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STATE AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE (SADC) 
REGULAR MEETING 

 
REMOTE MEETING DUE TO CORONAVIRUS 

EMERGENCY 
 

October 28, 2021 
 
Chairman Fisher called the meeting to order at 9:03 am.  
 
Ms. Payne read the notice stating that the meeting was being held in compliance with the 
Open Public Meetings Act, N.J.S.A. 10:4-6, et seq. 
 
Roll call indicated the following:  
 
Members Present  
Chairman Fisher 
Martin Bullock 
Scott Ellis (arrived at 9:19 a.m.) 
Gina Fischetti 
Denis Germano (arrived at 9:19 a.m.) 
Pete Johnson 
Julie Kraus 
Cecile Murphy 
Brian Schilling 
Richard Norz 
Mr. Waltman 
 
Members Absent 

Susan E. Payne, Executive Director  
Jason Stypinski, Esq., Deputy Attorney General 
 
Minutes 
 
SADC Regular Meeting of September 23, 2021 (Open Session) 
 
It was moved by Mr. Bullock and seconded by Mr. Waltman to approve the Open Session 
minutes of the SADC regular meeting of September 23, 2021. Mr. Norz, Ms. Murphy, and 
Mr. Schilling abstained from the vote. Mr. Germano and Mr. Ellis were absent for the vote.  
A roll call vote was taken. The motion was approved. 
 
Report of the Chairman 
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Chairman Fisher stated that the agenda is heavy for today so in the interest of time he would 
like Ms. Payne to give her report which mirrors what he planned to report. 
 
Report of the Executive Director 
Ms. Payne noted that the issue of Soil Protection Standards is on today’s agenda and all 
comments regarding that topic will be discussed at that time. 
 
Ms. Payne thanked her assistant, Ms. Jessica Uttal, for organizing the Garden State 
Preservation Trust (GSPT) meeting last week, which met to approve the appropriation 
requests for farmland preservation, green acres, and historic preservation.  She noted that at 
the end of June, Mr. Siegel retired as the executive director of the GSPT and the position has 
not been filled as of yet.  She thanked Ms. Uttal for all of her efforts and noted that the meeting 
would not have happened without SADC staff and particularly Ms. Uttal.  Ms. Payne stated 
that the appropriations requests were approved, the appropriation bills are being drafted by 
the Office of Legislative Services and the hope is to see legislative action on those items soon. 
 
Ms. Payne stated that Michelle Byers, executive director of the New Jersey Conservation 
Foundation (NJCF), is retiring. She explained that the NJCF is a statewide organization that 
has developed support for land conservation, bond funds, GSPT and CBT funds. She stated 
that Ms. Byers has had an extraordinary career and asked the committee if she could send a 
letter of congratulations to Ms. Byers. Chairman Fisher stated that he sees no objections to 
that and asked Ms. Payne to draft a letter to send.  
 
Communications 
Ms. Payne stated that staff received a letter yesterday regarding the Backer Farm in Morris 
County in which a complaint was received regarding a concert that they were having on their 
property. She noted that staff is following up with Morris County to get more facts and will 
report back to the committee as they get more information. 
 
Public Comment 
Amy Hansen from the NJCF congratulated Michelle Byers on her retirement and thanked 
Ms. Payne for her kind words towards Ms. Byers. 
 
Old Business 
A. Stewardship  
 
Note: Mr. Norz and Mr. Schilling have a standing recusal for this agenda item, and 
they will not be participating in the discussion. 
 

1. Review of Activities – Princeton Show Jumping, LLC 
Block 26001, Lot 1.02, Montgomery Township, Somerset County  
SADC ID# 18-0005-DN 
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Mr. Roohr stated that the purpose of today’s discussion of Princeton Show Jumping (PSJ), 
LLC is to review the various conditions and stipulations that have been made in the 
previous resolutions and committee actions and square them with the conditions of the farm 
today.  Staff is also asking if and how the committee would like to move forward if PSJ 
requests shows for the 2022 season at a future SADC meeting. 
 
Mr. Roohr stated that he was going to review the deed of easement (DOE) compliance 
issues with the committee.  He began with the restoration of the field along Burn Hill Road.  
During the spring of this year the SADC hired Dr. Richard Shaw, a soils expert, to evaluate 
the site and provide recommendations on how to rehabilitate and restore the soils impacted 
by the previous use.   
 
Dr. Shaw concluded that an approximately 0.36-acre area of the southern side of this field 
had a significant amount of its topsoil scraped away and requires the addition of 
approximately 6-8 inches of topsoil to restore the productivity of the soil. A separate 0.8-
acre area of the field was found to be deficient in organic matter, which is proposed to be 
resolved through the addition of manure-based compost. 
 
PSJ’s engineer, Linda Peterson, provided a restoration plan and a sequence of events that 
staff approved associated with the site work necessary to implement Dr. Shaw’s 
recommendations.  Site work to date has included the testing and importation of acceptable 
topsoil to the site as well as preparation of compost from PSJ horse manure.  The time 
frame called for this to be completed by the end of 2021.   
Mr. Roohr reviewed the impervious cover compliance issue with the committee.  He stated 
that a unique feature of this DOE is that it has a 5% impervious cover limit.  Staff went out 
earlier this year to evaluate the farm and had PSJ’s engineer provide a site plan drawing 
that calculated all the impervious cover.  Based on that drawing, PSJ is at 4.96% of the 5% 
impervious cover limit.  Mr. Roohr stated that staff recommendation is to continue to 
require that any new construction be conditioned on formal written approval by the 
committee.  
 
In relation to the impervious cover issue, Dr. Shaw was asked to evaluate the dirt tent pads 
to see they count as impervious cover.  It was determined that the pads themselves do not 
and the tents would not count as impervious cover if the committee were to consider them 
temporary structures not applicable to the impervious cover limit.  Mr. Roohr stated that 
staff has reviewed applicable definitions of “impervious cover” and “temporary structures” 
in SADC and other related state agency regulations and there is a consensus that a 
“temporary structure” is one that is standing for 180 days or less.  Mr. Roohr stated the 
committee will need to determine the length of time the tents can be standing before they 
are considered a permanent structure and counted towards the impervious cover allotment.   
 
NOTE: Mr. Germano and Mr. Ellis announced they had joined the meeting at 9:19 
a.m. 
 
Mr. Roohr reviewed the equine production requirements and noted that the use of a 
preserved farm to host horse shows is contingent upon such shows being necessary to 
market the agricultural output of the farm.  In 2013, the first resolution that SADC adopted 
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approving the shows stated that “A minimum of 10 horses or 10% of the horses 
participating in the shows, whichever is greater, shall be owned by the Owner and bred, 
raised and/or trained on the Premises”.  In 2019 that statement was modified to also 
include horses that were trained at a PSJ facility and for which Mr. Philbrick is entitled to 
a commission upon sale of the trained horse.  
 
The historic interpretation of “training” of horses is defined as receiving income for a 
regimented training program where the horse receives training on a routine basis at an 
equine training facility.  In discussions leading up to the August 2021 SADC meeting, the 
PSJ owner, Andrew Philbrick, explained that in addition to horses trained for clients in the 
more traditional manner at the Hunter Farms locations, he and his staff also provide training 
services as “consulting trainers” upon request at shows during show days at PSJ.  According 
to the owner he is entitled to a commission on the sale of these horses as well and as such, 
he believes that participation of those horses trained on shows days should also count for 
purposes of meeting the 10% participation threshold.  He noted that Mr. Philbrick indicates 
all of these commission agreements are verbal only and no such agreements are in writing. 
Staff did research and confirmed that verbal agreements are an industry standard, which 
makes it difficult to verify data.  
 
Recently submitted information suggests that the owner or his staff performed “consultant 
training” for 704 and 765 horses during shows held at PSJ in 2020 and 2021 respectively. 
The horse participation data submitted by PSJ confirms the subject farm would only meet 
the required 10% threshold if the committee accepts that the horses for which PSJ staff may 
act as “consulting trainers” on show days meets this definition.  
 
On August 27, 2021, PSJ sent a letter to the SADC in which they suggest that an alternative 
way to measure production could be to assess annual production-based income of the PSJ 
operation.  The letter describes the uniqueness of this sector of the equine industry, how an 
annual income test would be easier to administer, and PSJ would provide the information 
needed to ensure that the production and sale of high-quality horses is the driving force 
behind these shows.  
 
Ms. Payne stated that from a Right to Farm (RTF) perspective, the SADC has defined 
through regulation what income can count towards production as it relates to equine 
operations, which is “income from the sale of a horse that was trained or raised on the 
commercial farm for at least 120 days prior to the time of sale.”  Ms. Payne explained that 
as the SADC moves forward to make definitions more specific, it is important understand 
that there is a definition in the RTF regulations about what counts as production when it 
comes to training horses.  
 
Mr. Roohr explained that the next set of items to be discussed involve compliance with 
prior conditions of approval.  He began with storm water compliance and stated that as of 
August 4, 2021, the stormwater basins were deemed fully completed and stabilized and that 
matter is concluded.  As of his visit to the farm yesterday, the basins were fully grassed and 
stable and appeared to be in functional order. 
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Mr. Roohr discussed the removal of temporary tents at the PSJ site.  The committee’s prior 
resolutions of approval require that the temporary horse tents be removed after each horse 
show, unless two shows occur on back-to-back weekends.  PSJ had advised this 
requirement has not been achieved primarily due to the inability of the tent rental company 
to disassemble and reassemble the tents at that frequency.   The SADC needs to determine 
if it wants to retain the prior requirement, change it, or defer the issue to the Somerset 
CADB as part of the pending RTF matter. 
 
Mr. Roohr discussed the overall site improvements plan and stated that the build-out of the 
farm has occurred in a much different manner than what was proposed in 2013.  The 2013 
proposal included the use of four sand show rings that existed at that time as well as future 
plans for a stable, indoor riding arena and other production facilities, which the committee 
determined was consistent with the DOE.  
 
Improvements since 2013 have included three additional sand rings and up to eight tents 
sites and extra parking to accommodate larger shows than what were originally anticipated.  
The improvements to the site have utilized 4.96% of the 5% impervious cover limit. This 
effectively means that the farm is built out in its current condition and no new infrastructure, 
including that needed for equine production purposes, would be permitted.  He noted that 
the total soil disturbance on site exceeds the amount proposed to be permitted in recent 
SADC discussions regarding Soil Protection Standards. Staff recommends that the 
committee amend its prior provisions related to site improvements, acknowledge the 
infrastructure and improvements in existence, and prohibit further structures or 
improvements without the SADC’s advanced, written approval. 
 
Mr. Roohr stated that the 2013 resolution was approved contingent upon the site plan 
submitted by the owner detailing his plans to build out the barns and infrastructure 
necessary to breed and raise horses onsite.  If the committee entertains approval of horse 
shows in the future it will need to consider the owner’s inability to develop breeding or 
indoor training facilities on-site in light of the extent of existing improvements. 
 
Chairman Fisher asked that each line item be discussed by the committee in the order in 
which they were presented, starting with the DOE compliance issue of restoration of the 
field along Burnt Hill Road.  Ms. Payne stated that staff suggests the committee requires 
the work to be completed before approving additional shows, and her understanding is that 
the work will be done by November 2021.  She stated that she does not want this restoration 
work lagging into next year and suggested that the committee put its foot down and require 
that all the restoration work be completed and signed off on before entertaining requests 
for shows for next year.  
 
Chairman Fisher asked the committee if they had comments and all committee members 
were in agreement that the work be completed before additional show dates can be 
considered. Chairman Fisher stated that Mr. Sposaro, attorney for PSJ, was present at the 
meeting and asked Mr. Sposaro if he understood this condition and he said that he did. 
 
Chairman Fisher asked about the impervious surface issue. Mr. Roohr stated that PSJ is 
currently under the impervious surface limit on the farm, however, if the tents were up all 
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year long, they would count as impervious and would put PSJ way over the limit.  Mr. 
Roohr stated that staff is looking for guidance from the committee as to how long the tents 
would be up during a calendar year to consider them temporary and not count towards the 
impervious cover limit. He stated that, based on research done on other state agency 
regulations, 180 days is the optimal number, but it’s up to the committee to determine if 
their comfortable with that number or want to utilize a different standard. 
 
Ms. Payne reiterated that that 180 days comes from both Uniform Commercial 
Construction (UCC) codes regarding temporary structures and also the Department of 
Environmental Protection (DEP) definition of impervious cover as it relates to agricultural 
water use certifications. Those were the most applicable standards that were found and 
that’s why staff recommended the 180 days standard. Chairman Fisher stated that 180 days 
is the limit as to how long the tents can be erected and still be considered temporary, so 
after the 180 days they would have to be removed. He asked if the committee has issues 
with that.  
 
Mr. Germano stated that the approval granted by the SADC required the tents to be down 
most of the time, and he believes the tents have been up since spring without interruption. 
He noted that the tents staying up present two issues as to whether they are impervious 
surface under the DOE, and it is an RTF issue. He stated that he would like to see staff’s 
recommendation be honored regarding the impervious cover question but doesn’t want that 
decision to imply that the tents are allowed to be up for that long and that should be 
considered in the pending RTF case. Mr. Waltman stated that he agrees with Mr. Germano 
to follow DEP and the 180 days for the determination of whether the tents are impervious, 
but this is separate from the issue of whether the tents staying up that long is consistent 
with the terms of the original approval resolution.  
 
Ms. Fischetti asked what the implication would be if the issue of the tents were addressed 
by the CADB and determined that it’s not protected by RTF. Ms. Payne stated that for 
purposes of impervious cover in the DOE the SADC would find that tents up for less than 
180 days are not considered impervious cover for the purposes of the DOE.  Then the matter 
of the tents being up and disturbing the neighbors goes to the CADB for decision and if 
either the neighbors or the landowner are not happy with that decision, it can be  appealed 
to the SADC.  The SADC would then have the opportunity to decide the matter.  She noted 
that RTF is all about balancing the interests of agriculture with the interest of the general 
public in the area in which the farm is located and that is the forum for those kinds of 
discussions.  
 
Chairman Fisher asked the committee if they can agree that PSJ will meet the requirements 
for the purposes of the DOE regarding the issues of impervious cover as long as the tents 
up for no more than 180 days.  Mr. Waltman clarified that the 180 days were limited to a 
calendar year.  All members of the committee agreed with that.  
 
Chairman Fisher asked Mr. Sposaro to address why the tents need to be up for the full 180 
days.  Mr. Sposaro stated that the 180-day period is appropriate.  In 2013 when the 
committee mandated that the tents go up and down there were far fewer shows and show 
days, which made sense at that time.  However, as the facility has evolved with the 
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increased number of show days and shows it became problematic and impractical to put 
the tents up and bring them down coupled with the lack of cooperation from the tent 
companies.  Mr. Sposaro suggested that the committee has the authority to say that the tents 
can stay up for a maximum of 180 days, and that is not saying that they will be up that long 
because there is a hiatus during the seasons when the tents may come down.  
 
Mr. Sposaro stated that the tents are not offensive to anyone as they are set back several 
hundred feet from any property line and the neighbors so they should be allowed to stay.  
Chairman Fisher stated that the tents going up and down has implications on all types of 
events and that’s why the committee is sensitive to this issue.  Chairman Fisher asked why 
the tents would not be taken down during the hiatus period.  Mr. Sposaro stated that if there 
was cooperation from the tent companies they would be able to do so, but unfortunately 
PSJ is hostage to these tent companies.   
 
Chairman Fisher stated that he wasn’t sure how the committee will handle the 180 days, 
but he thinks taking the tents down during the hiatus period would allow PSJ to fair better 
in this case.  Mr. Sposaro stated that PSJ will make every effort to take the tents down 
during the hiatus period between shows but can’t guarantee anything because this is subject 
to the tent companies.  Chairman Fisher stated that there are extenuating circumstances that 
may occur, however, he suggested that PSJ show proof of every effort to not have the tents 
up for more than 180 days, especially since the shows are seasonal and take place in the 
spring and summer.  Mr. Sposaro stated that he will provide the committee and staff with 
paperwork demonstrating every effort to take the tents down during the hiatus of the shows. 
 
Mr. Emad Abou-Sabe, adjacent neighbor farmer to PSJ stated that the tents being up from 
day one exceeds the 5% impervious cover limit.  He stated that it is unacceptable for the 
tents to be up for 180 days as they are considered impervious cover, regardless of how 
many days they are up.  He stated that Secretary Fisher is relying on the good faith of the 
applicant to put the tents up and take them down, but the past nine years has shown that the 
applicant is all about breaking rules and begging for forgiveness later and every one of 
these repositioned approvals and resolutions has been about forgiving the applicant for the 
things that they’ve done.  The permanent solution in 2013 was for PSJ to install permanent 
stables and rings and the tents were supposed to be a temporary solution until the stables 
and rings could be built and still stay within the 5% limit.  He commented that PSJ can’t be 
relied upon to do the right thing and take the tents down when they are supposed to be taken 
down.  Mr. Abou-Sabe noted that the PSJ site looks like a circus in Montgomery and does 
impact the adjacent neighborhood and for the tents to be up for 6 months is above and 
beyond any reasonable request.  
 
Mr. Germano stated that the SADC should not be involved in how long the tents should be 
up as that’s a decision that should be made by the CADB.  He explained that the SADC is 
not equipped today to have that kind of hearing and a hearing is what is needed to make an 
appropriate decision. 
 
Chairman Fisher asked the committee if they had issues with leaving the tents up during 
the approved show dates.  Ms. Payne stated that the committee originally approved having 
the tents up during the approved show days and could stay up if there were shows taking 
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place back-to-back.  However, the real question is about the dead time between shows and 
if these tents should come down during that time.  Chairman Fisher stated that there is no 
reason why the tents should not be able to come down if PSJ is paying for the service of 
getting the tents up.  
 
Chairman Fisher stated that if the tents can’t come down during the hiatus period that would 
become an RTF issue and indicated that the committee and the neighbors don’t want the 
tents up for 180 days.  Chairman Fisher stated that staff will come up with a calendar that 
will allow for space of a week to allow PSJ to take the tents down and asked Mr. Sposaro 
if he can agree to that.  Mr. Sposaro stated that based upon the approved show dates he will 
be able to determine the dates that the tents can come down.  Chairman Fisher stated that 
we have moved to a resolution on this issue and asked if the committee had any objections 
to this.  The committee had no objections.  
 
Mr. Roohr stated that the next issue was that of equine production and re-iterated that the 
2013 and 2019 resolutions state that at least 10% of the horses participating in the shows 
need to be “Hunter Farms” horses defined as either owned in full or in part by Mr. Philbrick 
or horses that he trains with a commission agreement in place. 
 
Mr. Roohr stated that there are two issues to discuss.  In the traditional sense of training, 
where a horse is trained on a regular basis by Mr. Philbrick or his staff, those horses 
constitute less than 10% participating in the shows.  Mr. Philbrick allegedly trains quite a 
few horses on show days under the “consulting training” category and since he gets a 
commission if those horses are sold, Mr. Philbrick claims that they should be included as a 
part of the horse production.  Staff needs to know if the committee wants to keep the 
original 10% requirement, adjust it, include the “consultant trained” horses as production, 
or use a production income amount per year.  Ms. Payne stated that a decision does not 
need to be made today, but that staff needs committee feedback so that it will go in the right 
direction.  
 
Mr. Bullock stated that training horses on a show day does not seem like enough time to 
count towards horse production and does not seem significant.  Mr. Sposaro stated that 
show training at a competition is critical for a horse to be successful and determines how 
they appreciate or depreciate in value.  Mr. Germano stated that Mr. Philbrick is providing 
a service that has nothing to do with production and should not count towards production.  
 
Mr. Sposaro stated that he respectfully disagrees with Mr. Germano and noted that the 
biggest question is how production is measured.  He noted that production means causing 
a horse to appreciate in value and selling that horse.  Mr. Sposaro stated that satisfying a 
10% production requirement is problematic and the real metrics should be dollars that are 
generated. The dollar amount may not make complete sense so perhaps the number of 
horses that are sold per year should be included as well.   
 
Mr. Sposaro stated that 85% of Mr. Philbrick’s income comes from the sale of the horses 
and not the shows.  Ms. Payne asked if the 85% is in comparison to gross income or net 
income.  Chairman Fisher stated that everyone is in business to make net income and the 
owner is looking for a profit no matter how big the gross income is.  Ms. Payne stated staff 
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is asking for the committee’s opinion on considering an alternate method to establish 
necessary production.  Originally the committee required the 10% participation at horse 
shows and Mr. Philbrick has not complied with that.  She noted that staff is trying to find 
the relation between the sale of the horse and production because if PSJ sells one really 
expensive horse and has the show facility, there seems to be a disconnect with production.   
 
Ms. Fischetti asked if Ms. Payne can remind her as to where the 10% originated from.  Ms. 
Payne said typically a farm produces a product and then markets it for sale.  In relation to 
farm markets on preserved farms, 50% of what gets sold has to come from their farm 
management unit.  There is a relationship between the market and what the farm is 
producing.  Here, the committee heard arguments from the applicant that he should have a 
smaller requirement of horses he produced at these shows and accepted it as a reasonable 
basis to establish the 10% requirement.   
 
Mr. Germano stated that there is a condition of approval that was made, and the applicant 
admits that he is not and cannot meet this condition and has instead proposed different ways 
to change the condition so that he can meet it.  Mr. Germano suggested staff sit down with 
the applicant and an expert in the field to come up with new standards that are fact based 
and sensitive to the industry, that responds to the DOE and the RTF Act.  He stated that the 
expert be hired at the applicants’ expense and suggested tabling this question and revisiting 
it when staff comes up with a recommendation.  
 
Mr. Bullock stated that he agrees with Mr. Germano because what is being done now isn’t 
working.  Ms. Fischetti stated that she agreed with Mr. Germano as well.   
 
Chairman Fisher asked if PSJ would be impacted while staff consults with the expert to 
research a new standard or if PSJ would be allowed request shows for the 2022 calendar 
year.  Mr. Waltman stated that PSJ needs to comply with the standard that is already in 
place and continue as such until a new standard is adopted and would rather not make a 
decision on the fly today.   
 
Chairman Fisher stated that this is a very specialized and unique niche in the industry and 
asked for the committee’s feedback.  Mr. Johnson stated that a couple meetings ago this 
was discussed, and the committee was satisfied with the 10% and is not sure why this is a 
topic again.  Ms. Payne said that the official paperwork was not submitted by the applicant 
until October and the issue seems to be considering consulting training as output versus the 
actual production of the horses.  Chairman Fisher asked the committee if they would like 
PSJ to get an expert to better define what production means.  Mr. Bullock stated that he 
would like that, and he would be okay giving PSJ a year to get this data together.   
 
Mr. Germano stated he supports the proposal to give them a year’s grace while the 
committee and staff does the necessary research.  Ms. Murphy expressed her concern on 
the process and how it’s unfolding as it has been going on for so long due to the applicant’s 
inability to meet the targets.  She stated that she understands they are an important part of 
agriculture but is concerned about the integrity of the committee and making these 
exceptions for this farm over and over again will have a negative impact on the committee.  
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Chairman Fisher stated that his understanding is that a calendar will be set up for the dates 
that the tents are to come up and come down, the issue of equine production is not clear 
enough and more research needs to be done on industry standards.  The suggestion is that 
a consultant be hired, at the applicant’s expense, and a more defined structure be developed 
that relates to the 10% production requirement.  It is also agreed that a one-year hiatus be 
given to PSJ as that standard is being developed.  Mr. Sposaro agreed to pay the cost of  
hiring the consultant. 
 
Ms. Payne stated that staff understands what direction the committee would like to go in 
and that it will work with the attorneys on how to document this going forward.  Mr. 
Sposaro stated that he will present a schedule to Ms. Payne and staff and asked if they have 
the authorization to approve that schedule for next year since the committee does not meet 
in November as PSJ wants to be able to provide a schedule for the equine community. 
Chairman Fisher stated that Mr. Sposaro can discuss the approved nine shows and the 
calendar with the staff and bring any additional show dates that PSJ is requesting before 
the committee in December. 
 
B. Soil Protection Standards 1:51 
 
Mr. Everett reviewed a memo and exhibits with the committee regarding the SPS.  He 
stated that the SADC’s DOE Subcommittee met multiple times since receiving public 
feedback on the agency’s proposed SPS this summer.  As a result of the issues raised in the 
comments and further staff analysis, the subcommittee is recommending substantial 
changes to the original SPS limits proposed.  The changes would simplify the standards by 
maximizing the use of “bright line” tests to establish compliance rather than using the 
eleven proposed best management practices (BMPs).  
 
The result is a proposed collapsing of 8 of the 11 drafted BMP standards for the “orange” 
and “yellow” uses so that all those uses are either “red” (regulated disturbance limit) or 
“green” (unlimited) categories that are governed by definitions instead of technical 
standards.  There are four former BMPs, Livestock Training, Parking/Storage, Soil 
Stockpiling and Ground Mounted Solar, that defy treatment by a simplistic definition due 
to their complexity and would be included in supplementary standards.  This approach 
would also declare equine activities as “common farmsite activities” irrespective of 
whether they are production or service related, thereby no longer limiting the percentage of 
service relative to production. 
 
The changes would also increase the minimum percentage of disturbance allocated from 
8% to 12% while reducing the minimum acreage allocated from 6 acres to 4 acres.  He 
noted that the changes would also create a waiver provision for additional relief for any 
farms that are within 50% of the proposed standard at the time of its adoption.  The total 
maximum disturbance with a waiver would be 15% or 6 acres whichever is greater.  
 
Mr. Everett reviewed the compliance metrics and effects of the proposed waiver with the 
committee and found that a total of 18 farms out of 2,676 farms are non-compliant with the 
proposed 12%/4-acre limitation without the waiver, including Quaker Valley Farms (QVF). 
A total of 7 farms out of 2,676 are non-compliant with the proposed 15%/6-acre waiver 
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applied, including QVF.  When applying the waiver, total disturbance utilization for the 41 
farms within 50% of their allocation drops from an average of 90% down to 64%.  Thus, 
even for the most highly disturbed farms in the program, future growth is achievable with 
the proposed limitation and waiver process.  
 
Mr. Germano commented that the waiver provision is limited to people and their families 
that are already in the program and made improvements before there was a rule.  Mr. Everett 
agreed that was correct.  Mr. Norz asked what staff suggests being done with the 7 farms 
that are out of compliance and over their limits.  Ms. Payne stated that this was discussed 
with the attorney general’s office and the committee has the discretion to pursue farms to 
litigate or not.  Ms. Payne stated that for these 7 farms, which could not comply even with 
the waiver as they are at that limit, staff is not going to recommend action or litigation 
against these farmers as a result of this rule.  Those farms are built out and staff will 
communicate to make sure that there is no more disturbance on these farms.  
 
Mr. Norz asked what would happen in the future if someone else in the program asks why 
they are not allowed to be above the limit if other farms were overlooked.  Ms. Payne stated 
all landowners will be put on notice that these rules are being adopted and new applicants 
into the program will be made aware of the standards during the enrollment process.  Staff 
does not think the small number of farms that cannot currently comply do not pose a threat 
to the viability of the program.  Mr. Norz asked what would happen if in the future a 
landowner hires an attorney to try to argue this matter.  Ms. Payne suggested that the 
litigation risk of something like this should be discussed in closed session. Her 
recommendation is not to take any further action against these farms and she suspects that 
the SADC will support that.   
 
Mr. Everett stated that the concept of the transfer of disturbance rights from one preserved 
farm to another under the same ownership was possible, however, the subcommittee did 
not concur with this.  Chairman Fisher stated that he didn’t understand this concept.  Ms. 
Payne gave an example and explained that if there was a farm management unit with 4 
tracks of land next to each other and all the building were concentrated on one tract, could 
the committee entertain the concept of having more disturbance on one tract as opposed to 
the other tracts. Ms. Payne stated that this concept is not easy, but the result is that 
something could be recorded against all the properties to increase disturbance on one lot 
and decrease it on the others.  It adds another layer of complexity to something that is 
already complex.  Ms. Payne recommended to proceed with the rules, get them adopted for 
clarity and if the committee wants to come back to this topic down the road, it can do so.  
 
Chairman Fisher thanked Mr. Everett for a job well done with all the hard work and effort 
that he put into this endeavor.  Ms. Payne stated that if the committee concurs with the 
changes, staff will commence drafting the full rule proposal.  Mr. Germano stated that the 
subcommittee was unanimous with approving what was presented today.  Chairman Fisher 
thanked the subcommittee for what they did to get to this point as it was quite a task.  Ms. 
Payne thanked the subcommittee for their sacrifice of their personal time and the more than 
10 years that they put in to make this all happen. She noted that the subcommittee consists 
of Mr. Germano, Mr. Ellis, Mr. Waltman and Mr. Johnson.   
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Mr. Waltman stated that the subcommittee was formed in 2009 and was not what anyone 
had expected, but there were a lot of good faith conversations.  He noted that the committee 
came up with something that was more understandable, easy to explain, and he thanked the 
staff for their efforts in implementing this.  Chairman Fisher stated that one of the big issues 
was the 6-acre allotment and reducing it to 4 acres was a big rallying point for many people.  
Also, the elimination of the yellow category had made things more understandable to the 
public.   
 
Chairman Fisher asked the committee for input on the transfer waiver.  Mr. Germano stated 
that the number one complaint of the first proposal was that it was too complex and the 
reason that the subcommittee did not concur with the transfer waiver was because of its 
complexity.  Mr. Schilling agreed that it’s a good idea but overly complicated at this point. 
Chairman Fisher stated that he agrees.   
 
Mr. Bullock stated that this was a long process, but he thinks staff is on the right track.  
Chairman Fisher revisited the point that Ms. Payne made earlier about not going after the 
7 farms that are out of compliance and suggested a better way to address that issue.  Ms. 
Payne stated that she will talk to the attorney general’s office about the best way to go about 
that.   
 
Mr. Norz stated that he understands the concept of the transfer of disturbance rights, but 
thinks it needs to be looked at further as there are landowners this will be very helpful to. 
Mr. Norz stated that staff did a tremendous job on these standards, but he is not ready to 
approve them yet because he still needs time to wrap his head around everything.  Ms. 
Payne stated that the draft will be done and that the committee will have time to review 
each draft before rules are sent for publication.  Chairman Fisher assured Mr. Norz that he 
will have time to review the standards some more before they are voted on and made into 
rules.  Ms. Payne stated that staff will endeavor to have the first draft of the rule language 
before the committee by the January 2022 meeting.  Mr. Norz stated that he is not in favor 
of the staff proceeding with the draft rule proposal for the SPS.   
 
Mr. Ellis asked if he’s allowed to share this with the farm community.  Ms. Payne stated 
that staff will be sending a memo out and will be posting this presentation and whatever 
materials are available to our partners and open the dialogue up.  Mr. Ellis stated that Mr. 
Everett and the staff did a great job of providing this information to the committee.  Mr. 
Germano agreed with that.  Mr. Bullock asked if he still had to remain recused at the county 
level. Ms. Payne stated that he has to remain recused on the county level if he wants to 
proceed on the state level as the SADC has to comply with the ethics rules. Chairman Fisher 
agreed. 
 
C.  Resolution: Amended FY22 Non-Profit Preliminary Approval  
 
Mr. Distaulo stated that on September 23, 2021, the SADC granted approval for the FY2022 
Nonprofit Grant Round, including $43,380 to Monmouth Conservation Foundation (MCF) 
for supplemental funding for a FY2021 application and $374,560 to the Land Conservancy 
of New Jersey for one easement purchase grant.  On May 28, 2021, MCF requested a grant 
from the SADC for $65,680; due to a clerical error contained in the September 23, 2021, 
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SADC grant approval resolution, the grant to MCF was incorrectly stated as $43,380 and 
lower than the amount MCF requested of $65,680.  The revised cost estimates submitted by 
the nonprofits and the following grant awards represent a 50% cost share grant, including 
eligible ancillary costs to the nonprofits totaling $440,240. Mr. Distaulo asked for approval 
of a resolution to amend the nonprofit pre-approval from the September 2021 meeting. 
 
It was moved by Mr. Germano and seconded by Mr. Ellis to approve Resolution 
FY2022R10(1), the amended FY22 Non-Profit Preliminary Approval.  A roll call vote was 
taken. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
D. Resolution: Amended FY2022 Appropriation Request 
 
Mr. Distaulo stated that the purpose of this request is to amend the recommended FY22 
appropriations request adopted at the September 23rd meeting.  Adjustments have been 
made for the Nonprofit program recommendation to increase the funding request by 
$22,300, resulting in a decrease to the State Acquisition funding by an identical amount. 
The total appropriation of $83,880,601 remains equal to what was adopted at the September 
meeting. This includes $83.69 million in Corporate Business Tax (CBT) funds and 
$186,600 from the Garden State Preservation Fund (GSPT).  Mr. Distaulo asked for 
approval for a resolution to amend the FY22 appropriation request.  
 
It was moved by Mr. Waltman and seconded by Mr. Germano to approve the amended 
FY2022 Appropriation request.  A roll call vote was taken. The motion was unanimously 
approved. 
 
New Business 
 
A. Resolutions: Final Approval – County PIG Program 
Ms. Mazzella referred the committee to one request for final approval under the County PIG 
Program. She reviewed the specifics of the request with the committee and stated that staff 
recommendation is to grant final approval.  
 
It was moved by Mr. Germano and seconded by Mr. Schilling to approve Resolution 
FY2022R10(2), granting approval to the following applications under the County PIG 
Program, as presented, subject to any conditions of said resolution. 
 

1. Meghan Walker (Magnolia Creek), SADC ID# 10-0439-PG, FY2022R10(2), 
Block 42, Lot 1 and 1.01, Franklin Township, Hunterdon County, 31.8 acres. 

 
A roll call vote was taken. Martin Bullock was absent for this vote.  The motion was 
unanimously approved. A copy of Resolution FY2022R10(2), is attached to and a part of 
these minutes. 
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B. Resolutions: Final Approval – Municipal PIG Program 
Ms. Mazzella referred the committee to two requests for final approval under the Municipal 
PIG Program. She reviewed the specifics of the request with the committee and stated that 
staff recommendation is to grant final approval.  
 
It was moved by Mr. Germano and seconded by Mr. Bullock to approve Resolutions 
FY2022R10(3) and FY2022R10(4), granting approval to the following applications under the 
Municipal PIG Program, as presented, subject to any conditions of said resolution. 
 

1. Carl and Deanne Rieck, SADC ID#17-0230-PG, FY2022R10(3), Block 64, Lot 6, 
Alloway Township, Salem County, 51.4 Acres. 

 
2. Dennis Crisanti, SADC ID#17-0227-PG, FY2022R10(4), Block 802, Lot 36, 

Pittsgrove Township, Salem County, 21.2 Acres. 
 
A roll call vote was taken. The motion was unanimously approved. A copy of Resolutions 
FY2022R10(3) and FY2022R10(4), is attached to and a part of these minutes. 
 
C. Resolutions: Final Approval – Non-Profit Program 
Ms. Mazzella referred the committee to one request for final approval under the Non-Profit 
Program. She reviewed the specifics of the request with the committee and stated that staff 
recommendation is to grant final approval.  
Mr. Norz asked if there was a farm lane used to access the one-acre exception area and 
expressed concern of the location of exception areas set in the middle of fields.  Ms. Payne 
stated she agrees with his general concern and for this particular case there was topographical 
reasons for this location. 
It was moved by Mr. Germano and seconded by Mr. Waltman to approve Resolution 
FY2022R10(5) granting approval to the following applications under the Non-Profit PIG 
Program, as presented, subject to any conditions of said resolution. 
 

1. Melissa and Thomas Giordano, SADC ID# 21-0048-NP, FY2022R10(5), Block 
601, Lot 4, Frelinghuysen Township, Warren County, 36.3 acres.  
 

A roll call vote was taken. The motion was unanimously approved. A copy of Resolution 
FY2022R10(5) is attached to and a part of these minutes. 
 
D. Resolutions: Preliminary Approval – Direct Easement Purchase Program 
Ms. Mazzella referred the committee to four requests for Direct Easement Purchase Program. 
She reviewed the specifics of the requests with the committee and stated that staff 
recommendation is to grant final approval.  
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It was moved by Mr. Ellis and seconded by Mr. Norz to approve Resolutions FY2022R10(6) 
through and FY2022R10(9) granting approval to the following applications under the Direct 
Easement Purchase Program, as presented, subject to any conditions of said resolution. 
 

1. County Blues, LLC, SADC ID# 01-0046-DE, FY2022R10(6), Block 5504, Lots 
13, 22, & 23, Hammonton Township, Atlantic County, 62.2 acres. 
 

2. Virginia Patten, SADC ID# 17-0364-DE, FY2022R10(7), Block 11, Lot 5, 
Pilesgrove Township, Salem County, 77.2 acres. 

 
3. Benjamin Patten, SADC ID# 17-0363-DE, FY2022R10(8), Block 11, Lot 3, 

Pilesgrove Township, Salem County, 91.8 acres.  
 

4. James and Andrea Farro, SADC ID# 17-0362-DE, FY2022R10(9), Block 30. 
Lot 24, Alloway Township, Salem County, 54.2 acres. 

 
A roll call vote was taken. The motion was unanimously approved. A copy of Resolutions 
FY2022R10(6) through FY2022R10(9) is attached to and a part of these minutes. 
 
Public Comment 
There was no public comment. 
 
Chairman Fisher stated that he is obligated to recuse himself from the discussion that will 
be taking place in closed session and therefore will turn the meeting over to Mr. Germano, 
Vice Chairman. He thanked the SADC and staff for all of the hard work that they have done 
and the great job that they demonstrate. 
 
CLOSED SESSION 
 
At 12:16 p.m. Ms. Payne read the following resolution to go into Closed Session: 
 
In accordance with the provisions of the Open Public Meetings Act, N.J.S.A. 10:4-13, it is 
hereby resolved that the SADC shall now go into executive session to discuss certain 
matters including the certification of values, any property acquisitions under the farmland 
preservation program, personnel matters, any pending or anticipated litigation, including 
the Lebensfreude, LLC case, and any matters falling within the attorney-client privilege. 
The minutes of such meeting shall remain confidential until the Committee determines that 
the need for confidentiality no longer exists. 
 
It was moved by Mr. Schilling and seconded by Mr. Ellis to go into Closed Session. The 
motion was unanimously approved. 
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ACTION AS A RESULT OF CLOSED SESSION 
 
NOTE: Mr. Schilling and Mr. Johnson left the meeting prior to Open Session 
 
Lebensfreude, LLC v. SADC and Morris CADB 
 
Ms. Payne stated that based on the advice of counsel, SADC is authorizing the Office of the 
Attorney General to file a motion for reconsideration in the case of Lebensfreude, LLC v. 
SADC and Morris CADB.  
 
It was moved by Mr. Ellis and seconded by Ms. Murphy to authorize the Office of the 
Attorney General to file a motion for reconsideration in the case of Lebensfreude, LLC v. 
SADC and Morris CADB.  A roll call vote was taken.  Mr. Norz voted against the motion.  
Mr. Johnson, Ms. Krause and Mr. Schilling were absent from the vote.  The motion was 
approved by the remaining members. 
 
TIME AND PLACE OF NEXT MEETING 
SADC Regular Meeting:  9 A.M., December 2, 2021 

        Location: TBA 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting was adjourned at 1:07 p.m. 
 
 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Susan E. Payne, Executive Director 
State Agriculture Development Committee 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 STATE AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 

RESOLUTION FY2022R10(1) 

AMENDED PRELIMINARY REVIEW AND APPROVAL 

NONPROFIT ACQUISITION OF DEVELOPMENT EASEMENT PROJECTS  

FY2022 FUNDING ROUND 

OCTOBER 28, 2022 

 
WHEREAS, the State Agriculture Development Committee, "SADC" is authorized under the 

Garden State Preservation Trust Act, P.L. 1999, c.152, to provide a grant to qualified 
nonprofit organizations for up to 50 percent of the cost of acquisition, including eligible 
ancillary costs, of development easements or fee simple titles to farmland from willing 
sellers; and 

 
WHEREAS, on September 23, 2021, the SADC granted approval for the FY2022 Nonprofit 

Grant Round, including: 
 

• $43,380 to Monmouth Conservation Foundation (MCF) for supplemental funding for a 
FY2021 application pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2.76-15.3. 

• $374,560 to the Land Conservancy of New Jersey for 1 easement purchase grant; and 
 
WHEREAS, on May 28, 2021, MCF requested a grant from the SADC for $65,680; and 

WHEREAS, due to a clerical error contained in the September 23, 2021 SADC grant approval 
resolution, the grant to Monmouth Conservation Foundation was incorrectly stated as 
$43,380 and lower than the amount MCF requested of $65,680; and 

 

WHEREAS, the revised cost estimates submitted by the nonprofits and the following grant awards 
represent a 50% cost share grant, including eligible ancillary costs to the nonprofits 
submitting applications as set forth more specifically in Schedule A, totaling $440,240:  

 

• $65,680 to Monmouth Conservation Foundation for supplemental funding for a FY2021 
application pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2.76-15.3. 

• $374,560 to the Land Conservancy of New Jersey for 1 easement purchase grant 

WHEREAS, as per N.J.A.C. 2:76-13.3 the total nonprofit costs submitted is $1.4M based on 
estimated easement or fee purchase values and ancillary costs; and 

 

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

2. The SADC grants amended preliminary approval of the nonprofit projects and grant 
amounts identified in Schedule A; and 

3. All other provisions of the RESOLUTION FY2022R9(3) shall remain in effect; and  

4. This approval is subject to N.J.A.C. 2:76-12, 13, 14, 15, and 16 and all other rules and 
regulations as established by the SADC; and 

5. This preliminary approval is conditioned upon an SADC resolution appropriating 



 

$440,240 to the FY2022 Nonprofit Round, Legislative appropriation of funds and 
funding availability as determined by the State Treasurer; and 

6. Any funds that are not expended within two years of the date of the grant 
appropriation are subject to reappropriation and may no longer be available to the 
nonprofit; and 

7. That this approval is considered a final agency decision appealable to the 
Appellate Division of the Superior Court of New Jersey; and 

8. The SADC's approval is conditioned upon the Governor's review period pursuant 
to N.J.S.A. 4:1C-4f. 

 

_10/28/21_        ____ _______ 
Date      Susan E. Payne, Executive Director 
        State Agriculture Development Committee 
 
 
 
VOTE WAS RECORDED AS FOLLOWS: 
Martin Bullock         YES 
Gina Fischetti (rep. DCA Commissioner Oliver)    YES 
Denis C. Germano, Esq.        YES 
Pete Johnson          YES 
Cecile Murphy (rep. DEP Commissioner McCabe)    YES  
Scott Ellis          YES 
Brian Schilling (rep. Executive Dean Laura Lawson)    YES  
Julie Krause (rep. State Treasurer Muoio)     YES  
James Waltman         YES 
Richard Norz  YES 
Douglas Fisher, Chairperson       YES 
 
 
 
 
https://sonj.sharepoint.com/sites/AG/SADC/Program Management/NonProfit/2022 Round/NonProfit REVISED Preliminary Approval 
FY2022_2021.10.28.docx 

 

 

  



 

Schedule A – Spreadsheet 

 
 



STATE AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
 RESOLUTION FY2022R10(2) 

FINAL REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF A PLANNING INCENTIVE GRANT TO 
HUNTERDON COUNTY  

for the 
PURCHASE OF A DEVELOPMENT EASEMENT 

On the Property of Walker, Meghan (Magnolia Creek) (“Owner”) 
SADC ID# 10-0439-PG 

Franklin Township, Hunterdon County 
N.J.A.C. 2:76-17 et seq. 

 
OCTOBER 28, 2021 

WHEREAS, on August 31, 2020, it was determined that the application for the sale of a 
development easement for the subject farm identified as Block 42, Lot 1 and 1.02 , totaling 
approximately 31.8 gross acres hereinafter referred to as “the Property” (Schedule A) was 
complete and accurate and satisfied the criteria contained in N.J.A.C. 2:76-17.9(a) and the 
County has met the County Planning Incentive Grant (“PIG”) criteria pursuant to N.J.A.C. 
2:76-17.6 - 7; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Owner has read and signed SADC Guidance Documents regarding Exceptions, 

Division of the Premises, and Non-Agricultural Uses; and 
 
WHEREAS, the targeted Property is located in the County’s West - Hunterdon County Project 

Area; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Property includes two (2), approximately 1-acre non-severable exception areas, 

each for existing single family residential units and to afford future flexibility for 
nonagricultural uses resulting in approximately 29.8 net acres to be preserved, hereinafter 
referred to as “the Premises”; and   

 
WHEREAS, the final acreage of the exception area shall be subject to onsite confirmation, and 

the Chief of Acquisition may recommend that the Executive Director approve final size 
and location of the exception area such that the size does not increase more than one (1) 
acre and the location remains within the substantially same footprint as the herein-
approved exception, so long as there is no impact on the SADC certified value; and 

  
WHEREAS, the action set forth in the preceding paragraph may be taken without the further 

approval of the SADC unless deemed necessary or appropriate by the Executive Director; 
and 

 
WHEREAS, the two 1-acre non-severable exception areas:   
1) Shall not be moved to another portion of the Premises and shall not be swapped with other 

land 
2) Shall not be severed or subdivided from the Premises from the Premises 
3) Shall each be limited to one (1) single family residential unit 
4) Right-to-Farm language will be included in the Deed of Easement; and 

 



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

WHEREAS, at the time of application, the Property was in equine production; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Property is currently an equine operation with approximately 25.9 acres in 

equine production as permanent pasture and hay (Schedule B) and approximately 1.4 acres 
devoted to equine boarding & riding lessons outside the exception area; and 

 
WHEREAS, a specialized “Equine Schedule B” (Schedule B) and the equine map (Schedule C) 

will be recorded with the Deed of Easement; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Property has a quality score of 69.55 which exceeds 45, which is 70% of the 

County’s average quality score, as determined by the SADC, at the time the application 
was submitted by the County; and 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17.11, on February 4, 2021, in accordance with Resolution 

#FY2020R4(14), Executive Director Payne and Secretary Fisher certified the Development 
Easement value of $7,000 per acre based on zoning and environmental regulations in place 
as of the current valuation date 12/16/2020; and 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17.12, the Owner accepted the County’s offer of $7,000 

per acre for the purchase of the development easement on the Premises; and 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17.13, on April 22, 2021, the Franklin Township 

Committee approved the application for the sale of development easement and a funding 
commitment of $1,300 per acre; and  

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17.13 on May 13, 2021, the Hunterdon County Agriculture 

Development Board passed a resolution granting final approval for the development 
easement acquisition on the Property; and  

 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17.13 on August 17, 2021, the Board of County 

Commissioners passed a resolution granting final approval and a commitment of funding 
for $1,300 per acre to cover the local cost share; and 

 
WHEREAS, the County has requested to encumber an additional 3% buffer for possible final 

surveyed acreage increases, therefore, 30.694 acres will be utilized to calculate the grant 
need; and 

 
WHEREAS, the estimated cost share breakdown is as follows (based on 30.694 acres): 
     Total   Per/acre 
SADC    $135,053.60  ($4,400/acre)  
Township   $ 39,902.20  ($1,300/acre) 
County   $ 39,902.20  ($1,300/acre)  
Total Easement Purchase $214,858.00  ($7,000/acre) 
  



WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76 17.14 (d) (f), if there are insufficient funds available in a 
county’s base grant, the county may request additional funds from the competitive grant 
fund; and 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17.14, the County is requesting $135,053.60 in base grant 

grant funding which is available at this time (Schedule B); and 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17.14, the SADC shall approve a cost share grant for the 

purchase of the development easement on an individual farm subject to available funds 
and consistent with the provisions of N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.11; 

 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED:  
 

1. The WHEREAS paragraphs set forth above are incorporated herein by reference.  

2. The SADC grants final approval to provide a cost share grant to the County for the 
purchase of a development easement on the Premises, comprising approximately 
30.694 net easement acres, at a State cost share of $4,400 per acre, (62.86% of certified 
easement value and purchase price), for a total grant of approximately $135,053.60 
pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.11 and the conditions contained in (Schedule C).  
 

3. Any unused funds encumbered from either the base or competitive grants at the 
time of closing shall be returned to their respective sources (competitive or base 
grant funds). 
 

4. Should additional funds be needed due to an increase in acreage and if base grant 
funding becomes available the grant may be adjusted to utilize unencumbered base 
grant funds.   

 

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

6. The SADC shall enter into a Grant Agreement with the County in accordance with 
N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.18. 
 

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

 



8. All survey, title and all additional documents required for closing shall be subject 
to review and approval by the SADC. 
 

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

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

 
 

_10/28/21_     ____ ______ 
        Date     Susan E. Payne, Executive Director 
      State Agriculture Development Committee 
 
 
 
VOTE WAS RECORDED AS FOLLOWS: 
Martin Bullock         ABSENT 
Gina Fischetti (rep. DCA Commissioner Oliver)    YES 
Denis C. Germano, Esq.        YES 
Pete Johnson          YES 
Cecile Murphy (rep. DEP Commissioner McCabe)    YES  
Scott Ellis          YES 
Brian Schilling (rep. Executive Dean Laura Lawson)    YES  
Julie Krause (rep. State Treasurer Muoio)     YES  
James Waltman         YES 
Richard Norz  YES 
Douglas Fisher, Chairperson       YES 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
https://sonj.sharepoint.com/sites/AG-SADC-PROD/Farm Documents/10-0439-PG/Acquisition/Final Approval & ROW drafts/SADC Walker, Meghan 
(Magnolia Creek)County PIG FA.docx 
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SADC County Pig Financial Status 

Schedule B 
 

Hunterdon County 
 
 

         Base Grant Competitive Funds 
      

 
 
 

SADC 
Certified 

or 

 
 
 
 
 

SADC 
Grant 

 
 
 
 
 

SADC 

 
 
 
 
 

Federal Grant 

 
Fiscal Year 11 1,500,000.00 
Fiscal Year 13 1,000,000.00 
Fiscal Year 17 1,000,000.00 

- - 
Fiscal Year 20 1,000,000.00 
Fiscal Year 21 1,000,000.00 

Maximum Grant 
Fiscal Year 11 3,000,000.00 
Fiscal Year 13 5,000,000.00 
Fiscal Year 17 5,000,000.00 
Fiscal Year 18 2,000,000.00 
Fiscal Year 20 2,000,000.00 

Fund Balance 
Fiscal Year 11 0.00 
Fiscal Year 13 0.00 
Fiscal Year 17 19,869.60 
Fiscal Year 18 6,915,844.54 
Fiscal Year 20 10,000,000.00 

 
SADC ID# 

 
Farm 

 
Municipality 

 
Acres 

Pay 
Acres 

Negotiated 
Per Acre 

Per 
Acre 

Cost 
Basis 

Cost 
Share 

Total 
Federal Grant 

SADC 
Federal Grant 

 
Encumbered 

 
PV 

 
Expended 

 
Balance 

 
Encumbered 

 
PV 

 
Expended 

 
FY11 Balance 

 
FY13 Balance 

 
FY17 Balance 

 
FY18 Balance 

 
FY20 Balance 

5,500,000.00  

10-0357-PG Schley Readington 19.4160 19.4160 16,300.00 9,780.00 316,480.80 189,888.48   39,361.80 39,361.80 39,361.80 3,000,000.00 172,179.60 150,526.68 150,526.68 812,011.11 4,801,210.95    

10-0389-PG Dirt Capital Partners Franklin/Kingwood 85.0060 85.0060 9,100.00 5,460.00 773,554.60 464,132.76   456,090.18 464,132.76 464,132.76 2,535,867.24         

10-0387-PG Roving Wheel Delaware 45.0640 44.4330 10,500.00 6,300.00 466,546.50 279,927.90   291,356.10 279,927.90 279,927.90 2,255,939.34         

10-0408-PG Livingston, Marsha C. & Berry, Marbern C. Tewksbury 44.8150 44.8150 24,800.00 14,880.00 1,111,412.00 666,847.20   244,511.14 244,511.14 244,511.14 2,011,428.20 422,336.06 422,336.06 422,336.06  4,378,874.89    

10-0412-PG Michisk, Robert G. Franklin 41.0240 41.0240 7,900.00 4,850.00 324,089.60 198,966.40       209,311.45 198,966.40 198,966.40  4,179,908.49    

10-0391-PG Janssen Ortho Pharm (Peacefield Mgmt - A) Alexandria 71.5300 71.5300 5,687.50 3,650.00 406,826.88 261,084.50   11,428.20 11,428.20 11,428.20 2,000,000.00 303,303.80 249,656.30 249,656.30  4,043,103.96 4,887,148.23   

10-0393-PG Janssen Ortho Pharm (Peacefield Mgmt - B Alexandria 71.8890 71.8890 4,327.50 2,860.00 311,099.65 205,602.54       283,961.55 205,602.54 205,602.54   4,681,545.69   

10-0394-PG Janssen Ortho Pharm (Peacefield Mgmt - C) Alexandria 70.5220 70.5220 8,762.50 5,150.00 617,949.03 363,188.30       465,445.20 363,188.30 363,188.30   4,318,357.39   

10-0395-PG Janssen Ortho Pharm (Peacefield Mgmt - D) Alexandria 76.8360 76.8360 8,225.00 4,900.00 631,976.10 376,496.40       461,016.00 376,496.40 376,496.40   3,941,860.99   

10-0422-PG Martin, Timothy & Katharine Delaware 33.7840 33.7660 6,300.00 4,050.00 212,725.80 136,752.30       144,615.38 136,752.30 136,752.30   3,805,108.69   

10-0424-PG America's Grow A Row Franklin 35.3270 35.3270 8,500.00 5,150.00 300,279.50 181,934.05       193,614.25 181,934.05 181,934.05   3,623,174.64   

10-0414-PG Grochowicz, Thomas & Michelle (Boro) Hampton/Glen Gardner/Bethlehem 78.6840 77.1490 8,500.00 5,100.00 655,766.50 393,459.90       413,329.50 393,459.90    3,229,714.74   

10-0430-PG DeSapio, Martin A. and Cathleen J. Kingwood 45.6100 45.5200 3,500.00 1,171.57 159,635.00 53,330.00 106,305.00 60,470.00 51,664.80 53,330.00 53,330.00 1,946,670.00         

10-0432-PG Onuschak, Jason and Serridge, Ashley Franklin 20.3340 20.3340 3,100.00 2,260.00 63,035.40 45,954.84   46,782.00 45,954.84  1,900,715.16         

10-0438-PG Readington Township (Saums) Readington 51.6240 53.1730 11,500.00 6,900.00 611,489.50 366,893.70   366,893.70   1,533,821.46         

10-0439-PG Walker, Meghan (Magnolia Creek) Franklin 29.8000 30.6940 7,000.00 4,400.00 214,858.00 135,053.60   135,053.60   1,398,767.86         

                       

                       

                       

Closed 25 1,430.2265 1,428.4295 13,874,635.16 8,172,611.88 931,965.60 115,103.55 
Encumbered 4 180.4420 181.3500 1,545,149.40 941,362.04 

 

 
 
 

- 

Encumber/Expended FY09 - - - - 
Encumber/Expended FY11 - - 1,500,000.00 - 
Encumber/Expended FY13 - - 1,000,000.00 - 
Encumber/Expended FY17 - - 1,000,000.00 - 
Encumber/Expended FY18 
Encumber/Expended FY20         501,947.30 45,954.84 53,330.00 398,767.86 
Encumber/Expended FY21 ----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 1,000,000.00 

 
- - 2,187,988.89 812,011.11 
- - 956,896.04 4,043,103.96 
- 393,459.90 1,376,825.36 3,229,714.74 
- - - 2,000,000.00 
- - - 2,000,000.00 

Total 1,398,767.86 812,011.11 4,043,103.96 3,229,714.74 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 

 



Schedule C 



 



STATE AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
 RESOLUTION FY2022R10(3) 

FINAL REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF A PLANNING INCENTIVE GRANT TO 
ALLOWAY TOWNSHIP 

for the 
PURCHASE OF A DEVELOPMENT EASEMENT 

On the Property of Rieck, Carl & Deanne(“Owners”) 
SADC ID# 17-0230-PG 

Alloway Township, Salem County 
N.J.A.C. 2:76-17A. et seq. 

 
OCTOBER 28, 2021 

WHEREAS, on June 16, 2020, it was determined that the application for the sale of a 
development easement for the subject farm identified as Block 64, Lot 6, Alloway 
Township, Salem County, totaling approximately 51.4 gross acres hereinafter referred to 
as “the Property” (Schedule A) was complete and accurate and satisfied the criteria 
contained in N.J.A.C. 2:76-17A.9(a) and the Township has met the Municipal Planning 
Incentive Grant (“PIG”) criteria pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17A.6 - 7; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Owners read and signed SADC Guidance Documents regarding Exceptions, 

Division of the Premises, and Non-Agricultural Uses; and 
 
WHEREAS, the targeted Property is located in the Township’s North-Central - Alloway 

Township, Salem County Project Area; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Property includes no exception areas, resulting in approximately 51.4 net acres 

to be preserved, hereinafter referred to as “the Premises”; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Property includes: 
1) Zero (0) exceptions,  
2) One (1) single family residential unit 
3) Zero (0) Residual Dwelling Site Opportunity (RDSO)  
4) Zero (0) agricultural labor units 
5) No pre-existing non-agricultural uses; and  

WHEREAS, at the time of application, the Property was in hay and soybean production; and  
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17A.11, on February 17, 2020, in accordance with 

Resolution #FY2020R4(14), Executive Director Payne and Secretary Fisher certified the 
Development Easement value of $6,550 per acre based on zoning and environmental 
regulations in place as of the current valuation date November 17, 2020; and 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17A.12, the Owner accepted the Township’s offer of 

$6,550 per acre for the purchase of the development easement on the Premises; and 
 
WHEREAS, a parcel application was submitted by the New Jersey Conservation Foundation 

(NJCF) to the FY2020 States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (“NRCS”), Agriculture Conservation Easement Program (“ACEP”) for an 
Agricultural Land Easement (“ALE") grant; and 

 



WHEREAS, the NRCS has determined that the Property and Landowner qualified for ALE grant 
funds; and 

 
WHEREAS, the owner has read and signed the SADC ALE guidance document and agreed to 

the additional restrictions associated with the ALE Grant, including no future division of 
the premises and a 6% maximum impervious coverage restriction (approximately 3.084 
acres) for the construction of agricultural infrastructure on the Property outside of 
exception area, which is the maximum allowable for this property through the ALE 
program at this time; and 

 
WHEREAS, at this time the ALE approved current easement value has not been finalized, 

therefore, the estimated ALE grant of $6,700 per acre equating to an ALE grant of $3,350 
(50% of $6,700) or approximately $172,190 in total ALE funds will be utilized; and 

 
WHEREAS, should alternate ALE funding or other federal funding become available from other 

funding years or through other qualified entities such as the SADC, a Non-Profit 
organization, or County it may be utilized if such funding benefits the easement 
acquisition and/or the successful use of ALE funding; and 

 
WHEREAS, due to a shortage of available funds, this final approval is conditioned upon ALE 

funding in an amount sufficient enough to cover the County and Township’s cost share 
and any remaining funds will be used to offset the SADC grant needs; and 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17A.13, on June 17, 2021, the Alloway Township 

Committee approved the application for the sale of development easement, but is not 
participating financially in the easement purchase due to the anticipated receipt of the ALE 
funds; and  

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17A.13 on May 26, 2021, the County Agriculture 

Development Board passed a resolution granting final approval for the development 
easement acquisition on the Premises; and  

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17A.13 on May 21, 2021, the Board of County 

Commissioners passed a resolution granting final approval, but is not participating 
financially in the easement purchase due to the anticipated receipt of ALE funds; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Municipality has requested to encumber an additional 3% buffer for possible 

final surveyed acreage increases, therefore, 52.942 acres will be utilized to calculate the 
grant need; and 

 

WHEREAS, the estimated cost share breakdown is as follows (based on 52.942 acres): 
 
     Total  Per/Acre  
SADC   $221,032.85 ($4,175.00/acre) 
Alloway Township $62,868.63 ($1,187.50/acre) 
Salem County  $62,868.63 ($1,187.50/acre) 
Total Easement  $346,770.10 ($6,550.00/acre) 
  

 
 



Whereas, the estimated cost share breakdown if the ALE Grant is finalized and applied: 
 
      Total  ALE $  New Cost Share Per/acre 
SADC   $221,032.85 $ 51,618.44 $169,414.40  ($3,200/acre) 
Salem County  $ 62,868.63 $ 62,868.63 $ 0   ($0/acre) 
Alloway Township $ 62,868.63 $ 62,868.63 $ 0   ($0/acre) 
ALE Grant       $177,355.70  ($3,350/acre) 
TOTAL   $346,770.10 $177,355.70 $346,770.10  ($6,550/acre) 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76 17A.14 (d) (f), if there are insufficient funds available in a 

Municipality’s base grant, it may request additional funds from the competitive grant 
fund; and 

 

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17A.14, the Municipality is requesting $169,414.40 in base 
grant funding which is available at this time (Schedule B); and 

 

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17A.15, the County shall hold the development easement 
since the County is providing funding for the preservation of the farm; and 

 

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17A.14, the SADC shall approve a cost share grant for the 
purchase of the development easement on an individual farm subject to available funds 
and consistent with the provisions of N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.11; and 

 

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.11, the SADC shall provide a cost share grant to the 
Township for up to 50% of the eligible ancillary costs for the purchase of a development 
easement which will be deducted from its PIG appropriation and subject to the availability 
of funds; 

 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED:  
 

1. The WHEREAS paragraphs set forth above are incorporated herein by reference.  
 

2. The SADC grants final approval to provide a cost share grant to the Township for 
the purchase of a development easement on the Premises, comprising 
approximately 52.942 net easement acres, at a State cost share of $3,200 per acre, 
(48.85% of certified easement value and purchase price), for a total grant of 
approximately $169,414.40 pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.11 and the conditions 
contained in (Schedule C).  

 

3. This approval is conditioned upon receipt of ALE funds sufficient enough to cover 
the Township and County’s cost share or in absence of ALE funding a resolution 
by the Township and the County Board of County Commissioners to commit the 
funds needed to cover the Township’s and County’s cost share. 
 

4.  If ALE funding is secured and approved for use by the SADC, said funding will 
first be used to reduce the county and municipal cost share and then, with the 
remaining funds (estimated $51,618.44), reduce the SADC’s cost share. 

 

5. Any unused funds encumbered from either the base or competitive grants at the 
time of closing shall be returned to their respective sources (competitive or base 
grant funds). 

 



6. Should additional funds be needed due to an increase in acreage and if base grant 
funding becomes available the grant may be adjusted to utilize unencumbered base 
grant funds.   
 

7. The SADC will be providing its grant directly to the County, and the SADC shall 
enter into a Grant Agreement with the Township and County pursuant to N.J.A.C. 
2:76-6.18, 6.18(a) and 6.18(b).  
 

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

 

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

 

10. All survey, title and all additional documents required for closing shall be subject 
to review and approval by the SADC. 
 

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

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

 ___10/28/21__    ____ ________ 
          Date     Susan E. Payne, Executive Director 
       State Agriculture Development Committee 
 
VOTE WAS RECORDED AS FOLLOWS: 
Martin Bullock         YES 
Gina Fischetti (rep. DCA Commissioner Oliver)    YES 
Denis C. Germano, Esq.        YES 
Pete Johnson          YES 
Cecile Murphy (rep. DEP Commissioner McCabe)    YES  
Scott Ellis          YES 
Brian Schilling (rep. Executive Dean Laura Lawson)    YES  
Julie Krause (rep. State Treasurer Muoio)     YES  
James Waltman         YES 
Richard Norz  YES 
Douglas Fisher, Chairperson       YES 
 
https://sonj.sharepoint.com/sites/AG-SADC-PROD/Farm Documents/17-0230-PG/Acquisition/Final Approvals & ROW drafts/Rieck, Carl & Deanne SADC 
Municipal PIG FA.docx 
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SADC Municipal Pig Financial Status 
Schedule B 

 
Alloway Township, Salem County 

 
 

        Grant Competitive Funds 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SADC ID# 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Farm 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Acres 

 
 
 
 
 

Pay 
Acres 

 
 
 
 

SADC 
Certified 

or Negotiated 
Per Acre 

 
 
 
 
 

SADC Grant 
Per Acre 

 
 
 
 

SADC 

 
 
 
 

Federal Grant 

 Fiscal Year 09 
Fiscal Year 11 
Fiscal Year 13 
Fiscal Year 17 
Fiscal Year 19 
Fiscal Year 21 

 750,000.00 
500,000.00 

- 
- 

500,000.00 
- 

Maximum Grant 

Fiscal Year 20 
Fiscal Year 21 

 
 

500,000.00 
500,000.00 

Competitive Fund Balance 

Fiscal Year 20 4,948,381.56 
Fiscal Year 21 5,000,000.00 

Cost 
Basis 

Cost 
Share 

Total 
Federal Grant 

SADC 
Federal Grant 

 
Encumbered 

 
PV 

 
Expended 

 
Balance 

 
Encumbered 

 
PV 

 
Expended 

 
FY 20 Balance 

 
FY 21 Balance 

1,750,000.00   500,000.00 500,000.00 
17-0116-PG Yanus 81.0470 80.9690 5,700.00 3,750.00 461,523.30 303,633.75   303,633.75 303,633.75 303,633.75 1,446,366.25      

17-0115-PG Sickler 11.4920 11.4920 6,600.00 4,200.00 75,847.20 48,266.40   48,266.40 48,266.40 48,266.40 1,398,099.85      

 Yanus ancillary           6,710.00 1,391,389.85      

 Sickler ancillary           3,245.50 1,388,144.35      

17-0132-PG Chard 24.0670 24.0670 7,000.00 4,400.00 168,469.00 105,894.80 84,234.50 21,660.30 105,894.80 84,234.50 84,234.50 1,303,909.85      

17-0140-PG Ray 63.4350 63.3070 6,100.00 3,093.62 386,172.70 195,848.04 190,324.66 54,214.61 250,062.65 196,232.07 195,848.04 1,108,061.81      

 Ray ancillary           5,100.00 1,102,961.81      

 Reprogram FY17           107,677.78 995,284.03      

 Chard ancillary           7,585.00 987,699.03      

17-0171-PG McAlonan, Raymond A. & Regina M. (Lot 3.01) 13.2410 13.1360 7,000.00 3,137.25 91,952.00 41,210.97 57,798.40 16,587.43 41,945.96 41,210.97 41,210.97 946,488.06      

17-0172-PG McAlonan, Raymond A. & Regina M. (Lot 10.01) 28.5460 28.5460 6,500.00 2,940.97 185,549.00 83,952.93 101,596.07 34,512.97 83,952.93 83,952.93 83,952.93 862,535.13      

17-0142-PG Robbins, Joseph & Williams, Chloe L. 48.9550 48.9550 5,000.00 2,350.52 244,775.00 115,069.47 129,705.53 51,377.53 113,975.00 115,069.47 115,069.47 747,465.66      

17-0188-PG Sickler, Kurt & Donna 30.8270 30.8140 6,700.00 3,105.74 206,540.90 95,700.27 110,962.00 35,259.23 97,209.98 95,700.27 95,700.27 651,765.39      

17-0189-PG Gentile, Benjamin L. Sr. & Charlotte 44.1630 44.1630 5,600.00 2,581.57 247,312.80 114,009.80 133,303.00 49,393.30 111,755.00 114,009.80 114,009.80 537,755.59      

 Sickler, Kurt & Donna Ancillary           4,397.50 533,358.09      

 Gentile, B&C Ancillary           5,104.00 528,254.09      

17-0228-PG Bell, Joseph & Robin 21.1000 21.7300 4,600.00 2,069.00 99,958.00 44,959.37 54,998.63 23,708.80 44,959.37   483,294.72      

17-0230-PG Rieck, Carl & Deanne 51.4000 52.9420 6,550.00 3,200.00 346,770.10 169,414.40 177,355.70 51,618.44 169,414.40   313,880.32 51,618.44   448,381.56  

                   

                   

                   

Closed 9 345.7730 345.4490   2,068,141.90 1,103,586.43 807,924.16 263,005.37      
Encumbered 2 72.5000 74.6720 446,728.10 214,373.77 232,354.33 75,327.24 
 Encumber/Expended FY09 - - 642,322.22 -      

Encumber/Expended FY11 28,254.09 - 471,745.91 -      

Encumber/Expended FY13 - - - -      

Encumber/Expended FY17 - - - -      

Encumber/Expended FY19 186,119.68 - - 313,880.32      

Encumber/Expended FY20     51,618.44 - - 448,381.56  

Encumber/Expended FY21 - - - - - - -  500,000.00 
Total    313,880.32   448,381.56 500,000.00 
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STATE AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
 RESOLUTION FY2022R10(4) 

FINAL REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF A PLANNING INCENTIVE GRANT TO 
PITTSGROVE TOWNSHIP 

for the 
PURCHASE OF A DEVELOPMENT EASEMENT 

On the Property of Crisanti, Dennis (“Owner”) 
SADC ID#17-0227-PG 

Pittsgrove Township, Salem County 
N.J.A.C. 2:76-17A. et seq. 

 
OCTOBER 28, 2021 

WHEREAS, February 6, 2020, it was determined that the application for the sale of a 
development easement for the subject farm identified as Block 802, Lot 36, Pittsgrove 
Township, Salem County, totaling approximately 21.2 gross acres hereinafter referred to 
as “the Property” (Schedule A) was complete and accurate and satisfied the criteria 
contained in N.J.A.C. 2:76-17A.9(a) and the Township has met the Municipal Planning 
Incentive Grant (“PIG”) criteria pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17A.6 - 7; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Owner read and signed SADC Guidance Documents regarding Exceptions, 

Division of the Premises, and Non-Agricultural Uses; and 
 
WHEREAS, the targeted Property is located in the Municipality’s North-Pittsgrove Project Area; 

and 
 
WHEREAS, the Property includes zero (0) exception areas resulting in approximately 21.2 net 

acres to be preserved, hereinafter referred to as “the Premises”; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Premises includes:  
1) Zero (0) exceptions 
2) One (1) existing single family residential unit  
3) Zero (0) agricultural labor units 
4) No pre-existing non-agricultural uses; and 

WHEREAS, at the time of application, the Property was in pasture; and  
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17A.11, on November 19, 2020, in accordance with 

Resolution #FY2020R4(14), Executive Director Payne and Secretary Fisher certified the 
Development Easement value of $5,100 per acre based on zoning and environmental 
regulations in place as of the current valuation date June 23, 2020; and 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17A.12, the Owner accepted the Township’s offer of 

$5,100 per acre for the purchase of the development easement on the Premises; and 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17A.13, on July 28, 2021, the Pittsgrove Township 

Committee approved the application for the sale of development easement and a funding 
commitment of $825 per acre; and  

 



WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17A.13 on July 28, 2021, the County Agriculture 
Development Board passed a resolution granting final approval for the development 
easement acquisition on the Premises; and  

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17A.13 on August 18, 2021, the Board of County 

Commissioners passed a resolution granting final approval and a commitment of funding 
for $825 per acre to cover the local cost share; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Municipality has requested to encumber an additional 3% buffer for possible 

final surveyed acreage increases, therefore, 21.84 acres will be utilized to calculate the grant 
need; and 

 
WHEREAS, the estimated cost share breakdown is as follows (based on 21.84 acres): 
     Total  Per/acre 
SADC    $75,348 ($3,450/acre)  
Pittsgrove Township $18,018 ($825/acre) 
Salem County  $18,018 ($825/acre) 
Total Easement Purchase $111,384 ($5,100/acre) 
  
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76 17A.14 (d) (f), if there are insufficient funds available in a 

Municipality’s base grant, it may request additional funds from the competitive grant 
fund; and 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17A.14, the Municipality is requesting $75,348 in base 

grant which is available at this time (Schedule B); and 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17A.15, the County shall hold the development easement 

since the County is providing funding for the preservation of the farm; and 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-17A.14, the SADC shall approve a cost share grant for the 

purchase of the development easement on an individual farm subject to available funds 
and consistent with the provisions of N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.11; 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.11, the SADC shall provide a cost share grant to the 

Township for up to 50% of the eligible ancillary costs for the purchase of a development 
easement which will be deducted from its PIG appropriation and subject to the availability 
of funds; 

 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED:  

 
1. The WHEREAS paragraphs set forth above are incorporated herein by reference.  

 
2. The SADC grants final approval to provide a cost share grant to the Township for 

the purchase of a development easement on the Premises, comprising 
approximately 21.84 net easement acres, at a State cost share of $3,450 per acre, 
(67.65% of certified easement value and purchase price), for a total grant of 
approximately $75,348 pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.11 and the conditions contained 
in (Schedule C).  



 
3. Any unused funds encumbered from either the base or competitive grants at the 

time of closing shall be returned to their respective sources (competitive or base 
grant funds). 

 
4. Should additional funds be needed due to an increase in acreage and if base grant 

funding becomes available the grant may be adjusted to utilize unencumbered base 
grant funds.   
 

5. The SADC will be providing its grant directly to the County, and the SADC shall 
enter into a Grant Agreement with the Township and County pursuant to N.J.A.C. 
2:76-6.18, 6.18(a) and 6.18(b).  
 

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

 
7. All survey, title and all additional documents required for closing shall be subject 

to review and approval by the SADC. 
 

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

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

___10/28/21_________   ____ ________ 
        Date     Susan E. Payne, Executive Director 
      State Agriculture Development Committee 
 
VOTE WAS RECORDED AS FOLLOWS: 
Martin Bullock         YES 
Gina Fischetti (rep. DCA Commissioner Oliver)    YES 
Denis C. Germano, Esq.        YES 
Pete Johnson          YES 
Cecile Murphy (rep. DEP Commissioner McCabe)    YES  
Scott Ellis          YES 
Brian Schilling (rep. Executive Dean Laura Lawson)    YES  
Julie Krause (rep. State Treasurer Muoio)     YES  
James Waltman         YES 
Richard Norz  YES 
Douglas Fisher, Chairperson       YES 
 
https://sonj.sharepoint.com/sites/AG-SADC-PROD/Farm Documents/17-0227-PG/Acquisition/Final Approval/Crisanti, Dennis Final Approval.docx 
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SADC Municipal Pig Financial Status 
Schedule B 

 
Pittsgrove Township, Salem County 

 
 
 
 

        Grant Competitive Funds 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SADC ID# 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Farm 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Acres 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Pay 
Acres 

 
 
 
 

SADC 
Certified 

or Negotiated 
Per Acre 

 
 
 
 
 
 

SADC Grant 
Per Acre 

 
 
 

SADC 

 
 
 

Federal Grant 

 Fiscal Year 09 
Fiscal Year 11 
Fiscal Year 13 
Fiscal Year 17 
Fiscal Year 19 
Fiscal Year 21 

 750,000.00 
500,000.00 
500,000.00 
500,000.00 

1,000,000.00 
500,000.00 

Maximum Grant 

Fiscal Year 20 
Fiscal Year 21 

 
 

500,000.00 
500,000.00 

Competitive Fund Balance 

Fiscal Year 20 
Fiscal Year 21 

Cost 
Basis 

Cost 
Share 

Total 
Federal Grant 

SADC 
Federal Grant 

 
Encumbered 

 
PV 

 
Expended 

 
Balance 

 
Encumbered 

 
PV 

 
Expended 

 
FY 20 Balance 

 
FY 21 Balance 

3,750,000.00   500,000.00 500,000.00 
17-0107-PG Walters 19.3300 19.3300 4,900.00 3,340.00 94,717.00 64,562.20   64,562.20 64,562.20 64,562.20 2,840,032.66      

17-0095-PG Schmidt 89.9000 89.9000 7,100.00 4,450.00 638,290.00 400,055.00 360,083.22 241,848.22 400,055.00 158,206.78 158,206.78 2,681,825.88      

17-0139-PG Kupelian 36.4660 36.4660 8,100.00 4,950.00 295,374.60 180,506.70   180,506.70 180,506.70 180,506.70 2,501,319.18      

17-0145-PG Dubois Farm Properties LLC 64.1180 64.1180 7,950.00 4,875.00 509,738.10 312,575.25   312,575.25 312,575.25 312,575.25 2,188,743.93      

17-0176-PG CTI Solutions 86.0620 86.0620 3,700.00 2,620.00 318,429.40 225,482.44   221,390.00 225,482.44 225,482.44 1,963,261.49      

17-0139-PG Kupelian ancillary           4,437.50 1,958,823.99      

17-0145-PG Dubois ancillary           4,913.00 1,953,910.99      

17-0176-PG CTI Solutions ancillary           5,958.50 1,947,952.49      

17-0095-PG Schmidt ancillary           6,274.25 1,941,678.24      

17-0107-PG Walters ancillary           3,750.00 1,937,928.24      

17-0200-PG Rodriguez, Joanne L. 38.9510 38.9510 5,600.00 3,700.00 218,125.60 144,118.70   149,184.00 144,118.70 144,118.70 1,793,809.54      

17-0211-PG Helig, Nolan R. & Devorah W. 36.7180 36.7180 7,100.00 4,450.00 258,440.00 163,395.10   161,980.00 163,395.10 163,395.10 1,630,414.44      

17-0208-PG Rizzo, Jr., Anthony D. & Kathleen 30.8640 30.8320 4,700.00 3,220.00 144,910.40 99,279.04   90,707.40 99,279.04 99,279.04 1,531,135.40      

17-0213-PG Mihalecz, Eric J. & Shelly R. 21.5090 21.5090 5,400.00 3,600.00 116,148.60 77,432.40   81,000.00 77,432.40 77,432.40 1,453,703.00      

17-0215-PG Bauman, Anna L. 54.0750 54.0750 7,300.00 4,550.00 394,747.50 246,041.25   246,610.00 246,041.25 246,041.25 1,207,661.75      

 Helig Ancillary           4,692.50 1,202,969.25      

 Rizzo Ancillary           4,709.00 1,198,260.25      

17-0219-PG JWP Properties LLC 28.2000 29.0500 4,400.00 2,620.00 127,820.00 76,111.00   76,111.00   1,122,149.25      

 Bauman and Mihalecz Ancillary           10,519.00 1,111,630.25      

17-0216-PG Mihalecz, Estate of Teresa 35.5000 36.5600 5,650.00 3,725.00 206,564.00 136,186.00   136,186.00   975,444.25      

17-0227-PG Crisanti, Dennis 21.2000 21.8400 5,100.00 3,450.00 111,384.00 75,348.00   75,384.00   900,060.25      

                   

                   

                   

                   

Closed 16 648.4970 648.6100   4,312,284.55 2,728,713.86 360,083.22 241,848.22      
Encumbered 3 84.9000 87.4500 445,768.00 287,645.00 - - 
 Encumber/Expended FY09 - - 750,000.00 -      

Encumber/Expended FY11 - - 500,000.00 -      

Encumber/Expended FY13 - - 500,000.00 -      

Encumber/Expended FY17 - - 500,000.00 -      

Encumber/Expended FY19 287,681.00 - 312,258.75 400,060.25      

Encumber/Expended FY20     - - - 500,000.00  

Encumber/Expended FY21 - - - 500,000.00 - - -  500,000.00 
Total    900,060.25   500,000.00 500,000.00 
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STATE AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
RESOLUTION FY2022R10(5) 

FINAL REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF A NONPROFIT GRANT TO 
The Land Conservancy of New Jersey - TLCNJ 

for the 
PURCHASE OF A DEVELOPMENT EASEMENT 

On the Property of Giordano, Melissa & Thomas (“Owners”) 
 

FY2021 Nonprofit Round – SADC# 21-0048-NP 
 

OCTOBER 28, 2021 
 

WHEREAS, on June 4, 2020, the State Agriculture Development Committee (“SADC”), 
received a non-profit cost share grant application from TLCNJ for the Giordano, 
Melissa & Thomas farm identified as Block 601, Lot 4, Frelinghuysen Township, 
Warren County, totaling approximately 36.3 gross acres hereinafter referred to as 
“Property” (Schedule A); and  

 
WHEREAS, the Property is in the Highlands Planning Area; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Owners have read and signed SADC Guidance Documents regarding 

Exceptions, Division of the Premises, and Non-Agricultural Uses; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Premises includes one (1) approximately 1-acre nonseverable exception area 

for one (1) future single family residential unit and one (1) approximately 0.5 acre 
nonseverable exception area for one (1) future single family residential unit and to afford 
flexibility for nonagricultural uses, resulting in approximately 34.8 net acres to be 
preserved, hereinafter referred to as “the Premises”; and  

 
WHEREAS, the final acreage of the exception area shall be subject to onsite confirmation, and 

the Chief of Acquisition may recommend that the Executive Director approve final size 
and location of the exception area such that the size does not increase more than one (1) 
acre and the location remains within the substantially same footprint as the herein-
approved exception, so long as there is no impact on the SADC certified value; and  

   
WHEREAS, the action set forth in the preceding paragraph may be taken without the further 

approval of the SADC unless deemed necessary or appropriate by the Executive 
Director; and  

 
WHEREAS, both non-severable exception areas: 
1) Shall not be moved to another portion of the Premises and shall not be swapped with other 

land 
2) Shall not be severed or subdivided from the Premises from the Premises 
3) Shall each be limited to one (1) single family residential unit  
4) Right-to-Farm language will be included in the Deed of Easement; and 

 
 
 



WHEREAS, the portion of the Property outside the exception area includes: 
1) Zero (0) housing opportunities  
2) Zero (0) Residual Dwelling Site Opportunities (RDSO)  
3) Zero (0) agricultural labor units 
4) No pre-existing non-agricultural uses; and  

WHEREAS, at the time of application, the Property was in hay production; and  
 
WHEREAS, on September 24, 2020, the SADC granted preliminary approval by Resolution 

#FY2021R9(3) to TLCNJ’s FY2021 Nonprofit application and appropriated $2,148,775 
for the acquisition of development easement on five farms including the Giordano 
farm;  and 

 
WHEREAS, at this time none of the appropriated money has been encumbered; and 
 
WHEREAS, in accordance with N.J.A.C. 2:76-12.2(b) the SADC determined that any farm that 

has a quality score (as determined by N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.16) greater than or equal to 70% of 
the county average quality score as determined in the County PIG program be eligible 
for funding; and 

  
WHEREAS, the Property has a quality score of 48.16 which is greater than 70% of the County 

average quality score of 44 as determined by the SADC, at the time the application was 
submitted; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Owner provided a recorded deed showing that the property was acquired 

on February 13, 2020; therefore, the property is ineligible for being appraised under, 
zoning and environmental conditions in place as of 01/01/2004 for farms in the 
Highlands region pursuant to N.J.S.A. 13:8B, as amended by the “Preserve New Jersey 
Act,” P.L.2015, c.5;  and 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76 15(b) 2., If two appraisals have been obtained on a 

parcel, and the difference between the two appraisal values is 10% of the higher 
appraisal value or less, the eligible land cost shall be the average of the appraisal 
values; and  

 
WHEREAS, on July 23, 2021, the SADC acknowledged the development easement value of 

the Premises to be $4,000 per acre based on current zoning and environmental 
regulations in place as of April 3, 2021; and 

 
WHEREAS, the SADC advised TLCNJ of the certified value and its willingness to provide a 

50 percent cost share grant pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-15.1, not to exceed 50 percent of 
TLCNJ’s eligible costs and subject to available funds; and 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-15.2, on August 27, 2021 TLCNJ informed the SADC 

that it will accept the SADC cost share of $2,000 per acre; and 
 
 



WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners entered into a Farmland Preservation 
Agreement with TLCNJ on November 10, 2020 and will provide 50% matching funds 
from Warren County for the development easement acquisition on the Giordano farm 
and agreed to accept assignment of the development easement from TLCNJ and be 
responsible for annual monitoring; and 

 
WHEREAS, the cost share breakdown based on 34.8 net acres is as follows: 
 
     Total  Per/acre 
SADC    $69,600 $2,000    
Warren County  $69,600 $2,000  
Total Easement Purchase $139,200 $4,000 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-12.6 and N.J.A.C. 2:76-16.3, the SADC shall provide a 

cost share grant to Nonprofit for up to 50% of the eligible ancillary costs which will be 
deducted from its FY2021 appropriation and subject to the availability of funds; and 

 
WHEREAS, N.J.A.C. 2:76-16.1(a)3.iii allows for the conveyance of the development easement 

to the Federal Government, the State, the County, or another qualifying tax exempt 
organization for farmland preservation purposes; and 

 
WHEREAS,  TLCNJ will assign the Deed of Easement to the County immediately after closing 

on the Deed of Easement; and 
 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED:  
 

1. The WHEREAS paragraphs set forth above are incorporated herein by reference. 
 

2. The SADC grants final approval to TLCNJ for the Property easement acquisition 
application subject to compliance with N.J.A.C. 2:76-16.  

 

3. The SADC approves the assignment of the Deed of Easement from TLCNJ to Warren 
County provided the SADC reviews and approves in advance all documentation to 
accomplish the assignment including, but not limited to, review of survey, title, and 
assignment document. 
 

4. The SADC shall provide a cost share grant not to exceed $2,000 per acre (total of 
approximately $69,600 based on 34.8 acres) to TLCNJ for the development easement 
acquisition on the Premises, subject to the availability of funds. 
 

5. The application is subject to the conditions contained in (Schedule B). 
 

6. The SADC authorizes staff to proceed with the preparation of a Project Agreement 
and closing documents prepared in accordance with N.J.A.C. 2:76-16.1.  
 

7. The SADC’s cost share grant to TLCNJ for the development easement purchase on the 
Premises shall be based on the final surveyed acreage of the Premises adjusted for 
proposed road rights-of-way, other rights-of-way, easements, encroachments, and 
streams or water bodies on the boundaries of the Premises as identified in Policy P-3-
B Supplement or other superior interests (recorded or otherwise granted) in the 



property that conflict with the terms of the Deed of Easement or otherwise restrict the 
affected area’s availability for a variety of agricultural uses  
 

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

9. The SADC authorizes Douglas Fisher, Secretary of Agriculture as Chairperson of the  
SADC or Executive Director Susan E. Payne to execute all documents necessary to 
provide a grant to TLCNJ for the acquisition of a development easement on the 
Property. 
 

10. All survey, title and all additional documents required for closing shall be subject to 
review and approval by the SADC. 
 

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

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

 
 

___10/28/21_______        ___ _______  
 Date      Susan E. Payne, Executive Director 
       State Agriculture Development Committee 
 
VOTE WAS RECORDED AS FOLLOWS: 
Martin Bullock         YES 
Gina Fischetti (rep. DCA Commissioner Oliver)    YES 
Denis C. Germano, Esq.        YES 
Pete Johnson          YES 
Cecile Murphy (rep. DEP Commissioner McCabe)    YES  
Scott Ellis          YES 
Brian Schilling (rep. Executive Dean Laura Lawson)    YES  
Julie Krause (rep. State Treasurer Muoio)     YES  
James Waltman         YES 
Richard Norz  YES 
Douglas Fisher, Chairperson       YES 
 
 
 
 
https://sonj.sharepoint.com/sites/AG-SADC-PROD/Farm Documents/21-0048-NP/Acquisition/Internal Closing 

Documents/Giordano, Melissa & Thomas (TLCNJ FY21) FA DRAFT.docx 
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STATE AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 

RESOLUTION #FY2022R10(6) 

Preliminary Approval of SADC Easement Purchase on an “OTHER” FARM 
 

On the Property of Country Blues, LLC 
 

OCTOBER 28, 2021 
 

Subject Property: Country Blues, LLC  
Block 5504, Lots 13, 22 & 23 - Town of Hammonton, Atlantic County  
SADC ID#: 01-0046-DE 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.3, an owner of farmland may offer to sell to the 

State Agriculture Development Committee (“SADC”) a development easement on the 
farmland; and 

 
WHEREAS, on September 15, 2021, the SADC received a development easement sale 

application from Country Blues, LLC, hereinafter “Owners,” identified as Block 
5504, Lots 13, 22 & 23, Town of Hammonton, Atlantic County, hereinafter “the 
Property,” totaling approximately 62.2 gross acres identified in (Schedule A); and 

 
WHEREAS, the Property includes zero (0) exceptions, zero (0) housing opportunities, 

zero (0) agricultural labor units, and no pre-existing non-agricultural uses; and 
 
WHEREAS, staff estimates that there are 3.0 Pinelands Development Credits (“PDCs)” 

that will be allocated to Block 5504, Lots 13, 22 & 23; and    
 
WHEREAS, as per N.J.A.C. 2:76-19.3, landowners shall have a choice of having their 

development easement appraised as per the Pinelands Valuation Formula 
(Formula) or pursuant to N.J.S.A. 4:1C-31; and  

 
WHEREAS, at the time of application, the Property was in blueberry production; and  
 
WHEREAS, the application has been evaluated for the sale of development easement 

pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.5 and the State Acquisition Selection Criteria approved 
by the SADC on September 9, 2020, which categorizes applications into “Priority”, 
“Alternate” and “Other” groups; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Property, has a quality score of 62.73 and contains approximately 62.2 

net acres (Schedule B); and  
 
WHEREAS, the Property meets the SADC’s Atlantic County minimum criteria for 

acreage in the “Priority” category which requires at least 48 acres, but because 
Atlantic County did not submit individual farm applications within the previous 
three funding cycles, there is no average quality score for Atlantic County, resulting 
in the need for SADC preliminary approval; and 



 
WHEREAS, the Property meets the minimum eligibility criteria as set forth in N.J.A.C. 

2:76-6.20 and the Property meets the minimum eligibility criteria as set forth in 
N.J.A.C. 2:76-6.20 and pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.6(b)i. there are no “priority” 
ranked applications that have not already been selected for processing at this time; 
and 

 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED:  
 

1. Because this 62.2-acre farm meets the priority acreage, has approximately 
79.98% prime soils, 9.23% local important soils, 10.79% statewide important 
soils, is adjacent to other permanently preserved farms, and is within the 
County Agriculture Development Area, the SADC approves selecting the 
Property for processing as an “Other” farm pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.5; 
and   
 

2. The SADC grants preliminary approval to the Property for an easement 
acquisition and authorizes staff to proceed with the following: 
a. Enter into a 120-day option agreement with the Landowners 
b. Secure two independent appraisals to estimate the fair market value of 

the Property 
c. Review the two independent appraisals and recommend a certified fair 

market easement value of the property to the SADC; and 
     
 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this action is not effective until the Governor’s review 

period expires pursuant to N.J.S.A. 4:1C-4f. 
 

10/28/21___     
Date     Susan E. Payne, Executive Director 
     State Agriculture Development Committee 

 
VOTE WAS RECORDED AS FOLLOWS: 
Martin Bullock         YES 
Gina Fischetti (rep. DCA Commissioner Oliver)    YES 
Denis C. Germano, Esq.        YES 
Pete Johnson          YES 
Cecile Murphy (rep. DEP Commissioner McCabe)    YES  
Scott Ellis          YES 
Brian Schilling (rep. Executive Dean Laura Lawson)    YES  
Julie Krause (rep. State Treasurer Muoio)     YES  
James Waltman         YES 
Richard Norz  YES 
Douglas Fisher, Chairperson       YES 
 
 
https://sonj.sharepoint.com/sites/AG-SADC-PROD/Farm Documents/01-0046-DE/Acquisition/Preliminary Approval, Final 
Approval & Agreement to Sell/Country Blues, LLC_Preliminary Approval.docx 
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STATE AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
RESOLUTION #FY2022R10(7) 

Preliminary Approval of SADC Easement Purchase on an “ALTERNATE” FARM 
On the Property of Patten, Virginia 

 
OCTOBER 28, 2021  

 
Subject Property: Patten, Virginia 
   Block 11, Lot 5 – Pilesgrove Township, Salem County  

SADC ID#:17-0364-DE 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.3, an owner of farmland may offer to sell to the 

State Agriculture Development Committee (“SADC”) a development easement on the 
farmland; and 

 
WHEREAS, on September 9, 2021, the SADC received a development easement sale 

application from Virginia Patten, hereinafter “Owner,” identified as Block 11, Lot 5, 
Pilesgrove Township, Salem County, hereinafter “the Property,” totaling 
approximately 77.2 gross acres, identified in (Schedule A); and 

 
WHEREAS, the Property includes one (1), approximately 2-acre severable exception area 

for and limited to one future single family residential unit and to afford future 
flexibility of uses resulting in approximately 75.2 net acres to be preserved; and  

 
WHEREAS, the 2-acre severable exception area:   
1) Shall not be moved to another portion of the Premises and shall not be swapped with 

other land 
2) May be severed or subdivided from the Premises  
3) Shall be limited to one (1) single family residential unit 
4) Right-to-Farm language will be included in the Deed of Easement; and 

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

WHEREAS, at the time of application, the Property was in vegetable production; and  
 
WHEREAS, the application has been evaluated for the sale of development easement 

pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.5 and the State Acquisition Selection Criteria approved by 
the SADC on September 9, 2020, which categorizes applications into “Priority”, 
“Alternate” and “Other” groups; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Property, has a quality score of 69.44 and contains approximately 75.2 net 

acres (Schedule B); and  
 
WHEREAS, the Property does not meet the SADC’s Salem County minimum criteria for 

the “Priority” category which requires a quality score of at least 62 combined with at  
 
 



   

  least 94 acres, however it is higher than the minimum quality score of 48 and 69 acres  
  needed for an “Alternate” farm designation, therefore, this farm is categorized as an 

“Alternate” farm, requiring SADC preliminary approval; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Property meets the minimum eligibility criteria as set forth in N.J.A.C. 

2:76-6.20 and pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.6(b)i. there are no “priority” ranked 
applications that have not already been selected for processing at this time; and 

 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED: 
 

1. Because this 75.2-acre farm has a quality score of 69.44, which is above 
minimum ranking criteria for a “Priority” farm in Salem County, has 
approximately 70% Prime soils and 30% Unique Important soils, and is 
within the County Agriculture Development Area and Project Area, the 
SADC approves selecting the Property for processing as an “Alternate” farm, 
pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.5; and  
 

2. The SADC grants preliminary approval to the Property for an easement 
acquisition and authorizes staff to proceed with the following: 
a. Enter into a 120 day option agreement with the Landowner 
b. Secure two independent appraisals to estimate the fair market value of 

the Property 
c. Review the two independent appraisals and recommend a certified fair 

market easement value of the property to the SADC 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this action is not effective until the Governor’s review 

period expires pursuant to N.J.S.A. 4:1C-4f. 

__10/28/21______    _____ ___ 
Date      Susan E. Payne, Executive Director 
      State Agriculture Development Committee 
 

 
VOTE WAS RECORDED AS FOLLOWS: 
Martin Bullock         YES 
Gina Fischetti (rep. DCA Commissioner Oliver)    YES 
Denis C. Germano, Esq.        YES 
Pete Johnson          YES 
Cecile Murphy (rep. DEP Commissioner McCabe)    YES  
Scott Ellis          YES 
Brian Schilling (rep. Executive Dean Laura Lawson)    YES  
Julie Krause (rep. State Treasurer Muoio)     YES  
James Waltman         YES 
Richard Norz  YES 
Douglas Fisher, Chairperson       YES 
 
https://sonj.sharepoint.com/sites/AG-SADC-PROD/Farm Documents/17-0364-DE/Acquisition/Application, Option & Offer drafts/Patten, Virginia 
Preliminary Approval.docx 
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STATE AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
RESOLUTION #FY2022R10(8) 

Preliminary Approval of SADC Easement Purchase on an “ALTERNATE” FARM 
On the Property of Patten, Benjamin P. 

 
OCTOBER 28, 2021 

 
Subject Property: Patten, Benjamin P. 
   Block 11, Lot 3 – Pilesgrove Township, Salem County  

SADC ID# 17-0363-DE 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.3, an owner of farmland may offer to sell to the 

State Agriculture Development Committee (“SADC”) a development easement on the 
farmland; and 

 
WHEREAS, on September 9, 2021, the SADC received a development easement sale 

application from Benjamin P. Patten, hereinafter “Owner,” identified as Block 11, Lot 3, 
Pilesgrove Township, Salem County, hereinafter “the Property,” totaling 
approximately 91.8 gross acres, identified in (Schedule A); and 

 
WHEREAS, the Property includes one (1), approximately 3-acre non-severable exception 

area for one existing single-family residential unit, a seasonal agricultural labor 
dormitory for 11 people, and to afford future flexibility of uses resulting in 
approximately 88.8 net acres to be preserved; and  

 
WHEREAS, the 3-acre non-severable exception area:   
1) Shall not be moved to another portion of the Premises and shall not be swapped with 

other land 
2) Shall not be severed or subdivided from the Premises  
3) Shall be limited to one single-family residential unit  
4) Right-to-Farm language will be included in the Deed of Easement; and 

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

WHEREAS, at the time of application, the Property was in vegetable production; and  
 
WHEREAS, the application has been evaluated for the sale of development easement 

pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.5 and the State Acquisition Selection Criteria approved by 
the SADC on September 9, 2020, which categorizes applications into “Priority”, 
“Alternate” and “Other” groups; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Property, has a quality score of 68.06 and contains approximately 88.8 net 

acres (Schedule B); and  
 
WHEREAS, the Property does not meet the SADC’s Salem County minimum criteria for 

the “Priority” category which requires a quality score of at least 62 combined with at 



   

least 94 acres, however, it is higher than the minimum quality score of 48 and 69 acres 
needed for an “Alternate” farm designation, therefore, this farm is categorized as an 
“Alternate” farm, requiring SADC preliminary approval; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Property meets the minimum eligibility criteria as set forth in N.J.A.C. 

2:76-6.20 and pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.6(b)i. there are no “priority” ranked 
applications that have not already been selected for processing at this time; and 

 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED: 
 

1. Because this 88.8-acre farm has a quality score of 68.06, which is above 
minimum ranking criteria for a “Priority” farm in Salem County, has 
approximately 84% Prime soils, and is within the County Agriculture 
Development Area and Project Area, the SADC approves selecting the 
Property for processing as an “Alternate” farm, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-
11.5; and  

2. The SADC grants preliminary approval to the Property for an easement 
acquisition and authorizes staff to proceed with the following: 
a. Enter into a 120-day option agreement with the Landowner 
b. Secure two independent appraisals to estimate the fair market value of 

the Property 
c. Review the two independent appraisals and recommend a certified fair 

market easement value of the property to the SADC 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this action is not effective until the Governor’s review 

period expires pursuant to N.J.S.A. 4:1C-4f. 
 

___10/28/21______    _____ ______ 
Date      Susan E. Payne, Executive Director 
      State Agriculture Development Committee 
 

 
VOTE WAS RECORDED AS FOLLOWS: 
Martin Bullock         YES 
Gina Fischetti (rep. DCA Commissioner Oliver)    YES 
Denis C. Germano, Esq.        YES 
Pete Johnson          YES 
Cecile Murphy (rep. DEP Commissioner McCabe)    YES  
Scott Ellis          YES 
Brian Schilling (rep. Executive Dean Laura Lawson)    YES  
Julie Krause (rep. State Treasurer Muoio)     YES  
James Waltman         YES 
Richard Norz  YES 
Douglas Fisher, Chairperson       YES 
 
https://sonj.sharepoint.com/sites/AG-SADC-PROD/Farm Documents/17-0363-DE/Acquisition/Application, Option & Offer drafts/Patten, Benjamin 
Preliminary Approval.docx 
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STATE AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
 

RESOLUTION #FY2022R10(9) 
 

Preliminary Approval of SADC Easement Purchase on an “OTHER” FARM 
 

On the Property of Farro, James & Andrea 
 

OCTOBER 28, 2021 
 

Subject Property: Farro, James & Andrea  
   Block 30, Lot 24 

Alloway Township, Salem County  
SADC ID#:17-0362-DE 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.3, an owner of farmland may offer to sell to the 

State Agriculture Development Committee (“SADC”) a development easement on the 
farmland; and 

 
WHEREAS, on July 21, 2021, the SADC received a development easement sale application 

from Landowner, hereinafter “Owner,” identified as Block 30, Lot 24, Alloway 
Township, Salem County, hereinafter “the Property,” totaling approximately 54.2 gross 
acres, identified in (Schedule A); and 

 
WHEREAS, the Property includes one (1), approximately 2.5-acre non-severable exception 

area for and limited to one future single family residential unit and to afford future 
flexibility of uses resulting in approximately 51.7 net acres to be preserved; and  

 
WHEREAS, the portion of the Property outside the exception area includes zero (0) 

housing opportunities, zero (0) Residual Dwelling Site Opportunities (RDSO), zero 
(0) agricultural labor units, and no pre-existing non-agricultural uses; and 

 
WHEREAS, at the time of application, the Property was in soybean production; and  
 
WHEREAS, the application has been evaluated for the sale of development easement 

pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.5 and the State Acquisition Selection Criteria approved by 
the SADC on September 9, 2020, which categorizes applications into “Priority”, 
“Alternate” and “Other” groups; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Property, has a quality score of 60.56 and contains approximately 51.7 net 

acres (Schedule B); and  
 
WHEREAS, the Property at 54.2 acres does not meet the SADC’s Salem County minimum 

ranking criteria for acreage in the “Priority” (94 acres) or “Alternate” (69 acres) 
categories; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Property meets the minimum eligibility criteria as set forth in N.J.A.C. 

2:76-6.20 and pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.6(b)i. there are no “priority” ranked 
applications that have not already been selected for processing at this time; and 

 



 

   

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED: 
 

1. Because this 54.2-acre farm has a minimum quality score of 60.56, which is 
above the minimum ranking criteria for an “Alternate” farm in Salem 
County, has approximately 69% Prime soils, is within the County 
Agriculture Development Area and is contiguous with larger blocks of 
preserved farmland, the SADC approves selecting the Property for 
processing as an “Other” farm, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 2:76-11.5; and  
 

2. The SADC grants preliminary approval to the Property for an easement 
acquisition and authorizes staff to proceed with the following: 
a. Enter into a 120-day option agreement with the Landowner 
b. Secure two independent appraisals to estimate the fair market value of 

the Property 
c. Review the two independent appraisals and recommend a certified fair 

market easement value of the property to the SADC 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this action is not effective until the Governor’s review 

period expires pursuant to N.J.S.A. 4:1C-4f. 
 
 
 

__10/28/21______    _____ ______ 
Date      Susan E. Payne, Executive Director 
      State Agriculture Development Committee 
 

 
VOTE WAS RECORDED AS FOLLOWS: 
Martin Bullock         YES 
Gina Fischetti (rep. DCA Commissioner Oliver)    YES 
Denis C. Germano, Esq.        YES 
Pete Johnson          YES 
Cecile Murphy (rep. DEP Commissioner McCabe)    YES  
Scott Ellis          YES 
Brian Schilling (rep. Executive Dean Laura Lawson)    YES  
Julie Krause (rep. State Treasurer Muoio)     YES  
James Waltman         YES 
Richard Norz  YES 
Douglas Fisher, Chairperson       YES 
 
 
 
 
https://sonj.sharepoint.com/sites/AG-SADC-PROD/Farm Documents/17-0362-DE/Acquisition/Application, Option & Offer drafts/Farro Preliminary 
Approval.docx 
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