New Jersey is, here we are the most urbanized State
in the nation and, yet, 22% of our land is agriculture, 42% is woodland. That means
that nearly two-thirds of our State is still agriculture and woodland.

The people of the Garden State have recognized the need for preserving open
space. They have shown their willingness to pay for their concern by approving six
different bond issues aimed at this objective - the Water Bond Act of 1958, the Water
Conservation Bond Fund of 1969, the 1964 Farmland Assessment Act, the Green Acres Bond
Issue of 1961 for $60 million, the Green Acres Bond Issue of 1971 for $80 million, the
Green Acres Bond Issue of 1975 for $200 million.

In response to the need for a method of preserving farmlands, the Blueprint
Commission on the Future of New Jersey Agriculture recommended in 1973 that an
agricultural preserve be established. The preserve was to be created by the State
purchase of development easements on one million acres of farmland. Municipalities
were to mandatorily select those parcels of land that they wanted to preserve.

A new four mill real estate transfer tax was to pay for the cost of acquiring the
easements.

The Blueprint Commission's recommendations set off an extensive investigation
of the economics and the other aspects of the agriculturél_preserve. Here is what we
found: First, the development easement concept appears to be a sound, practical means
of preserving farmland. For example, we estimate that development easements in the
demonstration project area can be acquired for considerably less than what it would
cost to buy the land in fee simple, as is the normal Green Acres practice. Further- ~
more, easement purchases do not affect municipal ratables and the State does not be-
come a landlord. The land, itself, remains in private hands and they continue to pay
taxes to the municipality.

Second, the four mill real estate transfer tax method of funding the
acquisition of easements is no longer available since a new two and one-half mill
tax to balance the budget was enacted in 1975.



Third, the Blueprint program to preserve one million acres cannot now be
implemented because of the current fiscal crisis.

Four, we think that a voluntary program is appropriate to a test of the
development easement concept. The original Blueprint recommendations involved a
mandatory program but we feel that a voluntary arrangement is more practical at this
time since this is a demonstration project. »

To sum up, we have learned from our investigations that the acquisition of
development easements is a practical and relatively cheap way to keep farmlands in
farming. We have also learned that the selection of an area to put the concept into
operation must involve costs that are reasonable and within the State's resources.

In April 1975, the Governor's Commission to Evaluate the Capital Needs of
New Jersey - referred to as the McNaughton Commission - recommended that a demonstra-
tion project be undertaken to test the concept of preserving farmlands through the
State purchase of development easements. At this point, we turned our attention to an
examination of the demonstration project idea, as well as the selection of an appropriate
area for the test.

We concluded that a demonstration project was a sensible approach that should
be undertaken at an early date. The entire State was then examined and we accumulated
facts and figures on 12 potential areas for the demonstration. These were looked at
individually and a final decision was taken to proceed in the four Burlington County
Townships of Lumberton, Medford, Pemberton and Southampton. This decision was made
after several meetings with the Department of Environmental Protection, whose Green
Acres Program appears to be an ideal funding mechanism for this project.

The four townships selected were chosen because of, one, the ample amount of
farmland within their borders, two, the urban-rural mixture which makes the townships
reasonably representative of areas under increasing pressures for development, three,
estimated easement values are within a range that fit our resources.

It is important to recognize that the $5 million requested in A-1334 for
program funding may or may not be actually spent. As John Van Zandt will show you
in a few minutes, there are important unresolved questions that can only be answered
by actually conducting a demonstration project. If, for example, easements for only
a few acres are offered to us, we would terminate the project without using any of the
$5 million. On the other hand, a good response from landowners whose offering prices
would come reasonably close to the appraised values, could consume the entire $5
million.

For details of the Demonstration Project, I shall turn this portion of the
meeting over to John Van Zandt, our Coordinator of Rural Resource Services and follow-
ing his presentation, I shall be glad to answer any of your questions. Mr. Van Zandt.
JOHN VAN Z ANDT: Thank you, Mr. Secretary, gentlemen. I am going to
briefly review the concept of the easement. The development easement we are talking
about, of course, is part of the bundle, along with the price of the property. If the
property has a market value of $1,000 per acre - and please understand that I am talk-
ing about an example here because $1,000 is easier for me and others to undefstand -
If the farm value were $4,000, we are interested in purchasing the easement value.

We would then be purchasing this portion of the rights in the property.

As the Commissioner and the Secretary indicated, the area that we are talk-
ing about - the four township area in Burlington County - was selected out of a
possible twelve different areas in the State because it had some very unique character-
istics that we felt were necessary and helpful to a demonstration project of this kind.
There are 41,500 acres of farmland in this area - in these four townships - and it does

have a fixdd land use pattern which gives us the kind of development pressures we were



looking for in order to determine if this easement concept is viable. Of course,
the project is visible to the public, it is not in a rural area. It is in an area
where people will see it and understand what we are doing.

The operating responsibility of this project will be under the Department
of Agriculture, of course with the full knowledge and support of the Department of
Environmental Protection.

I want to briefly run through the procedures that we have developed to this
point. We have already, at this time, sent letters to the owners of the farmland in
this area so that they have an idea of what this project is and so they didn't get
only the word they did get from the press. We gave it, by letter, directly to them.

From this point on, if this bill is passed and the appropriation is made
available, we would then begin an information program to the people in the area -
both the farmland owner as well as the other citizens in the area to be tested - in
terms of what we planned to do and,in as much detail as we can, the methold in which
we plan to do it.

This program would be set up with the Cooperative Extension Service and any
other public agency that would interested in publicizing the program. Some time in
the future-- We gave our brochure to you. We had some dates in mind. They may have
to be altered in terms of the timetable now, but we had hoped that by May the 1lst
we could ask the farmland owners in the area to submit offers on those easements
they wanted tended to the State. In doing that, we would certainly ask the farmland
owners to get professional help so they can come up with a reasonable value of their
easements. We are not trying to get somebody to come up with an off-the-cuff figure
that might not be reasonable. We want them to understand what the values are and
to get that kind of help before they get an offer.

I want to impress upon everyone here that this is a voluntary program, this
is not mandated. It is entirely at the option of these people who own land, as to
whether or not they want to tender the easements. We also want it understood that
these are non-binding offers at this time. If a person is given an offer for an
easement and has second thoughts later, before he actually signed up to sell these
easements, of course he can back out. At the same time the State would not be sub-
ject to buying this offer just because it was offered.

As the Commissioner said, and as the Secretary discussed, if we can get
contiguous land masses of this size we probably would not want to proceed in the
isolated, fragmented areas.

These offers, of course, then would be received by the agency and reviewed
for reasonableness. In the process before we review these,we will have had a few
test appraisals made in the area. Part of the money the Commissioner was talking
about - administrative money - would be used for that. This would help us to deter-
mine whether or not these offers were even in the ball park.

After that, if they were reasonable, and if they are located in a reasonably
contiguous area, we would then go ahead with the appraisals made by the State. We
would have appraisals made by independents - certified appraisers. They would not
be done by State employees. It is an entirely independent operation to get absolutely
clear and unbiased appraisals. We would appraise both the market and the farm value
of this property. We must know the difference between the farm value and the market
value of this land. We will compare the offers and the appraisals to see if they are
in the same ball park. If they are, then we would proceed to make an offer to
purchase these easements from the land owner.

The Deed Covenant would be the means by which we would restrict development



We would not permit development or construction except for farm purposes.

There is a timetable in our mind for the first phase of this. As the Com-
missioner said, we will not be buying these for some time. We will go through these
four phases and at the end of each one of these phases we will review our operation
to date to see whether we were in the ball park in terms of our overall plans. It is
not likely that we would actually decide on purchases for about 12 months from the
time we initiate the program.

This is a chart that we have to show some advantages for going into this
program - capital expansion, market for right, and a very important one in our mind
is the lessening the impact of State taxes on the farmland owner. Thank you very
much.

MR. ALAMPI: Thank you, Mr. Van Zandt. Mr. Chairman, I would be glad to
try and answer any of your questions.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: I was going to ask Mr. Bardin this question,
but you may have the answer to it. We talked about the Watch Dog Committeé. Will
this particular bill eventually - before it is funded - have to be approved by the
Watch Dog Committee? I assume it will, since it is a bond issue fund.

MR. ALAMPI: We will do whatever the Legislature feels appropriate. It is
my understanding that the Commissioner, on the present project, reports every four
months to the Committee. We would be delighted to agree to any stipulations that you
may so desire.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: We are assuming we are going to hear a lot of difference
of opinion here this morning, but many times we assume that and we don't hear some of
the questions we would like to hear. You have traveled across the State, I know, for
at least three years now on this Blueprint Proposal. I know this is a papered-down
version of it, but what are some of the objections that you have heard from the farm
community and how do you handle some of those suggestions? How do you answer them?
What are some of the key problems that you have run up against?

MR. ALAMPI: Mr, Chairman, the Blue Print Commission on the Future of New
Jersey Agriculture, issued its report in April of 1973 - a thirteen point program.

You are quite right, I have traveled up and down the State and we find that the
general public, on three surveys, has shown favorable consideration of the Blue
Print recommendations. One was at the Flemington Fair, which was rural. One was

the Flower and Garden Show in Morristown, which is urban. And one was the Eagleton
Foundation. All three showed that the people want the program and are willing to pay
for it. E

The farm community is split on it becaus? the best crop the farmer has is
called real estate and he doesn't want anyone-- He says, "That is my insurance policy;
that is my social security; that is my pension'and I want to farm it as long as I
want to and then I want to sell it." Unfortunately, I don't think we can have it
both ways and try to save one million acres of prime farmland in the Garden State.

So, therefore, to ameliorate that we suggested,in the Blue Print Recommendatons, a

four mill real estate transfer tax to pay for it and to pay the farmer for the develop-
ment easement so that land could not be developed. It would be kept for agriculture.

It will be privately owned, paid by the taxpayers. Taxes will be paid to the municipality
and the State will only own the development easement, which means not to develop it.

: So, I would say in summary, Mr. Chairman, that there are some farmers opposed
to it. A lot of farmers are in favor of it. Your hearing today is to see whether or
not they would go for the demonstration project.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Are there any other guestions?



ASSEMBLYMAN KOZLOSKI: Yes. You chose Burlington County. Now, that is a
very small area out of the entire farming community of New Jersey. Why didn't you
consider taking, possibly, an area there if you'd like and then possibly a smaller
area in, say, Monmouth or Ocean or some other community?

One of the questions I get is, why did you zero in just there? When you
tell me now that letters have been sent out to these people - that's going to be my
second question - what have the responses been from the farmers in that area?

And, thirdly, suppose the response from the farmers in that area is not
that positive - do you have a secondary, or backup, area to be considered for this
pilot project?

MR. ALAMPI: First, Mr, Kozloski, the study of the two Departments included
twelve different sections and, frankly, for a $5 million appropriation we couldn't
possibly begin to have a demonstration project in some of the areas - for example, in
your own home town. That would probably cost $35 or $40 million to have a demonstra-
tion project. The land value there would be considerably higher than it is in Burling-
ton County. So, therefore, we picked an area which had all three areas - rural, in-between,
and that close to the urban pressures. That is why these four townships in Burlington
County were picked.

Number 2, frankly, we would like to do the whole one million acres at one time -
there is no question about it. As Chairman of the Blue Print Commission, I would love
to see it but we have to be practical. A big bond issue at that time would have been
$1.2 billion for a million acres in 1973 and big bond issues in New Jersey are negative.
So, therefore, practically, we couldn't go that route. We did go the real estate
transfer tax route and that was usurped by the Legislature to balance the budget, so,
therefore, we lost that.

Now, we feel if we do the demonstration project and find out how it is done -
because no one else has done this - we could iron out the wrinkles before we go for
the major program.

As far as how it would be done, we have already had several meetings - and
some of your very able legislators were at the meeting to talk with farm people, with
planning people, with mayors, with the township committee and others - to work on the
project at the local level. We believe the local input is more important than State
dominated input. As recently as last Thursday night we had a meeting down in the
Burlington County library and we had a very fine meeting at the local level to try
to iron out some of these problems.

The third question you asked--

ASSEMBLYMAN KOZLOSKI: Is there a backup? Philip, can I assume that at this
point the farmers are receptive and positive toward this?

MR. ALAMPI: My estimation would be that we are going to have more bids than
we can handle - or that the money will provide for. That is my own personal opinion.
However, if we do not, that is the advantage of a demonstration project. If the pit-
falls are great or the problems are many, then that way you solve them through a
demonstration project. At that point we would then assess our position accordingly
before any other money is spent.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Assemblyman Barry, do you have any questions?

ASSEMBLYMAN BARRY: No, my question was answered. I was interested in the
possibility of cooperation and participation in the experimental program but you feel
we shouldn't have any problem?

MR. ALAMPI: I don't think so. As a matter of fact, plans are to have a
committee made up at the county level consisting of a Freeholder, appointed by the
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ex officio on the committee. We also will have, from the four townships, two members
from the Township Committee and we will have a planning official and, perhaps, a fourth
person. We think there will be about 18 or 19 people from the local level standpoint.
So, their input at all times - setting up the guidelines, setting up the procedures -
will be very meaningful at the municipal level. We think we are taking all the pre-
caution we need to take in order to assure that input from the local level.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: For the record, I would like to indicate that Assembly-
man Baer is preéent now. Byron, do you have any questions?

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Yes, I have a few questions. I am sorry I missed some
of the earlier testimony. I am not certain whether some of these questions would be
appropriate to pose to you or to Commissioner Bardin, or some of the experts who are
also on hand, but let me try.

First of all, suppose the selection of these particular areas, where there
has been mention made of development pressures-- Has there been any planning study
conducted that resulted in this choice - or any analysis of statistics - and, if so,

I would like to have that made available.

MR. ALAMPI: Our consultant, Charles Lambert of Princeton, did computerize
all four of the municipalities and all of the figures are available. I will be glad
to show them to you and the other members of the committee - the number of farms, the
number of parcels, the number of acres, and all those details that I know are of con-
cern to you.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Well, that would be interesting but what I am asking about
is a study that resulted in the choice of these areas. In other words, a study that
would presumably cover a large portion of the very actively agriculturally developed
and operated areas in the State, one that has analyzed development pressures in those
areas, based on recent development in the past few years, or decade, breaking that
down into the types of development, analyzing acreage loss and other factors that in-
volve things like that.

I imagine many different criteria could go into a study for determining the
most appropriate area to begin with., But I would assume that this was chosen on a
rational basis and on the basis of a study that contrasted this area with other areas
and, in fact, just analyzed quite a large area to begin with before this area was
even zeroed in on for further more detailed analysis and that is the kind of thing
that I would like to see. Otherwise I would have, to begin with, serious questions
as to whether it is rational or proper - assuming that other things in the act make
sense - that this area be chosen. Could you try to enlighten me on that, sir?

MR. ALAMPI: A very intelligent question. Our staff and the Department of
Environmental Protection staff has worked for months in this very area, in going over
the 12 possible sites, in consultation with our consultant, Mr. Lambert. After this
was all computerized, very frankly, they arrived at the choice of these four townships,
based on, I think, a rational approach - on the acres, the development pressures, the
on-going prices in the area, working with the tax assessors. I think that is how it
was arrived at. For further, specific, detail, I would, possibly, call Mr. Lambert
to the microphone, at your convenience, to go into the details on how that was done.

I am satisfied and so is Commissioner Bardin that our staff work with the
consultant did provide this background before we made our choice.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Well, I'd like to be satisfied too and so what I am
asking for, and what I assume is in existence, is something intermediate between a
verbal explanation and a stack of computer printouts a foot high, which I would assume
would an an analytical report of a few dozen pages that makes reference to the computer

data. Obviously, a stack of computer data by itself would be unintelligible to me.



But, on the other hand, I would want something more solid than just an oral represen—
tation. I think you can see that. Is any such thing in existence?

MR. ALAMPI: May I defer to Mr. Lambert, Mr. Chairman, for a few seconds?

MR. LAMBERT: To answer your very good question, we can give you copies of
the original proposal that were submitted to the Department of Environmental Protection.
That is about a 100 page recommendation which involves the analysis of the character-
istics of 12 different test areas - pilot areas.

Approximately two months after that date ~ which was last August - we submitted
another report. We can also provide you with a copy of this report, which was much
briefer. 1In this we zeroed in on this area that we are discussing today.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: I think that is what Byron wants, copies of both those
reports. I think that would be helpful to all of the committee.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Yes. I think that will answer question, pending our study
of that.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Excuse me, for the record, sir, would you identify
yourself?

MR. LAMBERT: Yes. My name is Charles Lambert, Consultant, Princeton, New
Jersey. .

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: I would like to inquire, by the way, in terms of the area
that has been chosen and in terms of-- Well, first of all, in terms of the area that
has been chosen, has there been any multi-family development in these four towns?

If so, can you tell me anything - or can any of the people with you tell me anything
about whether that has been a recent development or whether it is non-existent, or it
is something that has been there for a long time but been unchanged?

MR. ALAMPI: I don't know whether the staff can or not. I can't answer that.

MR. LAMBERT: Yes, there has been multi-family development, especially in
Medford Township and there may have been others as well. However, we looked primarily
at the amount of farmland that was available in the areas we were looking at. The
part having to do with possible conflict of an agricultural preserve with the master
plans of the four townships is being given very serious consideration and this will be
one of the duties of the Steering Committee that the Secretary mentioned, who will be
charged with the responsibility for advising us of any conflict that may arise between
parcels selected for acquisition - the easements thereof - and the master plan.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Let me ask, by the way - maybe this is kind of leaping
ahead-- The Legislature has had before us legislation on the transfer of development
rights. I believe that this did not go the whole route last time. I assume it will
be before the Legislature again, having already been pre-filed. If that were passed -
if anybody here can answer - what position would that put the State in, insofar as being
the holder of those development rights and insofar as whatever rights the State may
have to exercise those development rights on other land? I am quite confused about
that and its relationship to local zoning and things of that sort,

MR. ALAMPI: Mr, Baer, I can answer that. The T.D.R., which we think is a
good planning tool to preserve some open space for recreation and things like that -
historical sites -~ but it does not preserve farmland. As a matter of fact, the author
of that has admitted it will not preserve farmland. 1In the T.D. R. concept what
happens is, the people who want to build around a particular open area, whether it be
apartments or condominiums, or multi-family units, would buy development rights in that
open space. Therefore, those people pay for the preservation of open space that
surrounds that.

The Blueprint Commission envisioned a Statewide program where all of the

citizens participate, just as you do with Green Acres, where the people in Bergen
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County pay the interest on the bond issue for all the Green Acrea in the State, even
though they may not have a lot of Green Acres in their own back yard, so to speak.

Therefore, we think the preservation of farmland is a Statewide project and not
just for a particular municipality to preserve that open space. For example, you are
right, the T.D.R. bill passed the Assembly but it did not pass the Senate. I under-
stand it is going to be reintroduced. We have no objection to the T.D.R. as a planning
tool for preserving particular areas of small open space but not for the preservation
of farmland. We think the preservation of farmland ought to be a large enough, contiguous
land area to make it meaningful. We can't have sporadic farms, as Commissioner Bardin
said earlier, to have a meaningful preserve.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: I understand that. That wasn't exactly the thrust of my
question, through. What was confusing me was, if we have that passed, I recognize that -
as you described - farmland would remain undeveloped, except for agricultural purposes,
and that under T.D.R. it would allow higher density development, perhaps, in the
periphery. The question that comes to my mind is, what problems might exist as a
result of the combination of the T.D.R. and this proposed act? Which would have greater
impact, and perhaps conflict, with local zoning, the transfer of T.D.R. by itself or
this by itself?

MR. ALAMPI: Well, in the original Blueprint recommendation - and we
still believe that the local municipality has the final decision as to what to put
into agriculture and what to put into other areas - we don't see T.D.R. in conflict
with the Blueprint recommendations or the preservation of farmland. It has its
place, in my estimation, in smaller areas, for small recreational areas of that type,
but not in the massive, large farm areas which we need to preserve agriculture in this
State. So, I don't see a conflict. I think each has their own place. I think both
can be-- ‘

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: So, what youlére'saying is, you envision T.D.R. - as you
would prefer it - not being applicable to the development rights that the State would
acquire here?

MR. ALAMPI: As farmland.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: That's right, the development rights to whatever farmland
would be acquired here.

MR ALAMPI: We think all the citizens of the State ought to share in main-
taining open farmland - taxpaying, privately-owned farmland.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: One of the things that concerns me is that the criteria for
picking particular land is apparently left completely to regulation, without - as I
understand it - too much indication, at this stage, as to what the regulation might
contain. What I am getting at is-- Let me put the question this way: Do you think
it would be desirable to have legislation that would mandate that a number of things
be taken into account as criteria in selecting an area - for instance, the suitability
of the land from the point of view of sewerage:; for instance, the suitability of the
land in relation to roads and traffic carriers and the various factors which, in fact,
do influence the particular marketability and desirability of land for development?

I assume that nobody here would want to see a farmer sell development rights
on some of the land that a farmer has, that has the absolute least potential for
development. It would really be very undesirable but would represent a bonanza for
the farmer while the farmer might retain and not sell development rights to, perhaps,
other land that is choicer. Or, the same parallel can be drawn between different
farmers. It would seem to me, given the considerable distrust with which the public
regards all public actions today, we would want to examine, very carefully, what
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guarantees and protections are in here, not only to insure that the programs work
properly but to insure that whatever programs we might adopt might have sufficient
public cenfidence to make it feasible to adopt.

MR. ALAMPI: We couldn't agree with you more. That is exactly why we are
setting up this 19 person local committee of the four townships in the county and
all the legislators in that area are ex officio members of that. We are now develop-
ing, with the local people, the guidelines and all the precaution that needs to be
taken to avoid exactly what might happen. We couldn't agree with you more. You are
absolutely right.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Let me ask you this: Do you think it is possible that the
public might feel, and have you ever found in your experience sometime-- And I say this
without regard to any particular area and-I would say this regardless of what area
had been chosen. But, sometimes, legislators are put under pressure of a political
nature to assist an application that, perhaps, has more clout behind it, rather than
one that has the most merit and sometimes groups from localities are subject to a
kind of in-group pressure. I wonder whether you feel that there is any danger of
this and I wonder whether you feel that the public might have severe reservations
about leaving that all to the local group, as opposed to having firm standards in the
act which would allow people to function bound by such standards and guidelines?

MR. ALAMPI: Well, that is exactly what we are trying to do and that is
why we are having a demonstration project before we embark on the one million acre
program. That is exactly what we are trying to ascertain and, hopefully, when we have
finished this, Assemblyman Baer, they will have that confidence in the program - the
local people, the county people and the State people.

I would hope we would do exactly what you are suggesting, that is why we
have a demonstration project, to try and iron out these wrinkles so we have that
confidence of the public in this type of program.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Well, I realize it is a demonstation, or pilot program,
but don't you feel that since $5 million is involved the public might want to see
those standards in the legislation itself so that this thing wouldn't be just viewed
as an experiment and "we will see where we are from there", and also have as much
insurance in the protection of the spending of this money as possible?

MR. ALAMPI: Well, if it would take legislation to do it, I wouldn't object
to it, except that, frankly, if we are going to develop guidelines for these local
and county and State people, it seems to me that that is why we have the project - to
do this and to try it out. If it takes that kind of guideline - to put it in regulation
form - to insure the complete trust of the public, we would move in that direction.
But I think during the demonstration project, while we are searching for guidelines
and while we are searching for answers on these things, which we don't know now - no
one else has done this - it is very difficult. If it would take that kind of pro-
tection later on, I would be glad to consider that, but not as a delaying tactic so
we don't get the demonstration project on the road and try it out.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Well, I have a couple of more questions. Forgive me, Mr.
Chairman, for taking so much time on these things but I think they are of some im-
portance.

Let me just say to you, Mr. Alampi, that I do certainly recognize the value
of the input of local people. Sometimes they can come up with ideas that we might
not have, and maybe that input can be of value in terms of developing such standards.
But I think there is a real issue here as to whether that input should be prior to the
development of legislative standards and whether such input would be very helpful to
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us in the Legislature for developing such standards, as opposed to just turning the
thing over to the locality to do as they see fit. But I am certainly not opposed to
the idea of local input and I realize its value.

MR. ALAMPI: We met last Thursday. We are meeting again on March 1l1lth.

So, we are doing exactly what you are suggesting.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Let me ask another question. The argument could be
raised-- I am not prepared to raise this as an assertion but I just want to throw it
out at this point. If you have certain development pressures - and I think planners
can express development pressure in terms of units per year in a region or an area
containing a certain market and an economic feasibility to develop - the argument
could be raised that if you prevent development on acreage with this, the development
will proceed nonetheless just across the road on the farm you didn't acquire and, in
essence, those development pressures are inexorable unless you are making a commitment
to a monumental sized program of enormous price that locks up all the land.

Now, if that is the case - and I will be interested in your comment on it -
how are we actually preventing the development of farmland, as opposed to just
slightly affecting the location of development and providing some additional money
in the pockets of some farmers?

MR. ALAMPI: The Blueprint Commission recommended we set aside one million
acres of prime farmland for that purpose. The local municipality would set aside
70% of its prime farmland. They would make that decision. That means they can
develop 30% of the prime farmland and all of that land which is not considered prime
farmland. We felt that that would be a fair way to give a municipality a balance to
have some development on the prime farmland, and also that which is not prime.
Therefore, the local people make the decision as to which of this land would be set
aside for an agricultural preserve.

We can tell them which of the farmlands are class one, two, etc., by our
studies. As State Chairman of the Soil Conservation Committee, I want you to know
that 86% of the State has already been classified and that material is available for
planners, for health officials, sewerage people, etc., to know what the classification
of that land is. So, we know where that land is now - the prime land. Fourteen
percent of the State is still to be mapped and, given proper funding, we will finish
the job soon.

In my estimation, that decision to preserve the million acres has to rest
with the local municipal officials. We are not Joing to tell them which of that
land they ought to set aside for the agricultural preserve. They make that decision.
So, we think we are protecting the minicipalities in doing that.

I think it is for the general public to decide if they want this open space.
I call it privately-owned, taxpaying open space, which produces food for our con-
sumers. When you realize that 88% of the fresh vegetables and processed vegetables
in this State, for our consumers, is produced on our farms - 88% of processed
vegetables - and when you consider that 35% of the eggs in this State and about 30%
of the milk and 20% of the fruits and 3% of the meat all come from our farms and when
you consider that agriculture and the food industry in this State amounts to $3
billion, which is one of the largest segments of our economy, in my estimation it is
essential that we try to preserve that type of an economy, together with the open
space provision - that is why Commissioner Bardin stressed the conservation part
of it - here in the Garden State.

I think, done at the local level, with local municipal rule, we could
achieve this.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Excuse me, just one moment. I have just been informed
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that we have a slight time problem with the minority party. With your permission, and
with Assemblyman Baer's permission, it is obvious that there are many, many questions
that we could be asking you, but we also have many local officials and county officials
here who we do not have access to all the time. With Assemblyman Baer's permission,
and with your permission, I would like to suggest that we have you back at one of our
committee meetings to go further into some of the problems we have with you.

MR. ALAMPI: I'd be delighted.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: If that is okay with Assemblyman Baer, I would like to
get on to some of the local people before the minority party has to leave - and they
have to leave in about 40 minutes. Do you have any objections to that, Byron?

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Well, I would like to - I will be glad to yield at this
point - have an opportunity, sometime in the future, to continue,on the record, with
some of these questions. I think some of them are significant and it is desirable
to get answers. But I would be glad to yield at this time for as long as you want
for other persons--

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Yes. My only point is, we can have the Secretary
back but some of these local people, I don't think we are ever going to have another
chance to hear from them again, or we can't expect them to come up here again. I
would like to give the minority party members as least a chance to hear a couple of
them before they have to leave. We could keep Secretary Alampi here, I am sure for--

MR. ALAMPI: I would be glad to come back any time.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Well, will he be coming back, on the record?

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: I was just going to ask our staff. 1Is there any problem,
if we do not get back to him today, with adding any other testimony we have from him
to the record at a later date?

MR. CATANIA: Normally the record is kept open for a week or two after a
hearing is held, so there will be no problem.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: So, we can insert any further testimony or questions
of the Secretary at that time, is that right? Will that satisfy you?

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Yes, that will be all right.

MR. ALAMPI: I will be glad to appear in person or have a staff member
work with you, or anything.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: What are your time limits this afternoon?

MR. ALAMPI: I was supposed to be in Washington yesterday. The National
Association on State Departments of Agriculture is having a meeting and I am going
to catch a plane after lunch to be in Washington for a committee meeting.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Thank you very much.

I would now like to call Henry Metzger.

HENRY METZ2ZG E R: I am Henry W. Metzger from Burlington County - a Freeholder.
I also have with me Mr. Bernard Cedar, a member of the County Planning Board.

The Burlington County staff of the Planning Board highly endorses Assembly
Bill 1334. The Freeholders endorse the concept of appropriating $5 million for the
demonstration project for the purchase of development rights in order to preserve
farmland in New Jersey.

We are pleased that the New Jersey Department of Agriculture has chosen
Lumberton, Medford, Southampton and Pemberton Townships, all in Burlington County.

We feel that this concept, when proven through this test, will be a viable one which
then can be used on a statewide basis.

The idea of saving one million acres of fine farmland in the most densely

populated state in the nation is certainly a commendable one. This concept proves once
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again that New Jersey continues to be a leader in attempting to keep farming a

viable part of its economy. It first provided for farmland assessment at a time

when real estate tax levels were helping to drive the farmer out. While that technique
stemmed the rate of farmland depletion, it will take a proposal, such as development
rights, to purchase and save the better farmlands in the State. It will not only
serve to preserve the land as open space and to encourage continued farming in this
State but it can also be a tool in channeling development in a more rational way than
the present helter-skelter pattern that we now find. The benefit secured should not
only fall to the farmer but also to those people who will continue employment in those
areas and those businesses which serve the farmers and which need farm products to
continue their operations.

Besides the purchase of development rights we also commend to this committee
the concept of other techniques such as, transfer of development rights should also
be tested. We hope that this bond issue will prove to be just the first in a continuing
attempt to serve farming in New Jersey.

It was mentioned by Mr. Alampi that they would deal primarily with prime
acreage. This is, of course, our concern in Burlington County, that prime acreage is
asked to be a part of the program.

I can't speak entirely for all of the Freeholders. There have been a number
of meetings, Mr. Chairman, in Burlington County, regarding the program. A number
of Freeholders have been in attendance. We generally support the concept. However,
one of our concerns lies in the fact that we would like to see general support from
all the municipalities who have been named to share in the program. Judging from the
comments that we have received at the meetings, this seems to be very favorable,

The other concern that I would like to voice is how this will affect Green
Acre money for other county projects that would be in the realm of recreation. Will
municipalities in Burlington County, other than those that are being considered for
this program be jeopardized? Will they be cut back in any funds at all if they wish
to be given money from the Green Acre appropriation? Now that we are talking about
$5 million for Burlington County, I want to be sure that other municipalities in
Burlington County are going to get their allotment, if they so desire and if they
are interested in obtaining Green Acre money.

That pretty much sums up our feelings in Burlington County. However, I know
that Mr. Bernie Cedar, the Director of the County Planning Board, would like to make
additional comments and I would like to turn the mike over to Mr. Cedar, if that is
possible, Mr. Chairman.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Yes, for a few moments.

BERNARD CEDAR: Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to say that we have been in-
volved, on a periphery, with development rights issues for a number of years prior
to the Blueprint Commission report, in relation to transfer of development rights and
the Blueprint Commission report itself, and I think from a staff position - as
Freeholder Metzger indicated - we heartily endorse the concept.

I would like to answer one thing that Senator Baer brought up.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Thank you. I am an Assemblyman.

MR. CEDAR: Pardon me - Assemblyman Bear brought up, and that was the question
of development patterns presently, and the pressures in the four municipalities that
were picked. I haven't got the facts and figures right now but, generally, from the
information that we have, there has been extensive development pressure in the four
municipalities.

All the municipalities still have extensive open lands, but the pressures
are certainly there. I am sure that you are familiar with the fact that Medford
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Township was the one that initiated an environmental study some years ago, at an
extensive cost - $150 thousand for a township that, at that time, had a population of
less than 10,000, A good deal of that township has been evaluated, from an environ-
mental standpoint and the town is not opposed to development: it wants to see develop-
ment channeled into the proper areas.

In Lumberton, they are just finishing up revision to their master plan. They
have input to that plan - at least the consultants have provided input to that plan -

a form of transfer of development rights.

Pemberton Township has had extensive development pressures. Considering
the fact that we are in the throes of a depression, in terms of construction as well
as other things in the State, the pressures still were there. They too are concerned
as to how that township is developing and how they can preserve and maintain farming
as a viable economic product in their community.

Southampton has one of the largest retirement communities in the State being
developed. There are five thousand dwelling units in Leisure Village; And besides
that, again, the pressures are there. Maybe they are not quite as extensive as the
other three communities, but they are there.

You questioned multi-family housing. In all of these communities, except South-
ampton - I guess you can say retirement is sort of a multi-family development - there
has been,to a lesser or a greater extent, large multi-family garden-type apartment
developments taking place, as well as town houses, condominiums, etc. The pressures
are there. The question is, can we alleviate these pressures, or stem these pressures,
and maintain the farmland? I think all of us at the county level - those that I have
talked to and discussed the problem with - feel that it is well worth maintaining the
farmland, not only from an economic standpoint but from the standpoint of directing
development and from the standpoint of keeping a large portion of New Jersey open. It
is more than just an economic factor. I can think of some environmental and aesthetic
factors as well, which all of us must recognize.

I think that the idea of starting a demonstration project is a good one.
Hopefully, if the project does well, we can get off the ground and really do a job in
saving the million acres that are still available.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Are there any questions?

ASSEMBLYMAN KOZLOSKI: Yes, I have one question. I don't know to phrase it
but something keeps going through my mind concerning this whole project, particularly
because of the - and I don't know if this is germane - Mount Laurel decision. You
are talking about setting up a county master plan. Do you view this project for the
preservation of farmland in your county as a way then to be ahead of the other counties,
ﬁy'ééttiﬁg aside farmland thereby being ahead of the other counties in drawing up a master
plan on zoning?

MR. CEDAR: I am glad you brought that up, Assemblyman. We are just complet-
ing a countywide allocation plan. We put into that plan the concept of preserving
farmland by saying that any community having greater than one hundred acres of
available farmland, we would try to save 70% of that land as farmland.

Even with that input, there is still enough land available to take care of
the regional housing needs that have been expressed to us by the Delaware Valley
Regiocnal Planning Commission - even with that. We are doing all of these things.

Even with keeping densities relatively low, we still have enough land available in
Burlington County to take care of the expected housing needed by the year 2,000.
So, I don't think we could look at this concept of saving farmland in

Burlington County, or in New Jersey for that matter, as a means of protecting ourselves
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from the influx, or as a means of keeping out low and moderate income people. On the
contrary, I think it could work hand and glove. One could work hand and glove with
the other.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Are there any further questions? Assemblyman Baer.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Yes. On this projection, would you be able to provide
us with data?

MR. CEDAR: As far as the housing allocation plan, do you mean?

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Yes. One that would indicate both what the regional pro-
jections are, I guess from-- What would it be, the Delaware Regional? Whatever the
regional projectons are. Also,we would like to statistics on which you base the
ability go meet that.

Also, could you break that down, not only into land but land that is zoned
appropriately to meet that need?

MR. CEDAR: I don't think I can do it on the basis of the zoning.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Oh, I see.

MR. CEDAR: But I can certainly do it on the basis of what we had anticipated
to be land availability. I will be very blunt with you. 2Zoning is a tool which can
be changed and I think zoning changes with the pressures. You are familiar with that,
you come from a highly dense area in Bergen County and you know fully well that when
the pressures arise, the zoning seems to change. Now, I am not saying that that is
not necessary but zoning is, at least from a professional standpoint, not a tool where
you end up with a fixed situation regarding land. It is something that has to be re-
viewed as time goes on and as situations change and as pressures change. So, I don't
think zoning is necessarily the immediate aspect of this thing, or even the long-range--
It might be the immediate aspect but from the long-range standpoint, we don't think that
zoning is necessarily the holding situation.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: As I understand--

MR. CEDAR: If I may complete-- We do have enough available land and we have
input on an overall density factor, based upon various zones, various areas in the
county, and the type of areas that they are. We are doing all of this work. We find
that we still have sufficient land, at reasonable density, to serve the anticipated
housing needs for the year 2,000.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: You said so much, I am not sure what you said. Let me
ask if I understand what you are saying. Are you saying that although the zoning may
not presently permit some of this development,that inasmuch as it is flexible and can
be changed, you don't view that as a long-term limiting factor? Presently it is?

MR. CEDAR: It might be.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Presently it might be. In the present situation, where
the zoning is a limiting factor in being able to accommodate to regional growth pres-
sures, would you say that the implementation of this program would be a further re-
striction to accommodating any of those needs?

MR. CEDAR: I question that. I don't think so. I think, for instance, in
Medford and Lumberton-- In Lumberton théy arée in the process of changing their master
plan and some of the ordinances that came out of that master plan. I think they have
taken into consideration this aspect of regional housing needs, as they see it.

I am not saying that their figures are going to be exactly like ours, but they have
taken into consideration regional housing needs as well as the need to preserve farm-
land.

I think Medford has indicated in its attitude towards both the information and

the studies that have come out of the McCard group, as well as implementing those studies
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in a master plan and a zoning ordinance,that they too recognize the development
pressures as well as the need to preserve farmland and other types of open space.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Let me ask you one other question. A lot of the develop-
ment pressure I am not intimately familiar with in that area. But a lot of development
pressure - at least until some what we hope are rather transitory financing and
economic situations disappear - has been in terms of multi-family housing. On the
other hand, it often turns out that a lot of the farmland is gobbled up most by a
single-family-spread development, in terms of acreage that is consumed. Do you see
this program relating particularly, one way or the other, to those different types
of useage?

MR. CEDAR: I don't know. I would say, again, going back to my original
premise, I think that you are going to see situations evolving, based upon the pres-
sures that are going to arise. I think that in terms of the present zoning attitude
it is not necessarily going to be the one that is going to be the factor sometime in
the future - even in the near future. That doesn't mean that everytime a developer
comes in where it is zoned for one acre zoning and says, "I am going to build garden
apartments" that he is going to get the zoning changed.

But I do think that we are going to see local planning attitudes change
relative to the needs that are found both for preserving farmland and the dovelop-
ment pressures.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: All right. There are a couple of other things that I want
to ask you, very quickly. I notice from the question and answer sheet there is reference
made to the farmers'ability to buy back the development easements in certain dinstances.
I don't know what the precise circumstances would be, but if the owner is able to
buy back the easements, how is this program - that is an effective program in preventing
the development of land as opposed to being a program that essentially gives the farmer
a mortgage on his land so he can get more capital until he is ready to sell it - going
to work?

MR. CEDAR: I would rather have somebody from the Department of Agriculture
answer that question because that is their question sheet. But, my understanding of
that is, if the program wasn't successful - if they had gone ahead and bought some
land already but the program was found not to be successful - that then that would go
back to-- The farmer could buy back his development rights.

But my understanding of this is that in concept, once the development rights
are bought by the State, they would retain them in perpetuity - they would be retained
in perpetuity.

Again, I think I would have to defer, for further explanation on that, to Mr.
Van Zandt or Mr. Lambert. They would be much better able to answer that question than
I am.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Do you think it is important that this land continue to
be farmed?

MR. CEDAR: I think for the foreseeable future, as far as we can go, yes.
Until we can come to some new kinds of agriculture, we need it.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: You know, when we go many decades down the line and have
a different type of society, all kinds of things can be changed.

But inasmuch as you feel that that is the intent of this thing, do you think
there shquld be guarantees attached to the program so that the land is, in fact, farmed?
What if a farmer does this and then abandons the farming of the land? Should there be

any protection against that?

MR. CEDAR: I don't know how we“@ould get into that. Again, I am not that
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much of an expert on agriculture and I would rather have those who are experts
answer those questions. But I think - there is no question in my mind that, based
upon our society now and the technology that we have, that farmlands should be pre-
served.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: One last question. Is there pressure for any industrial-
commercial development in these areas too?

MR. CEDAR: Some.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: And is it conceivable that this program could be blocking
commercial and industrial development, which also is an important factor in the State's
economy?

MR. CEDAR: No, I question that. I don't think there is going to be - in this
particular program - enough land bought up to really curtail the development in those
four communities. When you talk about $5 million, if we pick up 6,000 acres we are
going to be picking up a lot.

But, as a test situation, I think it is well worth getting in to. It is well
worth exploring. I don't think it is going to really curtail that much of the develop-
ment pressure. I wish it could but I don't think it is going to.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Would you be able to - along with the other written material
you will submit - present the figures and data that would support that, in terms of
the data that shows the development pressures and how this would not interfere with
that.

MR. CEDAR: I will try.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: We would like this to show that there are alternative
ways of those development pressures being fulfilled, apparently, without interfering
with actively used agricultural land.

MR. CEDAR: We will try to.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Thank you, gentlemen.

I would like to point out that Michael Catania from our Legislative staff
is here and if you have materials, requested by the any of the members of the committee,
we would appreciate it if you would sent it to Mr. Catania and he will then see that
everybody on the committee gets a copy of it.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Mr. Chairman, just as a matter of procedure, I wonder
if I could ask, when witnesses come who do have prepared statements - and I think
some of the witnesses here have them - would it be possible for them to give copies,
in advance, to the committee staff, so that multiple copies can be provided if the
witnesses do not already have multiple copies. We could then get them while the
hearing is going on.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Fine. The two staff members will be sitting right here
in the two front seats. Mr. Catania can help you with that. If you have a typewritten
statement that we could read along with you while you are making your presentation, or
review at a later date, after this hearing is over, what Byron is trying to say is
bring it up here and we will photocopy it if you don't have copies of it.

I would like to now call on Mr. James Drews, State President of Future
Farmers of America.

JAMES DREWS: I am James Drews, I represent the New Jersey Association of
Future Farmers of America. We are students preparing for a career in agriculture.
Our organization is tied, indirectly, with agricultural education in the high schools
throughout the state and we do have a program in Burlington County at the present
time, at the high schools.

As State President of the New Jersey Association of Future Farmers of
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America, it is my privilege to express to you my views on the future of New Jersey
agriculture. For many years the American farmer has carried a great load on his
shoulders but he gets very little credit for his contribution to the development of
this great nation.

On this, our nation's bicentennial year, we Americans should take a long,
hard look at our oldest and largest industry, agriculture. While looking at agriculture
it is impossible to overlook the American farmer. It is as a direct result of the
efficiency of the American farmer that Americans are the best fed and the best clothed
people in the world.

Because of the low price of food, Americans spend less of their family income
on food than any other nation in the world. Since we spend so little on food, we have
money left over for the second car, the color t. v., the ski trips and the air conditioners.
But what do we in agriculture have to look forward to in this our nation's bicentennial
year? Problems, big problems. The basis of many of agriculture's problems start from
one thing - more and more people.

Food, the most obvious of people's need does not seem to cause concern for
U. S. farmers. Two hundred years ago the average American farmer produced enough
food to feed himself and three other people. Today, however, the average American
farmer must produce enough food to feed himself and 53 other people. This fact,
besides a growing amount of food exports, proves food production causes little con-
cern but production costs are another story.

Before consumers complain about the price of food they should first con-
sider the fact that farmers are consumers also. The fact is, farmers pay the same
price for their food, their cars, and their trucks and the same price for their
clothes, their gas, and their heating oil. But these costs are peanuts compared to
a $20 thousand tractor or a $50 combine and the ever increasing cost of fertilizer,
seed and chemicals.

Most Americans would be shocked to see the high cost of operation and the
low percentage of return the American farmer receives for his investment. When
someone asks, "Why are farmers complaining when the cost of food is increasing", our
reply would be, "We wouldn't be complaining if we were receiving our share of that
increase." Over 70% of last year's food price increase went to the middleman. On
the average, only 40% out of every dollar spent for food ever reached the American
farmer.

In 1975 insult was added to injury as higher production costs were accompanied
by a 4% drop in the price the farmer received for his raw product.

While the price problems are felt by all farmers, increasing population has
given New Jersey farmers a couple of big headaches - first, the ever decreasing
amount of good farmland. Because of the financial squeeze and the problem of farming
near growing communities, more farmers in our State elect to give up their land and
the fact is that we may already be the ex-Garden State, for this small State that once
fed two huge metropolitan areas now must import some 85% of its own food.

Although the land squeeze is a serious problem, even more serious is the
fact that the farmers are losing their right to farm, their right to farm without
unnecessary restrictions. People complain when a helicopter flies over their homes
at 5:00 A.M., although this is the time that farmers find expensive pesticides work
the best in their fields. People complain about dust and lime on their cars and
windows, but the farmers have little contxol over the wind. People complain about
machinery noise after dark, although we know that all farm operations cannot be
limited to daytime hours.

But, what is the State F.F.A. President talking only about farming for?
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Over 1,400 members in New Jersey are preparing for careers in agriculture and
agriculture is more than farming. What is their future in New Jersey agriculture

if there is no future in farming? What good are processes if there is no raw product
to process? What good are suppliers if there are no farmers to supply? What good
are mechanics if there is no machinery to fix? The list goes on--

I would like to leave you and all New Jersey residents with this final thought:
In the past, farmers have sacrificed, trying to keep open space in New Jersey but their
methods are no longer working. If there is to be farmland and open space in New Jersey,
all citizens must be willing to sacrifice and they must start now.

First, farmers must be given a financial initiative to produce. Second,
the wasting of good farmland must be controlled. Third, farmers must regain their
right to farm. For many years we have seen farmland decreasing in New Jersey but
until April of 1973, no sclution was suggested. Now, three years later, no other
solutions have been suggested, except an experiment trial of the solutions expressed
by the New Jersey Blueprint Commission on New Jersey Farmland.

It is not for me to say whether the ideas expressed by this Commission are
right or wrong. But I can say that we must start somewhere and this is at least a
start.

As for myself, I was raised in New Jersey on a farm and I would like to con-
tinue farming in New Jersey, along with many other members of my organization but the
future for us does not look very promising. Farmers are willing to fight Mother
Nature on their own ground. We can struggle with her elements. We can understand
her power over living things. We have learned to live under the law of supply and
demand. But if you keep deminishing our profits, take away our land, and take away
the right to farm, we farmers can do nothing.

I would just like to say that there are other members in our State who,
although they are not preparing for farming, do rely on farming for their interests
and who are preparing, as I said, for careers in the agriculture industry. The idea
of the experiment in Burlington County = our organization does not back the idea
of the Blueprint Commission. We would just like to express our views that we feel
a need for some type of preservation of farming in New Jersey because this is where
we would like to stay.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Thank you very much. Are there any questions from
anybody on the Committee?

(no questions)

There being no questions, I would like to thank you very much for taking
time to come here today.

Our next speaker will be Mr. Arthur West from the New Jersey Farm Bureau.
ARTHUR H. WE S T: Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, Ladies and
Gentlemen: My name is Arthur H. West and I am a farmer who raises grain, strawberries,
greenhouse tomatoes and flower and bedding plants on my farm in Upper Freehold Town-
ship near Allentown, New Jersey.

I appear here today as President of the New Jersey Farm Bureau, an organiza-
tion of 4300 farm families in New Jersey. Our membership. is entirely voluntary and is
made up of most of the commercial farmers in New Jersey, representing from the smallest
family-operated farm consisting of only a very few acres of specialty crops to farms
consisting of thousands of acres and hiring large numbers of farm workers.

I want to start by expressing to the committee my sincere appreciation for
this public hearing on this most important subject. I am sure this hearing will help
to air all the various aspects of farmland preservation and this proposal and should
certainly help resolve whether or not we should go forward with a pilot project, such
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as is proposed in A-1334.

New Jersey Farm Bureau, has, for many years, been recommending a farmland
preservation program in New Jersey. Our reason is sincere and genuine. Agriculture
is a basic industry in New Jersey, as well as throughout the entire country and must
be preserved if future generations are to eat.

In New Jersey we have lost thousands of acres of excellent farmland to urban,
suburban and industrial development during the last 25 years. 1In fact, we have. lost
so much good farmland that in many areas of New Jersey, the economics of conducting
successful agribusiness ventures is so bad that we have seen an exodus of such businesses,
including farm equipment dealers, food processors, fertilizer manufacturing plants,
farm supply business, and so forth. All of which has had a severe economic impact on
the entire State and,to some degree, attributing to some of the fiscal problems faced
in many localities throughout the State at the present time. In addition to the over-
all economic impact, this exodus has made farming in some areas of New Jersey nearly
impossible. A farmer needs the supporting agribusiness if he is to farm his land.

He needs it to purchase his supplies, to purchase his machinery, to get his machinery
repaired, to market his product and so forth. Agriculture cannot live alone, nor can
any other business live alone. This exodus, because of farmland loss has been very
deteriorating to New Jersey agriculture.

In addition to this, the State of New Jersey, over the last 20 years, has
been on a binge to bring everything under regulation. Regulations are certainly
needed, but not to the degree that we have gone in New Jersey in trying to be a
leader in regulating everything. In New Jersey we have been priding ourselves on
the fact that our regulations are much more stringent than any nearby state and it must
be remembered that these nearby states are the competition that New Jersey farmers
must face when they sell their product.

It has been virtually impossible for many of our farmers to compete with the
much less regulated farmers in neighboring states. Therefore, when the opportunity
has been made available to them to sell their land at reasonably good prices it was
certainly an easy decision for them to make to get rid of the pressures of running
a business in a regulated society and at the same time obtain a fair price for their
land.

While it is true that most farmers who have sold their land have done so at
a very substantial financial benefit to themselves, the fact remains that many of these
farms whould still be producing food today had they not been forced out by excessive
regulations,

Another area of concern that faces many farmers in New Jersey is high property
taxes. This situation was partially corrected at least temporarily with the passage
of the Farmland Assessment Act in 1964, which became effective in 1966. This one
piece of legislation cut the loss of farms in New Jersey from three per day to one
farm every other day. The Farmland Assessment Law has been very helpful but is only a
partial answer because even today with the Farmland Assessment Law, we still, In New
Jersey, pay the highest tax per acre of farmland of any state in the nation.

In 1975, the average acre tax on farmland in New Jersey was in excess of
$30 per acre. Thus, another reason why farmers in New Jersey have yielded and continue
to yield to real estate offers when opportunity presents itself.

In New Jersey we have had for many years the most stringent regulations on
farm labor, more restrictive and with a higher minimum wage rate than any other state
in this area of the country. Again, a major reason for farmers to yield to the real
estate pressures when opportunity has presented itself.
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I could continue with reasons why farmers have sold their farms all day, but
I feel we should be addressing our efforts toward reversing the trend and not just
complaining about it and that is Farm Bureau's purpose here today.

New Jersey Farm Bureau believes farming can and should be a part of New Jersey
well into the indefinite future. We have good land. We have 20 million consumers
at our back door. We have the know-how to farm. Plus, we have urban neighbors who
generally want farmers and open space in New Jersey. New Jersey Farm Bureau was
especially pleased when Secretary Alampi, in 1972, was directed to appoint a commission
to draw up a farmland preservation plan by the Governor at that time. We were also
pleased to have several Farm Bureau leaders as members of that important commission,
New Jersey Farm Bureau felt that the Blueprint Commission did an excellent job of
analyzing the problem and making recommendations for a permanent agriculture in
New Jersey. )

One of the main points established by the Blueprint Commission was that the
thirteen point program they recommended must be considered in its entirety and could
not be segregated piece by piece if we were to preserve agriculture in New Jersey.
Another very important premise the Blueprint Commission agreed on early in their
sessions was the fact that if we were to preserve agriculture in New Jersey we would
have to preserve it with a volume of acreage large enough to sustain the necessary
agribusiness complex that is so important to agriculture - and, again, I refer to
the agriculture supply businesses, the food processing people, the food marketing
programs, as well as the pesticide, fertilizer manufacturers and everything that goes
into agriculture.

Early in this discussion it was decided that we could not expect an agricultural
plan to succeed in New Jersey unless it consisted of at least 750,000 acres. In fact,
the commission felt that a million acres would be much more advisable but maybe not
very practical. It was also decided by the commission that if farming were to con-
tinue in New Jersey into the indefinite future we must have the right to farm the
land. We must have an ongoing agricultural research and extension program. We must
have an improved marketing program, and we certainly need an adequate vocational
educational program in the secondary schools. We certainly would need relaxation of
some of the regulatory controls presently on agriculture, bot in the area of farm
labor and environmental protection. These are definitely needed if we are to continue
to farm in this most urban state and unless these problems are realized and solved
we might as well forget agriculture. It cannot succeed.

As I said earlier, the Blueprint Commission recommended that the entire
thirteen points of that report be considered as a whole. 1In other words, land with-
out the other considerations could not be farmed and, of course, we could not farm
if we did not have the land. New Jersey Farm Bureau believes totally in and supports
the Blueprint Commission Report. We believe that all aspects of the agricultural
delimma must be considered as a package. We do not believe the problem can be
solved by any piecemeal approach and that, Mr.'Chairman, is why we are here today,
to oppose A-1334, which would establish the authority for a pilot program for the
purchase of development easements., This pilot program, as we understand it, could
only attack a very small fraction of the total problem. Therefore, it could not be
successful in our eyes as a total solution for preserving farmland into the in-
definite future.

It ought to be remembered that the Blueprint Commission did work long and
hard with many many meetings and with people studying land preservation programs and
agricultural land programs in all parts of the world as well as throughout the United
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States. We are in a unique situation in New Jersey. No other area faces a problem
quite the same as New Jersey's with the exception of perhaps a couple of the New
England states which might be in a very similar position. Therefore, we have no
pattern which we can copy. We must develop a program of our own. I certainly want
to commend the legislators who introduced A-1334 and I certainly want to commend the
Governor for his willingness to proceed with some type of farmland preservation
program, but I think we must be very careful that the direction we take is the right
direction.

Now, if I could, I would like to give you some reasons why I don't think we
can every succeed with a pilot program approach.

1. The pilot program could not possibly set aside an area of land sizable
enough to prove anything. We are talking only about $5 million. It would surprise
me if $5 million in the area being talked about could set aside much more than 2,500
acres of land and a 2,500 acre of land mass, be it contiguous or otherwise, could not
prove that we could continue to farm in New Jersey. It would not provide a large
enough mass of land that would attract any processor or any food marketing endeavor.

It would not attract any fertilizer manufacturers or farm machinery supply dealers,
etc. It is just too small to be meaningful.

2. The pilot project would not guarantee the owner of the land in the project
area any right to farm the land. What I mean by this is, he would still own the
farmland minus the development easements which is well understood and well and good,
but with a small mass of land such as perhaps 2,500 acres, would the Department
of Environmental Protection be willing to relax any of its air pollution standards?
Would it be willing to relax any of its noise standards? Would it be willing to relax
any of its nuisance standards affecting farm odors, such as spreading of manure, or -
livestock pens? Would it be willing to relax any of these things? I think not.

Would a 2,500 acre land mass allow any relaxation whatsoever in standards of farm
labor? I think it would be meaningless and I don't believe the Commissioner of Labor
and Industry would even give it a second thought.

Therefore, again, what we are talking about is too small to have any degree
of success.

3. The pilot program, because of its small size, in our opinion, has very
little chance of succeeding. Therefore, if, after a trial period of time, be it
two years or five years, or what have you, the State of New Jersey decides that the
pilot project cannot work, by that time the development easements would have been
purchased by the State of New Jersey. What predicament do we leave the landowner in
who is within this pilot project when this happens? He will own farmland without any
development easements. It has been decided by that time that farming cannot continue
in New Jersey, but he is stuck with a piece of property on which all he owns is its farm-
ing value. Nobody will want to buy a piece of property such as this so what you have
done is deprive the landowner of his property value and I mean the farming value of
his land. )

Yes, I know it has been talked about that perhaps the State could resell
the development easement back to the landowner - and I would certainly think they
should be willing to do this - however, we must talk at the outset at what price
these will be sold back. Will they be sold back at the same price as they purchased
them? Will they be sold back at an appraised price based on the value at the time
they are sold back, or what have you? How they will be sold back is important. I
think this should be included in any piece of legislation setting up any kind of a
pilot project. If this is the direction we are going to go, the landowner must have
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protection to get his development easement back should the program fail.

In our opinion, he should get it back at exactly the same price he was paid
for it. Even this would create considerable hardship on landowners because they
will have already paid the federal income tax on the income they received from develop-
ment easements which will reduce the total assets they have available and to purchase
development easements back after this federal tax has been paid might very well cause
many farmers to have to remortgage their property in order to do this and to gain
back what they once had and sacrificed for a pilot project.

4. We have a very real concern that if this pilot program fails, it might
very well be considered by the Executive Branch of State Government, by the Legislative
Branch of State Government, and even by the citizenry of the State, that nothing can
be done to preserve agriculture in New Jersey. We feel this is too great a risk to
take with such a trivial, piecemeal, poorly conceived, poorly structured pilot project.
New Jersey Farm Bureau wants a farmland preservation program, but it must be a program
that can work to protect the right to farm on these preserved lands. We want to move
forward quickly to enact such a plan. We believe future generations should have
agricultural open space in New Jersey, and certainly we believe future generations
should have access to good locally-grown food, but more important, they, in our opinion,
should have the right to expect enough food to eat.

New Jersey Farm Bureau supports the Agricultural Blueprint Commission Report.
We believe it is a practical approach to such a complex problem. We also recognize
the reason the Blueprint plan is not being pursued at the present time is the fear
of perhaps its high cost. Let me assure you, the cost will be high but the alternatives
in this situation are more costly, and each day we delay adopting a complete plan, the
cost of such a plan increases. The time to . bite the bullet is now.

We support legislation which was introduced by Assemblyman Barbour - A,.,C,R.-128 -~
which would give the voters the opportunity to decide this issue, they are the people
most affected and should be given this opportunity through referendum. We should pass
this legislation now so they could have this opportunity in November of 1976.

We thank you for .this opportunity to express our views on what we believe
is the most important issue to face the Legislature in 1976 that will affect the
lives of those who follow in future generations. Will we guarantee food to eat?

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Thank you, Mr, West. Before we get into the questions,
just for those of you who are wondering about the time schedule for today, we will
continue until 1:00 and from 1:00 to 2:00 we will stop for lunch and will then con-
tinue - assuming we have not finished our speaking list, and I don't think we will -

‘at 2:00 P.M. again.

Are there any questions? Byron, do you have a question?

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Yes, I have just one question. I don't intend to get
into a discussion of some of the issues you touched on here today, such as farm
labor. But I would like to ask you.-- In relation to preserving farmland you mentioned
many factors here that are having a negative affect on the maintenance of farming
and the preserving of farmland. In those areas where there are development pressures -
high development pressures - which, of course, aren't applicable to all farmland,
presumably property taxes are higher in many cases because the land value is reflect-
ing the additional potential of that land for development, barring variations in what
the local property tax might be from town to town. Now, if you can generalize,
viewing the land that is under the intense development pressure, how large a part of
the problem is the property tax itself, as opposed to all these other factors?

MR. WEST: Well, in the first place, it really doesn't make a lot of
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difference what area of the State you are talking about. What I mean by that is,

whether you are talking about North Jersey, Central Jersey, or South Jersey, many of

the South Jersey farms are paying a higher property tax, per acre, than some of the

North Jersey areas are, so the urban pressures really haven't made much difference in
that because of the Farmland Assessment Law. What the local tax rate is and what the
other ratables are in a municipality determine that. But land, under Farmland Assessment,
is based on its productivity rather than on its market value. So, that does not create

a problem.

Insofar as development pressures - there are development pressures. Many of
these development pressures are what bring about some of the nuisance ordinances and
regulations and these types of things that make it difficult to farm.

We must find out, in my opinion, whether the urban society around us want
agricultural land - and we think they do, Based on several polls that have been taken
and based on our questioning of non-farm people - and whether they are willing to
sacrifice some of the concerns that they have had regarding noise and these sorts of
things in order to have the open space next to their towns, or within driving radius
of their community, for their children, and this sort of thing. We think that is an
important factor. It has been in all of the Green Acres Programs. It has been one
of the reasons, I think, people have supported them. We believe people want this
open space.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Thank you very much, Mr., West.

ASSEMBLYMAN KOZLOSKI: I would just like to make one comment.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: I'm sorry, go ahead.

ASSEMBLYMAN KOZLOSKI: In one portion of your statement, you talked quite a
bit about relaxation of environmental standards. I think you are aware, at the
present time the Governor has asked Commissioner Bardin to do just this. I think
your points are well taken because this involves not just farming but also industry
for the whole State of New Jersey's survival.

I, myself, favor a reduction of the standards because we are in great competition
with the other states to acquire industry. As far as they are concerned, about pre-
serving farmland, I think many of the states are going along this line and I am hoping
that Commissioner Bardin will reduce some of our standards so we can survive in all of
our areas. \

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Thank you. One of things I do want to point out though
is, if we try and address all of the problems that you addressed in your testimony,
we will be here quite some time. I would hope that we will stay on just the Blueprint
proposal today.

We appreciate you pointing out your problems, many of which we are aware of
and I think you did stick to the subject. I hope that what you have touched on does
not get everybody else in the room coming up and testifying about things that really
don't have too much to do with this particular bill today.

We want to hear how you feel about the Blueprint Pilot Program and that is
why we are here.

Our next speaker will be the sponsor of the legislation, Assemblyman George
Barbour.

ASSEMBLYMAN GEORGE BARBOUR: Good morning. I was involved
in the Blueprint Commission, not as a member but as one of those who testified on
several occasions and was much involved in the thrust of the Blueprint Commission‘
and have supported it constantly since. In fact, President Arthur West indicated
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that I had Assembly Concurrent Resolution 128 in this year - 1976 - and that is
identical to the Resolution I had in 1975 for the purpose of implementing the
Blueprint Commission Report.
I would like to have the committee examine Chapter 102, pamphlet laws of 1974,
which was the Green Acre Bond issue, from which these funds are coming and you will
note that in section 2 of that law, in sections a, b, ¢, d, e, and f, it is plain that
the Legislature intended the Green Acre monies to be used in a manner that is consistent
with the use to which this $5 million is being put if this legislation becomes law.
Also, on page 2, section 3 d., and page 3, sections 4 a, b, ¢, and e, it
emphasizes this fact - that this is the kind of implementation that is envisioned in
the Green Acres Bill. In fact, one of those sections identifies the type of interest
in real estate that can be acquired and it covers the rights that we would be acquir-
ing here - the development rights - if this is made into law.
I support the statements of the people who preceded my testimony -~ Commissioner
Bardin and Secretary Alampi - and I would like to also point out that President West
of the Farm Bureau has always been supportive of the concept of the Blueprint Commission.
As I see it, their desires are very similar -~ that is, Commissioner Bardin and Secretary
Alampi and President West. I think that their difference, or point of departure, is
one of implementation rather than objective, or their feelings with respect to the
needs of the State.
I would point out that, in my opinion, the pilot project that is embodied in
A-1334 is very similar to the type of action that the Department of Education has
undertaken with respect to the implementation of the T & E Bill in education. In that
case, there is now, ongoing, pilot projects in five of our counties, to implement that
bill, so that they can gain the benefit of those pilot projects for the full implementa-
tion of the bill, which is looked to this year, given the solution of our fiscal problems.
I belive that is the sensible way to go when you are going into an area that
is new and different. And I think that it is all the more important in the Blueprint
Commission area because in this area we are going into completely unchartered waters,
into areas that we have never gone into, not only in this State but anywhere in the
country. Whereas, in the T & E Bill, it is not as radical a departure; it is a new
educational concept but it involves areas that have been used in our school system
and other systems throughout the country for a long period of time.
So, if a pilot project, or program, is necessary in the T & E Bill, I think
all the more it is needed in the implementation of the Blueprint Commission. I can
understand the concerns that certain individuals and organizations have in this area,
in fact everybody who is involved has real concerns because there are things that
are different and there are many problems of serious and long-lasting consequence.
But I think that it is necessary, because of that, that we go into a pilot program
rather than implementation of the full report.
I would like to point out that, if my arithmetic is correct, the total
amount of money that we are considering to do this project throughout the State is
between one and three-quarters and two billion dollars. The five million dollars
that we are talking about in this bill, covers only about .003% of the cost. So,
it is a rather small cost factor to gain all of the information that I envision we
are going to gain with respect to this pilot program. I think that we have to be
concerned, very seriously, with the expenditure of $2 billion of the monies of the
people of this State, and the taxpayers of this State. They have a stake in this.
The tax burden that is placed on them by the expenditure of $2 billion is a very
real concern and one that we must be sure we handle properly and that that money is
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spent in the best possible way. And given the uncertainties and complexities of the
waters ahead of us, I think that we need a pilot program.

One other point that I would like to make in this area is, even if we were
able to set up a legislative program that called for the implementation of the entire
project, instead of just a pilot program, this would not, in my opinion, bring about
the handling of the entire project on a statewide basis any sooner, in fact, it may
take more time because if we have the $2 billion available and we embark on a state-
wide project, we can't do that at one time - in one fell swoop. Physically, it is
just beyond our capacity to do that. So, effectively, we are going to have to start
in some area and do that and then spread out into the others. We can't possibly cover
the whole state - blanket it - at one time. So, I think it is really more a question of
semantics than it is one of real substantive difference.

I am, of course, from the area where this pilot project is to be located if
we pass the legislation. I have lived there all of my life. I am very familiar
with the municipalities that are involved in the total area. I have served as
solicitor for some of those municipalities. All three of them, as Mr. Cedar of the
Burlington County Planning Board testified, have had tremendous development pressures
that have been facing them for many years. All of them have been involved in multi-
family housing development. Leisure Town is one of them. It is for the older people -
a retirement community. Medford Township, as he indicated, has, at great cost to them,
had an environmental study completed over a period of about two years and it shows the
concern of the people in these areas - the concern they have for the future - to
see that the proper allocation between the varying needs of our populace are taken care
of.

I believe that the Mount Laurel Decision emphasizes the fact that we need
this kind of a program to operate in this area in Burlington County now more than we
do in the other areas of the State because that Mount Laurel Decision is going to
place additional, tremendous burdens and pressures on municipalities in this area in
connection with multi-family housing. I don't mean by that that we are in any way
endeavoring to - or should be - block that kind of development. But I think that with
the pressures that will come forth, we need a program like this to insure that we
get proper planning over the total spectrum, or scope of planning, and this is a tool
that is needed to enable us to accomplish this in this area.

For your information, Mount Laurel's governing body has submitted to the
court, in that case, a plan to implement the requirements of the court decision. It
is my understanding - I don't know whether this has been formalized yet - that the
court has been satisfied with the plan that they have implemented.

I would also, in view of some of the other statements that were made and
questions that were asked previously, like to point out that in the Supreme Court
decision of the Mount Laurel case, as to industrial and commercial development,
their main problem and concern with that is that they were over-zoned for industrial
and commercial. They had 400% more land zoned for this purpose than could possibly
be utilized for the next 50 to 100 years. This is true not only in Mount Laurel
but also all the surrounding municipalities. So, I think we will find that the
industrial and commercial needs will be adequately taken care of in the planning and
zoning subdivision concepts.

In connection with just emphasizing these pressures, during the decade
between 1960 and 1970, this area, which is in Burlington County and immediately con-
tiguous to Ocean County, is the area of our State that saw the fastest growth in
population and development of the entire State. This pressure has continued through
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all of 1970, of course slackening off in the last few years, as it has everywhere because
of the fiscal problems with respect to mortgaging and housing construction.

I have looked at the funding of the ACR-128, which would be the implementation
of the Blueprint Commission's total need throughout the State, as coming from the
realty transfer tax and I would like to call to the attention of the Assemblymen who
were here last year the fact that when we passed the realty transfer tax to help
fund the supplemental appropriation, that realty transfer tax was just a modest in-
crease and we had to leave the board open for three-quarters of an hour to an hour just
to get that increase passed. There is no way, in my opinion, that the realty transfer
tax can develop the $2 billion, or thereabouts, that is needed in order to implement
this program totally. From my experience with respect to last summer's endeavors,
since I was the prime sponsor on that bill, I would doubt if we could get such a bill
passed if it were to be the cornerstone, even, of a $2 billion funding measure.

That points out the benefits that you get from experience and that is the
kind of thing that we are hoping to get out of this pilot project - experience, so
that we can do the total job much better.

One other thing that concerns me with respect to attempting to do this in
one fell swoop is the $2 billion cost. Looking at that cost in relation to all of the
other costs that we are facing, if we added them all up, the other costs could run
just as much as this one does. We could be looking at $4 or $5 million in cost and
as much as I am in favor of the implementation of the Blueprint Commission's Report,

I find a great deal of difficulty, in fact, in justifying the assignment of a $2
billion priority to this project when $2 billion or so would be needed to cover all
of the other priorities that we have. I think that would be out of proportion. I
think that we have to look at a fairly long-range period of development and a long-
range program to take care of this problem.

I think that a very important factor that I am sure you have noted through-
out the testimony that has been given ahead of me today is, all areas of government
and all of those who testified are united in their desire to see that the Blueprint
Commission's thrust be implemented. I feel that once we get settled on a course of
proceeding here, that these interests will all combime to insure that we have the
best possible pilot program and get the most benefit out of it for the people of this
State.

I also think that it would be advisable to get from the soil conservation
setup in New Jersey, the reports that they have as to the soils throughout each of
the counties, particularly, of course, the one involving Burlington County. I think
that will be valuable information for the committee to have.

The sale of development rights, as I see it, would enable the farming
operation to be a much better operation in New Jersey because it would give the
farmer who presently owns the farm the financial resources he needs to conduct a
better operation. It would also mean, in the transfer of the farm by death through
will or intestacy proceedings, that it would be easier for the farming family to
retain the ownership of that farm and still have the resources needed to enable them
to continue in farming.

Also, if the State has acquired development rights, as to a particular farm,
and that farmer, for whatever reason, has a need to sell that farm, or transfer to
another, this other person or entity would be able to conduct a better farming operation
because he wouldn't have to pay as much for the farm. He would only be buying the
farming rights, so to speak, of that farm and would, therefore, have more of his

resources left to him to enable him to conduct a better farming operation.
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I don't know whether any of you saw the program on Channel 6 this weekend -
this past weekend - as to the problems they are experiencing in Pennsylvania with respect
to farmland. They have had this problem for quite a long period of time because of
the inheritance tax laws. We have a similar problem here. They went into family after
family in Pennsylvania who had to get out of the farming business because they just
couldn't pay the inheritance tax and still have a viable farming operation left. They
either had to mortgage their farms or sell portions of it, or get out of the business
entirely because of the implications and problems of the inheritance tax laws. We have,
of course, similar legislation with respect to that and similar problems that greatly
affect the ability of the farmer to maintain his farming operation.

I feel optimistic with respect to the attitudes that have been expressed by
the Department of Environmental Protection and, of course, the Agricultural Department.
I have had many contacts since this bill was introduced with farmers in the Burlington
County area and with people all over the State and I have also seen many of the
statements they have issued, which have appeared in the press. Almost all of them
indicate a desire to see this project move forward. They do express serious reserva-
tions and concerns with respect to the implications and the problems that will need
to be ironed out, but they feel it is time to get moving and they express a desire
that the Legislature go forward with this project so that we can get underway and
they feel that because of the serious implications that it is better to go the route
of a pilot, or demonstration, project rather than attempt to implement the entire
project at one time - or under one piece of legislation. Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Are there any questions? Assemblyman Barry.

ASSEMBLYMAN BARRY: Mr. Barbour, Mr. West raised several questions, one
dealing with the possibility of the failure of the program and the landowner exercis-
ing his option to buy back the development easements. In the event of a problem with
the pilot project, what procedure would be followed to buy back the easements?

ASSEMBLYMAN BARBOUR: I have been assured by both Commissioner Bardin and
Secretary Alampi that this will be worked out in the operation of this pilot project.
I would see no problem, however, if this committee felt that such guarantees, or
safeguards, should be written directly into the bill.

I am very concerned about that area too and I think that in the committee's
considerations and deliberations they ought to give that very careful attention.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: It appears that - not just on this subject but on many
subjects - there seems to be a great reluctance on the part of the Legislature anymore
to give blanket authority to somebody and let them draw their own guidelines. That
question has come up several times already this morning, as you know, and it has
come up in the two or three months since the bill has been introduced. The suggestion
has been made that possibly there should be some companion legislation that has in it
some of the rules and regulations and guidelines that are being promulgated right now
and that are being discussed at these town meetings throughout Burlington County.

Do you have any feeling one way or another on that subject?

ASSEMBLYMAN BARBOUR: I think there ought to be a flushing out, whether it
is in this bill or in companion legislation, to cover these concerns. I think going
the route of public hearings with respect to this bill is a good way to bring all
of those out and I think that you ought to move, not with haste but with deliberate
speed. I think it is a pressing problem to get resolved but I think that you should
take whatever time you need in order to put together, either under this bill or in
separate legislation, whatever safeguards the hearings point out need to have consider-
ation.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Are there any further questions?
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ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Yes. First of all, since I now have in front of me a
copy of the legislation, Chapter 102, could you repeat again those sections which
you said--

ASSEMBLYMAN BARBOUR: Yes. On page 1, Section 2, subsections a, b, c, 4, e,
and f.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Well, what I have is the Chapter law.

ASSEMBLYMAN BARBOUR: That is what I am talking about.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Page 1, Section-- Do you have this?

ASSEMBLYMAN BARBOUR: Yes. In Section 2 you have the finding of the
Legislature with respect to the Green Acre Bill itself, and the need for it. The
Legislature found that the provisions for lands, for public recreation and conserva-
tion resources promotes the public health and prosperity. In other words--

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Okay, yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN BARBOUR: Also, the other sections go along that line,

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Which were the others? I am talking about reference to
farms - farmlands.

ASSEMBLYMAN BARBOUR: Well, with reference to farmlands - 3 d.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: I see subsection 3 d. That is the only thing I see. 1Is
there another thing in here?

ASSEMBLYMAN BARBOUR: No. That points out that the acquisition of lands
actively devoted to agriculture shall be avoided wherever possible. I think that is
in no way inconsistent with what we are doing here because what we are doing here
is guaranteeing the active operation of that farm for a much greater period of time
than it could possibly operate if we did not buy the development rights.

Now, with respect to lands, etc., Section 4, paragraphs b. and c. define
what development means and they also define what land means, and in land it says,
"Land or lands means real property, including improvements thereof, or thereon,
rights of way, water, riparian and other rights..." which I believe covers the develop-
ment rights without question, and "...easements, privileges, and other rights or
interests of any kind or description in relation to or connected with real property."

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: All right. Let me get to the question that is in my mind.
This goes to the basic Act and I wanted to put it to you because as our first witness
who is a member of the Legislature, I know you appreciate very much some of these
broader concerns that I would like to refer to and get your reaction on. One of them
is the problem that sometimes occurs when the public supports a measure, or sees the
Legislature support a measure, and draws certain conclusions or ideas about it that
may be, possibly, different from that which is legally and technically provided.

Leaping aside to, let's say, a totally different area, I think we ran into
a situation with the State Lottery where the public expectation, on the basis of the
general information put out, was that this would solve our education problems.
Probably no legislator and no statement ever said it just as such, but at the time
the Lottery was acted on, that impression was created in the public's mind very
substantially and there wasn't a lot done to stop the public from getting that im-
pression, which turned out to be very helpful in terms of the public supporting the
Lottery. But I think we have all learned that there was a price paid for that. I
think that occurred, probably - if I am correct - before you and I were in the Legis-
lature, I am happy to add. But the price today is a very great public dissatisfaction
about that and there is a credibility problem that makes it more difficult to deal
with other things.

Now, I am wondering, as I look at this referendum wording that the public
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voted on, whether the public really believed they were voting on something at the
time that would make it possible to take Green Acre money and spend it on farms, to
which the public would have no access, except to look at from the road. I wonder
whether we are likely to have a problem here no matter how worthy this proposal is
because of public feeling about that. I notice that the language that was before
the public, spoke about recreation and conservation purposes - developing land for
recreation and conservation purposes. There was really no specific mention of pre-
serving farmland. Now, one might argue that it could be interpreted that way by the
use of the word "conservation" but I would like to ask, when I am finished developing
this, whether you feel that might have been in the minds of most of the public.
I realize that this legislation that was adopted was in existence before the
vote and that there is reference made there - in the language you referred to - to
acquisition of land. You referred to avoiding acquiring land that is actively devoted
to agriculture, except possibly development rights or conservation easements. But,
aside from whatever limitation there might be, in terms of what the public understood -
because the majority of the public didn't read the fine wording of this legislation
at that time, let alone, perhaps, know of its existence - I would like to raise the
question as to the confusion, or lack of clarity, that might have existed in the
minds of those who read this legislation at that time. Because the definition
"recreation and conservation purposes" means use of land for parks, natural areas,
historic areas, forests, camping, fishing, water reserve, wild life, reservoirs,
hunting, boating, winter sports, and similar uses for either public outdoor recreation
and conservation of natural resources, or both. Now, from today's perspective, with
this proposal before us, as I read it - and I won't repeat it - the limitation on
avoiding acquiring land devoted actively to agriculture and the easements and develop-
ment rights denotes a certain meaning. But I am wondering, in the absence of this
legislation, whether people were aware of that. I would like to throw that out to
you to comment about, generally.

ASSEMBLYMAN BARBOUR: Yes, I would be happy to. Commissioner Bardin did
comment as to this aspect of it just shortly before you arrived. I have talked with
him and Secretary Alampi and other people about that. Incidentally, this piece of
legislation was available at the time of that vote.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: I know.

ASSEMBLYMAN BARBOUR: This was adopted September 19, 1974 and, of course,
the vote on the legislation took place in November of that year.

I, of course, can't give any assurance as to what the people thought because
this is something that we can't foresee, really. It is my feeling that this was within
the public thinking area of Green Acre lands and purposes.

If we look at the parks and forests that we have, generally speaking the
people do not make active use of those areas for recreation or other kinds of purposes -
entry upon those lands, etc. They are there for conservation and for the purpose of
keeping our environment as it is. Probably when the lands first started to be acquired,
there wasn't too much thinking about the environmental aspects of it and the need there-
for, but this has certainly been something that has come into the public concept with
forceable effect over the past decade or so.

I think that land, and the guarantee of it being devoted to farming and
agricultural purposes because of the kind of activity that that means, is very com-
patible with parks and forests and, legally, in my opinion, it certainly does come
within the language contained in Chapter 102 of the Laws of 1974. I think in the

public consciousness it does. I think that most of the people who voted in favor
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of that had in their thinking the conservation and environmental needs probably to

a greater extent than the recreational needs. In fact, in the Green Acre funds and
bond issues prior to then, there is no question that the conservation was stressed

more than the recreational areas.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Well, what we are talking about here is not just con-
serving land in its natural form, such as parks, woodlands - or at least close to
natural forms, I realize there is probably no virgin forest in this State and, if so,
at any rate that is not what we are talking about here today-- Agriculture is a
form of land use. It is a form that I am not at all questioning the desirability of
preserving. Now, your view is that this legislation was adopted pursuant to the
referendum. I know the legislation, by the way, was before the Legislature-- Was
it passed before the vote?

ASSEMBLYMAN BARBOUR: Yes, it was passed and signed into law on September 19 -
a couple of months before.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: It was signed into law before the vote. Now, that, in
your interpretation, effectuates the Green Acres referendum in a way to extend the
meaning of conservation, as I understand it - for conserving the use of land for
agricultural purposes, as opposed to it being used for a more intensive purpose?

ASSEMBLYMAN BARBOUR: Yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Would you think, under the same line of reasoning, based
on the referendum that was passed - not the legislation but the referendum - other
legislation could be - and I am not talking about from a political point of view -
adopted by the Legislature which would legally have that effect in terms of preserving
residential, low density usage - which some people might feel has a value - from the
incursion and changing over to a form of, let's say, intensive commercial use? Let's
say you have a residential area and it is near an enlarging shopping center, or it
is near an enlarging industrial park, or something like that, and there are pressures -
development pressures - to want to take over that less densely used land, land used for
residential purposes. Arguably, there are feelings that this has a particular value to

the State and to the society to preserve this land for this purpose. Under the interpre-

tation of conservation here and with a desire to conserve that land, as opposed to a
more intensive land usage, would you think that the Green Acres bonding measures that
the voters acted on would permit such legislation as that?

ASSEMBLYMAN BARBOUR: No. I understand the thrust of what you are saying.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: How far can we go with this?

ASSEMBLYMAN BARBOUR: I do not feel that under any stretch of the imagination
that could be encompassed under the Green Acres money. First of all, that land is
developed and it is developed in a way and in a fashion that there just isn't any
development rights left, from a legal or practical viewpoint. You wouldn't acquire
anything. I think it would be stretching the concept of conservation all out of
proportion so that it just would not be reasonable and, therefore, any such endeavor
to stretch it would not be condoned by the courts.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Well, can you conceive of a situation - just from a legal
point of view - where the owners of such land where there is development interest in
a higher density development, would sell development rights - that there could be,
actually, development rights to develop that to a higher density and, in effect, the
owners contract to sell? Let's say it is zoned for higher density and it has that
commercial value and it is economically feasible to tear down and to do that and the
owner would sell to some other party, or to somebody that a group of owners themselves

in the area had created, the development rights to prevent that development. I'm not
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sure that you couldn't have a perfectly sensible legal parallel. Of course, I think
there is no doubt - I think you and I would both agree - that the public never contem-
plated that when they voted for the Green Acres Resolution.

ASSEMBLYMAN BARBOUR: Yes, you are right on that.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: We would be violating the public trust if we were to act
on something like that. But the question still remains in my mind about the other.

ASSEMBLYMAN BARBOUR: I don't think that is in the ball park here. I can see,
and can conceive of other legislation which provides bond money for that kind of a '
purpose but I cannot conceive of any activity of that kind involved with the Green
Acres money under Chapter 102. It is just too far beyond the realm of possiblity.

No way could that be a reasonable use. There is no question in my mind that that would
be one case where the courts would have the unanimous decision that that could not
be stretched to that point.

But, by the same token, I think that you could develop that with entirely
fresh and new legislation. I think it would be more difficult to sustain it constitutionally
because you are stretching the thing to the very limit of viability, I believe, to
say that that would be a conservation thing or of any interest to the public that would
be supportable. I understand the concept and I think that legislation could be developed
to do that.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: You understand I am not advocating that as a proposal but
merely as a means of examining what has been done. Thank you very much.

ASSEMBLYMAN BARBOUR: Just to have assurance that that can't be done, I think,
more than any other purpose, is the thrust of your question.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Thank you very much, Assemblyman Barbour.

ASSEMBLYMAN BARBOUR: Incidentally, I have, just recently, come across some
statistical material and a statement that I would like to make available to the com-
mittee. I think it would have an important bearing on your consideration of this bill.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Will you see that Mike Catania gets that?

ASSEMBLYMAN BARBOUR: I don't have it with me today but I will see that he
gets it.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: We will call next - and these will be the last to
testify before we break for an hour for lunch - representatives from Holmdel Township,
Mr. Gagliano and Mr. Popolo. When we come back, after lunch, the first to testify
will be the Freeholder from Burlington County, Mr. Szychoski, Dr. Eugene Vivian,

Mr. David Moore and Mr. Lester Jones, in that order.

Please state your name.

THOMAS GAGLTIANDO: Yes. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for the
opportunity to be here and also to be reached prior to lunch.

My name is S. Thomas Gagliano. I serve as the Township Attorney in the
Township of Holmdel, Monmouth County. Holmdel is 17.90 square miles with a total
of about 11,000 acres. As of this time we have 140 farms that are assessed under
the Farmland Assessment Act and approximately 5,000 acres in active farmland.

Much of our farmland is contiguous in the central part of the township. Much
of the farmland is considered prime farmland and at least one of our farmers is on the
Blueprint Commission. Several or our farmers are active in the New Jersey Farm Bureau.

Holmdel is under developmental pressure. It is very evident. We are now on
appeal from a judgment of the Superior Court which declared our ordinance invalid.

We, in the township - and regardless of any position that we have taken on
zoning - feel, because we know our farmers and we respect our farmers, that farming

as an industry must be protected not only in Holmdel but in all portions of the State.
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We are a corridor State. We are under great pressure from both ends - the New York
area and the Philadelphia area. We respect farming, as I say, not only as an industry,
which is very important but also it is, in many cases, a family operation that is
morally good and we want to see it continued, not only in Holmdel but in the entire
State.

Third, and I guess what Assembly Bill 1334 really is hoping to say for us
is that it is a very inexpensive way to preserve open space and at the same time
provide money to the farmer so that he may continue.

With reference to the program that is pending, we feel that using just four
municipalities may not be sufficient, it may not be a sufficient cross-section of the
State in order to provide real answers to your committee and to the Legislature on
the future of farmland preservation.

We would like to see the program expanded to several counties, specifically
in our case we would like to see it extended into Monmouth County and we would like
to see it expanded into Holmdel Township.

We have to agree with Mr. West that if the project in the very small area
of the county that has been chosen, and those four municipalities, does not do well,
it might have an adverse effect upon the thinking in the entire State.

Now, in line with that - and I would like to ask that Mr. Popolo be heard
next, if I may - Holmdel has done a little research of its own, through the coopera-
tion of the Department of Agriculture, and we find that there are 322 municipalities
in this State that have farmland assessments of a more or less nature. We have to
believe that that is a lot of municipalities and there are lots of farms in those
municipalities. So, therefore, Holmdel's thrust has been to recently adopt a
resolution looking toward finding the municipalities who have farmland - a substantial
amount of it - if that is possible - and getting them together and taking steps to
ask and get behind the Legislature to preserve farmland.

That is the extent of my statement. If you don't mind, I would like to
call upon Mr., Popolo because he is the one who has to get back to work.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Mr. Popolo, please give us your full name.

JOSEPH POPOL O: Yes. My name is Joseph Popolo. I am a Township Committeeman
for the Township of Holmdel, Monmouth County, New Jersey and I am a member of the
Planning Board., I would like to read part of this resolution and will make copies

of the resolution, as it was passed at the Township Committee meeting last Tuesday,
available to you within a week.

Whereas, It is the opinion of this Township Committee that immediate action
should be taken by this State to preserve farms and farmland, recognizing that farming
is an important industry in this State and that farmland preservation will guarantee
the preservation of open spaces and a healthy environment and, at the same time,
provide adequate compensation to the farmer in lieu of the right to develop his
land and,

Whereas, Farm preservation can only come about through speedy action by
the Legislature and the Governor and it being recognized that New Jersey is already
the most densely populated State in the nation and that its location as a corridor
State, between New York and Pennsylvania, creates increasingly strong demand for
development, now therefore be it

Resolved, By the Township Committee that the Legislature immediately adopt
A-1334 and the demonstration program plans for Lumberton, Medford, Pemberton, and
Southampton Townships in Burlington County be expanded to include this municipality

as well as other farmland municipalities of this county and in this State. That the
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Legislature of this State proceed immediately to implement a farmland preservation
program for the entire State so that at least seventy percent of the lands currently
farmed shall always continue to be farmland and that a certified copy of this
Resolution be forwarded by the Clerk to the governing body, the planning board, and
environmental commission of each of the 322 farmland municipalities in the State of

New Jersey requesting each to join in urging their legislative delegation and the
Governor to act immediately to preserve farmland. That it be hereby strongly suggested
that the 322 farmland municipalities join forces in this effort by calling a one-day
convention of all interested municipalities, farm groups, and all other persons and
associations at the earliest possible date.

Thank you very much.

ASSEMBLYMAN KOZLOSKI: Thank you. Are there any questions, Assemblyman Baer?

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: No questions.

ASSEMBLYMAN KOZLOSKI: I want to thank you very much for coming down as a
representative of this area today. It seems that most everybody that has spoken so far
is from the southern part of the State and you have brought us the views from the more
central part of the State and the Monmouth County area. Thank you very much.

MR. POPOLO: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: At this time we are going to break for lunch and we
will start hearing testimony again at 2:00 P.M.

(Lunch Break)
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AFTERNOON SESSION

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: The next witness will be William Szychoski, Freeholder,
Burlington County. Is he present? (No response) If not, we will call on Dr. Eugene
Vivian, Director of the Conservation and Environmental Studies Center.

V. EUGENE VIVIAN: Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman and members of the
Committee on Agriculture and Environment. I am Eugene Vivian, Executive Director of

The Conservation and Environmental Studies Center, at Browns Mills, and Professor of
Environmental Studies at Glassboro State College. I represent the Center directly and I
speak as an individual in my capacity as Professor of Environmental Studies.

My presence here today is to urge the Committee to act favorably in this land
preservation proposal and to promote its passage in the General Assembly with all vigor.

As an instructor of land use courses at Glassboro and also at Burlington County
College, my students, colleagues and I were most favorably impressed with the Blueprint
Commission's Report on the Future of New Jersey released in May of 1973. It seems un-
questionable to assert that wise and just land reforms are needed in all areas of the world
where high population density and suburban sprawl are functionally destroying areas with
some of the most productive soils. This is only, natural since human population centers often
spring up in fertile farm districts.

The selection of land for business, residential or industrial use seldom takes
into account the soil fertility or productivity of a site to be used for those purposes.
As a result of this practice, many valuable soils and farms have been forever lost for
food production, while less agriculturally desirable lands have been left open. As I
understand it, the purpose of A 1334 is to provide an equitable means for preserving our
best arable lands.

An overall land management is needed. A densely populated state like New Jersey
with a limited land area needs an overall management plan for all land-water areas. New
Jersey has made important gains to this end with the Wetlands Act and the Coastal Area
Facilities Review Act. With state and federal assistance,a majority of municipalities are
making progress in developing and updating master plans. But agricultural zoning has
generally not been a priority in community master planning. The present proposal through
A 1334 provides a legal tool by which municipal planning boards and agricultural landowners
can work cooperatively to safeguard agricultural open space. The temptation for farmers to
sell their land for higher revenue uses in the face of ever-increasing taxes provides, of
course, the immediate need for enlightened societal action.

Agricultural land is open space. Open space or green acres are needed not only
to provide public parklands for a variety of recreational purposes, but also for the
control and preservation of the abundant rainfall in New Jersey's climate. Open space is
essential for catching rainwater, holding rainwater so that it may enter the soil slowly,
and to prevent soil-eroding, stream-choking, flood-producing rainwater runoff.

The Conservation and Environmental Studies Center exists as a non-profit cor-
poration to foster beneficial environmental quality not only by educational programs for
adults and youngsters, but also by work for and with government agencies and industries.
CESC, Inc. has been in continuous contact with a broad segment of the population since
1966. Although I cannot speak for them directly, I have talked with several farmers from
Burlington and other counties as well as with representatives from many public and
private agencies. Those with whom I have talked share my support for A 1334 for the
following reasons:

First, valuable agricultural land would be permanently retained as Green Acres,
thus maintaining the essential food production potential necessary everywhere for the
growing human family.
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Two. Municipalities would have a practical and a useful legal tool while main-
taining an essential land use.

Three. Farmers would be induced to keep their lands in agricultural use because
their real estate taxes would be maintained at rates commensurate with the costs of farm
operation and anticipated farm income.

Four. Rainwater replenishment supplies for aquifers in Berlington County would
be assured in an area where underground water withdrawal is increasing.

Five. Open space maintenance in central Burlington County will favorably increase
water supplies to aquifers used by the heavy population concentration at the seashore.

Six. The growth of population density would be more evenly distributed among
many New Jersey municipalities by the reservation of agricultural open space as municipal
Agricultural Preserves.

Seven. An aesthetically pleasing and humanly satisfying landscape would be
preserved in the project area of central Burlington County.

Recommendations:

One concern which farmers and others have voiced relates to the disparity between
the funds proposed for allocation ($5 million from Green Acres sources) and the agricultural
land areas available in the four project communities, namely, 41,500 acres. If 70 percent
of the land is to be sought for inclusion in the Agricultural Preserve, then an area of 28,000
acres is the project target. If the difference between the general land use value and the
farm use value ranges from $800 to $1500, then only 25 percent or 7,000 acres of the total
target area would be placed in the development easements.

It would be wise for this Committee to consider additional and alternate means
for fiscal support for A 1334 not only for this pilot project but also for the future.
While it is entirely reasonable and justifiable to utilize Green Acres funding for a
pilot to maintain acreage in agribusiness, it does not seem likely that the statewide
program for the Blueprint Commission could be so financed.

Other people are impatient. They wish that the program could have been initiated
sooner and with a greater scope. Some farms are already overwhelmed with a heavy volume of
alternate land use. High real estate purchase prices even for federal installations are
driving the farmers out.

I believe that there is no time left. I urge the Committee to act favorably now
and get this bill through the Legislature. Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Thank you, sir. Are there any questions?

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Just a question about the organization of The Conservation and
Environmental Studies Center: Could you tell me‘a little bit about it? Is it supported
by universities, foundations, industry, or what, just to get an understanding of it?

DR. VIVIAN: We are a non-profit, educational, environmental corporation. We were
originally funded under the Elementary Secondary Education Act of 1965. That funding
support ceased in 1971. Since then, we have been maintaining ourselves through fee-
bearing contracts for our clientele, namely, schools, business and governmental agencies.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: The next person to be heard will be Mr. David Moore.

DAVID F. M OORE: Mr. Chairman, my name is David F. Moore. I am Executive
Director of the New Jersey Conservation Foundation, a non-profit membership foundation
with offices in Morristown, New Jersey.

The Foundation supports the concept of the preservation of farmland by less-than-fee
acquisition. We also support the use of Green Acres funds for the purpose. The Foundation

has experimented with conservation easements and other innovative open space conservation
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techniques for the past seven years, in close cooperation with the State of New Jersey's
Natural Lands Trust, and in so doing has proven the legality and feasibility of the
concept of conservation easements and restrictions.

We would urge that the proposed legislation be viewed as an experiment, and
treated in that way. Should it be feasible to demonstrate the effectiveness of the
easement idea under the proposed plan with less than the $5 million sought, remaining fund
commitments should be released for other more conventional open space conservation pur-
chases, and appropriations sought for a larger scale farmland preservation proposal.

We also urge that the Department of Environmental Protection and Department of
Agriculture make use of the private sector land preservation groups, such as the
Foundation, the Nature Conservancy, the Trust for Public land; and that careful research
into further legislation to more effectively support easements in gross in New Jersey be
pursued, such as A 589, which was introduced four years ago by then Assemblywoman Millicent
Fenwick; that a project plan be made public to assure federal capital gains tax advantages -
and I might add other tax advantages - to landowners; and that land-use controls be instituted
in the project area municipalities by both state and local agencies to assure fair market
values for lands on which building should be restricted for public health, safety and
welfare reasons to assure that values paid for farmland preservation restrictions reflect
true values; and fifth, that the transfer of development rights concept be combined with
the restriction system should legislative action be taken enabling the use of TDR. At least
we know the Township of Medford -~ and I might also add the Teownship of Pemberton, at least
in part - is ready to institute the TDR and easement concept at the present time within
the proposed project area; other municipalities may be ready as well.

The discussion this morning prompts me to add a few further points. We feel
strongly that public land use for natural area recreation or some other Green Acres
function should be the core of any such plan proposed by this legislation. This way the
use of the funds as proposed would be better justified and appurtenant easements would be
utilized, solving questions of easements in gross diminishing with the passing of title
in the remainder interest.

The utilization of public open space as a core is important for some other reasons.
Farmland preservation, as Mr. Baer tried to get at this morning, was not a selling point in
the Green Acres bond issue. We have no referendum for the use of Green Acres funds for
this purpose, although I think the legislation is clear that it can be used for that
purpose, and we support it.

Easement law, as developed in New Jersey, favors appurtenant easements and dis-
courages easements in gross; that is to say, an appurtenant easement is one that is used
to protect an existing investment. An easement in gross just sits out there with no
protective mechanism. In fact, we are not even sure in New Jersey at this point, at least
from our experience, whether easements in gross will remain in place on transfer of a
remainder interest. If the farmer should sell, once having transferred the easement, we
are not sure whether that easement in gross would stay in place. It may be extinguished in
some way by the sale of remainder interest.

Another major point - for all practical purposes this legislation is the first
expression of public policy for the State's share of the 1974 Green Acres fund; and, as
such, should be considered very carefully as a policy matter, if it is, in fact, the
first one. It is the first one I have been subjected to.

It should also be pointed out that farmland in New Jersey has reached such a critical
state that the Legislature should consider protecting farmland through regulation in the
interest of protecting the public health and welfare, as is the case in other countries,

which perhaps we can only compare ourselves to rather than other states, such as Switzerland
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and England.

We are very pleased to have had the opportunity to present this testimony to you
and thank you very much for the opportunity.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Thank you. Are there any questions?

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: It may seem a bit of an aside, but in weighing this proposal
against alternatives, it is useful to know what some of the alternatives are. What is the
system or systems in use in Switzerland and England that you know of for preserving farm-
land?

MR. MOORE: Well, in each case there has been a regulatory system established
and I am not prepared obviously, and I am sure you are not, to go into the details of
either system. But there is a regulatory system established in which well-defined amounts
of land are established and set aside more or less permanently in zones for separate purposes.
For example, there are farmland zones which are not to be used for any other purpose, and
similar zones for other kinds of uses, because it has been determined as, in effect, we
have in New Jersey, that farmland has sufficient interest in itself to be protected.

This obviously flies in the face of a lot of private interests on the part of farmers

who have, as Secretary Alampi described this morning, a stake in the land and its speculative
value. But in the long run, with the competition for land being what it is, we are going

to have to take some steps like that, permanently setting aside through regulation as we
have done with the flood plains and other lands, to see to it that some of these lands are
protected appropriately.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: To the best of your knowledge then, they have heen able to do
that there by an exercise of zoning powers without having to purchase away the right to-
use the land for more intensive purposes.

MR. MOORE: For the most part, that is true. There have been some exceptions, as
I am sure there would be in any system.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Under our zoning law, I understand we can't do that. I don't
know enough about law to know whether that is a limitation imposed by the State or perhaps
even the Federal Constitution. That is something I am interested in learning more about.
Thank you very much.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: If there are no further questions, thank you very much.

The next witness will be Mr. Earl Emmons, Tax Assessor and farmland owner.

EARL EMMON S: My name is Earl Emmons. I am from Pemberton Township. I
completely agree with A 1334 as a pilot program. I certainly hope it doesn't stop at
just being a pilot program. I hope it is the beginning of what will take place in the
whole State.

I am a Farm Bureau member, have been for years, and my family a long time ahead
of me has been. I feel it is a good organization; if I didn't, I wouldn't belong to it.
The thing we are looking for right now is something we feel we don't have time to wait for.
We feel that ' with the speed that farms are going out of use in this State, every year
that we wait, we have lost a lot of farmland that could have been saved.

A little bit more about us. My wife and I and our sons have formed a family
corporation and have looked into the possibility of passing the farm on to our sons. We
have looked into it very thoroughly with two lawyers. We have a corporation lawyer and
another lawyer who are working on it. And, at the present time, our sons could not afford
to inherit our land and our business if anything should happen to my wife and myself.

We have found out that it would cost about $1,000 an acre for the boys to inherit our
property at the present time.

We feel that for anyone in our position who has a family that wants to go on

4 A



with a farm operation, this program is the only way they could possibly continue. This
is not just hearsay: we have looked into this.

The next thing I would like to talk about is the effect on taxes in our mun-
icipality. The man announced that I am also the Tax Assessor in our municipality. I
had to get off the farm a few years ago because of a heart attack and I have worked very
closely with the municipality along this line, knowing the effect that the Green Acres
program has had on our township. Just a few years back when the Environmental Center
which used to be called White's Bogs was taken off our tax rolls, it was the largest tax
ratable on our books. It was taken off one year, just like that. This affects the taxes
of every other taxpayer in the municipality.

I also have looked at the Farmland Assessment Program, which I feel is good.

There are places where it is abused, but every program is abused in certain areas. The
potential growth in our area was touched on a while ago. Being the Tax Assessor in our
township, I probably am a little closer to it than most people. We have the last five
years added more than 300 homes plus garden apartments, of which we have quite a few in
our municipality. This is quite a growth and it is really pushing the value of the land
in our area. There is just no stop to it.

We farm approximately 500 acres. We own part of it and we rent part of it.

We feel this program offers the only chance we have of staying in business, to either buy
some of this property or keep on renting it. We have another large area that, not at the
present time, but I believe will be turned over to the Rancocas Greenwood Reserve program,
another 1800 acres. If it goes into this program, it will come again off the tax rolls
of our municipality, again affecting everybody's taxes in our municipality.

My son is here to correct me. It is a good thing, I guess. Did I say 300 homes
in the last five years? That is 300 homes per year. I'm sorry.

We also at the present time have on the drawing boardsin our township projects to
be developed, developments, right now of at least 1800 homes, and others not yet on the
drawing board at the present time. My son serves on the Planning Board. At the present
time, some of them are past the first stage and others are in all stages of production, which
will again drastically cut into the farmland in our area because these buyers do not go
in and buy land that is low and swampy: they buy the good farmland. That is what they
.want.

Another thing in our municipality which we feel is going to affect us tremendously
is that we are just this year putting into effect a sewage system in the whole municipality
which will be turned on within the next month or so.

In regard to Mr. West's statement this morning, I completely agree with him.

There is one point I don't want to take issue with, but I have to clarify in my own mind.

To do the whole state at one time would be my theory as well, but I think at the present time
it is economically just out of the question, the way everything is in the State and the

way the State has been cutting back on certain things.

We are a dairy farm operation and jug and sell our own milk at the farm. There
is no other farm that I know of in the radius of five miles, probably'further than that,
that has been sold for farm purposes in the last five years. I don't know of any other
property that has been sold for farm purposes. They are all going for development purposes.
A lot of them are still being farmed because people that buy them can get the farmland
assessment if they don't change the use of these properties.

I am sure you can see from my testimony that I am completely in favor of this
whether or not our farm would be included in it. We certainly would like it to be, but

it is up to the Steering Committee what land they accept. I think I would be just as

5A



wholeheartedly for it if it were in some other county, wherever it might be. I feel we
are just going to be too late if we don't act quickly. Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Thank you. Mr. Emmons, could you run over again your
concerns about taking property off the tax rolls? What was that first example you gave?

MR. EMMONS: White's Bogs.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Tell me about it.

MR. EMMONS: It was the largest ratable we had on our books at that time. When
Green Acres takes over, it takes it off the tax rolls. My feeling is that this program
will leave all these ratables on our tax book. When the State buys under this program,
if I understand it correctly, and I believe I do, the farmer will still continue paying
taxes the same as he has before, and this will not take the ratables out of our township
and affect our tax rate. This year our tax rate has gone up about a dollar.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: All right. Any other questions?

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Just a couple. I am glad you clarified that point Mr. Stewart
asked. I was confused about that too.

You speak about some 1800 units that already have been approved; is that it?

MR. EMMONS: No, on the drawing boards. Some of them have had preliminary approval.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Where there are applications or something like that that
are going to come before you?

MR. EMMONS: That's right.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Roughly what kind of acreage is involved here with these
1800 units?

MR. EMMONS: I would say probably 400 acres, maybe 500 at the most.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Five hundred acres. A lot of this then is one-third acre
and quarter acres?

MR. EMMONS: Generally speaking, yes - single homes.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Single family homes. I assume that these pressures aren't
diminished by zoning to a higher density because you are not dealing with just a local
market, but a regional market.

MR. EMMONS: Right.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: I would like to ask a question in terms of the Farmland
Assessment Act and its effect here. Am I correct in recalling that under the Farmland
Assessment Act if land goes into development, there is some return of that tax advantage
going back through a period of time? 1Is that correct?

MR. EMMONS: Yes, sir, a three-year roll-back, the present year and two previous.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Would it be a helpful device and a less costly device, either
as a supplement to this or whatever, if the roll-back period were increased?

MR. EMMONS: Yes, I think it would.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: So it would tend to retard that decision to go into develop-
ment.

MR. EMMONS: Yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: And rather than cost the government money, it might even
provide a nominal amount of additional funds.

MR. EMMONS: There are some farmers, a small percent of them, who will not put
their farms under farmland assessment because they are intending to sell and they don't
want to pay that roll-back.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: I see. Thank you very much.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Thank you.

Mr. Newton Layton, a farmer, will be next.
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NEWTON LAYTON: Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee.
I am Newton Layton, férmer from Salem County. I am also Clerk of our township and
Secretary of the Planning Board.

I have come here today just to indicate the interest of farmers in my area
in getting something like this bill passed. Another farmer and I were talking the other
day and we soon mustered up a proposal of about 3,000 contiguous acres that would be
interested in such a thing. My only hope is that you get this bill passed to get the
pertinent data necessary in order that it can be all over the State rather than just in
those four municipalities you are considering.

That is all I have to say. Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Any questions?

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: There is one question I would like to ask you. I should have
asked the previous witness, but I think you both have familiarity with the problems.
My question is: Does the development of the land for single-family usage that has been
occurring create a serious fiscal problem for the community in terms of school burdens and
other burdens where you end up with a deficit in terms of a services-to-taxes ratio and
is this a serious problem on the part of this thing?

MR. LAYTON: That is very true. We are in a little area where the minimum lot

size is an acre. Even with the acre minimum, there is no way of figuring that =ach
house in the development is going to pay for the schooling of the children who come out
of that house. Therefore, it puts a burden on the rest of the owners.

Another reason I am interested is because most all the farms that have been sold

lately have been for development purposes. I think it is high time we get on with the job
of conserving land for agriculture.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: And these economic factors with the taxes and services are one
of the major motivations of it.

MR. LAYTON: That is a part of it, yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Thank you for coming.

Our next witness will be Mr. Lester Jones.



LESTER C. J ONE S: Thank you, members of the Committee, Mr. Chairman. My
name is Lester C. Jones, and my address is Fostertown Road, Medford, New Jersey. Our
family owns and opcrates a dairy farm, which has been in the family since colonial times.
It is located in Lumberton Township, Burlington County.

I am President of Inter-State Milk Producers Cooperative, Southampton,
Pennsylvania. I am a past-president of the New Jersey State Board of Agriculture, and
am a member of the Board of Managers of the New Jersey Agriculture Experiment Station.

My appearance here is in behalf only of myself and my family. Some few years
ago, the then Governor Cahill commissioned Secretary of Agriculture Phillip Alampi to
appoint and chair a committee to chart the future of agriculture in New Jersey. Their
report is a matter of record.

Governor Byrne has declared in favor of an experimental program modeled after
the recommendations contained in the Blueprint report. The bill under consideration
will make this rather limited trial possible.

Even knowing full well that agricultural open space, which so many of our
citizens wish to see retained, would disappear in just a few generations, I had many
reservations concerning the advisability of embarking on so vast a program as to buy
the development rights of a million acres of prime agricultural land. The cost of such
a program staggers me. I have also many other reservations and fears of going all-out
on such a program.

The proposed program deserves your support. It is a very modest trial of the
principles involved in the purchase of development rights. I regret that additional monies
could not be allocated to such a program to give a more meaningful impact. Many of
the details of the program have not as yet been revealed and are probably not firm at this
time.

If agriculture is to be preserved, the climate for agriculture must remain
favorable which also will probably require legislation. Many years ago our ancestors
purchased these lands from the Indians. It has been in the care of our families for
many generations. Many of us have developed a love of the soil which can only be
understood by a tiller of that soil.

As we see prime agricultural land - the lifeblood of our nation, the land
which has made this country of ours the best fed, most prosperous nation the world
has ever known - become lost forever, we feel pangs of regret.

These feelings are felt by many of our more urban residents who, when they
visit our area, express a desire that it be preserved. Time is running out. I applaud
Governor Byrne's program of moving in an all too modest way to preserve our great heritage.
I urge your support of Assembly Bill A-1334, and I heartily endorse every comment which
my Assemblyman, George Barbour, made earlier to this committee.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Thank you, sir. Are there any questions from the
Committee? The next speaker is Mr. Charles Grayson, Tax Assessor from Montgomery Township.
CHARLES GRAY S ON: Assemblyman Stewart and Committee Members, I am Charles
Grayson of Belle Mead, New Jersey, and speak as a Certified Tax Assessor of Montgomery
Township, Somerset County, and presently serving my ninth year in said office. I presently
serve as Chairman of the Advisory Farmland Committee to the Director Sidney Glaser of
the State Division of Taxation and also serve as Chairman of the Farmland Committee of
the Association of Municipal Assessors in New Jersey. However, I speak as a tax assessor
with experience in farmland assessment and administration of the Farmland Assessment Act of 1964



and not on behalf of either committee. My remarks are solely my own views.

We are presently confronted with the most serious burden of
taxation and tax crisis in the history of our State. OQur present di-
lemma stems primarily from the problem of raising the necessary funds,
at both the local and State levels, for the support of our statewide
educational system, The extent of the amount of funds required is
directly related to the present total student enrollment in our school
system, The additlon of those students presently atbending private
and parochial schools, if such came to pass, would further compound
our current financlal difficulties.

Recent Court decisions on T and E education mandate redis---
tribution of State Aid, decreasing or cutting off aid to the more af-
fluent districts and increasing aid to the less affluent districts,
causing major tax increases in many districts at the local level to
make up the lost State Aid.

It appears obvious the general public has reached the point
that 1t cannot and will not bear very much more taxes. The Legils-
lature will undoubtedly find some solution to satisfy the needs of our
present budgets, though perhaps unpalatable to our citizenry. How-
ever, desplte 2 possible decline in the birth rate, the continued in-
crease in 5chool enrollments In New Jersey through residential devel-
opment statewide continues to increase our school budgets and the
amount of tax dollars needed for education.

It cannot be denied that any State Program enacted for the
preservation or conservation of open space, be it Green Acres, State
Parks, Flood Plain Act, Wetlands Act, Open Space Act, Farmland Assess-
ment Act or such other, in effect restricts the acreage of land avail~
able for development or other use. This restriction automatically
effects a Statewide population control, if not at present then in the
years and generations to come.

Prior to tbe advent of the Farmland Assessment Act of 1964,
some 50-60,000 acres’/BP rifATand shifted to other uses, primarily due
to excessive high real property tax in relation to farm income and pri-
marily changing to development use with its negative effect on our
State economy.

The Farmland Assessment Act, since becoming effective in 1965,
has in the last eleven years done an outstanding job in reversing that
trend.

Much has been sald about the Act in recent years and it is
presently subject to severe public criticism, Certaln individuals
have made and publicly released studies on the effects of the Act,
which have received statewide front page headlines and broad coverage
by the news media, and which have been accepted as gospel by both the
public and the State Leglslature,

Unfortunely, these studles are based primarily on hypothesis
and not on official facts, figures and legally prescribed taxation pro-
cedures. The citizens of the State, and most importantly the State
Legislature and the Governor, have not been told the truth about the
true effects of the Farmland Assessment Act.

Much criticism 1s hurled about that the farmer-landowner is
getting a major tax break through reduced assessments, and the resulting
"tax shift" or "public subsidy" is an excessive tax burden on the rest
of the taxpayers.

No one has bothered to scrutinize the statewlde official facts
and official tax figures of the 315-plus taxing districts with land sub-
ject to the Act, While eriticizing the "tax shift" caused by the Act,
no one has investigated the extent of the "tax shift" resulting from
development and the serious additlonal burden of school tax dollars that
must be borne by the rest of the taxpayers locally and statewide to make
up the shortage of insufficient tax dollars derived from development to-
support the education of 1ts children, not including municipal and County
tax costs which add an even greater "tax shift".
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I have completed an official tax study in my municipality com-
paring the true Farmland Assessment "tax shift" against the actual true
"tax shift" caused by completed new development of $70,000. range homes
on the same land, deducting the actual tax derived from said homes from
the actual tax dollars required to educate the school children actually
attending Township schools from those homes. Lesser value homes would
produce less tax dollars for school and other purposes.

My study, based on true official tax figures and information
from the Township Board of Education, discloses that the development
"tax shift" is in fact twenty (20) times greater than the "tax shift"
caused by Farmland Assessment, without giving any consideration what-
ever to the additional development tax cost necessary for police and
fire protection, road maintenance, etc., which also must be borne
by the rest of the taxpayers,. Herein lies the root of our present
State-wide tax crisis, -

Our State 1s fast reaching the point of population satura-
tion that can be financially supported by our State citizenry in the
manner to which we are accustomed. Our State 1s one of, if not the
most, densely populated-per-square-mile States in the nation,

I respectfully call on the State Legislature and the Govermor
to seek immediately, on behalf of the citizens of this State, a study
demanding the true official facts and official tax figures across the
State on this very vital question of actual "tax shifts" on farmland
versus development, which in truth is the real cause of our tax dilemma,

The necessary official information is by Law on file in the
offices of every tax assessor and School Board across the State, as it
1s in mine, My office has never been contacted by anyone for the offi-
cial figures on my Township.,

We find we have a serious environmental quality problem which
we cannot financially cope with, we have severe transportation problems,
energy shortages, fuel shortages and increased food costs. A1l of
these problems directly relate to population saturation within our State,
which 1s becoming very deterimental to the health and well being of all
of us and increasingly so as the years go by.

The Blue-print Report concept of purchase of development rights
by the Public guarantees for perpetuity, or until the Public wishes to
change it, a limited restriction on the extent of development within our
State by Public control, continues much needed food production on our
farms with taxpaying open space, prevents our environmental quality from
becoming unbearable and causing our deaths, helps solve our future short-
age problems within our State, and most of all sharply curtails our rapid-
1y increasing burden of taxation, primarily due to the cost of education
which directly relates to the extent of our State population growth.

Unfortunztely, the Blueprint concept entails a massive total ex-
penditure of public monies to implement it. ~However, it must also be
immediately recognized that we taxpayers are bearing a rapidly increas-
ing tax burden as a result of unrestricted development and population
growth in our State. The cost of this tax burden, fast becoming pro-
hibitive, will soon equal the cost of the Blueprint concept if it were en-
acted, and will guarantee nothing for the future as will the Blueprint
concept,

The present Farmland Assessment Act doesnot guarantee permanency

of farmland preservation for the future and in effect development control,
as does the Blueprint concept.
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A-133Y4, here under discussion, authorizes funding for a Pilot
Project to implement the Blueprint concept in our State on a test basis.
The $5,000,000. project cost figure on a State per capita basils amounts
to pennies per person to support this effort to solve our present and
future tax, environmental, energy and food crisis. This project pro-
vides an opportunity to study the concept on a limited basis, to remedy
its pitfalls and set down definitive guidelines for all to follow, and
to make it workable that 1t may be expanded to apply to the entire State
and be acceptable to the populace in the future.

I strongly support the Blueprint Concept of purchase of devel«
opment rights by the Public and would prefer to see the program effective
statewlde on a mandatory basis as proposed in the Blueprint Report to
really make it work, However, I donot believe the Public is sufficiently
informed on the seriousness and truth of the situation to accept its cost
at this time.

In the meantime, the proposed Pilot Program enables us to prepare
a tried and proven program which will be acceptable to the public in the
near future on a statewlde mandatory basis,

I strongly endorse A-1334 and the Pilot Program and respectfully
urge 1its immediate enactment into Law, Any prolonged delay will expand
our current problems and worst of all, further compound our very serious
tax crisis as the months and years go by.

The foregoing statements in no way imply population restriction
by birth control, but do imply orderly control of the extent of housing
development within our State, There are still millions of acres of open
space throughout our Nation, Must everyone live in New Jersey to the
extent of forcing an unbearable financial burden on all of us and creating
an unhealthful and unlivable environment to the detriment and possible fu-
ture demise of our citizenry. ?

We are this year celebrating our Nation's Bicentennial. The
Revolutionary War evolved from an unbearable burden of taxation on the cit-
izenry of that time. As a result, a vast number of people were killed, in
effect reducing population. I ask you, must history repeat itself 200 years
later ? Must we once again kill each other off to solve our problems, or
can we not solve them by far-sightedness and sane realization of the actual
present day facts of life ?

Thank you for your time and the opportunity to address you.

Assemblyman Stewart, this is my prepared statement. I gave you another
sheet there which I would also like to discuss.

On this question of the cost of the Blueprint concept, I listened
very closely today to everything everyone has said here, and no where in the
press or in what I have heard here today, or at any other meeting I have been
to here in the State House have I ever heard anyone mention or say what I
would like to point out to you now.

I have here a case in point. These figures on this paper I will
explain as I go along. This is an actual case, assuming that we had a
development right concept, Blueprint concept, in effect, say, back in 1971,
which might have been used by the State of New Jersey. Let me explain
this sheet. These are true facts, now. This is a subject property in
Montgomery Township of 18.591 acres of land which was purchased on December
20, 1971,by a builder. Since 1971, and actually starting in the year 1972,
this builder fully developed and completed 16 homes on this 18.591 acres of
land.

Now, the purchase price when he purchased this land back in 1971
which I think we could assume=- no doubt if the state was interested in buying
the development rights under such a Blueprint Program, I would assume that
the $51,125 figure which I show here, which was taken right off the deed
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on the purchase of this property would be the figure, I would think, the state would be
guided by in purchasing the development rights. If we divide this $51,125 figure by the
18.591 acres, we would come up with $2750 per acre as the sale price per acre. That is
the total sale price.

Now, what is the farmland value? For the sake of discussion, 1 have uscd here
a figure of $500. I grant that if the State were taking development easement rights
there would no doubt be appraisals, and of course the actual true farmland value would
have to be determined. But for the sake of discussion I am using the figure of $500.

We deduct that farmland value off the $2750, which leaves us a value of $2250 per acre
as the development value which the State would pay according to this proposal. If you
take $2250 times 18.591 acres that will give you$41,831 as the total development right
purchase price on these 18 acres. Now, some may say it is impossible to pay this,

but let's see just what's happening this very minute across the State. Now,

there is this question of the tax shift. I would welcome the opportunity, gentlemen,
to meet with you to discuss in detail what I am saying here. I don't want to take a lot
of time to explain what I mean by tax shift and the manner in which I am computing it.
Very briefly, the development tax shift is taking the total amount of taxes derived
from this total property, and taking the total number of children times the average

cost per child to educate a child in Montgomery Township. The number of children times
the average cost per child, the total number of tax dollars to be raised to educate

the children off this 18.591 acres, and deducting from that the actual total tax dollars
derived from these 16 homes. The difference between these two figures is what I am
calling here the development tax shift.

Now, you will notice I also have a farmland assessment tax shift. Those two
figures are the difference between the regular acreage value with the land not under farm-
land assessment, and as you are well aware there is a roll back tax. You roll it back
from the value it is under farmland assessment to the regular high value. This figure
here represents the roll back for years. This is the difference between the farmland
assessment tax and the actual tax that would have been received.

Now, if you go on here, in the first year, 1972, two homes were built in the
latter part of that year. Also in that particular year 9 children entered our schools
in Montgomery Township from those two homes. Now, I have used in this chart 3
children from these schools because it was only part of the year, and the average cost
per child in 1972 was $1400 per year. Three times $1400 is $4200. Now, what I have done
here is take the $4200, which is the actual dollars in tax derived from that particular
property, and the difference was $3663.19., If we follow through 1973, and more homes
were built and more children went to school. I believe in 1972 it went up to 20 children.
In '74, '75 and '76 it has been about 28 children. As the homes were built -~ in 1975
the homes were completely built and we were getting full taxes from those homes in 1975.
In '76,the '76 figure is tentative because at the moment we are in a tax situation where
we don't really know Montgomery Township. All our state aid has been cut off. None of
those districts get state aid, so our tax rate is all sort of up in the air.

‘ But assuming a tax rate of $4.17, which is the best information I could get,
and these are the figures -- The point I am trying to get across is the development concept
purchase price would be $41,830. As you will see here, and these are official tax figures
right out of the tax book. Anyone is welcome to check this out. Théy are there. They
are official. I éign the book. The county board of taxation certifies the book, and these
are the figures, and this is the result of it, so the tax shift to date under development

is $63,025 as against a development right purchase price of $41,830. So in the period from
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1972 to 1976 we have spent half as much again on this 18 1/2 acres than we would have
spent - or the taxpayers of this State would have spent - to purchase that land, and

all that tax burden would have stopped there, because it can go on as many years as the
public is going to leave it there. But as it stands today, 1976, you will see that we
have the $21,000 tax shift, and in 1977 I dare say it will go on. The figure may change
somewhat, but the tax shift remains. This goes on and on and on indefinitely so long

as there are homes and children in them.

Now, if you look at the bottom there, using current 1976 tax shift cost to
taxpayers, if you look at that $21,000 figure, you will notice in two years the tax shift,
in two year's time on that development, has paid the cost that it would have cost the State
to have purchased this back in 1971.

If we looked at this woodland question - and I am sure that you gentlemen are
well aware that there is a question about woodland all over the State - it would take
30 years of woodland value tax shift - and that is what this middle column is, and that is
assuming the land is woodland that is rock bottom value under farmland assessment - to
equal the cost of the concept figure, and under the pre-application value, which was
actually filed, it would take 35 years. Now, gentlemen, I have never heard this stated
before. I really think it is very pertinent information.

I sincerely request, and I would welcome an opportunity to meet with you
gentlemen to discuss this. I feel I am qualified to discuss the subject. Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Thank you very much. Are there any questions?

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Just a couple. I asked a previous witness about the roll
over provision of the Farmland Assessment Act. Do you think it would be helpful if this
were changed, so it would be a longer period of time rolled over.

MR. GRAYSON: I do not, definitely no, and I would be happy to explain the reason
why. 1In the first place, if you study what takes place in the cases of development, I
think in few instances you will find the farmer, the so-called farmer, as everybody refers
to him, doing the actual development. The Farmland Assessment Act calls for the land to
be kept under farmland use. The farmer has done exactly that. That is why he has gotten
his farmland assessment reduction. He sells his property to another owner, and that owner
has the same privilege as the farmer had to continue farming that land. The new owner
in fact chooses to develop it or use it for some other use. I maintain that the farmer
should not be penalized. He did not change that use. The owner or whoever changes the
use actually is the one who should be penalized. Now, a new fellow comes in =--

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Can I interrupt just a moment? I am not too familiar with
this. Are you telling me that the new owner is not liable for that roll over
provision? It does not go with the property?

MR. GRAYSON: No. I beg your pardon. The roll back tax does not apply with
the sale. It only applies when the use changes. The simple fact that someone sells
property does not ---

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: I understand, but if you have a farmer who farmed for "X"
number of years and then sells the property to somebody else who then develops it, isn't
that developer liable for the roll back?

MR. GRAYSON: That is what I was coming to. The developer or whoever the
individual is who changes the use - and as you say it is the developer, and I agree - at
that point, I meant that he is the one who is liable for the roll back tax. Actually,
it is a lien against the property, and he is the owner of the property.

Now, the point I am coming to will explain why I am opposed to an increase
in the roll back tax. If I were selling property, and let's assume that I am asking
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$3,000 an acre, and you were the developer buying the property, I think if you have any
good common sense, I think you would think in the back of your head, first of all, how
much roll back tax am I going to have to pay here when I change this use. Just for the
sake of talking, let's say it can be $100 an acre. It can even be $1000 in some instances.
I would think that you would think in your mind, if he is asking $3,000 you are going
to dicker with me and you know this is going to be reflected in the sale price. You know
very well you are going to have to loose that amount of money. You are not going to pay
the price that the farmer is asking, and in effect what is going to happen, I feel, is
that you are going to decrease land value.

Now, the next question is, how many sales or actual sales in any given
district actually take place in a given year. I know in my particular instance, in my
township, maybe, I don't know, there might be a half a dozen pieces of land that come in
this category in a year. I maintain that you are going to decrease the actual sale
value of these properties. Why do I say I am opposed to this?

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: We can get back to that. I assume that to some degree the
Farmland Assessment Act decreases value by the same virtue, because there is that potential
lien against it, at least as far as that portion of value that would accrue to the land
because of development potential, which would to some degree offset the roll back, but
I am not sure that I understand how one could expect under a Farmland Assessment Act
or an increase in the roll back of it to have the cake and eat it too. I don't see how
you could effectively do what the Farmland Assessment Act intends to do without having
some impact on the value, because in effect you are reducing its attractiveness to development
and if you make it more effective, I assume it would have a greater impact. Does that
nonetheless serve the purpose you are talking about, trying to retard the change of use?

MR. GRAYSON: Assemblyman, I have not finished my explanation. I will then be
glad to answer your questions. I maintain that the value now -- many districts across
the State, in fact all of them at one time or another have revaluations. When we have
these revaluations, the new values are based on sales studies, the sales which take place
in a given district. Now, when we have these sales studies, and when we come up with an
average value of comparable properties, we may be talking, when we talk roll back, about
100 acres or 200 acres. In my case, in my township I have about approximately 12,000
acres.

Now, even if you have 12,000 acres and even if the drop is only $100 an acre
in sale price, you are reducing your tax base. Do you follow me? If you lower the value
per acre, and you come up with the sales study, what the land is really worth, you would
then apply that to the comparable properties across the town, and your total tax base is
going to be reduced because of this. Your school costs and your taxes to be raised are
not going to be changed. That has nothing to do with the valuation put on the property.
Your tax base value is going to go down not only on this 100 or 200 acres, where your
roll back applies, which is where you are going to tack on this additional roll back tax,
you are going to get hit on this whole 12,000 acres to a greater or lesser degree according
to the sale price. You are going to drop your tax base, and your tax dollars to be raised
is going to remain the same and possibly increase, and as a result your tax rate is going
to increase and the cure may very well become worse than the disease. You are trying
to cure one thing, and in effect, by so doing,all of the taxpayers are going to be penalized
even further than they are today. This is my reason. You have to urderstand essential
procedures.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: I understand your answer, and I understand how the comparables
work in tax assessment and equalization. One other question I would like to ask, and I
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think that will be my last question. I notice that in a couple places in your statement
you have spoken about retarding development of agricultural land. You speak about the
State reaching the point of population saturation, and toward the bottom of the page your
next to the last paragraph on page three relates very substantially to the fiscal problems
that you face, as demonstrated on your sheet,

Now, taking into account, if you followed it, some of the recent information
that has been published in the New York Times and elsewhere, showing quite paradoxically
that those states that are having the greatest population increases in this country are
also those who seem to be having the healthiest economy, and those with the lowest population
increases are having very serious economic problems, are you certain that in trying to
hold the population down itself, not just in terms of agricultural land, but land generally,
we are attacking the core of the problem? Or is this problem that you are talking about
very much related to the whole question of financing schools and fiscal zoning and a lot
of other things that have been talked about in the Legislature for a long time. 1Is this
the only way of dealing with it, in other words?

MR. GRAYSON: Well, Assemblyman, in my statement here - and that was the reason
I put that in there; you raised a very good question, and that is why I put it in here =
I call on the Legislature and the Governor to seek an answer to the very question that
you are raising. I admit I am citing here Montgomery Township, and that is why I can't
speak for other districts throughout the State, although I do have a lot of knowledge on
that. That is why I am asking you to look at ‘this problem, and to look at it in
relationship to the point I am raising here on this question of tax shift.

Now, I know everyone has a Constitutional right to live, and I am not challenging
that. On the other hand, we only have so much money in our pocketbooks and we can go
just so far in what we are able to support. We do have the question of equalizing the
distribution of our tax load throughout our entire state with all our taxpayers. But
whether you are concerned with distributing $1 billion is one thing, and you certainly
have a problem with that, but suddenly you have $2 billion, and as the total figure grows
one problem is to equalize distribution and what you actually have to raise. But my
point here is, even after you come up with a solution to distribute it, this figure is
continually growing and it is being shifted over to everybody else, and they just can't
bear this burden. I feel we are reaching a saturation point where we just can't stand it.

Now, I am not saying you are going to stop development forever. That is for
the people. The people would put this concept into effect and the people, I would assume,
would have the same privilege to take it away. But we are going to put a control on this
thing, an orderly control by the public itself, and not leave it up to individuals. In
other words, as it stands today, an individual can sell his land or not sell it, as he
sees fit. Here you are putting a damper on it, and he cannot sell. He can sell his
rights - that's the point here. He can sell his rights. You are not taking his money
away from him, but he cannot put houses on this land, which would mean people. This is
my point, and this is the reason we have a big tax problem.

ASSEMBLYMAN BAER: Thank you, no further questions.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Mr. Sidney Willis is next.

SIDNEY WIULLTIS: Chairman Stewart, members of the Committee, my name is Sidney
Willis, Assistant Commissioner for Housing and Planning in the Department of Community
Affairs. The Department, in addition to its other functions, houses the State Planning
Agency, and we are in favor and supportive of the agricultural preservation program

outlined to you by Secretary Alampi and Commissioner Bardin this morning. We support
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them in pursuing the concept of farmland preservation through this specific program.

First, we endorse the concept of famland preservation. In our view it is
important to preserve open space for a variety of human, environmental, and other reasons,
We need breaks in the present patterns of development. We need to limit the suburban
sprawl. We need to provide areas where the air and water can be cleansed. We believe
that farming is important as a part of the overall culture and lifestyle of the people
of New Jersey, and that it is necessary to take some bold steps to preserve it.

Secondly, we support the concept of state participation in this. We think
that the nature of the private market tends to accelerate the conversion of farmland into
other and more intensive uses. While these uses are important and necessary, we need
farmland too. This means that the State will have to actively get involved. Secretary
Alampi, I'm sure, has pointed out to you that we have lost over 600,000 acres of farmland
to development since 1960.

Thirdly, we support this specific project. We think that it is important to
test out the concept of development easements, as we think it is important to explore
other concepts, such as the transfer of development rights. We do not believe that there
is any way to preserve farmland without some form of compensation. We do not think that
the land can be permanently zoned into an agricultural preserve, nor do we think that farmers
will accept restrictions on the sale of their land without some form of equitable
compensation.

Fourth, we endorse the specific location. The Burlington County area has been
under intense development pressures. Without some kind of preservation effort, it will
resemble soon other recently suburbanized areas. Farmland preservation is compatible
with our existing development planning in our Department, and we feel that the State should
move ahead with this experimental project as rapidly as possible.

I would like to address specifically an issue that I know is of concern to
members of your committee which were raised here earlier in the day, and that is the
question of the impact on housing. I believe and our Department believes that there is
more than enough land suitable for housing in the Philadelphia-Camden region, as indeed
in the State as a whole. The issue of balanced housing is not resolved by indiscriminately
opening land on the metropolitan fringe for housing development. What is needed is, first,
using available land in a balanced way: that is, with a fair share of land made available
for development for those in the low and moderate income categories. And, two, in using
all land which is to be developed, and that is a great deal, in a more efficient way that
is at higher densities. And, third, in local zoning, which is designed to realistically
accommodate the true housing needs of people in the State, we believe that we can do all
these while still preserving farmland in New Jersey.

Some years ago, our Division of State and Regional Planning conducted a statewide
analysis at that time, identifying, so far as was possible by the information available
at that time, the areas that needed to be preserved for reasons of environmental purposes,
large portions of various sectors of th