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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Comprehensive Management Plan for the New Jersey
Pinelands, implemented on January 14, 1981, seeks to
protect and enhance the land and water resources of the
Pinelands while providing for economic growth and
residential development consistent with the objectives of
the Pinelands Protection Act of 1979. To achieve these
goals, the Plan limits development in most of the undeveloped
portions of the 934,000-acre Pinelands Area, and directs future
growth to fringe areas, which had already begun to develop
at the time of the Plan's adoption. Municipalities are
required to revise their master plans and zoning ordinances
to be consistent with the objectives of the Plan. To date,
35 of tﬁe 52 municipalities in the Pinelands Area have been
conditionally or unconditionally certified by the Pinelands
Commission. as being in coniormance with the Plan.

The implementation of comprehensive land use controls
in the Pinelands has generated considerable public contrecversy.
Political opposition to the Comprehensive Management Plan
has focused primarily on its perceived negative economic
impacts. Since very little research has been devoted to the
economic effects of land use regulation and since the
Pinelands are unigque in many respects, it was not known to
what extent the CMP would influence land markets and
economic growth in the regisan. An economic analysis of the

CMP, prepared for the Pinelands Commission prior to the
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Plan's adoption, predicted that land values and associated
tax assessments would be affected peositively in some areas
and negatively in others, depending upon pre-existing
levels of development pressure and the amount of growth
permitted under the Plan. Similarly, the Plan's impacts
on the regional economy were expected to differ by industry,
benefiting those which are dependent upon the natural
resources of the area, while constraining the expansion

of growth-related industries in restricted areas. Since
the Plan reinforces existing patterns of development,

its implementation was not expected tc have major economic
conseguences for the region as a whole.

The current study analyzes the short-term impacts of
the Comprehensive Management Plan on land markets, housing
markets, emplovment, resource industries, and the fiscal
condition of municipalities throughout the region. The data
analyzed cover a period of no more than twe years after thas
enactment of the Plan, during which time all or most of the
towns had not yet been certified as being in conformance with
the Plan. Therefore, the results of the analysis must be
considered preliminary. As the Plan is implemented at the
local level and as more time elapses, more definitive
conclugions about the Plan's impacts c¢an be drawn.

A major focus of the study is the effect of the Plan
on land values in the Pinelands. Statistical analyses of
data on land transactions in fifteen municipalities from

1976 to 1982 show that the CMP has apparentlyv had litrle or



no overall effect on prices per acre in the Protection

Area, at least during the limited time pericd studied.
Relative to land prices outside the Pinelands Area, prices
in the Forest Area, Agricultural Production Area, Rural
Development Area, and Pinelands Towns and Villages

dropped during the "moratorium" period (1979-1980), while
prices rose somewhat in the Regional Growth Areas. After
the Comprehensive Management Plan went into effect, however,
these trends were reversed, with none of the management areas
showing a decline in relative prices. Results for the
Preservation Area were not statistically significant;
however, only four private market transactions occurred
there in 1981 and 1982 in the towns analyzed, indicating

a significant decrease in market activity.

Analyses of residential sales thfoughout the 52
Pinelands towns show no discernable effect on the overall
level of housing sales or on housing prices in the Pinelands.
However, new construction, as gauged by the numbker of
residential building permits issued, dropped rather sharply
during the moratorium period, both in absolute terms and
in relation to the region and the state. Since the
adoption of the Plan, the total number o:i permits issued
in the Pinelands communities has continmued to decline, but
at a slower rate than in ths seven-ccuniy rejion as a whcle.
Therefore, this decline seemingly reflects general economic
conditions rataer than restricticons on development imposed

by the Plan.
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No significant shifts in overall employment trends
have been observed since the implementation of the
Plan, nor have any major impacts on the resource extraction
industry and agriculture been identified. Farm Credit
Assocliations and the Farmers Home Administration office in
the Pinelands Area report that no farmer has thus far been
unable to obtain the farm loans needed because of a
reduction in land values caused by Pinelands regulaticns.
In addition, a survey of all counties in the U.S. that were
known to have agricultural zoning ordinances as of 1980 shows
that not one has reported that agricultural zoning ﬁas caused
credit problems. It 1s the practice of lending instituticns
to lend encugh money to meet the business needs of a farmer
with the expectation that he will pay off the lean through
the income generated from his farming operations, not by
gselling the farm at high development values. Therefore,
the Plan should not cause major farm credit problems in
the future.

Since the adoption of comprehensive land use controls
'in the Pinelands, some landowners have successfully appealed
their tax assessments, and several municipal assessors have.
conducted across-the-board reassessments of vacant properties
in the restricted areas. 1In addition, the Department of
Environmental Protection has purchased large amounts of

land in the Pinelands since 1980. These factors have resulted

ch da+te, land values in Agricultural Production Areas have

not cecreased in the thirteen towns stuldied.



in a reduction in the assessed value of vacant land
in some parts of the Pinelands Area. In general, however,
the effects of these reductions on total assessed
valuation has been minor {(two percent or less). Instead,
the primary cause of increased tax bills in the region is
increased public spending for municipal functions, schools,
and county services. Only Woodland Township, which is
located in the heart of the Preservation Area, has lost
a significant portion ¢©f its ratable base due to Pinelands-
related tax appeals and acquisitions, and has suffered
large increases in residential tax bills as a result.

Fiscal and economic trends in the Pinelands should
continue to be monitored, so that longer-term impacts may
be identified. 1In terms of public policy, it is reccmmended
that the state legislature adopt a payment in lieu of
tax program to reimburse towns for all tax revenues lost
as a result of state acquisitions of land in the Pinelands.
In addition, a program to provide financial assistance to
towns which have lost significant portions of their ratable
bases due to Pinelands-related tax appeals and reassessments

should be adopted.

xi



I

Introduction

The New Jersey Pinelands encompasses an-area of nearly
one million acres in parts of seven counties in Southern
New Jersey (Atlantic, Burlington, Camden, Cape May,
Cumberland, Gloucester, Ocean). While much of the Pinelands
remains essentially undeveloped, a variety of economic
activities and residential land uses are found in the
region, particularly in fringe areas. 1In 1980, the
population of the 52 municipalities which are located
wholly or partly within the Pinelands Area was 494,999,

50 percent higher than in 1970. The number of housing units
in these towns increased by 79 percent during the 1970s,
compared to only a 16 percent increase statewide. Thus,

the Pinelands region has been one of the fastest growing
areas of the state. The thirteen Ocean County municipalities
as a greoup have absorbed the largest amount of population
growth, increasing from 64,725 in 1970 to 142,47¢ in 1980.
Seventy percent of the region's population ig located in
Atlantic, Burlington, and Ocean Counties,

The current program of planning and management of the
Pinelands origirated with the National Parks and Recreation
Act, signed into law by President Carter in Novembear 1878.
This legislation delineated the Pinelands National Reserve
and authorized the establishment of a Commission to
prepare a Comprehensive Management Plan for the Reserve.
Pursuant to this legislation, Governor Brendan T. Byrne

issued Executive Order 71 on February 8, 1979, which
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created the Pinelands Planning Commission to prepare the
Comprehensive Management Plan. In addition, most
development in the Pinelands was made subject to review
and approval by =zhe Commission.

In June 1979, the Pinelands Protection Act was
passed by the state legislature. This law essentially
confirmed the establishment of the Pinelands Commission
and endorsed the powers of the Commission to plan for the
long~term management of the Pinelands in order to protect
the area's nratural resources, and to regulate development
in the Pinelands Area. The Pinelands Area as designated
in the Pinelands Protection Act is slightly smaller than
the Pinelands Naticnal Reserve, and includes a 368,000~
acre Preservation Area and a 566,000-acre Protection Area.

The peried from the issuance of Exectuve Order 71 in
February of 1979 until the Comprehensive Management Plan
was implemented in Janwary of 1981 is commonly referred
to as the "moratorium" period. 1In fact, this term is a
misnomer, since development in the region was not halted
during this time, but rather was made subject to interim
rules and regulations adopted by the Pinelands Commissiocn.
In some ways, these regulations were less restrictive than
those later adopted under the Comprehensive Management Plan;
for example, single~family residences on single lots of
greater than one acre in the Protection Area were exempt

from the Commission’s application review process. At the
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same time, some of the standards applied were more stringent,
particularly in certain areas, than those later adopted
under the Plan. Perhaps most importantly from an economic
standpoint, the moratorium represented a period of
uncertainty £for potential investors and developers. It
could therefore be expected to have a temporary dampening
effect on land and housing markets in the region.

The Preservation Area Plan was adopted by the Pinelands
Commission in August 1980 and the Comprehensive Management
Plan for the entire Pinelands National Reserve was
adopted in November of the same year. The Comprehensive
Management Plan went into effect following its signing by
the U.S5. Secretary ¢f the Interior in January 198l. The
Planfdesignates eight Pinelands Management Areas, as
follows:

. Preservation Area

. Forest Areas

. Agricultural Preduction Areas

Special Agricultural Production Areas

. Rural Development Areas

Pinelands Vvillages and Pinelands Towns

. Regional Gro%th Areas

. Military and Federal Installation Areas
The Pinelands Commission exXercises regulatodry powers in
those parts of each management area which are located within
the Pinelands Area (excluding parts of the Nztional Resarve

cutside the Pinelands Area).
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The minimum standards £or development 1n each of these
areas are presented in Appendix A. In general, new
development is highly restricted in the Preservation, Special
Agricultural Production, Forest, and Agricultural Production
Areas, while growth is t¢ ke channeled to the Rural
Development, Pinelands Towns and Villages, and especially
the Regional Growth Areas. 1In the Preservation Area and
Special Agricultural Production Districts, the only
permitted residential development is housing for persons with
a cultural or economic link to the essential character
of the Pinelands. Limited numbers of housing units may
be built in the Forest Area, averaging one unit per 15.8
acres of upland, while in the Agricultural Production Areas
residential dwellings are permitted at a density of one unit
per 10 acres, provided that the dwelling is accessory to
an active agricultural operation.- In Rural Development Areas
and Pinelands Towns and Villages, residences are permitted
on lots of 3.2 acres, and in Regicnal Growth Areas, allowable
densities rangée from 1 to 3.5 dwelling units per acre,
contingent upon the existence of public sewerage systems.

The standards centained in the Plan may be waived if
prospective develeopers can demonstrate extraordinary
economic hardship or compelling public need. 1In the first
two years following the enactment of the Comprehensive
Management Plan, about two-thirds of the approvals

represented economic hardship waivers. A grandfather
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clause was also in effect for one year following the Plan's
enactment. Under this clause, the construction of a
dwelling unit as the primary residence of the applicant
was permitted on a lot of one acre or more.

An important component of the Comprehensive Management
Plan from an economic standpoint is the establishment of
the Pinelands Development Credit (PDC) program. Essentially,
this program authorizes the transfer of value associated
with the development potential of land from the Preservation
and Agricultural Production Areas to the Regional Growth
Areas, in order to promote a concentrated pattern of growth.
PDC's are allocated to property owners in the Preservation
and Agricultural Production Areas based on the physical
characteristics and use of their land. The PDC's may be
bought by property owners in the Regional Growth Areas to
increase the allowakle densities of development there. 1In
order to facilitate implementation of the PDC program,
Burlington County established a Pinelands Development Credit
Exchange Board in 1982. The Board may purchase credits from
gqualified landowners at a fixed price cof 510,000 per credit
and later resz21l them at auction. To date, the Board has
bought 10.25 credits ;t a total price of $102,500. ©Cn the
private market, 5% credits have been sold at a price of
$110.,000, or $20,000 per credit. The value of PDC's can
help to offset any decline in land values which occur in

the Preservaticn and Agricultural Production Areas.
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Whiie the regulations adopted under the Comprehensive
Management Plan went into effect in January 1981, the final
stage of implementaticn is not yet complete. Under the
Plan, municipalities are required to revise their master
plans and zoning ordinances to conform to the standards
contained in the Comprehensive Management Plan. In the
proéess, towns may adjust the boundaries of the management
areas and adopt regulations specific te each jurisdiction,
provided that they are consistent with the overall intent
of the Plan. As of this writing, 30 of the 52 towns have
been unconditiconally certified by the Pinelands Commission
as being in conformance with the Plan. For the pericd
analyzed in this report, at most only eleven towns were
certified. Thus, this period must be considered a
transitional one, subject to at least some degree of
uncertainty about the future on the part of investors.

The economic and fiscal impacts of Pinelands land
use regulations have been the subject of considerable
controversy since their inception. Prior to the adopticn
of the Plan, an eceonomic analysis was conducted for the
Pinelands Commission to determine its potential impacts.l
Among other things, the analysis indicated that land values

could be affected both negatively and positively, depending

lEconomic Analysis of the Pinelands Comprehensive Management

Plan, prepared for the Pinelands Commission with the
assistance of Gloria L. Christian, James C. Nicholas, and
Joan E. Towles, November 20, 1980,
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on the level of pre-existing growth pressure and amount
of development permitted under the Plan. In addition,
municipal ratable bases would be impacted to the extent that
the value of privately owned vacant lanéd and associated
assessments are changed by the implementation of the Plan.
Effects on economic growth in the region were expected to
be relatively minor, although the impacts would differ by
industry.

The data and analysis presented in this report
represent an attempt to document the actual effects of
land use regulation in the Pinelands on a variety of
economic parameters during the moratorium and the period
immediately following the adoption of the Comprehensive
Management Plan. The basic method used is to compare
pre-moratorium, moratorium, and post-Plan adoption trends
in the Pinelands with trends outside the Pinelands or
throughout the seven-county region and the state. Due to
the nature of the data which ig availakle, the "Pinelands"”
is often defined as the 52 municipalities as a whole,
including those parts of towns which are leocated outside
the Pinelands Area. In the analysis of land values, however,
transaction data for selected municipalities are broken down
by management area and by Pinelands vs. non-Pinelands sales.
While the conclusions 2rawn in this gtudy must be considered
preliminary, due to the extremely limited time frame analyzed

and the fact that the Plan has not yet been fully implemented,
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ne study is broad in sceope and relatively thorcugn in its
attempt to acceount for numerous factors which zffect the
local eccnomy, particularly land values. It should tnerefore
provide a solid foundation upon which to base future studies
of the Plan's economic impacts.

The remainder of this report is divided into six
chapters. Chanter II briefly reviews studies of the
economic impacts of regional land use control programs in
other areas of the U.S. and Cana&gfgﬁghapter III centains
an analysis of land markets in the Pinelands region, focusing
on tﬁe number and volume cf sales throughout the 52 towns
and on changes in prices per acre in a sample of towns.
Trends in building permit activity and resicential szles
throughout the region are examined in Chapter IV, and
employment data is analyzed in Chapter V. Chavter V also
contains a discussicon of the Flan's effects on sand and
gravel mining and agriculture in the Pinelands, including
an analysis of the impact of agricultural 2zoning on the
ability of farmers to obtain credit. The fiscal impacts
of the Plan are reviewed in Chapter VI, with an emphasis
on selected towns which have experienced large tax increases
in recent years. Finally, Chapter VII contains a summary
of the study's findings and includes recommendations for

public policy and future studies.
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Economic Studies of Land Use Control Programs In Other Regions

A. Introduction

The land use controls adopted as part of the Pinelands
Comprehensive Management Plan have precedents in other parts
of the United States and Canada. BAs background for the
present study, a survey of state and regional land use
control programs was undertaken to determine the types of
economic analysis that have been used to evaluate other
comprehensive regulatory programs. It is noteworthy that
comparatively little research has been devoted to the
analysis of the economic impacts of lanéd use control programs.
The review of available literature and contacts with other
state and regiocnal land use agencies unearthed few relevant
studies. In addition, those studies which have been
undertaken to date are relatively limited in scope. The
absence of more comprehensive analysis reflects in part the
difficulty in obtaining data for the appropriate
geographical area and over a sufficiently long time reriod
as well as methodological problems associated with attempting
to control for extraneous variables and trends.

This chapter provides a summary of ecchncmic impact
studies conducted for other jurisdictions, including brief
descriptions of the analytic techniques used as well as the
principal findings of each study. The land use control
programs analyzed are the British Columbia Agricultural

Land Reserves, the Adirondack Park Land Use and Development
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Plan, the Oregon Urbkan Growth Boundaries, and the Florida
Keys Area of State Critical Concern. All of these programs

date from the period 1872 to 1975.

B. British Columbia Agricultural Land Reserve Program

In respense to a growing problem of loss and frag-
mentation of agricultural lands, the government of British
Columbia imposed a freeze on the subdivision of agricultural
land in December 1972. Subsequently, a Land Commission was
established to implement a policy for the creation of
Agricultural Land Reserves. This program represents
the first comprehensive attempt in Canada to prevent
the loss of high quality agricultural land due to
uncontrolled development.

The Agricultural Land Reserves (ALR's) include all land
suitable for farm use over 2 acres in size, excluding
sufficient land to accomodate approximately five years of
urban expansion. Plans for ALR's were prepared by each of
the Province's 28 regional districts under guidelines set
by the Land Commission and subject to the review and approval
of the Cbmmission. A total of 11,661,600 acres (4.9% of the
Province) were included in the initial designation of

Agricultural Land Reserves,.
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The Lands Directorate of Environmment Canada, an agency
of the national government, conducted a studyl of the impacts
of the British Columbia Agricultural Land Reserve Program as
part of its continuing research on land use issues in Canada.
Published in November 1378, the study is based on interviews
with over 800 randomly selected landholders in 12 study
areas throughout the Province, ingluding both Reserve and
non-Reserve areas.

The questionnaire used for the survey covers 151 variables.
Interviews were conducted between January and March 1977.
Selected results from the analysis of the questionnéires are
summarized below:

- Re: Land Values. In general, a higher percentage
of properties ocutside the ALR's fell in higher
per acre value categories while within the ALR's
a higher percentage of properties were in the
middle and lower value categories. More pronounced
differences in land values between ALR and non-ALR
areas occurred in urban influenced districts,
indicating demand for land for non~agricultural
uses in these areas.

- Re: Changes in Tenure and Use, 1972~1977. There
was & significant difference in transaction
activity between ALR and non-ALR areas. Land
purchases (shown to be mostly for farms} were
more frequent within the ALR boundaries. Leasing
for farm activity was also more frequent within
the ALR's. Census data indicated a reversal in
the decline in the number of farms and the amount
0f acreage in farms and also a higher rate of
growth in buildings and capital egquipmant than
during the previous five years.

lEdward W. Manning and Sandra S. Eddy, The Agricultural Land
Reserves of British Columbia: An Imnacht Analysls, Ottawa
Lands Directorate of Envirconment Canada, November 1978,
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- Re: Impact on Landholders. Over 20% of respondents
saild they had been prevented from some form of
land markst activity by the ALR's and nearly 20%
had contacted the Land Commission regarding a land
use chzange or sale. A majority reported that land
values had been affected. At the =same time, B0%
supperted the ALR's in principle.

- Re: Farm Sector Viability. ALR's alone are not
deemed sufficient to ensure long-term viability of
the agricultural sector. In many areas where
developers held ALR land, the land remains idle.

An increase in hobby farms, particularly in areas
where parcel size tended to be small (under 25 acres}
reflects continuing problem of a fragmentation of
farmland ownershirp.

C. The Adirondack Park Land Use and Develovment Plan

The Adirondack Park covers an area of approximately six
million acres in northeastern New York State. About 3.7 million
acres, or 62 percent of the total Park, are in private
ownership; the remainder of the Park consists predominantly
of state forest lands.

The Adirondack Park Land Use and Development Plan went
into effect in May 1973 and governs the use and development of
all privately cowned land within the Park boundaries. Six types
of land use areas are established for private land within the
Park. In the Rural Use and Resource Management Areas, which
together make up 87 percent of the region, residential uses

re limited to one unit per 8.3 acres and one unit per 42.7

acres, respectively. More intensive development is permitted

only in and around existing hamlets and industrial areas.
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Concern over the economic impact ¢f the Plan was a
major source of controversy at the time of the adoption of the
Plan. Local residents, in particular, feared that the land
use controls would affect the region's economy adversely by
restricting industrial growth and that land values in the
more restrictive zones would decline and undermine the local
tax base.l

Since the mid-seventies, a series of studies has been
undertaken by different groups and individuals to document
the economic effects of the Adirondack Plan. Each of the
studies is summarized below to indicate the general approach
and methodology used as well as the nature of the findings.
The studies are presented in chronological order.

. Adirondack Park Agency, Adirondack Park Economic

Profile. Phase One: Population Characteristics
and General Econcmic Factors, Februrary 1976.

Phase Two:; Recent Trends and Factors Affecting
the Adirondack Real Estate Market, August 1976

The Phase one report represents a cooperative effort of
several state agencies, including the Adirondack Park Agency,
the New York Department of Commerce and the Governor's
Office. The report does not address directly the issue of
tha Plan's impact but describes the labor force and industry
characteristics of the region based on 197C Census data and

assesses prospects for future economic growth. The scattered

lG. Gordon Davis and Richard A. Lirpff, Protectine Open Space,

Land Us2 Control in the Adirondack Park, Cambridge, Mass.:
Ballingar Publishing Co., 1982, p. 123 and p. 147.
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and sparse population, low skill levels and lack of business
related services in the area are cited as principal barriers
to attracting industrial development. The strongsst sectors
cf the econcmy are founded on the natural rescurce base,
including mining, fcrestry and the tourist industryv.

The real estate and construction industry is
identified as the fourth largest employer in the Adirondack
Park area, and the Phase Two report focuses on trends
affecting thies key industry. The analysis covers the 1371
through 1975 period and is based principally con real estate
transfer datal and housing start data for the region as a whole.
Trends for the Adirondack counties are compared to statewide
trends and data for the Catskill regicn. In addition,
comparisons are made for the portions of the Adirondack
counties inside and outside the Park boundaries. Based on
these data, it was found:

~ For all areas the number of transfers declined

during the post-1%973 period due to general
economic factors.

- Both the Adirondacks and the Catskills experienced
a similar rate of decline over the 1973 to 1975
period of about 23%.

- The decline was greater in the Adirondacks and
the Catskills than in the state as a whole,
reflecting a greater decline in rural as
opposed to urban transiers.

- Sales in uncontrolled areas in the Adirondack

counties declined at approximately the same

rate as those within the Park boundaries,
21% versus 23%.

lReal estate transfer data include sales of both vacant
and improved properties.
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Examination of housing start statistics revealed the
same general downward trend in the Adirondacks, Catskills
and the State as a whole.

State Board of Equalization and 2Assessment, Adirondack
Park Real Property Tax Base Study Final Report, 1978

The 1973 legislation which adopted the Adirondack Park
Plan also directed that the State Board of Egualization and
Assessment conduct certain studies of the Plan's fiscal and
economic impacts. The studies were to have been completed
by January 1976, and a total of $350,000 was appropriated
to finance the cost during the 1974 and 1975 fiscal years.
Subseguently, the reporting date was extended to January 1978,
but no additional funds were made available. Due to the lack
of further funding, the intended studies were never completed.

The Board issued the Final Report as a summary of available

informaticn on land sales and tax preoblems in the Adirondack
area.

The report includes an analysis of property market
values based on an extremely limited time frame and data
base. Specifically, it uses data obtained from the Board's
annual appraisals of randomly selected properties for 1373
and 1974, collected for the purpose of establishing local
equalization rates. The data show that markat values of
private property in the 63 towns contained wholly within the
Adirondack Park rose by an average of 21.39% from January 1,

1973 to July 1, 13%74. This compares to a rise of 24.30%
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for towns wholly within the Catskill park and a statewide
average of 14.77%. No detail for individual towns is
presented and no indication is provided as to the location
of properties vis a vis the Plan's land use areas. The
Boaré considered the results of the study inconclusive

as to thea effect of the Park's restriction.

The report also contains an examination of assessment
practices and inequities in the Adirondack region from
which the following conclusions were drawn:

~ There exist in the Adirondack region
levels of property tax inequities significantly
‘above average levels for the rest of the state.

- Subsequent to the adoption of the Plan only 11l
of the 90 towns within the Park have reported any
significant changes in their assessments to the
State Board. It would, therefore, appear safe
to assume that with the exception of these 11
towns, the Land Use Plan has had little or no

bearing on the principles and techniqgues
used in assessing private property in the

Park,
Robert C. Anderson and Roger C. Dower. "lLand Price
Impacts of the Adirondack Park Land Use and Development
Plan." Amercian Journal of Agricultural Economics.

vVol. 62, No. 3 {(aAugust 1980), pp. 543-48.

At the outset of this study the authors set forth
tentative hypotheses regarding the impact of the Adirondack
Park Plan on land wvalues based on the nature of the limitations
it places on development options in the different land use
districts. They anticipated that hamlet land and already
existing small parcels would increase in relative value as

the expected supply of these parcels decreases, and that
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relative values for large parcels in the most restrictive
use classifications should fall as development expectations
are revised downward.

To test these hypotheses, the authors constructed land
ice indices for the respective land use areas. Pairs of
transacticn prices for the same parcel of land were identified
through an examination of land deeds for five representative
towns within the Park and one town cutside the Park. A
total of 471 in-Park observations over the 1950~1976 period
were included in the analysis, and a simple regression
model was used to estim%te average annual changes in real
estate prices for the respective land use areas.

The statistical results of the analysis tend to
support the initial hypotheses. Following enactment of the
Plan, land prices in.hamlets and cother development areas
increased at a faster rate than in preceding years, while
prices rose at a slower rate in the rural use area and
dropped in the resource management area. The authors
conclude that a shift in land values took place after 1973,
with the less restricted areas showing relative gains
compared to other areas of the Park.

. Charles I. 2inser, The Economic Impact 0f the

Adirondack Park Private Land Use and Development

Plan, State University of New York Press, Albany,
New York, 188¢C.

The principal scurce of information used in this study
is a series of gquesticonnaires and personal interviews completed

in the summer of 1976. Four groups were surveyed, incliuding



local government officials, realtors, employers, and
developers whe had filed subdivigion applications with the
Adirondack Park Agency for five or more lots. Pre-existing
economic data from the state and federal governments also
is used to document trends and verify the survey results.
The latter data consist primarily of real estate transfer
and housing start data similar to that contained in the
reports cited above.

The major findings of the study are as follows:

- A large number of the key community persons who
were interviewed concluded that the Plan had no
significant negative economic impact, despite the
fact that they personally opposed the APA and the
Plan.

- Many of those interviewed believed that the major
economic impact of the Plan had been a slowdown
in real estate and construction activity.

- Land wvalues in resource management areas decreased
by about 50% and in rural areas by approximately
15-25%. Hamlet lands were reported to have
increased in price by 5-20%.

- Other types of impacts identified include: a) a
change in the types of property buyer (speculators
have been driven out of the Park by the Plan});

b) a halt in most large leisure home subdivisions;

and ¢} an increase in development immediately
outside the Park boundary.

What is likely to be the most comprehensive study of the
impact of the aAdirondack Park Plan on the land market in the
region is being undertaken currently by the Department of

Rural Scociology and Agricultural Eccnomics at Cornell University.
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The study has been funded by the state legislature and is
addressing a series of guestions relating to patterns of
land use and property transfers. The methodology used
for the study employs historical data on land sales in the
region and a supplemental questionnaire to 1000 Adirondack
landowners. Completion of the work is scheduled for
the summer of 1984. The land market study project is one of
several complementary studies of the Adirondack region now
being conducted at Cornell University. OQther related
research includes an analysis of local tax structures and
an examination of landowner attitudes.
D. Oregon Urban Growth Boundary

In 1972, the State of Oregon enacted legislation creating
the Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission {(LCDC)
and setting in motion a process for the implementation of state-
wide land use control policies. The LCDC was granted the power
to establish land use geoals and guidelines which were required
to be adopted as part of local government master plans. One
goal mandated by the Commission required the delineation of
Urkan Growth Boundaries (UGB's) by local government to
identify and differentiate potential urban land from rural
land.

C. Russell Beaton, an economist on the faculty of
Willammette University, has conducted a study of the economic

impacts of the Urban Growth Boundaries on housing in
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Oregon.l Completed in August 1982, the study examines the
relationship between land and housing costs and the UGB,
an issue which had been a subject of considerable controvarsy
since the UGB provision was adopted. In setti;g forth &z
ceonceptual framework for the study, the author describes
theoretical determinants of land values at the urban fringe
and uses the term "speculative override" to define the gap
between the value of land in rural use and the anticipated
value from a future conversion to urban use. According
to Beaton, the effect of the UGB designation is to remove
speculative override outside the urban growth area and,
possibly, to increase speculative activity within the area.
The study focuses primarily on the direct estimation
cf land and housing costs inside and cutside the urban c¢rowth
boundary in the Portland metropolitan area. A multiple
regression analysis of over 900 land sales in the Poritland
metropolitan area (from September 1979 to August 1980) is
used to identify the relative influence of different
variables on land price. The data indicate that land prices
averaged $11,000 per acre more inside the UGB than outside.
No attempt is made, however, to trace relative changes in
land prices over time, i.e. before and after the implementaticn
of state-mandated land use controls. From an examination of

cost data, Beaton also concluded that the costs incurred by

lC. Russell Beaton, An Examination of Relationships Between
Land Use Planning and Housing Costs in Oregon, 1970-1980:
Focus on the Urban Growth Boundary, Willamette University,
August 1982,
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developers due to the development approval process resulted
in somewhat higher building lot prices. No significant

impacts on housing prices were found.

E. The Florida Keys Areas of Critical State Concern

The Florida Envirommental Land and Water Management
Act of 1972 established a program for the designation and
protection of Areas of Critical State Concern (ACSCY.
Three types 0of areas were eligible for this designation,
including:

l) areas containing significant environmental,
histeorical, natural or archaeoclogical resocurces,

2) areas of special significance to major public
facilities or areas of public investment, and

3) areas of major development potential, as
identified in a state master plan.

4 maxinum limit of 5% of the state's land areas, approximately
1.7 million acres, could be designated under the ACSC program.
The Florida cabinet, consisting of the governor and other
independently elected commissioners, was assigned responsibility
for the designation of critical areas and for the estazblishment
of boundaries and principles for guiding development. Once

an area had been designated, the local goverﬁment for the

area was required to adopt regulations for the protection

of the state's interest.
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The Florida Keys were designaﬁed as Florida's third
Area of Critical State Concern in April of 1975. The Keys
are a chain of 97 islands extending for akout 130 miles
from the tip of Florida into the Gulf of Mexico. At the
time of the designation, rapid and uncoonrdinated growth had
overburdened the area's essential services -- water, roads
and waste dispesal. Development controls and major public
investments were needed %o alleviate health and safety
problems.

An impact analysis of the Florida Keys critical areas
designation has been prepared by the Joint Center of
Environmental and Urban Problems of Florida Atlantic University/
Florida International University.l The fiscal analysis
seeks to identify the possible effects of the designation
on Monroe County, which includes the entire Xeys as well as
a part of the mainland. Economic trends in lionroe County
are compared to trends in another similar but unregulated
county (Charlotte County). It is assumed that in the
abksence of-the critical area designaticn, Monrce County would
have experienced the same business and economic trends as
the comparison county and the state as a whole. Projections
based on the latter growth rates are compared to actual
growth in Monroe County to identify possible areas of
impact. Principal conclusions from the analysis are as

follows:

lFlorida Atlantic University/Florida International University
Joint Center for Enviromnmental and Urban Problems, Florida
Keys Critical Areas Designation Impact Analysis, STAR
Project #81-013, Fort Lauderdale, Florida, August 1982,
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- Property values - No significant differences
between actual and forecasted changes.

- Per capita income ~- Pre-1980, no significant
differences between actual and forecasted income
levels, but the 1980 recession had greater
impact in Monroe County.

- Unempleoyment - No significant differences.

- Employment - Charlotte County outpaced Monroe and
the state as a whole, indicating a possible area
of impact.

- Building permits - Actual per capita value of
building permits was greater than forecasted
value in Monroe County. In terms of total
permits, however, state based forecasts exceeded
the actual volume of permits, indicating a
possible area of impact.

~ Public finances - Monrcoe experienced about
the same increase in revenues as Charlotte County,
but higher rates of growth in ratables and
expenditures.

F. Summary
The studies ¢of the economic impacts of land use ceontrols
reviewed in this chapter are summarized in Table II-l. As a
group, these reports tend to focus on impacts on real estate
markets. Three basic types 0f methodological approaches are
used. These are as follows:
Simple comparative analyses of economic trends
in the study area and other similar but unregulated
areas or a larger geographical entity, such as the
state. The Florida Keys study and three of the
adirondack studies employ this appreach. No systematic
attempt is made in these studies to evaluate the

role of non~ragulatory factors in altering relative
growth rates over time.



Table II-1
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Studies of the Economic Impacts of Other Land Use Contreol Programs - Overview
DATE OF DATE OF SOURCIS
AREA/STUDY CONTROLS STUDY FOCUS METHOD OF ANALYSIS OF DATA
British Columbia 1972 1978 Land values and farm Statistical analysis Question-
viability of guestionnaire naires,
Agricultural Land responses from land- 1977
Reserves Impact holders
Analysis
Adirondack Park 1573 1976 Real estate transfer Comparison of growth Pre-exisling
Adirondack Park and housing starts rates (Adirondack State and
Economic Profile region vs. Catskills Federal data,
and State through 1975
Real Property Tax 1578 lieal estate values and Comparison of esti- Pre-existing
Base Study assesswent practices mated changes in State data,
market values 1974
{Adirondack region vs.
Catskills and State
Anderson & Dower, 1979 Land price changes Computation of 1land Land sales
Land Price Impacts price indices (simple through 1975
regression analysis) B
Zinser, Economic 1980 Public perception of Statistical analysis Question-
Impact economic impacts of responses to naires,
questionnaires 1976 B
Oregon 1973 1982 Housing and land costs Examination of housing |llousing in-
Urban Growth and land price deter- dustry data
Boundaries Impact minants {multiple and land
Analysis linear regression sales data,
. analysis) 1870-1980
Florida Keys 1975 1982 General economic Comparative trend Pre-existing

Critical Areas
Designation Impact
Analysis

impacts

lines for Keys, other
county and state
(simple regression
analysis)

State and
Federal dala




. Multivariate statistical analysis to guantify
the effects of location vis a vis zoning
districts, while "controlling” for other
relevent variables. The Oregon study uses this
technique to analyze land prices inside and
outside the Urban Growth Boundary:; however,
the model used is static and does not trace
changes in relative prices over time.
Questionnaires to determine local perceptions
of economic impacts by landowners, realtors,
developers, emplovers, local government
officials, and others who are affected by land
use regulations. The British Zolumbia study and
the Zinser study of the Adirondack Park Plan
apply this appreoach.

The current study relies primarily on two of the analytic
technigues used in previcus analysis: comparative trend
analysis and, in the case of land values, multivariate
statistical analysis in conjunction with a comparison of
trends. In terms of scope, the Pinelands analyses address
most of the potential impacts identified by the other studies
as a group, and also include investigations of issues of
special concern in the Pinelands, such as agricultural lending
and the effects of tax appeals and state acquisitions on vacant
land ratable bases ©of municipalities. Like most of the other
studies, the findings in this report are drawn from analyses

of data over a limited time period after the adoption of

comprehensive land use controls.



Land Market Trends In The Pinelands

A. Introduction

Perhaos the most controversial and potentially significant
impact of the Comprehensive Management Plan is its effect on
land markets in the Pinelands region. The regulations imposed
under the Plan may affect both the veolume of sales and prices
per acre in each management area and also outside the Pinelands
Area. The economic analysis of the draft Comprehensive Manage-
ment Plan neted that "the land use patterns envisioned by the

‘Plan...are expected to bring about some shifts, both positive and

1 The value of

negative, in the relative values of properties.”
property depends in part on the permitted use which yields the
highesé rate of return to the owner, often called the "highest
and best use." Permitted uses on vacant and farm land have been
limited significantly in the Preservation, Forest and Agricultural
Production Areas, and therefore land prices may be adversely
affected. However, land values also depend on the degree of
speculative and development pressure which exists for a given
location, as well as the physical characteristics of each site.
For parcels which are distant from developing areas or which are
unsuitable for development (e.g. wetlands), the effects of new
land use regulations will be small. Therefore, to the extent
that the Comprehensive Management Plan reinforces the develcp-

ment patterns which already existed at the time of its adoption,

the impacts on land values will be minimized.

l"Economic Analysis of the Pinelands Comprehensive Management

Plan," prepared for the Pinelands Commissicn, November 20,
1980, p. 54.
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Another potential impact of the Comprehensive ilanagement
Plan is that the value of developable lands in Regional Growth
Areas and perhaps beyond the boundaries of the Pinelands Area
may be enhanced. The magnitude of this effect depends upon the
degree to which the total supply of building sites within the
restricted areas is limited, thereby diverting development
pressure to growth areas and beyond. Another factor affecting
land prices isg the distribution and value of Pinelands Develop-
ment Credits {PDC'w}). Initially, PDC's should add to the Value
of land in the Preservation and Agricultural Preduction Areas,
where they are assigned to landowners on the basis of the
physical characteristics of each parcel (i.e. upland vs. wet-
land and vacant vs. active agriculturalvland). PLC's may be
sold by landowners to develcopers, who can use them to increase
permitted housing densities in Regional Growth Areas. There-
fore, the market valueof PDC's depends on the demand for housing
‘in the Regional Growth Areas, which is expected to change over
time. In the long run, the PDC program will serve to transfer
value associated with develcpment potential from the Preser-~
vation and Agricultural Production Areas to the Regional Growth

Areas.

The impact of the CMP on land values throughout the Pine-
lands region is an issue of central importance tc the Pinelands
Commission. Not only are individual landowners affected by
changes in land prices, but since comparable sales often form

the basis for assessments,l the ratable bases {and hence the

lAssessments are, however, sometimes adjusted on the basis of
criteria other than comparable sales, such as the anticipated
effects of a zoning change. See Chapter VI for a full diszussion
of the fiscal impacts of the Comprehensive Management Plian.
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tax rates) of Pinelands communities will also be impacted.

Thus, the analysis of land values presented in this chapter
represents perhaps the key component of the economic study

of the Pinelands Plan. The next sacticn examines general

trends in the number and volume of vacant land transactions
throughout the 52 Pinelands municipalities. A detailed analy-
siszs of land sales in thirteen municipalities over seven years

is presented in Section C, in an attempt to identify the effects

of the moratorium and the CMP on market prices to date.
B. Vacant Land Sales - Regicnal Totals
1. Description of Data

The number and value of vacant land sales are indicators
of the level of speculative and development pressure which exists
in a given comuunity. Information on vacant land sales are com-
piled for individual municipalities by the New Jersey Division of
Taxationl for fiscal years, which extend from July 1 tc June 30.
The data are used to compute equalization (éales/assessment) ratic-,
which are applied to aggregate assessed valuations in each taxing
district in order to compute the "true”, or market value of tax-
able property. The calculation of true value of property forms
the basis for the distribution of state school aid and the appor-

tionment of county taxes.

True value is intended to reflect market value as accurately
as possible, and the transactions used in the computation of the

equalization ratio must have sales prices which bear a logical

lState of New Jersey, Department of the Treasury, Division of

Taxation, Table of Egqualized Valuations, Section D, "District
Weighted Ratio - One Year Study," Octoker 1, 1972 - Octcober 1, 13%82.
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relationship to the assessed value. Thus, many transactions
are deemed "nonusable” for the purposes of equalization, and
hence are excluded from the compilations of sales in each
township. A complete listing of the categories of "nonusable"”
transactions is presented in Appendix B. In analyzing total
sales volume, this screening process enhances the validity of
the data insofar as all nonmarket transactions, such as sales
between members of the immediate family, ars excluded. Certain
valid market transactions, however, are also omitted, simply
because sales prices are inconsistent with assessments. The
most notable examples of "nonusable" sales which may represent
valid market transactions are sales of property conveying only
a porticn of the assessed unit (split-offs), sales of property
which have undergone zoning changes not reflected in the assess-
ments, and sales occurring within the sampling period but prior
to a reassessment or revaluation. The omission of these types
of transactions will cause the data to underestimate the actual
number and velume of sales in a given year, and the effect is
not necessarily uniform across all years. Therefeore, the data

must be interpreted with caution.
2. Number and Volume of Sales

The dollar volume of vacant land sales in the 52 Pine-
lands municipalities in fiscal 1982 was $15.1 million. Sixty-
seven percent of the total velume was concentrated in ten
municipalities (see Table III-1l). Upper Township, in Cape May
County, had almost $2.5 million in land transactions (16 percent

of sales in the region), more than any other township. Other
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Table III-1

Volume of Vacant Land Sales - Top Ten

Pinelands Municipalities, 198

Rank Municipality Dollar Volume Percent of Sales
of Sales in Z11 Pinelands
Municipalities

1 Upper $ 2,424,000 le.1
2 Lacey 1,355,000 5.0
"3 Stafford 986,000 6.5
4 Jacksen 6le, 000 6.1
5 Galloway 845,000 5.6
6 Little Egg Harbor 831,000 5.5
7 Egg Harbor Twp 804,000 5.3
8 Berkeley 792,000 5.2
g Hamilton 621,000 4.;
10 Evesham 598,000 4.0
10,172,000 67 .4
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municipalities with high veolume of sales include Lacey, Stafford,
Jackson, Little Egg Harbor and Berkeley Townships in Ocean County,
and Galloway, Egg Harbor and Hamilton Townships in Atlantic County.
Thus, speculative pressures appear to be highlvy concentrated in

the coastal areas of the Pinelands region.1

Historical data on the volume and number of vacant land
transactions in the Pinelands municipalities, the seven-county
region, and the State of New Jersey are presented in Tables III-2
and IXII-3. 1In all cases sales activity peaked first in 1574 and
again in 1979, and has since dropped rather dramatically. In the
Pinelands municipalities, the total volume of sales declined by
nearly 50 percent between 1979 and 19%982. The number of trans-
actions has fluctuated over the years, with the largest number
of sales occurring in 1973 and the smallest number in 1982.
Transactions have decreased steadily since 1978, both in the

Pinelands and througheout the state,

In order to determine whether or not land market activity
has declined at a more rapid pace in the Pinelands communities
than elsewhere in the seven-county region or the state, a "share"
analysis can be employed. The term "share" as used here refers
to the percentage 0f the dollar volume of sales or the number of
transactions cccurring throughout the state {or the seven-county
region) which took place within the 52 Pinelands municipalities.
In this way, changes unigque to the municipalities can be observed

while "controlling" for more widespread trends characteristic of

lSee Appendix Tables E-1 and E-2 fcr complete listings of
the number and volume of vacant land sazles in each Pinelands
municipality from 1972 through 1982.



Table I1TI-2

Totel Velume of Vacant Land Sales

YEAR Pinelands Pinelands New
Municipalities Counties Jersey
(million dollars)
1982 15.1 57.0 154.5
1981 22.6 76.5 184.4
1980 21.3 74.6 184.5
1979 28.3 96.4 218.2
1978 25.8 69.1 166.5
1377 21.3 54.6 154.6
1976 16.6 37.5 97.1
1375 14,1 30.8 93.6
1974 20.4 49.2 138.8
1973 21.3 56.1 154.4
1972 14.8 42.7 121.1
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Table III-3

Total Number of Vacant Land Transactions

Pinelands Pinelands New
Year Municipalities Counties Jersey
1982 915 1,979 4,136
lagl 1,179 2,857 5,479
1980 1,457 3,275 6,174
1979 2,007 3,936 7,691
1978 2,623 4,645 8,508
1977 2,599 4,457 8,194
1976 2,177 3,544 6,575
1375 1,526 3,337 6,265
1574 2,161 4,206 8,540
1973 3,420 6,272 11,582
1972 2,918 6,088 10,922
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the state (or the region). For example, if vacant land sales

are declining throughout the state due to the recent recession,
and they are declining at the same rate in the Pinelands towns,
the craph representing the share of the state would be 2 straight
horizontal line. This situaticn would indicate that the drep in
sales observed in the Pinelands merely reflacts general econoric
conditions. On the other hand, if the graph of the share decreas:.
(or increases) over time, then sales are declining (or growing)
more rapidly in the Pinelands than elsewhere in the state, indicat-
ing that one or more factors which are unigue to the Pinelands
municipalities are influencing trends. If a shift in the slope

of the trend line is observed after 1978, then the possibility
that the Pinelands moratorium or the (P is responsible for at
least part of that shift cannot be ruled out without further

investigation.

The Pinelands municipalities shares of both the numker and
volume of vacant land sales from 1972 to 1982 are depicted in
Figure IITI-1. 1In 1982, the 52 towns accounted for 9.8% of the
volume of sales throughout the state, and 22.1% of the number
of transactions. Out of the seven-county region, the Pinelands
municipalities share of volume of sales stood at 26.5% in 1982,
and the share of transactions was 46.2%. The Pinelands munici-
palities have much larger shares cof the number of trarsactions
(shown as dashed lines in the graph) than of the volume of sales,
because the average sales price per transaction 1ls lower in the
Pinelands communities than in the region or the state as a whole.

In 1982, the average price per transaction was $16,503 for the
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FIGJRE 111I-1

PINELANDS MUNICIPALITIES SHARES OF VACANT LAND SALES
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SOURCE: N.J. Division of Taxation
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Pinelands municipalities, 328,802 for the seven~county

region, and $37,354 for the state.

As a share of the state, the dollar volume of sales in
the Pinelands increased from 1972 to 1376, and declined there-
after, except in 1978 and 198l. The share of transactions
followed a similar although not identical pattern, since the
average value of the transactions varies somewhat from year
to year. The regional shares exhibited a very pronounced down-
ward trend after 1975. The regional share of sales volume
dropped from a high of 45.8% in 1975 to only 26.5% in 1982,
while the share of transactions fell from 61.4% in 1976 to
46.2% in 1982. 1In all cases, however, the total decrease from
1976 to 1979 exceeded that which occurred from 1979 to 1982,
indicating that the overall trend was precipitated by.factors

other than Pinelands regulations.

In fact, the large drop in the regional share from 1976 tc
1879 was due not to an absolute decline in the Pinelands but
rather to a dramatic jump in sales activity in the Atlantic
City area, which is within the seven-county regicon but outside
the Pinelands. The total volume of sales in Atlantic County
grew from $3.7 million in 1976 to $32.7 million in 1979, nearly
a ten fold increase. The Atlantic City boom also contributed
to the downward trend in the state share, although its effects
are diluted when comparing the Pinelands municipalities to the

state as a whole.

After 1979, vacant land sales activity slowed in Atlantic

County, and the Pinelands municipalities regional and state
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shares of sales leveled off somewhat. Wewvertheless, the
overall direction of the graphs from 1979 tc 1982 is down-
ward, in contrast to the trends exhibited in the early 1970s.
Also, current shares are in all cases lower in 1982 than in
1972, the starting point of the analysis. Therefore, it is
possible that Pinelands regulations have dampened land specu-
lation and sales of building lots to the extent that the over-
all volume of sales in the 52 towns has been affected. Also,
it i1s interesting to note that from 1981 to 1982, the shares
of volume of sales declined while the shares of number of
transactions increased. The cause of this phencmenon was a
drop in average price per transaction in the Pinelands towns
from $19,169 to $16,503, while the average price increased in
the seven-county region and throughout the state. This drop
could pe atiributable to a decrease in either the average
acreage per sale or the average price per acre or both,
although it is impossible to tell from the available data
since the Division of Taxation compiles no information on
acreage., Therefore, the Pinelands Commission has assembled
detailed land transaction data for a subsample of Pinelands
communities in order to try to determine the effects of the
CMP on land prices within each management area. The results

of this analysis are discussed in the next section.
C. Analysis of Land Values
1. OQverview of Study

This section traces land wvalues in each Pinelands

management area relative to values cutside the Pinelands
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Area in three time periods: the three vears immediately
preceding implementaticon of Pinelands requlations, during

the Governor's moratorium, and after the adoption of the
Comprehensive Management Plan. Data were collected for all
market sales of vacant and farmland involving parcels «<ne

acre or larger in thirteen of the 52 Pinelands municipalities,
plus two towns located entirely outside the Pinelands. The
data include information describing the location, acreage and
selling price of each parcel as well as certain attributes of
each site which affect its value, such as road frontage and
the availability of public water‘and sewér. Changes in relative
prices per acre were then statistically analyzed over time in
order tc determine the effects ¢of location in each management
area while controlling for other important variables affecting

price.
2. Collection of Data
4. Selection ¢of Townships

Given the limited resources available to conduct
this study and the substantial amcunt of data collectiocon
raguired, it was necessary to limit the number of municipalities
included in the analysis. Several criteria were used in the
selection. First, the towns were to be spread throughout the
Pinelands region rather than concentrated in one sector, so
that the overall effect of the Plan could be analyzed. Accord-
ingly, three townships each were chosen from Atlantic, Burlington
and Ocean Counties, and one each from Camden, Cape May, Cumberland

and Gloucester Counties. Second, it was important to ensure that
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all management areas were adequately represented, and that

the sample alsc included a significant number of transactions
which took place outside the Pinelands Area, since these were
used as the basis for comparison. Thus, most of the townships
chosen have areas both within and outside the boundaries of
the Pinelands Area, and two rural townships in Cumberland

County were also included.

Finally, it was necessary to have the cooperation of the
local tax assessors in each Pinelands town, since the assessors
spent in scme cases considerable amounts of time checking the
~data and providing information not readily available from
secondary sources. Since the members of the Wetlands and
Pinelands Committee of the State Association of Municipal
Assessors expressed a strong interest in the study, many of
the towns they represented were included. The Committee also
offered helpful suggestions in selecting additional municipalities
and were instrumental in obtaining the cooperation of the assass-
ors in those towns. The exact nature of the technical'assistance

provided by the assessors is discussed in more detail below.

Thus, using these criteria, land sales were compiled and

analyzed for the following towns:

Galloway Township
Hamilton Township
Hammonton Town
Medford Township
Pemberxion Township
Woodland Township
Winslow Township
Dennis Township
Maurice River Township
Monrce Township
Barnegat Township
Jackson Township
Manchester Tecwnship
Downe Township
Lawrence Township

(Atlantic County)
(Atlantic County}
{Atlantic County}
(Burlington County}
(Burlington County)
(Burlington Ccunty)
(Camden County)
(Cape May County}
(Cumberland County)
(Gloucester County)
(Ocean County)
(Ocean County)
(Ocean County)
(Cumberland County)
(Cumberland County)



It 1s important to note that the sales analyzed in these
municipalities dc¢ not constitute a random sanpling of land
transactions 1in the Pinelands for statistical purpcses. There-
fcre, strictly speaking, the results of the analysis should not
be generalized to the entire region, but apply only to the towns
under study. Since, however, broad coverage of various parts of
the region has been achieved, the trends exhibited by land prices
in these areas, taken together, can be considered indicative of

the average trends throughcout the region.

Another conceptual problem with the geograprhical context
of the analysis involves the use of areas outside the Pinelands
as the basis for comparison. Ideally, the changes in land
prices in the Pinelands districts should be compared to changes
in other areas which are not subject to Pinelands-related Impacts
but which are similar to the Pinelands in *erms of physical
characteristics and degree of development pressure. Using those
parts of the Pinelands municipalities which are outside the Pine-
lands Area does not meet these criteria particularly well, since
such areas generally tend to be more highly urbanized and were
in many cases developing more rapidly than much of the Pinelands
Area during the 1970's. Furthermore, it is possible that loca-
tions proximate to the Pinelands Area may themselves be indirect-
ly affected by the Pinelands regulations. If new construction is
restricted in the Pinelands Area to the extent that the demand
for housing is not being adequately met, then develcpment could
be diverted to areas outside the Pinelands Area, driving up land

prices there., This spillover effect means that trends in the
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"control" area are not necessarily independent of trends in

the Pinelands.

These concerns, however, are perhaps not as serious as
they may appear at first glance. First of all, while the
areas outside the Pinelands included in the analysis may be
in general more urbanized than those inside, neither region
is by any means homogencus in terms of development pressure.
Furthermere, the inclusicon of the two rural non-Pinelands
townships in Cumberland County adds areas which may be some-
what comparable to the more remote parts of the Pinelands
such as Woodland and Maurice River Townships. As for the
potential spillover effects of the Pinelands regulations,
the analysis of the housing market in Chapter IV indicates
that development approvals granted by the Pinelands Commis-
sion in the past two years outnumber building permits issued
throughout the 52 municipalities by over two to one. There-
fore, it is highly unlikely that constructiog has so far been
sufficiently éurtailed in the Pinelands to result in a signifi-
cant displacement of new housing.l The major factor, however,
which determined the use of locations adjacent to the Pinelands
Area as the basis for compariscn of trends was the simple lack
of any other 'comparable ragions in the state. At the very
least, the areas selected are subject to the same general
econcomic influences which are found throughout southern
New Jersey and have similar topography and soils; therefore,

they are not expected to differ greatly in their response to

lHowever, the possibility that speculative activity, which

is tied to perceptions of future growth, may have begun to
shift beyond the borders of the Pinelands cannot be discounted.
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changlng lanc markets absent the Pinelands Plan.
b. Data Sources

The primary scurce of data on land transactions
was the New Jersey Division of Taxation (Department of Treasury).
Computer printouts listing "usable" sales (i.e. usable for the
purposes of equalizaticn of assessments) were obtained for each
of the 15 townships for fiscal years 1976 thrcugh 1982. These
printcouts list the recording date of each sale, the name of the
geller, the block and lot numbers of the marcel(s) scld, the
selling price, and the assessed value. Ihformation on all sales
listed as "Class 1" {vacant land) were compiled into a.preliminary

data base.

In addition to the usable sales, some of the transactions
classified as ”"nonusable” by the Division of Taxation actually
represent market transactions, as discussad Qre?iously. In
some cases, these sales constitute a significant proportion of
the total transacticons in a given municipality. In corder to
include these sales in the sample, it was necessary to search
through the Divisicn of Taxation files containing the SR~12 forms
filed by local assessors. (Assessors are required to submit a
form for every deed transaction in theilr municipalities, regard-
less of whether it is usable or nonusable. The information on
the forms is then verified by the Division ¢f Taxation.] Vacant
land transactions which fell into the following nonusabkle cate-
goriesl from 1976 to 1982 were then added to the preliminary data

base:

lSee Appendix B for a complete listing of the categories of
nonusable deed transactions.
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Category Number Description

6 Sales of promerty conveying only a
portion of the assessed unit, usually
referred to as appeortionments or split-

offs.

10 Sales by guardians, trustees, executors,

and administrators.

16 Sales of property assessed in more than

one taxing district.

24 Sales of property, the valug of which
has been materially influenced by zcning
changes where the latter are not reflected

in current assessments.

27 Sales occurring within the sampling period
but prior to a change 1in assessment practice
resulting from the ccmpleticon of a recognized

revaluation or reassessment program.

Sales of farmland qualifying for farmland assessment (Class
3b, Nonusable Category 26) were also included, provided that no

improvements were included in the sales price.

The next step in the data collection process was to determine
the acreage of each parcel sold. Data on acreage for alil lots by
municipality are contained in the Real Estate Atlas, leased by
Real Estate Data, Inc. (Miami, Florida). The block and lot({s)
included in each sale were gleaned from the Atlas {(using past

editions where necessary) and the acreage involved in each
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transaction was computed. The informaticon collected thus

far was then recorded on real estate transaction data sheets
developed by the Pinelands Commission.l Transactions involving
lots of less than one acre were eliminated from the sample to

sxpedite further data collection.

The thixrd step was to determine the location of each sale
in relation to the Pinelands Management Areas. To accomplish
this task, the lines delineating the management areas on in-
house mapsz were transferred to the municipal tax maps, and
listings were compiled of the blocks and lots contained within
each management area and outside the Pinelands Area. Using
these listings, the location of each sale was determined and
the appropriate district was noted on the real estate trans-—

action data sheets.

With the block, lot, recording date, grantor name, aséessed
value, sales price, acreacge, and Pinelands lManagenment Area Zor
each sale listed on the real estate transaction data sheets, the
sheets waere malled to the local tax assessors. The assesscrs then
checked the data to ensure its accuracy, and filled in the infor-

mation concerning road access, the availability of public water

and sewer and zoning.3 They also provided comments concerning

“A copy of the real estate transaction data sheet is presented
as Appendix C.

2U.S. Geological Survey 7.5 minute Quadrangles.

3The informaticn on road access and public utilities for Barnegat

Township (Ocean County) and Downe and Lawrence Townships (Cumber-
land County) was obtained from in-house maps.
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any important factors affecting the sales price, such as the
proposed use of the property, whether the buyer owned an adjacent
lot, whether Pinelands Commission approval to build had been
obtained prior to the sale, and whether the sale was a bona fide
market transaction. Some of the assessors also provided data

on acreage in cases where the Pinelands Commission staff was
unable to pinpoint the area involved in a given transaction,
either because some lots were missing from the usable sales
listings or because the lot numbers listed did not correspcond

to those found in the Real Estate Atlas or municipal tax maps.

When the data sheets were returned by the assessors, =z
final screening of the transactions was conducted. Sales which
the assessors indicated did not reflect true market conditions
were eliminated. Alsoc, in some cases sales were rejected because
a final determinaticn of the acreage inveolved could not be made.
Finally, sales in which the price per acre was less than $100
or more than $30,000 were removed frpm the sample, since they
are not typical of the lana market in the Pinelands region and
may have involved errors in recording. The final sample includes
2,226 transactions, beginning on January 1, 1976 and ending June 30,

1982, the last day of fiscal 1982,
3. Descriptive Statistics

This section presents some general gquantitative infor-
mation describing the sample ¢f land transactions. These
statistics show the temporal and geographic distribution of

the sales and give numerical averages and ranges for the data
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on prices and acreages.l Due to the hich lewvel of variation

in the sample and the large nurmber of variables involved, it

is difficult to draw meaningful conclusicons about the effect

of Pinelands regulations on land markets from these average
statistics. Rather, :thelr purpose is to generally characterize
the sample, which is then subjected to detailed statistical

analysis described 1in Section 4 below.
a. Freguency Distributions
%

The distribution of transactions by municipality
and by calendar year is presented in Takle III-4. The to»
number in each cell shows the actual number of transacticns
by vear and by municipality, while the bottom figure givas

the column percent, or the percentage of all transactions in

Jr
|l

a given year which took place in each municinalitr. Ove

I

a

r

iy

[0

the number of transactions peaked in 1378 at 303, and stea
declined in each succeeding vear, presumablvy due to the general
economic recession. The largest number of transactions tock
place in Hdamilton Townshin (568}, followed bv Jackson Township
(402), Gailoway Township (321}, Dennis Townsaip (173), lMonroe
Township (162}, Manchester Township (139), and Medford Township
(108). Together, these seven municipalities dominate the
sample, accounting for over 80 percent cf all the sales. The
least aumber of sales are found in Downe, Lawrence and Barnegat
Townships, which together make up only four percent of the

sample.

lAppendix D presents more detailed data on the number of
transactions, the volume of sales, and the acres s0ld by
year for individual municipalities and Pinelands manage-—
ment areas. The management area data are broken down by
class (vacant land vs. farmland).
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Table III-4

Land Transactions - Freguency Distributions

Municipality by Year

Numb
er of Sales YEAR

Column Percent 1 Row
1576 1877 1978 1979 1880 1981 19§82 Total
MUNICIPALITY

Galloway 35 58 65 78 50 25 10 321
5,6 14.0 12.9 20.0 19.1 11.9 6.0 14.2

Hamilton 113 108 164 62 40 47 34 568
31.1 26,2 32.5 15.9 15.3 22.4 20.5 24.8

Hammontonh 5 8 10 6 5 7 6 47
1.4 1.9 2.0 1.5 1.9 3.3 3.6 2.0

Medford 10 26 22 23 12 8 8 195
2.8 6.3 4.4 5.9 4.6 3.8 4.8 4.7

Pamberton 15 i 7 4 4 2 8 54
4.1 3.4 1.4 1.0 1.5 1.0 4,8 .2

Woodland 19 27 8 9 1 4 4 72
5.2 6.5 1.6 2.3 0.4 1.9 2.4 3.1

Winslow 12 7 16 11 10 13 g 77
3.3 1.7 3.2 2.8 3.8 6.2 4.8 3.3

Dennis 15 22 43 38 34 17 4 173
4,1 5.3 8.5 9.7 13.0 8.1 2.4 7.7

Maurice River i0 14 12 17 18 11 16 38
2.8 3.4 2.4 4.4 6.9 5.2 9.6 4.0

Downe 3 0 4 8 4 6 0 23
8.8 g.0 0.8 1.5 1.5 2.9 G.0 1.0

Lawrence 1 0 11 5 7 4 0 283
0.3 8.9 Z 1.3 2.7 1.9 6.9 1.3

Monroe 30 29 29 20 14 20 20 162
8.3 7.0 5.7 5.1 5.3 8.8 12.0 6.8

Barnevat 2 4 9 1¢ 6 3 2 36
0.6 1.0 1.8 2.6 2.3 1.4 1.2 1.6

Jackson 75 73 77 72 44 29 3z 402
20.7 17.7 15,2 18.5 16,8 13.8 18.3 17.4

Manchester 18 23 28 29 13 14 14 139
5.0 5.6 5.5 7.4 5.0 6.7 8.4 5.9

Column 363 413 505 390 262 210 lée 2,309
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1¢0.8

‘Since transaction data were available only for the first half of 1982,
the number of sales in this column are doubled to maintain comparability
across years. This has no effect on the celumn percentages.

NOTE: Column percents may not add due to rounding.



The distribution of sales by management area is shown in
Table III-5 One~third of all the sales occurred outside the
Pinelands Area. Another 21 percent ¢f the sales took place in
the Rural Development Areas, 15 Tercsent in the Forest Areas,
12 percent in the Regional Growth Areas, il percant in Pilne-
lands Tcowns and villages, five percent in the Agricultural
Production Areas, and only two percent in ths Preservation
Area. The share of total transactions occurring within the
Pinelands Area dropped during the moratorium period in 1979
and 1880, and then reose in 1981 and again in 1982. The Forest
Area in particular exhibited a significant drop in both absolute
and relative numbers of szales Jduring the moratorium, but in 1982
its share of sales was higher than in any preceding year. The
Agricultural Production Area showed gains in the relative pro-
portion of total sales after 1978, as did the Pinelands Towns
after 1980. The Regional Growth Area's share of total sales
fluctuated from 1978 to 1982, showing nc consistent trend.
Only in the Preservation and Rural Develcpment Areas were the
proportions of sales in the post-Pinelands years consistently
lower than in the 1976-1%78 period. The absolute number of
sales dropped in all areas after 1978 due to general economic

conditions.’
b. Summary Statistics

Table III-6 shows summary statistics for price
per sale, acres per sale, and price per acre for the entire
sample of transactions, including both the pre- and post~Plan
periods. Two different averages, the median and the mean, are

shown. The median is that numerical value which represents



Table III-5

Land Transactions - Frequency Distributions

Management Area by Year

-4C.

Number of Sales YEAR
Column Percent Row
1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 Total
MANAGEMENT AREA
Preservaticon 21 9 7 g8 2 3 2 52
5.8 2.2 1.4 2.1 0.8 1.4 1.2 2.3
Forest 60 59 101 36 36 30 34 356
16.5 14.3 20.0 9.2 13.7 14.3 2.5 15,2
Agricultural 22 21 21 18 12 12 10 116
Production 6.1 5.1 4,2 4.6 4.6 5.7 6.0 5.0
Rural 84 103 114 70 46 36 30 483
Development 23.1 24.9 22.6 17.9 17.6 17.1 18.1 21.0
Regional 52 55 57 50 25 28 14 281
Growth 14.3 13.3 11.3 12.8 9.5 13.3 8.4 12.3
Pinelands 26 57 57 45 21 22 i 246
Towns 7.2 13.8 11.3 11.5 g.0 10.5 10.8 10.6
Outside 88 109 148 163 120 79 58 775
Pinelands Area 27.0 26.4 29.3 41.8 45.8 37.6 34.9 33.5
Column 363 413 505 390 262 210 i66 2,309
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 160.0

lSince transaction data were available only for the first half of 1982,
the number of sales in this column are doubkled to maintain comparability

across years.

This has no effect on the column percentages.

NOTE: Column percents may not add due to rounding.



Lani Transacticn Data - Summary Statistics For AlL Yesars
Standard
District Median Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
PRICE PER TRANSACTION
Preservation 11,0460 37,788 58,036 1,000 325,001
Forest 7,499 19,467 52,069 1,000 829,50 i
Agricultural Producticon 11,3508 30,973 64,588 800 600,00,
Rural Development 7,800 16,670 30,923 300 252,003
Regional Growth 17,993 89,428 430,247 800 6,600,6L
FPinelancs Towns @,201 13,151 21,0820 1,206 179,20
Qutside Pinelands Ars=a 13,863 37,333 115,042 9040 1,610,600
Tota 11,300 34,078 169,253 sco 6,600,6C"
ACRES PER TRANSACTION
Preservation 9.6 36.2 g3.1 1.4 500..
Torest 7.0 16.7 36.2 1.0 414.8
Agricultural Production 8.9 14.4 18.2 1.0 120.
Rural Develogment 5.0 7.6 14.9 1.0 211.
Regional Growith 3.0 13.2 70.0 1.0 g81g.3
Pinelands Towns 1.8 4.3 6.3 1.0 32.°
Qutside Pinelands Area 3.2 1.5 28.3 1.0 352,
Total 5.0 12.2 36.9 1.0 818.3
PRICE PER ACR

Preservation 1,234 2,582 4,843 123 28,13"
Forest 1,120 1,718 2,003 100 17,83
Agricultural Procduction 2,000 2,433 1,891 121 9,615
Rural Development 2,000 3,131 3,817 190 29,318
Regional Growth 5,926 6,860 5,078 290 27,27
Pinelands Towns 5,323 3,690 4,083 213 21,81,
Qutside Pinelands Area 4,348 5,856 5,149 111 29,167
Total 2,941 4,318 4,636 1090 29,81

Tagkle III-6
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the middle case in the éntire range of values observed for

a given variable, meaning that there are an egual number of
values in the sample which are both higher and lower than the
median. The mean, on the other hand, is calculated by summing
the values across all cases and cGividing by the number of cases.
While the mean is more commonly used as an average, 1t can be
distorted by the presence of a few very high or very low values.
The median therefore is often a better indicator of the middle

range cof values in the sample.

In addition to the two averages, three measures of the
variation or dispersion of ﬁhe values around the average are
shown in Table III-6. The standard deviation measures the
"average" degree of variation from the mean which the values
in the sample exhibit. In other words, if one were to choose
values from the sample at randem, con the average they would
tend to differ from the mean by a magnitude egual to the
standard deviation. The minimum and maximum values show the

outer limits of the values observed in the sample,

For the land transactions as a group, the median sales
price per transaction is $11,000, while the mean stands much
higher at $234,078, due to the presence of a number of very
large sales. The standard deviation is $169,253, nearly five
times as large as the mean, indicating an extremely high level
of variation. Prices peor sale range from a low of $500 to a
high of $6,607,60%. The highest median prices are found in

the Regional Growth Areas ($17,93%3} and outside the Pinelands
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Area (813,998}, while the lowest are found in the Fcrest Area
{$7,499) and the Rural Development Area ($7,800). Mean selling
prices per transaction are at a maximum in the Regional Growth
Area (589,428}, although the standard deviation and the range
are very large, indicating an extreme degree cof variation. The

lowest mean price 1s in tnhe Pinelands Towns ($15,151).

The price per transaction is, cf course, a function of botn
the price per acre and the number of acres scld. The acreages
involved in the transactions analyzed range from 1 to 818.5,
with a mean of 12.2 acres and a standard deviation of 36.9 acres.
On the average, the largest parcels sold are kocated in the
Preéervation Area, where the median acreage is 2.6 and the mean
is 36.2. Relatively large tracts are also found in the Forest
and Agricultural Production Areas, while the median size is only
1.8 acres in the Pinelands Towns, 3.0 acres in the Regional
Growth Areas, and 3.2 acres outside the Pinelands Area. Over-
all, half the transactions included in the sample are between

1 acre (the minimum used) and 5 acres (the median).

The median price per acre for the entire sample_stands at
$2,941 and the mean is $4,518, with a range of between §100
and $29,818. The highest median prices per acre are in the
Regicnal Growth Area (35,9268), followed by the Pinelands Towns
(§5,333), and the areas outside the Pinelands ($4¢,348). UNot
surprisingly, the lowest median prices are in the Forest Area
(81,120}, and the Preservation Area ($1,234). It is interesting
to note, however, that the mean price in the Preservation Area

exceeds the mean in both the Forest and Agricultural Areas, and
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the standard deviation is very high ($4,843). The prices
observed in the Preservation Area range from $125 per acre
to $28,133 per acre.

Average prices per acre in the various management areas,
broken down by time period, are presented in Table III—?.l
As noted in the introduction to this section, these figures
should not be used as conclusive indicators of Pinelands-
related impacts, since varying numbers of parcels of differing
size and physical characteristics are included in each category,
and no attempt is made here to "contrel" for this variation.
Nevertheless, the data do give an indication of the general

trends in land prices over the time period analyzed.

Qutside the Pinelands Area, the average price per acre in
the pre-moratorium period (1976-1978) was $2,653. Prices rose
by over 60 percent during the moratorium period (1979-83) to
54,273 and then dropped ratherx precipitously in 1981 and 1982
tc $2,584, less than in the pre-moratorium period. Thus, if
any "spillover" effects ¢f the CMP associated with land specula-
tion have so far occurred, they are not evident from the data
collected in this study. Rather, the trend in the post-CMP
period has been fcor average land prices to significantly deflate,

even absent any Pinelands regulations on land use.

lThe mean prices in this table are calculated by first summing

the delilar value of sales and the total acres sold in each
management araa, and then dividing the total szles volume by
the total acreage. In Table II1I-6, the means were ccmputad
by first calculating sales price per acre for each trans-
action, then summing all the prices per acre and dividing

by the number c¢f transactions. Thus, this table shows a
"per acre” average while Table III-6 shows a "per trans-
action" average.
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Table III-7

Average Prices Per Acre by

Management Area and by Time Period

Pre-Moratorium
(1976-1978)

Preservation $1,592
Area {37}
Forest $1,087
{(220)

Agricultural §1,792
Production {64)
Rural 81,713
Development (301)
Regional ' $2,715
Growth {164}
Pinelands $3,219
Towns (146G)
Qutside $2,653
Pinelands Area (355)

Moratorium
(1979-1980)

$1,821
(10)

$1,384
(72)

$2,662
(103}

$2,966
(116)

$7,127
(75)

$3,541
(66)

$4,273
(283)

Post-CiP
(1381-1982)

§ 425
(4)
51,381
(47)
$2,124
(17
$3,302
(51)
$5,202
(35)
$4,414
{(31)
$2,584
{108}

NOTE: Numbers in parentheses indicate the total number of sales

in each category.
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All the Pinelands management areas demonstrate the same
general trend of increasing land prices between the pre-
moratorium and moratorium periods. Interestingly enough,
however, except for the Preservation Area, prices in the
post-CMP period are in all cases higher than pre~moratcrium
prices, despite the fact that this deoes not hold true for
the areas outside the Pinelands. Furthermore, although the
Preservation, Forest, Agricultural PFroduction, and Regional
Growth Areas show declines in prices when comparing the post-
CMP to the moratorium periods, only the Preservation Area
{(based on data from only 4 sales in 1981 and 1982) exhibits
a higher percentage decrease than the areas outside the Pine-
lands. Therefore, these gross averages show no evidence of a
market impact of the Pinelands Plan on land prices, except
in the Preservation Area,l A more detailed analysis of the
data aimed at separating out the "Pinelands" variables from

other important factors affecting price is presented below.

4. Statistical Analysis of Land Values

a. General Method

In this section, the effects of location in the
various management areas are analyzed over time while con-
trolling fer other variables which affect price, such as
road access and the availability of public sewer. The
analytical technique used is multiple linear regression.

Regression analysis is a method for demonstrating the

lLand purchases made by the New Jersey Department of

Environmental Protection in the Preservation Area are
not included in the sample, since they do not represent
private market transacitions.
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relationships between a "dependent" variable and one or nmore

"independent" variables, and for testing the significance of
these relationships. In this study, the dependent variables
include acreage, lccation, year of sale, land use, road access,
sewer, and zoning, among others, If the independent varliables
can "explain" a significant amount of the variation in prices
per acre found in the sample, then the effects c¢f location in

each time period can be measured quantitatively.

The basic assumption of regression analysis is that a
linear relationship exists bhetween the dependent variable
and each of the indépendent variableé. The general form of
the regression equation is as follows:

Yl = a + b, X

171

+ b2 X2 + b3 X, + . . .+ bk X K

3
Where: Y is the estimated value of the dependent variable;

a is a constant added to each ¢ase;

b, are regression coefficients, or the

3

(bl, b2’ ...bk)

constants by which the wvalues of the independent variables

(X

l) are multiplied; and

X' (le X

i ..Xk} are the values of the independent variables.

2

The Zirst regression coefficient, b gives the "expected"

l!’
change in Y which occurs with a c¢hange of the unit in Xy when

the other independent variables (X2 x3...Xk) are held constant.

Likewise, b2 is the expected change in Y with a unit change in

X2, controlling for effects cof X. and the other independent

i

variables, and so on. The effects of the regression coefficients
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are additive, that is, if both Xl and X2 are changed by one

unit, the expected change in Y would be b, + b2. The constant

1
term a represents the value of Y if all the independent

variables egqual zerc, and is termed the "y intercept."

The regression model used in this analysis is a "stepwise"
regression model, in which independent variables are entered
one at a time and only if they meet certain statistical criteria.
In the model employed, each variable entered must be statistically
significant at the five percent levell, meaning that there is
only a five percent probability that the variable does not
"explain" some of the variation observed in the dependent
variable, in this case price per acre. The final egquation

includes all the variables which are statistically significant.

A statistic called the R2 tests how well the data in the
sample actually fit the regression equation. The R2 is a
number from 0 to 1 which represents the percent of the variation
in the dependent variable which is explained by the independent
variables, taken together. An R2 of zero would mean the
independent variables account for none of the variation, while

2

an R of one would indicate that all of the variation can be

explained by the factors included in the eguation.

Regression analysis can be used as both a descriptive and
a predictive tool. Strictly speaking, since the data usad in

this study d2 not constitute a random sampling of land trans-

lThe tast of statistical significance is a function of the

level of correlation between the dependent variable and the
independent variable and the number of cases in the sample.
The higher the correlation and the larger +he sample, the
greater is the significance of the independent variable.
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actions in the Pinelands, the regression eguations shoulad

not be used Lo "predict" land values in other parts of the
Pinelands. Rather, the analysis presented here is intended

to describe quanxzitatively the observed differences in the
effects of the inderendent variables over three time periods,
The use of variables describing location relative to the Pine-
lands Management Areas will make it possible to discern if

the regulation cf land use under the moratorium and the CLP
has altered land prices significantly. General conclusions

apout Pinelands—~related impacts to date can then be drawn.
h. Variables Included

A.listing of the variables used in the recgression
analyses is presented in Table III-8. The dependent variable
is sales price per acre (PPA). The indepmendent variables
describe factors which exert a potentially significant
influence on land prices. Perhaps the most .important of these
is acreage. In general, the larger the parcel sold, the lower
the price per acre. For thisgs analysis, acreage 1s expressead
in terms of common logarithms (LG ACRES). The common logarithm

is the exponent applied to a base of 10 which eguals, in this

case, the actual number of acres. For example 1f LG ACRES = 1,
then ACRES (the actual acreage) = 10 (lOl) and 1L LG ACRES = 2,
ACRES = 100 (102). Since the range of acreage in the sample is

1 to 818.5, LG ACRES has a range of 0 to 2.91. The reascn for
using logarithms instead of actual numbers is that the relation-
ship between acreage and price is not expected to be linear.

Rather, increasing acreage would presumably reduce the price



VARIABLE NAME

PPA

LG ACRES
P

F

AP

RD

RG

PT

Y77
Y78
Y80
Y82
CLASS
NUlo
ACCESS
SEWER
ZONE
MULT
SUBDIV
ADg
PCAPP
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TABLE III-B8

Regression Variables

DESCRIPTION

Sales Price per Acre

Common Logarithm (Base 10) of Acres

Located in Preservation Area

Located in rorest District

Located in Agricultural Production District

Located in Rural Development District

Located in Regional Growth District

Located in Pinelands Town or Village

Scld in 1977

Scld in 1978

Sold in 1980

Sold in 1982

Active Farmland

Sold by Guardian, Trustee, or Executor

Accegs to a Paved Road

Public Sewer

Zoned Commercial or Industrial

More Than One Lot Included in Sale

Subdivision Approval Obtained Prior to Sale

Buyer Owns Adjacent Lot{s)

Pinelands Commission Approval to Build
Obtained Prior to Sale
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per acre more sharply in the lower acreage ranges than in

the hich rangesl; e.g., the difference in price per acre
betwesn a one acre lot and a 10 acre lct is probably greater
than the difference in price bhetween a 200 acre 1ot and a 210
acre lot. Using logaritims expresses this tvpe of non~linear
ralationship in the linear terms required by the recression

model,

A1l the independent variables used other tnan LG ACRES
are "dummy" variables, meaning that they have a value of
either zero or one. These variables are used to examine
the effects of the presence (1) or absence (0) of a given
characteristic of each site or transaction. The six location
variables (P, F, AP, RD, RG, PT) indicate in which Pinelands
Management Area each transaction occurred. If, for example,
a sale took place in the Forest Area, its value for F would
be one and its value for the other five location variables
would be zero. The seventh location category, outsidé the
Pinelands Area, is called the "reference" categoryv, because
it constitutes the base against which the coefficients for
the other variables can be compared. The location variables
are the focal point of the analysis, since changes in their
ragression coefficients over time could indicate Pinelands-

related impacts.

The remaining dummy variables are intended to control for
variations in land prices due to factors other than location.

The vear-of-sale variables are included to account for the

This assumption was borne out empirically when both LG ACRES
and ACRES were tested in the regression equations.
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effects of price inflation or deflaticn within each of the
three time periods analyzed. In the pre-moratorium regression
model, 1976 is the reference year, and 1977 and 1978 (Y77 and
Y78} are used as dummy variables; for the moratorium period,
1979 is the base year and 1980 (Y80) is a variable, and in

the post-CMP model, 1981 is the reference and 1982 (¥82) is

a variable.

The CLASS variable is included to indicate whether or not
the parcel sold was under farmland assessment {Class 3b) at
the time of the sale. In some areas, active farmland may be
more valuable than vacant land, either because cof its value
as a farm or because it is often less expensive to develop
and has soils suitable for building. The variable NU10, which
refers to the Division of Taxation's nonusable transaction
code, contrels for any overall difference in prices between
those sales involving a guardian, trustee, or executor and .

all other transactions.

If a property sold had access to a paved road at the time
of sale, it was given a value c¢f one for the ACCESS dummy
variable, Similarly, if it had public sewer service available,
it was assigned a value of one for SBWERl' Both of these
variables are expected to have significant effects on land

prices. Another factor which can have a major influence on

values is local zoning, particularly if a property is zoned

lA WATER variable, indicating access to a public water supply,

was included in the initial mcdels but had to be discarded
because it was highly correlated with SEWER. When two or
more independent variables are intercorrelated (a situation
known as multicollinearity), statistical problems of inter-
pretation result.
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for intensive use. The variable ZONE is used to measure the
effects of commercial or industrial zoning, while SUBDIV 1is
used te show the effects of prior residential subdivision

approval on per acre land prices.

The final tares independant variables used in the analysis
are MULT, ADJ and PCAPP. When more than one lot is included
in a sale {other than in a residential subdivision), the MULT
variable is used. This variable is included because the price
per acre may be higher if, for example, three ten-acre lots
are sold rather than one thirty-acre lot. The variable ADJ
is used to indicate price effects when the purchaser owns an
adjacent lot or lots. This situétion may give rise to inflated
prices, if the buyer needs the adjacent property for ecconomic
reasons (e.g., expanding a farm) or to meet zoning reguirements.
Since the Pinelands regulations require relatively large build-
ing lots, particularly in the Forest Area, the ADJ variable
may be indicative of Pinelands-related increases in land
values. Similarly, PCAPP is included to test whether lots for
which approval to build was secured from the Pinelands Commis-
sion prior to sale tend to bring higher prices than those

which do net have such approval.

Qf course, it is not expected that the independent variables
alone can explain all the observed variaticons in land prices.
Certain physical and locatiocnal charactéristics of each site
{e.g., its suitability for on-site sewage disposal, aesthetic
attributes, proximity to developed areas, distance to places

of employment, etc.) affect its value on the open market. This
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type of site-specific information, however, cannot be obtained
from available secondary scurces. The degree to which the
variables included do determine land prices in the gample

municipalities is discussed in the following analysis.
c¢. Regional Regression Models

Regression models are presented for the pre-moratorium
(1976-78), moratorium (1979-80), and post-CMP adoption (1981-
82) periods in Table III-9, for the 153 sample municipalities
comoined. The number of transactions included in the pre-
moratorium study is 1,281, while 652 moratorium sales and
233 post-CMP sales are analyzed. As discussed previously,
all variables entered are statistically significant at the five
percent level. A coefficient with a positive sign indicates
tilat the variable adds value toc the price per acre, holding
all other variables constant, while a minus sicn means that
prices are negarively correlated with the variable. TThe
magnitude of the positive or negative effect is measured by
the size of the coefficient. To determine the potential
impact of the moratorium and the CMP on land values, the
coefficients associated with the location variables will be

compared across time periods.

In the pre~moratorium model, the constant term (a) is
4,638. This represents the average PPA (price per acre) if
the value of all the independent variables is zero.l The

first independent variable is LG ACRES, whose coefficient of

lIf LC ACRES equals zero, then acres eguals one.
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Table III-§
Land Value Regression Coefficients

2ll Transactions

Variable Pre-moratorium Moratorium Post-CMP
LG ACRES -3,296 -3,965 - 4,263
P NS NS NS
F -1,641 -3,567 - 1,416
AP -1,600 -2,792 . NS
RD -1,738 -2,220 - 1,673
RG +1,320 +1,988 NS
PT NS -1,929 NS
Y77 + 782 NA NA
Y78 + 812 NA NA
¥80 NA NS N&
v82 NA NA NS
CLASS +1,527 NS NS
NU10 +1,773 NS NS
ACCESS +1,034 +1,436 + 2,077
SEWER +3,110 I = 7,926
ZONE +2,140 _ +2,860 + 2,927
MULT +1,463 NS + 2,115
SUBDIV Na +2,986 + 3,153
ADJ NS NS +12,%43
PCAPF NA NS NS
{constant) {4,638) {8,184) {6,975)
R4 .371 : .349 L8411

Number of Cases 1,281 632 293

NS : Not statistically significant at the 5 percent level
NA : Not applicable
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-3,296 means that $3,296 is subtracted from the PPA for
every unit increase in LG ACRES, all other variables being
the same. 1In other words, the PPA of a ten acre lot is, on
the average, $3,256 less than the price of a2 onea acre lot,
and the PPA of a 100 acre lot is $3,296 less than that of a
10 acre lot, assuming that the lots have similar characteristics.
Other significant non-Pinelands variables include the presence
of road access (ACCESS), which adds $1,034 to the price per
acre, and zoning for commercial or industrial use (ZONE) which
adds another $2,140. Sewered lots (SEWER) are worth an average
of $3,110 more per acre than lots with no access to public
sewer. When more than cne lot is included in a sale (MULT),
the PPA is increased by $1,463, and land which is being actively
farmed (CLASS) is worth an additional $1,527 per acre. Inexplic-
ably, sales involving a trustee or executor (NULQ) exhibit higher
prices than other transacticons. The Y78 an§ Y77 variables show
the effects of time on land prices, all other factors being
equal. In 1977, prices were $782 higher than in 1876, while

in 1978 they were §$812 higher than in 1%76.

The Pinelands Regional Growth Area variable (RG} also has
a positive cocefficient, indicating that properties located in
these areas were worth an average of §1,320 per acre more than
properties with similar characteristics lccated outsida the
Pinelands Area (the reference category). Since this effect
is okserved prior to the implementation of any Pinelands
regulations,. it reflects only the locaticn of the sales in

relation to the existing patterns of land speculation and
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development. In other wcrds, the areas which were designated
for Regional Greowth under the Comprehensive Management Plan
were those whizh were already subject to development, and

this development pressure 1s reflected in higher land prices.

Other than RG, thrze of the Pinelands location variables
are statistically significant in the pre-moratorium pericd,
and all have negative coefficients of about the same magnitude.
Prices per acre in the Rural Development Area are an average
of $1,736 less than outside the Pinelands Area, $1,641 less
in the Forest Area, and $1,600 less in the Agricultural
Production Area, holding all other variables constant. The
lower values indicate that these areas were generally subject
to less development pressure than other parts of the region

before the Pinelands regulations were implemented.

The Preservation Area (P} and the Pinelands Towns (PT)
variables are not statistically significant location variables
in the pre-moratorium period. Referring back to the information
contained in Table III-6 can shed some light on why land values
in this area do not differ conclusively from values outside the
Pinelands Area. In the case of the Pinelands Towns, the mean
PPA is simply very close in value to the mean PPA outside the
Pinelands Area. In the Preservation Area, the extremely high
variation in prices (as exhibited by an overall standard devia-
tion which is nearly twice the mean), combined with a relatively
small number of sales, make it difficult to distinguish statis-
tically between prices there and prices outside the Pinelands

Area.



-67~

The total R2 of the pre-moratorium regressiocn model is
.371, meaning that only 37 percent ¢0f the variation in land
prices in the sample is explained by the equation. (learly,
other site-specific factors not accounted for by the independent
variables used are more important determinants of value in the
Pinelands. Since the explanatory power of this equation is
relatively low, and since the model is not based on a random
sample, it should not be used to estimate the value of individual
parcels of land. The coefficients do, however, demonstrate mean-
ingful relationships among the variables included, and can be

used as a basis for analyzing trends.

The effects of the moratorium on land values in the Pine-
lands Area can be discerned by comparing the regression co-
efficients associated with the Pinelands variables in the
moratorium and pre-moratorium models. In the moratorium medel,
the RG variable is again positive, and its ceoefficient is +1,988,
compared to *+1,320 in the pre-moraterium period. Thus, it appears
that land values increased in the Regional Growth Areas relative
to values outside the Pinelands Area, despite the temporary
regqulations on land development. In the Forest, Agricultural
Production, and Rural Development Areas, prices dropped in
proporticn t¢ prices outside the Pinelands Area. The moratorium
coefficient for F is -3,567, more than double the pre-moratorium
value, The AP coefficient of -2,792 is 75 percent higher than
the pre-moratorium coefficient, ancd th2 Rural Development co-
efficient of -2,220 is 35 percent laryer than in tha 1976-1978

pericd. In addition, the Pinelands Towns show a negative corre~
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laticon with PPA, whereas in the preceding period prices
were not significantly different from prices ocutside the
Pinelands Area. The Preservation Area 1is again a statisti-

cally insignificant var:zable.

it therefore appears that the moratorium had a majcr
dampening effect on land prices in many parts of the Pine-
lands Area. Compared to the pre-moratorium pericd, prices
per acre relative to the areas outside the Pinelands Area
were, on the average, $1,926 per acre less in the Forest
Area, $1,192 less in the Agricultural Production Area, $484
less in the Rural Development Area, and $1,999 less in the

1 L.
At the same +time, wvalues were

Pinelands Towns and villages.
enhanced by $668 in the Reglonal Growth Areas. No clear trend
in PPA in the Preservation Area is evident, although only ten
transactions occurred there during the moratorium. Other
ignificant variables in the moratorium model include LG ACRES,
ZONE, ACCESS, and SUBDIV. The total R2 is .349. Thus, this

model is no better a predictive teool than the pre-moratorium

model.

while the moratorium sales show a measurable impact on
land values in the Pinelands Area, the post-CﬁP regression
model suggests that this temporary effect has been reversed
since the adoption of the Pinelands Plan. Only two location
variables are statistically significant (RD and F) and both

have coefficients which are less negative in this model than

lSince it was not known during the moratorium where the manage-
ment area beoundary lines would be drawn or what regulations
would be adopted, these changes in the individual location
coefficients do not reflect differing levels of restriction
on development. Rather, the moratorium regulations were
uniform across management areas.



-50-
in the pre-moratorium model. In the Rural Development Ares,
the PPA in 1981 and 1982 was $1,673 less than the PPA outside
the Pinelands Area, whereas during the moratorium, prices were
$2,220 less, and prior to any regional land use regulation,
prices were $1,736 lower. Similarly, Forest Area prices are
only $1,416 less than prices outside the Pinelands Area in
the post-CMP period, while they were $3,567 less during the
moratorium and $1,641 less before the moratorium. Land values
in the other management areas exhibit no statistically signifi-
cant differences from values outside the Pinelands Area. Since
the RG and AP variables were included in the pre-moratorium
equation, their absence in the post-CMP model indicates that
relative values have perhaps decreased in the Regional Growth

Areas and increased in the Agricultural Production Areas.

The most important variables affecting price in the post~

CMP period are non-locatipn variables. The coefficient for

LG ACRES‘is -4,263, while ACCESS, ZONE, and MULT each add
Ibetween $2,000 and $3,000 to PPA. The existence of public
sewer or an approved residential subdivision plan increases
prices by about $8,000 per acre. The post-CMP model is the
only one of the three in which the variable ADJ, meaning that
the buyer owns one or more adjacent lots is introduced as a
significant variable. Its coefficient of +12,943 is larger
than any other ccefficient, meaning this characteristic adds
more value to the price per acre than any other single factor.
This phenomencon may be at least partially a Pinelands-related
impact. Under the Plan, persons applying to the Pinelands

Commission for permission to build may be required to purchase
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adjacent property in order to meet the minimum lot size
standards in certain management areas. Since the buyer in
such cases represents a "captive market," price inflation

may resulit.

The total R° for the post~CMP model is .411, slightly
nigher than in the preceding periods, but nevertheless making
this eguation a relatively poor predictor of land prices. In
the next section, post-CMP models are presented for each Pine-
lands muncipality, in order to measure localized impacts of the
Plan and to observe geographical differences in the ability of

the independent variables to explain variations in land prices.

4. Post-CMP Township Models

Post-CMP regression models for each cof the thirteen
Pinelandé municipalities included in the study are shown in
Table IITI~-10. It is apparent from observing the R2 statistics
that there are huge differences among the townships in the
ability of the independent variables to account for variation
in land prices. At cne extreme is Medford Township, where
acreage and the presence of road access alone explain fully
97 percent of the variance. At the cther extreme, none of
the variables can explain price differences within Woodland,
Winslow, Maurice River, and Barnegat Townships. In these
townships, factors other than those measured by the list of
independent variables shown in Table III~-8 are the primary
determinants of value in the sales analyzed. The lack of
statistically significant variables in these townships is

alse attributable to the relatively small number of sales.
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Galloway

Hamilton

Hammonton

Medford

Pemberton

Woodland
Winslow

Dennis

Maurice River

Monroe

Barnegat

Jackson

Manchester

Note: All variables are significant
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TAELE

ITI-10

Land Value Regression Models by Township

Post - CMP Adoption

MumbBer of "Sales

30

64

i0

12

17-

19

19
30

45

21

12,222
+22,653
- 7,173

5,452
+ 7,456
- 4,021
+ 1,267

16,206
-10,752

12,067
- 7,803
+ 4,999

7,310
- 4,180

No Significant Variables

No Significant Variables

7,570
-3,116

No Significant Variables

6,144
+12,056
- 3,124
- 1,710

No Significant Variables

6,788
5,260
5,590
3,911
2,864

+1 + 1

,153
3.175
8,429
- 3,527

+ +

Equation

(CONSTANT)
SEWER
LG [ACRES)

(CONSTANT)
RG

LG (ACRES)
ACCESS

{(CONSTANT).
LG {ACRES)

{(CONSTANT).
LG (ACRES)
ACCESS

{(CONSTANT)
LG (ACRES)

(CONSTANT}
LG (ACRES)

{CONSTANT).
CLASS

LG ACRES
RD

{CONSTANT)
LG (ACRES)
CLASS

RD

ACCESS

{CONSTANT)
PT

ZONE

LG (ACRES).

at the five percent level

.66

.70

.97

.81

.37

.70

.81
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The varizble LG ACRES occurs in all of the nine egquations
shown. In Hammonten, Pemberton and Dennis, LG ACRES is the
only significant variable, and it wields censiderable explana-

2 - .70) and Pemberton (R® = .91).

tory power in Hammonzon (R
Acreage is also the single most important independent variable
in Medford and Jackson Townships. In all cases there is a
negative relaticnship between acreage and price per acre, as
expected. ACCESS shows a pesitive effect on land prices in
three townships (Eamilton, Medford ané Jackson) and CLASS is

a significant variable in Jackson and especially Monroe Town-~
ship. 1In Galloway Township, the most important variable is
SEWER, which adds over $22,000 per acre to land prices. The
only other significant non-location variable in an individual

township is ZONE, which increasas land prices in Manchester

Township.

Pinelands-related location variables are significant in
only four townships, and the effect is positive in two cases
and negative in the other two. In Hamilton Township, location
in the Regional Growth Area adds nearly $7,500 to the price per
acre. In the pre-moratorium period, the RG variable is also
significant, although the magnitude of the coefficient is much
smaller (+1,639). Similarly, in Manchester Township, location
in the Pinelands Village (Whiting), adds $3,17%5 to PPA, compared
to only $1,304 in the pre-moratorium period. Thus, land values
in developable parts of these townships appear to have been
enhanced by the implementation of the Comprehensive Management
Plan. The regression equations for these two townships explain

most of the variance in the samples; the R2 is .66 for Hamilton:
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and .81 for Manchester.

Negative relationships between PPA and loczation in the
Rural Development Areas are demonstrated in Monroe and Jack-
son Townships. In Monroe Township, the post-CHP ccoefficient
of -1,710 is 35 percent greater than the pre-moratorium value
of -1,264. The post~-CMP Rural Development coefficient in
Jackson Township is =-3,911, while neither RD nor any other
Pinelands-related variable is statistically significant in the
prior time periods. The data therefore indicate that land
prices in the Rural Development Areas may have been adversely

affected by the Pinelands Plan in these two townships.

Thus, at the local level, the Plan appears to have both
postive and negative effects on land values. Interestingly,
however, the Preservation, Forest, and Agricultural Production
Areas are not significant determinants of prices in individual
townships in the post-CHMP period. Of course, since these
models are based on the limited number of sales which toock
place during the first year and a half of implementation, the
results can hardly be considered conclusive. It will be
necessary to monitor land sales over a pericd of several years
in these and perhaps other towns to determine the full range

of effects of the Plan, both at the local and regicnal levels.



Trends in the Housing Market

A, Intreduction

Closely tied to land prices is the market for new
koueing in the Pinelands. The develcopment value of land
depends in large part upon the currsnt demand for new housing
and the ability of the land to serve as a source of building
sites to meet that demand. Similarly, speculative value
is a function of the expected demand and supply at some
time in the future, and in general, the shorter the time
horizon, the greater the speculative value. To the extent
that the Pinelands regulations inhibit the current and
future supply of building sites in the Pinelands, land
prices in restricted areas will be driven down. Thus, while
the analysis in the preceding chapter shows no major impact
on land values since the CMP was adopted, it is important
to examine the housing market in the Pinelands as an
indicator of potential future changes in the land market.

In addition, housing prices may themselves be affected by
limitations on supply, which could serve to increase the
value of existing dwelling units.

According to the 1980 census, there were 182,623
dwelling units in the 52 Pinelands municipalities. Since
January of 1981, when the Comprehensive Management Plan went
into effect, the Pinelands Commission has issued approvals
and waivers of strict compliance for the construction of

over 14,000 additional units in the Pinelands Area. Clearly,
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therefore, the Plan has not halted construction in the
Pinelands. 1In fact, the aim of the Plan i1s not to curtail
development throughout the region, but rather to reinforce
the trends which existed at the time of its adoption.

Thus, areas which were already undergoing urbanization
during the 1970's were generally designated as Regional
Growth or perhaps Rural Development Districts, while areas
more remote from development pressures were designated for
protection from future urban encroachment. The following
analysis focuses on the extent to which the overall level

of building activity and average housing prices throughout
the region have been affected by the CMP. Since the most
disaggregate housing data available are at the level of the
municipality, the area comprising the 52 Pinelands municipalities
is used as the region for analysis. While localized effects
on housing supply are expected to occur, it is beyond the
scope ¢f the current study to identify specific sites whera
development has been curtailed by Pinelands regulations.
Rather, the emphasis here is to determine whether or not the

regional demand for housing is being met under the Plan.

B. Residential Building Permits, 1972-1982

Information on the number of residential building permits
issued in each municipality are published on a monthly and
annual basis by the New Jersey Department of Labor. The data
presented in this section were obtained from annual reports

for 1972 through 1981, and from monthly reports for 1982.
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Because the data in the mcnthly reports are somerimes ircomplete,
the 1982 figures must be considered preliminary and subjesct

¢ revision z% a lazter date. The number of dwellling uni<s
authcrized by building permits is & good indicator of con-
struction activity in the near future. Therefore, it is a
useful predictor of the effects of the CMP on the market

for new housing in the Pinelands.

The issuance of building permits for new homes in
Pinelands communities is highly concentrated in a small number
of municipalities. The ten municipalities with the largest
number of building permits issued in 1982 account for 78
percent of all permits issued in the region (see Table IV-1). Thess
municipalities, however, are more geographically dispersed
thrcughout the region than are the towns which dominate
the vacant land market (refer to Table III-1). Five of the
most active towns (in terms of total residential units
authorized) are located in Ocean County, although Evesham
Townsﬁip in Burlington County ranked first with 18.2 percent
o% the regional total ({326 permits), and Galloway (Atlantic
County), Winslow (Camcden County), Medford (Burlington County),
and Franklin {(Gloucester County) are alsoc in the top ten.
Thus, building activity is concentrated on hoth the eastern
and western edges of the Pinelands.

Preliminary 1982 data show that a total of 2,883
residential building permits were issued in the 32 towns in

1982, fewer than in any of the ten preceding years (see
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Table IV-1

Top Ten Pinelands Municipalities

Municipalities

Evesham

Berkeley
Manchester
Galloway

Winslow

Lacey

Little Egg Harbor
Medforg

Jackson

Franklin

Number of
Permits Issued

526
495
316
197
187
143
136

94

81

76
2,451

1l

Total Residential Building Permits Issued, 1982

Percent of Permits
in All Pinelands
Municipalities

18.2
11.0

17.2

-
o)
=

monthly reports issued by the New Jersey

Department of Labor, Division of Planning and Research
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Table IV—Z).l The largest number of permits were authorized
in 1972 (10,456). Construction activity then dropped bv
more than 30 percent during the 1974-75 recession, peaked
again ipn 1578, and dropped dramatically by 19892, with no
recovery yet evident by 1982. This pattern characterizes
not only the Pinelands towns, but also the seven-county
region and the state as a whole. In order to determine
whether the recent drop in permits in Pinelands towns
merely reflects general economic conditions or is perhaps
indicative of Pinelands-related impacts, it is necessary
to examine trends in the Pinelands municipalities in
relation to those at the regional and state levels.

Figure IV~1 shows total residential and single family
dwelling units authorized in the 52 Pinelands municipalities
as shares of the regional and state totals from 1972 to 19%82.
The shares of single family permits are in all cases higher
than the shares of total residential permits, since
relatively little multi-family housing is built in the
Pinelands towns.2 In 1981, the most recent year for which
data on single family permits is available, the 52 towns
accounted for l6.l1 percent of all residential permits
issued statewide, and 19.7 percent of single family permits.
The regional shares stood at 39.1 percent of all permits

and 45.9 percent of single family permits.

lSee Appendix Table E~4 and E-5 for listings of total and single
family residential building permitsg by municipality, 1872-1982.
21n 1981, 72 percent of all residential permits in the Pinelands
communities were for single family dwellings, compared to 61
percent for the seven-county region and 539 percent statewide.
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Table IV~-2

Total Residential Building Permits Issued

Pinelands Pinelands State of
Year Municipalities Counties New Jersey
1982 2,8831 7,028t 19, 064"
1981 3,424 8,768 21,293
1380 3,367 9,404 22,257
1979 6,977 15,328 34,908
13578 8,456 17,540 39,058
1977 6,809 13,794 34,887
1976 6,158 12,738 32,528
1975 4,938 10,840 23,215
1974 4,894 10,804 25,878
1973 9,610 24,005 52,145
1972 10,456 31,032 65,539

lBased on preliminary data

SOURCE: N.J. Department of Labor, Division of Planning
and Research
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Overall, the state share of total permits increased from
16 percent in 1972 to 21.6 percent in 1978, then fell rather
sharply to 15.1 percent in 1980. Since the adoption of the
CMP, the share increased slightly in 1981 and then dropped
back to 15.1 percent in 1982. The regional share also
increased over the 1972-13%78 period, from 33.7 percent *to
48.2 percent, then plummeted to 35.8 percent in 1980, and
has since risen to 41.0 percent in 1982. The shares of single
family permits roughly parallel these trends, although not
as consistently, particularly at the regional level. After
1978, however, the pattern was one of decline until 19890,
and then growth in the regiocnal share and a leveling ?ff in
the state share (1982 data for only single family permits
are as yet unavailable).

The marked downward shift in the shares in 1979 and 1980
ig evidence that the temporary "moratorium” on building in
the Pinelands Area could have had a significant effect on
residential construction in the Pinelands region. Since the
adoption of the CMP, however, the indications are mixed. As
a share of the seven-county regicn, building activity in
the Pinelands municipalities appears to be rebounding from
its earlier slump, although the share in 19882 is still
significantly lower than during the mid-1970's. The state
share also remains at a level below that which prevailed in
the years preceding the moratorium. While it is possible

that factors other than the Pinelands regulations have



-82-

contributed to this trend, the contrcls on development
instituted during the moratorium and after adoption of
the Comprehensive Management Plan can not be ruled out as
a potential cause.

Whether the level of building activity in the 52
Pinelands municipalities relative toc other parts of the
state will increase or decline in the future is uncertain.
In 1981 and 1982, over two-thirds of the housing units
authorized by the Pinelands Commission were for walvers
of strict compliance due to economic hardship. Many
economic hardship waivers have been granted under the
provisions of the CMP which allow a prospective Jdeveloper
to qualify if (1) he has made expenditures under the
requirements of the Plan (Section 4-505.A.2.) or (2) he
holds a valid final subdivision approval under the Municipal
Land Use Law which was in effect on February 7, 1979
(Section 4-505.A.3.). Waivers will be approved under the
first provision until January 1984 (since preliminary
municipal approvals are valid for three years), and under
the latter provision waivers were granted only until January
1983. Thus, as approvals under these provisicns come to
an and, it is possible that the recent growth in the
Pinelands municipalities regional shares of building permits

will eventually level off or decline.
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On the other hand, the approvals granted by the Pinelands
Commission in 198l and 1982 outnumber all the building permits
issued throughout the 52 municipalities by a ratio of more
than two to one. Thus, many houses can be built in the
future in the Pinelands Area based on approvals already
granted. Also, in addition to the growth permitted in
Regional Growth and Rural Development Areas, some towns have
designated lands in Rural Develcopment Areas as Municipal
Reserve Areas in their master plans and zoning ordinances.
These areas may be developed at Regional Growth Area
densities when adjacent buildable land in the Regional Growth
Areas has been substantially developed, all essential public
services are available, and the amount of vacant developable
land in the Regicnal Growth Areas is insufficient to meet
projected growth in the next five years (Section 5-503). Thus,
provisions have been made under the Plan to accomodate
projected new construction, at least in the short run. Future
building activity in Pinelands communities should be
monitoried in order to determine the extent to which these

provisions are sufficient to meet the long-term demand.

C. Residential Sales, 1972-1982

While building permits are an indicator of new
residential construction, historical data on the volume of
rasidential sales can be used to examine the overall health
of the housing market. It is not expscted that the Pinelands

Plarn will have a major impaét on the total level of
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housing sales in Pinelands communities, except insofar as
the availability of neﬁ units is restricted. Table IV-3
shows trhe dollar volume of residentizl sales irn the 52
Pinelands municipalities, the seven-county region, arnd the
state from 1972 to 1982. The data were ckiained £rom the
New Jersey Division of Taxation and include all "useable”
sales in each fiscal year.l Sales in the 52 towns and
throughout the state peaked in 1979 and have since declined
due to the general economic recession. In the seven-county
region the value of sales in 1981 exceeded that in any
preceding year, although in 1982 sales dropped off significantly.
These data can be translated into Pinelands municipalities
shares, as depicted in Figure IV-2. The 52 towns have
steadlly increased their share of statewide housing sales,
from 3.7 percent in 1972 t$ 6.0 percent in 1982. This trend
shows no sign of leveling off or reversing since the adoption
of the Pinelands Plan. The share of the seven-county region
fluctuated somewhat, both before and after the Pinelands
regulations. However, the share increased from 16.9
percent in 1972 to 20.2 percent in 1973, and to 24.0 percent
in 1982. Thus, the overall trend has been for the Pinelands
towns to claim increasing proportions of heousing sales

in the region, both in the pre- and post-Pinelands periods.

lSee Appendix Tables E-6 and E-7 for listings of the number

and volume of residential sales by municipalities and by
year.
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Table IV-3

Total Volume of Residential Sales

Fiscal Pinelands Pinelands New
Year Municipalities Counties Jersey

(million dollars)

1982 205.9 857.8 34535
1981 241.2 1131.7 4295
1980 249.7 1087.90 4365
1979 270.2 1114.9 4651
1978 204.4 1009.6 4140
1977 le2.1 761.8 3335
1976 135.7 392.9 2632
1975 94.5 452.14 2241
1574 105.4 534.3 2431
1973 107.5 565.0 2602
1872 73.0 432.9 1950

SOURCE: N.J. Division of Taxation
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One potential impact of the Plan on the existing
housing market is that prices could be inflated due to
limitations on supplv. 1In 1982, the average selling oprice
for a residential vroperty in the Pinelands communities
was $53,122, compared to $58,405 throughout the seven-
county region and $74,461 statewide. This price
differential between the Pinelands and other parts of
the state has existed throughout the l0-year period, however.
In Figure IV-3, the ratio of the Pinelands average selling
price and the regiconal and state prices are plotted over
time. As a percent of the average price statewide, the
Pinelands communities havé remained fairly stable at about
70 percent since 1974. The percent of the regional price
has fluctuated more, bhut stood at 91 percent in 1982, the
same as in 1977 and 1978. Therefore, the CMP has thus far
had no apparent impact on housing prices in the Pinelands

municipalities.
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Employment and Resource Industry Trends

A. The Economic Base of the Pinelands Region
1. Employment in the Seven-County Region

The seven-county region which encompasses the
Pinelands Area supports a wide assortment of economic
activities.l In terms of employment, the region's largest
industries are services (including amusements) and retail
trade, which together account for 45 percent of the total
work force {see Table V-1l}. Much service and retail
employment is concentrated in and around Atlantic City,
as a result of the rapid growth of the casino industry in
recent years. Retailing and services also dominate the
economic bases of Cape May and Ocean Counties, due to the
substantial numbers of seasonal visitors and retirement
homes. Several commercial centers serving a relatively
large regional population are found in Camden and
Burlington Counties.

Manufacturing is less important in the seven-
county region than in the state as a whole; however, the
region does support a variety of manufacturing industries.
Cumberland County has the highest proportioen of manufacturing
jobs {42 percent of total employment), and half of these

jobs are in the glass industry. Manufacturing is also

lWhile a variety of economic activities are found in the

Pinelands Counties, the region as a whole is not a major
center of employment. A substantial number of residents,
especially in the western counties (Burlington, Camden,
and Gloucester), commute to jobs in Philadelphia and
elsewhere. In 1980, the region had only 26 jobs for
every 100 residents, compared to a statewide average of
34 jobs per 100 residents.
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Table V-I

Covered Employmentl

Industry
Groumn

Mining & Agriculture
Contract Construction
Manufacturing
wholesale Trade
Retalil Trade
" Transportation
Communications &
Utilities
Services & Amusements
Finance, Insurance,
& Real Estate
Government

Total

Pirelands Counties

Employees

10,363
23,615
106,076
28,871
127,442
13,948

12,872
143,264

29,177

105,240

600,868

Percent of

Totali

T
B st Lo
L] L]

W b
LI ) -
o O Lo b C0 =3 WO =)

[
-1

100.0

by Major Industiry Groups - L1981

New Jersevy

Employees

41,643
116,817
779,533
212,604
489,678
110,648

81,892
594,416

162,410

494,981

3,084,662

lCovered employment” means all jobs covered under the New
Jersey Unemployment Compensation Law.

Source: New Jersey Department of Labor,

Trends - 1931

Covered Employment

100.0
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relatively important in Gleoucester, Camden, and Burlington
Counties, all of which have diversified industrial bases.
Throughout the region, the largest manufacturing sectors
{in terms cf employment) are electrical goods, glass
croducts, food products, printing and publishing, apparel,
chemical products, fabricated metals, and machinery.

The Pinelands counties have a higher proportion
of total employment in government than does the State as a
whole, despite the fact that state government offices are

concentrated outside the Pinelands, in Trenton. The major

difference lies in the proportion of local government employees,

which account for 13.7 percent of the work force in the
Pinelands Counties (82,000 employees), compared to only 10.7
percent statewide. The federal government employs 2.4
percent of the region's work force, slightly more than
the statewide proportion. Major federal installations
include Fort Dix, McGuire Air Force Base, Lakehurst Naval
Air Station, and the Federal Aviation Administration Technical
Center, all of which are located in the Pinelands Area.

| Contract construction, mining and agriculture
are relatively more important in the region than elsewhere
in the state; however, mining and agriculture together
account for only 1.7 percent of regional covered employment
(10,363 workers), while construction industries employ only
3.9 percent of the labor force (23,615 workers). Since self-

employved persons and certain agricuitural workers are excluded

from
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Thus, employment opportunities in the region are
found primarily outside the Pinelands Area; and within the
smaller region comprising the 52 municipalities, most Jobs
are ccncentrated in a few towns. A 1580 report to the
Pinelands Commission icdentified only sixteen facilitles
employing 100 or more workers ih the Pinelands National

Reserve, and only twe minor regional shopping centers {in

"

Evesham and Hammonton). The report states that, ... economic

_activitv of the sort linked to present or potential
development is limited in the extreme within the Pinelands
Area. Furthermore, it would appear that a substantial
part of the residential development in the Pinelands 1is
linked to economic activity taking place outside the
boundaries of the Pinelands J:egiorl.":L

In many parts of the Pinelands Area, economic
activity is limited to resource-related industries (e.g.
agriculture, sand and gravel mining, forestry) and small
commercial establishments serving fhe local populaticr.
The federal government is also a major employer, as noted

previously, and construction may be an important source

0of jobs in developing areas.

B. Trends in Employment
1. Potential Impacts of the CMP
In the following sections, an attempt will be
made to determine whether and to what extent the moratorium

and the CMP have affected the overall lewvel o¢of economic

lAlan Mallach Asscociates, "Growth Shapers," February 1980,

D.

i

3.
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unemplovment compensation coverage, the total number of
persons employed in constructicon and resource-razlated
industries is underestimated by the coveresd employment
data. UMNeverthelesgs, in the seven-Tounty region as a whole,
these industries are much less important in providing jobs
than are retail activities, services and manufacturing.
2. Employment in Pinelands Municipalities and the

Pinelands Area

Annual employment data at the municipal level are
limited to total counts of private sector covered employment,
and no data exist at the sub-municipal level. Therefore,
industry breakdcowns are not available for the 52 Pinelands
municipalities, and it is impossible to determine exactly
how many jobs are located within the boundaries of the
Pinelands Area. Certaln general statements about the
econcnic ktase of the Pinelands can, however, be made., TFirst
of all, of the seven-county region's 495,700 private ssctor
covered jobs in 1981, only 87,100 (17.6%) are located in the

. - C 1
Pinelands municipalities. Furthermore, almost one-guarter

of all private sector jobs in the Pinelands municipalitie;
are found in one citv, Vineland, and these jobs are located
in the developed portion of the city, which is outside

the Pinelands Area. The ten towns with the largest number

of workers account for 66 percent of total employment

in the Pinelands towns (see Table V-2).

1 . . . .
In contrast, 22.5% of the region's population resides in
Pinelands communities.
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Table V-2

1981 Private Sector Covered Employment - Top Ten
Pinelands Municipalities

Percent of
Employment in

Covered all Pinelands

Rank Municipality Employment Municipalities
1l Vineland 21,125 24.2
2 Hammonton 6,234 7.2

3 Egg Harbor

Twp. 5,528 6.3
4 Evesham 4,789 5.5
5 Medford 3,986 4.6
6 Jacksoen 3,919 4.5
7 Galloway 3,734 4.3
8 Hamilton 3,066 3.5
9 winslow 2,918 3.4
10 Berlin Borough 2,508 2.9

57,807

(o))
(o)}
=9

Source: N.J. Department of Labor
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activity in the Pinelands, using historical data on covered
employment. Trends exhibited by the Pinelands counties

are compared to statewide trends, and employment growth

in the 52 Pinelands municipalities are analyzed in relation
to county and state growth patterns. As noted in the
"Economic Analysis of the Pinelands Comprehensive Management
Plan,"l the effects of the CMP on the regional economy

are expected to differ by industry. While the expansion

of manufacturing and commercial activities is limited in

the more restrictive management areas, the bulk of this type
of éevelogment has always occurred in the regional growth
areas and especially outside the Pinelands, where it can
continue relatively unfettered. Similarly, the overall
level of construction activity in the region is not expected
to be severely affected, since development is not prohibited

by the CMP, but rather is redirected from Preservation,

Forest, and Agricultural Production Areas to Rural Development

and Regional Growth Districts. Since labor is generally
mobile, at least within the confines of a region the size
of the Pinelands Area, local shifts in employment growth
are not of major concern. Furthermore, since the CMP tends
to reinforce the development patterns already established
in previous years, the magnitude of these shifts will

probably be small.

lReport to the Pinelands Commission, November 20, 1980.



Fecderal government emgployment, which accounts
for a significant proportion ©f jobs within the Pinelands
Area, will ke unaffected by the CMP. No impacts on local
governmart employment are expected, either, excent in
‘cases where municipalities suffer fiscal stress as a resul:t
of losses of ratables. On the positive side, tourism
and recreation in the Pinelands may ke enhanced by the
implementation of the Plan, and industries which depend
on the supply of_clean water, such as shellfishing and
¢cranberry growing, should be protected. The effects of
the Plan on agriculture and resource extraction is
discussed in Section C below.

Any changes in the level of output of & given
industry will have asscciated indirect, or "multiplier,”
effects on income and employment. For example, 1f
construction activity is dampened, not only will the
income of contractors be reduced (the direct effect),
but the contractors will purchase f[ewer materials (e.g.
plumbing equipment) from wholesalers, which in turn means
that the wholesalers will buy fewer manufactured inputs
(e.g. piping}), and the manufactuirers will buy fewer raw
materials {e.g. copper), and so on. By the same tokgn, if
farming expands, farmers will purchase more equipment, and
the farm machinery industry will purchase more fabricated

metals, etc. Thus, multipler effects magnify initial changes
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in demand, output and employment,l and the impacts can be
both positive and negative. The relative importance of

the multiplier effects depends upon the tvpe of industry
affected and the extent to which inputs are provided by
firms located within the region. Such effects can be
predicted using complex econometric or input-output models.
In analyzing aggregate employment trends, any shifts

which are attributed to the CMP (or any other "exogenous”
factor) will embody both direct and multiplier effects,

although it will be impossible to separate the two.

2. Data Problems
Unfortunately, the covered employment data, which

are the only data available for municipalities on an annual
basis, are not ideally suited to use for impact analysis.
First, as already noted, onlv workers who are covered undez
the New Jersey Unemployment Compensation Law are incluéed
in the counts, which excludes self-employed persons and
certain agricultural workers, among o+thers. In addition,
as the publication itself states, "municipality level

2

statistics mayv be unreliable for trend analysis,"” due to

incomplete or erronecus information reported by employers.

lEmployment is, of course, directly correlated with industry

income; and losses Or gains in wages and salaries will set
into motion & related set of "household” multiplier effects
felt primarily in the retail and service sectors.

2New Jersey Department of Labor, Covered Employment Trends =~

1981, p. 101.




-G8

Government employees are not included in the data for
municipalities, and inconsistencies in the historicsal
information 2re introduced by changes in the definition
of "covered employment” over time. For example, in 13878
certain domestic and agricultural workers were added, and
in 1981 employees of elementary and secondary schools
operating under a church charter were dropped from
unemployment insurance coverage. & final problem is that,
as of this writing, the data for municipalities are
available only through September of 1981, less than one
year after the CMP was adopted. Therefore, it is
extrem=aly difficult at this time to determine what, if
any, effect the Plan has had on emplovment growth in the
Pinelands. Bearing these shortcomings and difficulties
in mind, a discussion of trends in the region and a
preliminary assessment of the Plan's implacts to date are
presented below. Clearly, however, additional research

will be needed before any firm conclusions can be drawn.

3. Trends in the Seven-County Region
Total private sector covered employment in the
seven-county region increased from 378,000 in 1972 to 456,000 -
in 1981, a 31 percent increase. Growth in employment,
however, has not occurred at a steady rate, nor is it

distributed evenly throughout the region. Most c¢f the



-89

counties exXperienced a decline or leveling off in the number
cf jobs during the 1874-75 recession, with subsequent
increases in employment (see Figure V-1). Camden County,
which has the largest number of jobs, demonstrates this
pattern most sharply, losing nearly 10,000 jobs in 1974-75,
and then gaining almost 20,000 by September of 1981.
Burlington County added over 13,000 jobs from 1875 to 1981,
after successive declines in 1974 and 1975.

| The most dramatic increase in employment
occurred in Atlantic County, due to the economic boom
associated with the development of the casino industry in
Atlantic City. Between 1977 and 1981, the number of jobs
in Atlantic County rose by sixty percent, causing it to
surpass Burlington County as the second largest source of
employment among the Plnelands counties. Ocean, Gloucester,
and Cape May Counties have exhibited moderate employment
growth since the mid-1970's. Only econcmically depressed
Cumberland Couhty experienced a net loss of 5obs from 1978
to 1981.

Compared to the State as a whole, the Pinelands
counties have fared guite well. The region's share of state=
wide employment rose from 16.8 percent in 1372 to 19.1 percent
in 1981 (see Figure V-2). TFrom 1978 to 1981, the period
during which the moratorium and the CMP were operating, the
region's share increased a full percentage point, faster than

in any preceding three-year period. Therefore, it appears
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PINELANDS COUNTIES SHARES OF STATE COVERED EMPLOYMENT

20+

19

18-

PERCENT

17+

16—

15 { | ) ] i i I ) i
1972 713 %4 1S 76 7T 18 19 1380 81

SEPTEMBER OF

SOURCE: N.J. Department of Labor



that, taking the seven-county region as a whole, the Pinelands
Protaction Act has had no adverse effects on the general
level of economic activity. Covered emplovment in Pinelands

ster rate than in other

]

counties continues to expand at a £

parts of New Jersey.

4, Trends in the Pinelands Municipalities

The number of covered employees in the Pinelands
municipalities increased by more than 50 percent from 1972
to 1981, from 56,400 to 87,100 (see Table V--3).l Seven
thousand new jobs were addeﬁ between 1978 and 1981. There-
fore, the implementation of the moratorium and the CMP
did not precipitate a net loss of employment in the 32
municipalities. Nor have these towns lost ground in relaticn
to the state {see Figure V-3). The Pinelands share of
statewide emplovment increased from 3.2 percent in 1878 to
3.4 percent in 1980, and then remained stakle in 1981.2 The
overall rate oI increase from 1972 to 1881 was slightly less
than in precéding years, although growth occurred guite
sooradically prior to 1979. Most of the overall expansion
oZ employment can be attributed to large increases in 1973,
1976, and 1978. During the 1974-1975 recession, total

employment declined in the Pinelands municipalities, and

lRefer to Appendix Table E-8 for a listing of covered
employment by municipality, 1972-1981.

2The Pinelands share of state employment is only half the
share of state population (6.7% in 1980), reflecting the
fact that this region is used more as a place to live than
as a place to work.
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the share of statewide employment remained unchanged at
2.8 percent, indicating an inability on the part of the
region to sustain job growth during an economic slowdown.
This phenomenon may account for the similar leveling off
of the share in 1981.

The Pinelands share of employment in the seven-
county regien has feollowed a similar although much more
pronounced pattern (see Figure V~3). Significant increases
in the share were achieved in 1973, 1976, and 1978, while
relative growth leveled off in 1974-75 and 1979-80 and
declined in 1977 and 1981. Because growth in the total
share has been so sporadic, it is difficult to establish
a clear baseline trend against which to compare the post-
Pinelands trend. Nevertheless, it is evident that f£rom
1978 <o 1981, employmént expanded more rapidly in that part
of the seven-county region which is located outside the
Pinelands. This finding is not surprising, in light of the
large number of jobs provided in Atlantic City during this
periocd. If, in fact, Atlantic County is removed from the
calculations, the Pinelands share of regiconal employment
actually increased from 15.3 percent in 1378 to 15.8 percent
in 198l. The decline in the share is therefore more a
function of the large influx of jobs to Atlantic City than

a slowing of growth in the Pinelands towns.
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In sum, 1t appears that, within the limited time
frame presented, the Pinelands Plan has had no major impact
on aggregate emplcymant in the Pinelands region. This
finding does not preclude the possibility <f significant
effects or individual indusztries. In the next section, the
viability of agriculture and sand and gravel mining, two
important resource-related indusgtries in the Pinelands, 1is

examined in greater detail.

C. Agriculture and Resource Extracition Industries

Since the basic intent of the Comprehensive Management
Plan is to protect the natural rescurces of thé Pinelands,
resource~related industries should ccntinue to thrive 1in the
region. Such industries include tourism, recreation,
agriculture, forestry, gathering, shell fishing, and sand
and gravel extraction. The CMP does, however, impose
certain minimum requirements for the operation and reclamation
of resocurce extraction opsrations, and limits the expansicn
of sand ané gravel mining in the Preservation Area. Also,
while agriculture is permited in all management areas and is
specifically protected from competing land uses in the
hgricultural Production Districts, representatives of the
farming community in the Pinelands have expressed concern that
the implementation of the CMP has adversely affected the
economic viability of farming. This section documents recent
trends in mining and farming in the Pinelands, and discusses
the possible impacts of the CMP on the economic health of

these industries.
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Table V=3

Total Private Sector Covered Employment

Pinelands Pinelands New

Year Municipalities Counties Jersey
September of: - thousand employees -

1581 87.1 495.7 2,590
1980 85.1 472.3 2,531
1979 84.4 468.2 2,529
1978 80.2 448.4 2,469
1977 68.9 414.7 2,335
1976 69.6 405.5 2,270
1975 62.5 385.2 2,217
1974 64.7 401.4 2,325
1873 64.1 : 400.4 2,323
1972 56.4 378.1 2,244

Socurce: New Jersey Department of Labor
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1. sSand zand Gravel Mining in the Pinelands

The resource extraction industry employed a total
of 824 covered employees in the seven Pinelands Counties in
1981, most of which were in Cumberland and QOcean Counties.
Production statistics for sand and gravel in the Pinelands
are lacking, since operators are not regquired to report such
information teo either the state or federal government. The
U.S. Bureau of Mines, however, does collect data on the sale
and use of sand and gravel. According to a representative
of the Bureau of Mines, sales are a good ézoxy for production,
since the high cost of transporting these materials usually
means that consumption takes place at or near the point of
production.l Table V-4 shows the total amount of sand and
gravel sold or used in the seven Pinelands counties in 1980.
Cumberland Cdunty's output.accounts for over haif the tonnage
produced in the region, and almost 80 percent of the value.
Ninety-three percent of the state's industrial sand, which
has a very high value per ton compared tc construction sand,
is produced in Cumberland County.2 Camden and Ocean Ccunties
are important sources of construction sand and gravel. Overall,
the seven-county region precducas 63 percent of New Jersey's
sand and gravel tonnage, and 73 percent of its total value

of output.

lConversation with William Xebblish, U.S. Bureau of Mines,
April 5, 1983.

2Kebblish, William and Robert J. Tuchman, "The Mineral Industry

of New Jersey." Minerals Yearbook, U.S. Department of Interior,
19890.
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Table V-4

Tetal Sand and Gravel Sold orx Used, 1980, by Ccunty

Quantity Value
(thousana short tons) (thousancd dollar
Atlantic 156 6256
Burlington i0 25
Camden 1,218 3,121
Cape May 611 1,776
Cumberland 2,718 26,235
Gloucester 25 112
Ocean 674 1,472
Region Total 5,407 33,367
{(percent of state tctal) {62.5%) {73.3%)

SCURCE: U.S. Devartment of the Interior, Bureau of Mines,
Minerals Yearbock
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A recent inventory conducted by the National Park
Servicel has identified 91 sand and gravel mining operations
in the Pinelands Naticnal Reserve, covering more than 17,000
acres (see Table V~5). The Forest and Rural Development
Areas contain the largest number of operations {27 and 26,
respectively), and these sites encompass over 10,000 acres.
Seventeen mining sites covering nearly 5,000 acres are located
in the Preservation Area, where no new resource extraction
operations are permitted under the CMP. Opérations which
existed in the Preservation Area on August 8, 1980 may be
continued, provided that they are authorized by a valid
registration certificate issued by the New Jersey Department
of Labor prior to February 8, 1979, and that the area of
exXtraction is limited to the existing boundaries by the
registration certificate.

According to the preliminary data collected by
the Naticnal Park Service, thirteen operations in the Preservaticn
Area are actively mined and are registered with the Department
of Labor. Approximately 800 acres havehalready been mined
out of a total of 4,500 acres which are autherized by wvalid
registration certificates, leaving 3,800 acres which can still
be utilized in years to come. While over sixty percent
{2,400 acres) of the area available for exvansion is concentrated
in two operations, all but one of the 13 operators in the

Preservation Area can at least double the ar=a which they have

To be published as "Technical Report #€: An Inventory of Sand
and Gravel Operations in the Pinelands National Reserve.”

1
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Table V-ZE

Sand and Gravel Mines in the Pinelands National Reserve

Management Humber of Total
Area Cperaticns Acreage

Preservation 17 4,864
Ferest 27 5,905
Agricultural Preoduction 2 153
Rural Development 26 4,330
Regional Growth 19 2,153
Total 31 17,4C5

SOURCE: U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service
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already mined. 1In the Protection Area, new mines may be
cpened and existing mines expanded, provided that they are
operated and reclaimed in accordance with the regulations
contained in the CMP. Thus, the acreage restrictions in
the Preservation Area impose no short-term constraints on
the future expansion of the industry as a whole nor on the
vast majority of individual operators.

All proposed {i.e. new or expanding) resocurce
eXtraction operations in the Pinelands Area are subject to
certain operating and reclamation standards. The operating
regquirements (found in géction 6-606 of the CHMP) were
developed in cooperatiOn with representatives of the mining
industry. One mine representative has noted that the buffer
requirements (excavation activities are prohibited within
200 feet of any property line, and within 500 feet of any
existing residential or commércial structure} may cause some
problems for small operations which do not have iarge areas
in which to expand.l In general, however, no major econonic
problems associated with the CMP's operating standards have
been identified.

In addition, the CMP has reclamation reguirements
for rescurce extraction operations which are designed to
ensure that areas put into mining use after the Plan's adoption

are restored to their original condition to the maximum extent

lConversation with Gordon Strout, Clayton Sand Co., April 4, 1983.
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possible. The regulations, contained in Section 6-607,
require that mined areas be restored within two vears of
compiretion of mining. Restored areas must be graded to
conform to the natural contours of the parcel, and

topsoil and surface drainage must be restored to approximate
pre—-existing conditions. Vegetation must be re-established
through the planting of a minimum of 1,000 pitch pine
seediings per acre, stabilization of exposed areas, and
cluster planting of characteristic Pinelands oak species

and shrubs.

Reclamation of mining sites, while an environmentally
gsound practice, necessitates some expenditures on the part of
the mine cperator. Costs of reclamation can be roughly
divided into two categories: the cust of grading, and the
costs of stabilizing the soil and planting seedlings. The
cost of stabilization and planting are relatively uniform
across sites. The New Jersey Department of Environmental
Protection estimates that the spreading of seed to stabilize
the soil costs about $100/acre, while 1,000 pitch pine
seedlings can be purchased through the state's reforestation
program for $70 and planted for another $40. Adding in the
costs of fertilizer, lime, and planting seedlings of other
native species could bring the total expenditures for

stabilization and planting to as much as $300 per acre.1

lConversation with George Pierson, Bureau of Forest Management,
March 30, 1983.
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Grading costs are much more difficult to estimate,
since the cost per acre varies dramatically from one site
to another. The Clayton Sand Company has undertaken several
reclamation projects in the Pinelands in recent vears. Based
on this experience, the company has discovered that grading
costs are primarily a function of the methods of mining which
are employed.l Using front end loaders tends to leave a
very uneven topography, which mayv cost $1500-$1800 per acre
to grade. In one extreme case, Clayton spent $3500/acre to
grade a small parcel which had been mined by another operator
and left in an almost unrecoverable condition. Using a more.
advanced machine called a scraper results in much less
disturbance to the land surface. Gradings costs fcllowing
extracticon using a scraper range from $500 to $700 per acre,
or about one-third as much.

Another company which has extensive experience in
reclamation of sand and gravel mining sites is ASARCO,
Incorporated. A 1979 report on a reclamation project in
Manchester Townshipz'lists the various reclamation costs per

acre as follows:

Reclamation Procedure Cost/here
Topsoil Stripping $235
Topsoil Spreading 232
Fertilizing 41
Grass Planting 54
Raking out Topsoil 11

Tractor Maintenance

5
$698

lConversatiOn with Gordon Strout, Clayton Sand Company, April 4,

2Mullikin, Lloyd G., "Land Reclamation Report - ASARCO

Incorporated, Manchester Unit," Progress Report Wo. 3,
December, 13789.

1983.
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This figure does not include the planting of pitch pine
seedlings or other characteristic Finelands species, which
would 2ring the total to slightly over $3800/acre. An
earlier progress report notes that a "substantial reduction”
in reclamation costs can be achieved through a2 "carefully
thought out tailing placement program in which tailing is
put back in such a manner that a minimal amount of land
preparation is required before the land can be retopsciled

1 . .
" Thus, advance planning can minimize the

and planted.
overall cost of reclamation. Since the CMP regulations

apply only to pits which are created after the adeoption of
the CMP, mine cperators should be able to plan for
reclamation in a manner which aveoids unnecessarv or
exorbitant expenditures.

No data are available which describe the long-term
revenues and costs for a typical sand and gravel coperation in
the Pinelands, so it is not known how the costs of
reclamation affect the overall profitability of the industry.
Recent data (see Table V-6) show that the total amount of
construction sand and gravel sold or used in New Jersey
declined rather dramatically from 1979 to 1931, but this
decline can be attributed to a.loss of markets precipitated
by a 33 percent drop in the construction of new homes as

well as a four percent decrease in the value of state road

lMullikin, Lloyd G., "Land Reclamation Report - ASARCO,
Incorporated, Manchester Unit," Progress Report No. 3,
November, 1977,
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Table V-&

Sand and Gravel Sold or Used in New Jersey

Construction Industrial Total
Quantity Value Quantity Value Quantity Value
1981 5,800 19,400 2,305 26,438 8,105 45,838
19890 5,829 18,578 2,766 26,957 8,595 45,535
1979 8,277 21,590 2,504 23,092 1¢,781 44,682

Units = Thousand short tons (guantity) and thousand dollars {value)

SOURCE: U.S5. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Mines,
Minerals Yearbook
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contracts.” It is doubtiul that any decrease in

precduction over this limited time frame can be :raced to

vl
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inelands regulations.

Geordon Streout of the Clayton Sand Company notes
that over the long run, small operators are meore likely to
be adversely afifected by the reclamation requirements of the
CMP than large ones. ©Cnly large companiesg can afford
expensive equipment such as the scraper,2 which is more
efficient not oniy from an operating standpoint but also
for purpocses of reclamation. Thus, the regulations may
tend to magnify the competitive advantage which the large
operators already enjoy. The potential cost disadvantage
to small miners can perhaps be lessened through available
programs of technical assistance administered by the New
Jersey State Soil Conservation Committee, the Scil Conservation
Districts, the South Jersay Resource Conservation and
Develeooment Council, the Cooperative Extension Service County
agents and Resource Specialists at Coox College, the New
Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, and
non-orofit conservancies such as the Matural Lands Trustk,
the New Jersey Conservation Foundation, and the Mature
Conservancy. These agencies provide technnical information

and expertise in techniques of reclamation, the economic

viability of conservation re-uses such as forestry and

lKebblish & Tuchman, op. cit., p. 359.

2One vehicle costs approximately $300,000.
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recreation, and the tax benefits of donations of land or
interests in land.l Such programs can help mine operators
to devise cost-effective plans for reclamation and re-use
0of mining sites.

In sum, while the Comprehensive Management Plan
is not expected to have major negative economic effects on
the sand and gravel industry, some ragulations may result
in a decline in the profitability of certain operations,
partiéularly small ones. Many potential problems can
perhaps be averted through foresight and planning on the
part of the mine operators and the provision of technical
assistance by public and non-profit organizations. 1In
addition, the industry should be carefully monitored in
the future so that any economic problems which arise from
the implementation of the CMP can be identified early.
Despite the fact that resource extraction operations employ
relatively few people, Ellen Nugent of the Mining Association
notes that its interrelationships with other sectors of the
eéonomy, especially construction and glass manufacturing,
make it an important part of the regional ec:onomy.2 She

also noted that the economic future of -the industrial sand

1 . . . .
For detailed information concerning these programs, see U.S.

Department of the Interior, National Park Serwvice, "A Handbook
for Restoration and Reclamation of Sand and Gravel Mining
Areas in the Pinelands," 1983.

2Conversation with Ellen Nugent, President, Mining Associatioen,

April 7, 1983.
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industry appears to be bright, due to expanding markets
assocliated with new wastewater treatment technolcgy. Since

industrial sand is mixed primarily in Cumkerland, outside

Ins
g

he Preserxvation Arsa, Pinelands regulations should create

no karriers to the future expansion of this industry.

2. Agriculture in the Pinelands
a. Overview of Regional Trends

Parming in the Pinelands is an important land
use as well as an integral part of the regional ecconomy. 1In
1978, about 58,000 acres of active agricultural land lay
within the boundaries of the Pinelands Area, of which 27,000
acres were in field crops, 15,000 acres were in berries and
fruit, 12,000 acres were planted to vegetables, and anocther
3,000 acres produced ornamentals. Total value of production
amounted to approximately $61 million in 1978, or 17 percent
of gross farm income throughout the state.l Approximately
93,131 acres oI cropliand were hazvested 1n the 32 Pinelands
municipalities in 1982.2

The acres harvested of various crops in the
seven Pinelands counties in 1981 are shcwn in Table V-7. In

terms of total acreage field crops, particularly soybeans and

lNew Jersey Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan, p. 131.

L

2Parmer Certificate Data Summary, prepared by John M. Hunter,

Department of Agricultural Economics and Marketing, Cooperative
Extension Service, Cook College, New Brunswick, ¥W.J., December
1932.




Corn
Soybeans
Wheat
Barley
Hay
Potatoes

Sweet Potatoes

Tomatoes

Asparagus

‘Cakbbage
Lettuce

Sweet Corn

Onions
Peppers

Blueberries
Strawberries
Cranberries

SOURCE:

Table

Pinelands
Counties

30,650
69,900
17,200
7,350
22,550
3,300
2,100
6,400
1,000
2,150
2,450
5,400
460
4,150
7,000
500
2,900
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V-7

New

Jersey

169,000
168,000
56,000
17,000
110,000
8,100
2,500
12,000
1,500
3,400
2,900
10,100
650
6,500
7,800
900
2,500

New Jersey Crop Reporting Service,
New Jersey Agricultural Statistics

Acres Harvested of Selected Crops, 1981

Regional

Share

18.1
41.6
30.7
43.2
20.5
20.7
84.0
53.3
66.7
63.2
84.5
53.5
70.8
£3.8
89.7
55.6
100.0
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corn, are the region's largest crops, followsed by blueberries,
tomatces, swaet corn, and peprers. As a percent of stateswide
acreadge, the region's most important crops are cranberries,
tlueberries, lettuce, sweet potatoes, arnd oither vegeiables.
Fully 100 percent of New Jersey's cranberriesl and 9C percent
of the stat=z's blueberries are grown in the Pinelands
Counties, primarily within the Pinelands Area.

Recent trends in acres harvested of various
field crops throughout the region are shown in Table V-3.
Changing market conditicons have caused the relative
importance of individual crops to fluctuate over time.
Overall, land used for field crops increased from 135,150
acres in 1976 to 150,200 acres in 1979, and then dropped
slightly to 147,650 acres in 1981. Since only apout 29
percent of the crorpland in the region is located in the
Finelands Area,2 noe firm conclusions can be drawn akbout the
economic health of field crop agriculture in the Pinelands
from these data. Unfortunately, historical data for
mainicipalities are lacking.

Since almest all of the state's blueberry
and <ranberry production takes place in the Pinelands Area,

s in

state-level data can be used as an indicator of trend
the Pinelands. Takle V-9 shows acres harvested and production

of berries from 1976 to 198l. Blueberry production dropped

1 . . .
New Jersey 1s the nation's third largest cranberry producer,
following Massachusetts and Wisconsin.

2 . . . .
Economic Analvsis of the Pinelands Comprehensive Management
Plan, p. 31l.
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Table V-8

Acres Harvested of Field Crops -
Seven-County Region, 1976-~1981

Year Corn Wheat Barley Soybeans All Hay Total

1981 30,650 17,200 7,350 69,900 22,550 147,65¢
1980 28,700 12,200 6,150 80,200 21,050 148,300
1979 27,700 9,300 5,900 82,900 24,400 150,200
1978 31,200 6,000 5,900 75,300 25,500 146,550
1977 33,800 10,700 5,100 60,800 22,650 135,700
1976 37,650 13,600 8,100 52,000 23,800 135,150

SOURCE: New Jersey Crop Reporting Service,
New Jersey Agricultural Statistics, 1982
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Table V-9

Blueberry & Crarberrv Production in New Jersey, 1976-1931

BLUFEBERFIES
ACres Production Pourds Value cof Procduction
Harvested (thousand lbs.) Per Acre {thousand dollars)
1981 7,800 28,000 3,590 13,200
1980 8,100 26,000 3,210 15,860
1978 7,800 23,400 3,000 13,8C6
1978 7,800 22,308 2,880 15,482
1977 7,700 22,869 2,970 13,514
1976 7,600 26,334 3,465 11,970
CRANBERRIES
Acres Production Barrels Value of Production
HBarvested (thousands barrels) Per Acre {thousand dollars)
1981 2,900 228 78.6 9,052
1980 2,900 245 84.5 8,134
1979 3,000 -253 g§4.3 6,806
1978 3,000 223 74.3 4,839
1877 3,000 157 52.3 2,952
1376 3,100 276 89.0 3,728

SOURCE: New Jersey Crop Reporting Service,

New Jersey Agricultural Statistics
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from 1976 to 1978 and then rose steadily through 1981l. Acres
harvested remained stable at 7,800 from 1878 to 1981, except
that an additicnal 3,000 acres were harvested in 19890.

Yields per acre and value of producticn increased from 187%
to 1981.

Cranberry production fluctuated during the
six~year period, due primarily to varying vields per acre.
Total acres harvested declined slightly, from 3,100 in
1976 +to 3,000 in 1977, and then to 2,900 in 1981l. Total value
of production has risen steadily since 1977, and totalled
over $9 millien in 1981, Thus, no major shifts in trends
are observable following the implementation of the moratorium
or the CMP.

b. The Effects of the CMP on the Ability of

Parmers to Borrow Money

Representatives of the agricultural community
in the Pinelands have expressed concern that agricultural
zoning restrictions imposed under the CMP have caused the
value of farmland to drop, thereby reducing the total value
of assets against which farmers can secure loans. It is
feared that this situation may threaten the economic viability
of ag:iculéure in the Pinelands. The analysis of land values
in thirteen Pinelands municipalities, presented in Chapter III,
shows no adverse impacts on land values in the Agricultural

Production Areas during the first year and a half following



implementaticn of the Plan. The average price per acre in

the Post-CHMP period was $2,124, compared to 51,792 cduring

'

-

the pre-mcratorium neriod (l¢76-1978). Nevertheless,
is too early to make a definitive statsment about
the efifects of the Plan on land values; Tfurthermore, it is
not known how the perceived impacts of the regulations have
affected the policies and practices of agricultural lending
institutions in the area.

To shed light on thig 1ssue, the Natiocnal
Park Service has commissicned a studyl which examines the
effects of agricultural zoring on farm lending in other aresas
of the country, and which also investigates potential credit

problems in the Pinelands, based on interviews with officials

of farm lending institutions. The findings of this study
are presented below. .
1} .Lenders Serving Agriculture

croups: Farm Credit System establishments, Federal agencies
{such as Farmers Home Administration), banks and insurance
companies, and individuals and others. The Farm Credit

1916 and hag evolved

i

System was established by Congress i

into a systam consisting of Federal Land Banks, which make

lCoughlin, Robert ., "The Effects of the Pinelands Comprehensive
Management Plan on the Ability of Farmers to Borrow MMoney,"
A4 Repeort to the National Park Service, June 1983.
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long-term, first mortgage, farm, and rural home real estate
loans; Federal Intermediate Credit Banks and Production Credit
Associations, which provide short and intermediate term
credit; and Banks for Cocperatives, which provide complete
credit services for farm cooperatives, whose function is to
supply marketing, purchasing and business services to farmers
and ranchers. The Farm Credit System is regulated by Congress
and supervised by the Farm Credit Administration, but since
1968, when the last of government capital was repaid, it has
been completely owned by farmers and ranchers. The United
Stateg is divided into 12 Farm Credit System districts, each
of which hag a District Federal Land 2ank, a District Federal
Intermediate Credit Bank, and a Bank for Cooperatives. New
Jersey falls within District I. The district is headquartered
at Springfield, Massachusetts (and is usually referred to
as the Springfield District), but loans are actually
negotiated and granted by local associations. The Pinelands
counties of Burlington, Camden, and Gloucester are served by
the Farm Credit Service of Moorestown and Atlantic, Cape May,
and Cumberland Counties are in the service area of the
Production Credit Associatiecn of Bridgeton.

Federal providers of farm credit include the Farmers
Home Administration (F.M.H.A.), which accounts for the largest
share of farm loans by Federal agencies, and the Small
Business Administration, which is a weak second. F.M.H.A.,
within the U.S5. Department of Agriculture, provides

supervised credit to farmers unable to obtain adequate credit
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at reasonable rates and terms from commercial lenders or
from a Farm Credit Service asscciation, which is a privately
owned bank without government subsidy and must protect
stocknolders against undue risk. The 3mall Business
Aaministration provides farm credit for small farms and
agri-businesses, but only if they are unable to obtain
adeqguate financing from commercial lenders and are not
eligible for F.M.H.A. help.

In addition to the Farm Credit System and the
Federal agencies, commercial banks and insurance companies
play a significant role in providing farm credit. In
part because of their ability to respond guickly and
efficiently, banks play a relatively important role in

providing non-real estate credit. But in New Jersey the

Jard

Hh

iz ©

H

the private sector is not as large as it is in the

Tl

1. .

-+

.5. overa

Tew cdate are available on the role played by individuals
in providing farm credit, but many individuals
are related to the borrowers and therefore, their criteria
for maiing loans may not be solely economic.

In New Jersey, real estate debt accounts for Zour-fifths

of all farm deb+t. The Federal Land 3anks are by far the
largest institutional provider of farm real estate loans

(see Table V-10). They account for about 40 percent of

farm real estate debt. Individuals "and cthers" provide



A, Summarx
1981
1980
1979
1978

Real Estate
Debt

336,433
282,107
237,890
237,648

{85%)
(83%)
(82%)
(81%)

Table V-10

FARM DEBT IN NEW JERSEY
($000)

B. Real Estate Farm Debt by Lender

1981
1980
1979
1978

Non Real Estate
Debt

53,891
55,479
53,307
54,494

C. HNon Real Estate Farm Debt by Lenders

1981
1980
1979
1978

Source;

U.S. Department of Agriculture,

Production Credit

Assiclations

49,439
45,267
41,927
44,480

(84%)
(62%)
(79%)
(80%)

9,452
10,212
11,380
11,014

Federal Land Farmer's Life Insurance
Banks Home Admin. Companies
130,362 (39%) 29,164 (9%) 4,000 (1%)
116,400 (41%) 25,313 (9%) 4,500 (2%)
100,734 (42%) 12,252 (5%) 4,700 (2%)
100,232 {(42%) 10,973 (5%) 4,712 (2%}

(15%)
{(17%)
{18%)
(19%)

Banks

27,796
14,798
15,762
16,299

All Banks

(16%)
{18%)
{21%)
{20%)

(8%)
(5%)
(7%)
{7%)

Agricultural Statistics

395,324
329,001
291,197
292,146

Total
Debt

(100%)
{100%)
(100%)
(100%)

Individuals

& Others

Total

145,111
121,096
104,442
105,432

58,391
55,479
53,307
55,494

{(43%)
{43%)
(44%)
(44%)

336,433
282,107
237,890
237,648

Total

(100%)
(100%)
(100%)
(100%)

~L2T-
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arproximately the same share of farm real estate loans as
do Federal Land Banks. Farmers Home Administration,
commercial banks, and insurance companies in total account
for Zess than 20 psrcent.

Operating and »roduction icans account £or less than
one fifth of farm debt in New Jersey. Farm Credit
Associations provide the vast majority of it.

Farm Credit Asscociations held 188 leoans valued at
$20,500,000 in the Pinelands area in 1931 (see Table v-11}.

Real estate loans accounted for 61 percent of total value.

2) The Effect of Agricultural Zoning on Collateral Value

The effect that a reduction in the market value of farwm

land would have on collateral wvalue depends upon how land is

azpraised for collateral purposes. Interviews with Federal
Land Rank officials and commercial bankers indicate two
important facts. First, wnhen panks make farm loans for the

purchase 0f land they appraise the land at only noderately
above farm value. Second, banks will not normally make farm
real estate loans for land whose price is so much nigher
than farm use value that 1ts cost cannot be justified by the
expected earnings of the farmers.

A reduction in land value from £ull development value
te somewhat above farm use value, which might be caused by

agricultural zoning, therefore, would have relatively less
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Table Vv-11

Qutstanding Farm Loans In Pinelands Area
Held By

Farm Credit Associations, 1981%

Bridgeton Moorestown
Assoclaticn Association Total

All Loans

Number 135 53 188

Dollar Value $12,000,000 $8,500,000 $20,500,000
Real Estate Loans

NMumber 8¢S 46 131

Dollar Value $ 4,750,000 $7,800,000 $12,550,000
Non Real Estate

Loans

Number 104 7 111

Dollar vValue $ 7,000,000 $ 665,000 $ 7,665,000

*Some loans are for a combination of real estate and non real
estate. In this table a combined loan is counted as both a
real estate and a non real estate loan. Under "All Loans,"”
a combined loan is counted only once. The dollar values of
21l Loans are rounded to the nearest $100,000.

Source: Letrer from Clifford E. Busekist, Senior
Administrative Vice President, Farm Credit
Banks of Springfield, to Anthony J. Esser,
New Jersey Pinelnads Commission,
May 27, 1981.
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effect on collateral value. Officials of Farm Credit Service
of Moorestown reported to us that thaey make loans only for
land which is to be kept in agriculture. About 93 percent

of their loans are to farmers and about 5 percent to
investors who sign longterm leases (for example, a 10 or 15
year lease with a fruit tree farmer). Farmers and investors
purchase land onrly if its price is at or moderately above
farm use value. Farm Credit Service does not make loans

to speculators or developers, who typically are prepared

to pay higher prices for land.

Farm Credit Service of Mcoorestown has typlcally
anpraised agricultural land for wheose purchase i1t 1s leaning
money by analyzing comparable sales, that is sales of other
agricultural tracts which were bought for contiruation in

farming. As a result of general economic conditions {among

these being high interest rates), there have been so few

[ H

armland sales recently that Farm Credit Service of Moorestown
is now in the process of shifting over primarily to the
capitalization of farm income to determine the appraised

value of farmland. They indicate that appraised walues

range widely -- roughly from §$1,200 - $1,400 to $2,400 -
$2,600 per acre -- and that they have not changed much

since the imposition of the land use restrictions.
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PCA of Bridgeton alsco has been appraising at farm
use value during the last couple of years. Now that the
market has had a chance to react to the Pinelands program,
it appears to PCA stafif that farmers are willing to pay
more than farm use value -- but less than development value
-~ for lands restricted by Pinelands agricultural zoning.

In very rough terms, they are willing to pay more than farm
use values of $1,000 - $1,500 and less than devélopment
values of $2,000 - $2,500 per acre. Staff suggests that the
reasons farmers are willing to pay more than farm use value
for restricted land may include (1) the fact that most
purchases are for additions te existing farms so that their
higher cost can be averaged in with the cost of the farmer's
existing land, and {2) a belief that the agricultural zoning
may be softened somewhat in the future.

FMHA generally will lend money to purchase farmland
only if the land will generate enough farm income to cover
the loan, according to staff of its Mt. Holly office. Thus
FMHA does not provide loans for land whose market price is
substantially higher than its farm use value.

In summary, both past and pré%ent practices of the Farm
Credit Associations and the FMEA serving the Pinelands
indicate that farmland is generally appraised for collateral
purposes at, or moderately above, farm use value. Our
interviews with commercial bankers lead to the same conclusions.

The effect of agricultural zoning on the value of land as



~-132-

appraised for collateral purposes, therafore, is ralatively
minor. At most it could reduce value from moderatelw

acove farm ise value to farm use value.

3} Iaidcr Factors that Determine Loan Decisions

Interviews with agricultural loan officers of commercial
banks and Federal Land Banks indicate that in considering
& leoan the most important factor is normally the character
of the lender and particularly his reputation for repaying
debts on time., The second most important factor normally
is the borrower's ability to repay the amcunt borrowed
out of the income from his farm. The third most important
factor i1s the availabilityv of sufficient collateral to
cover the loan should it become necessarvy to foreclose.
Reduction in available collateral, therefore, 1is generally
a secondary consideration in the context of the other two
factors, but it is always a consideration.

Real estate loans are typically secured by the
collateral value of the real estate itself. In contrast,
operating or production locans are typically secured by the
potential value of the crop, and equipment lcans are secured
by the value ¢f the equipment. A&ny reduction in real estate
collateral, therefore, would have a direct influence

on real estate loans. For many operating
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loans a reduction in the available real estate collateral
would be unimportant, but for some marginal loans, it
might be significant.

The Credit QOffice of the Baltimore district of the
Federal Land Bank has reported to us that even
with agricultural zoning heolding down the value of the land,
the bank can lend more than farmers can aiford to pay from
farm income. Agricultural zoning has not restricted a
farmer's ability to borrow, because the constraint is farm
income, not collateral. As he §ut out, "Farmers are

collateral rich and cash poor™".

4) Policy on Loan as Percent of Collateral

Prior to 1971, loans made by the Federal Land Banks
{and Producticon Credit Associations) were limited to 65 percent
of the appraised value of the financed real estate, and valus
was defined as normal agricultural value. The appraisal
thus was linked to the net income expected from farm use of
the property. The Farm Credit Act of 1971 increased the loan
limit for a farm mortgage borrower to B85 percent of
appraised value and changed the definition of value from farm
to market value., Thus, federally governed lenders were
able to offer significantly larger locans and leoans that

are based on market value.
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In the short run, the policy makes it possibla for the
hard pressed farmer to borrow more, but in the iong run
the wolicy 1s inherently contradictory. The ultimate
racourse for a lzan which cannot ke repaid LIs te sell che farm
for developmenit, an act which canrnot be in the interest
of maintaining and strengthening the agricultural economy.
The dangers of following such a policy to its allowed limits

have been demonstrated in the Agricultural Finance Review

by C.B. Baker & D.J. Dunn. Based on a large sample of loans
provided by 11 of the 12 regional Pederal Land Banks, they
computed probabilities of delicuency, refinancing, and
foreclosure for various types, on specification that the
loan commitment is at the maximum of (1) the pre-1971 lcan
limit (65 percent of normal ajricultural value) and (2) the
sost~1971 loan limit (35 percent of market value;.

Average appraised value per acre ror loans made by the
Federal Land Bank variles from year to year depending on the
varticular loans made. For New Jersev, the average appraised
value was $1,112 per acre in 1980 and $1,767 in 1981 -- values
which lie within the upper part of the range of farm use value
{see Table V-12). Loans averaged 56 percent of ¢ollateral
in 1980 and 62 percent in 1981. On average in 1931, large
loans were made to smaller farms that had higner appraised
value per acre. Despite the considerable variation between
the two years, it is evident that the average percent of
appraised value is substantially below the 25 percent

maximum allowed by federal law.
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Table V-12

Average Loans Made By Federal Land Banks In New Jersey And
Appraised Value, 1980 and 1981

1980 1981
Total Per Acre Total Per Acre
Appraised Value
Land $128,000 1,112 $154,000 1,767
Buildings 85,000 825 105,000 1,204
Total $223,000 1,937 $259,000 2,971
(Area = 115 A.) {Area = 87 A.)
Total Appraised
Value £223,000 $259,000
Loan 124,000 162,000
Loan/Appraised Value 56% 62%

Source of data: Table 21, Characteristics of Federal Land
Bank Leans, 1980, 1881, Statistical
Bulletin 27, December 1981 and
Statistical Bulletin No. 30, October 1982.
(Washington, D.C.: Economic Analysis
Division, FParm Credit Administration).




In summary, although Federal regulations permit
lenders to lend up to 85 percent of the market value
of a property, in practice lenders restrict loans to
2 rmuch lower percentage. This firding, combined with the
earlier observation that value for collateral purposes
is typically appraised cleoser to the value fcr farm use
than Zor development, reflects a basic fact: lenders make
loans with the expectation that they will be repaid from
normal income producing capacity of the borrower. That is,
they make loans of a size which is consistent with the
income nroducing capacity of the farm, not with its value
Or development. The income producing capacity of a farm

is not reduced bv agricultural zoning. On the contrary,

fai

.

capaclity of a farm by preventing development oi nearby

properties, which would increase the difficulty and cost

ing.

£

oL
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5) The Experience of Counties and Municipalities in the

U.5. That Have Adonted Agricultural Zoning Ordinances

As part of the research for this study, a telephone
survey was conducted of all counties and municipalities
in metropolitan areas of the U.S. that had enacted
agricultural zoning ordirances as of December 1980.

Jurisdictions in non-metropclitan areas were not surveyed
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because, in general, development values are lower there,

and therefore, any possible reduction in value caused

by agricultural zoning would be smaller. The purpose of the
survey was to determine to what extent the zoning ordinances
had actually resulted in credit problems for farmers. The
density limitations of nearly all of the ordinances are much
more restrictive than the Pinelands regulations; median
density is close to 1 dwelling unit per 40 acres, as compared
with 1 dwelling unit per 10 acres in the Pinelands. The
Pinelands regulations, however, alsoc restrict occupants

of new non-farm dwellings to people with a cultural
relationship te the Pinelands.

The planner, 2zoning officer, or other govermment
official in each jurisdiction who is responsible for
administering the zoning ordinance was interviewed. In a
number of cases, an officer of the local Federal Land Bank
or a commercial bank was also interviewed. A majority of
the respondents said they had never heard the credit
argument raised in their jurisdiction. A large number
stated that they had heard the argument when adoption cf
an agricultural zoning ordinance was being discussed, but
had not heard any such complaints after adoption. One
respondent indicated that it was pecople looking for issues
to raise against agricultural zoning who raised the credit

argument. Another reported that in his jurisdiction it was
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realtors, not the farmers, who argued

a

the developers an

hat farm credit would be a problem if agricultural zoning

rt

were adopted. Another noted that the argument had been

ralsed by some owners whe wished to subkdivi

[+

e but not
ownars who intended to continue in agriculturs.

Not one raspondent indicated that landowners had
complained of an increased difficulty in obtaining farm
credit after the institution of agricultural zoning
restricticns.

A planning officer from the Maryland-National Capital

Park and Planning Commission summarized the Commission's

.

experience in Montgomery County, Maryland, a county under
heavy development preassure from both Washington and 3altimore:

Since our preservation program involved a
magsive down zoning of some 89,000 acres,
we were szeriocusly concerned about the
effect of such an action on the financial
solvency of our agricultural community;

our objective was to preserve both farmlani
and farming. As a result, we thoroughly
investigated this issue.

al
=l
3

Initially, we were led to believe that farmers
received loans based on existing and often

on proposed zoning: essentially the speculative
value of the farmland. Since thes issue was
important to the success of the prcegram,

we interviewed the primary lenders to the
agriculture community in the region. The
results are as follows:
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Loans are based on the ability of the
farmer to repay and not on zoning.

Banks consider indebtedness and overall
financial solvency the farm operation
when considering a loan. Banks are
conservative institutions concerned with
the repayment of a loan rather than, the
future speculative valus of a farm.

It seems likely, and a nunber of respondents told us,
that if agricultural zoning had resulted in credit problems,
then public cfficials responsible for the zoning program
would have heard many strong complaints from farmland owners.
If agricultural zoning had made it more difficult to get
loans or to maintain existing lcoans -~ that is, if it had
made it more difficult to remain in farming or had even
forced some farmers out of businesg ~~- the credit problem
would have been a burning public issue. Yet not one
respondent reported that it was even a minor concern.

2 number of respondents, in fact, stated that agricultural
zoning had had a positive effect con farm credit. Respondents
from Wisconsin and Minnesota, especially, indicated that
by reducing uncertainty about the future of farming in the
area, agricultural zoning had raised farm use values, and

made lenders more confident about making farm loans.

lLetter from Melissa Banach, Coordinator, Community Planning
North Division, Maryland Capitol Park and Planning Commission,
dated May 12, 1l9E3.



-140-

In addition to the telephone survev of local officizls
described above, a letter was sent to the secretary of
egriculture of =2ach of the 23 states where at least one
local jurisdiiction was known to have had agricultural
zoning or where there had been a purchase of develgpment
rights pregram. Not one indicated that they were aware of
any farm credit problems resulting from agricultural
zoning. The Rhede Island official responded that no rights
had yet been purchased under this program and that as a

result they could not judge whether such a program would

t

Teag

rh

=]

a farmer's akility to borrow money. Rhode Island's
letter went on to sav:

We have seen examples of farms being lost
for the opposite reasons. That is, when
farmers borrow beyond the farm's value

as farmland. If the land is Zorsclosed
the lending instituticon can only recoup
its investment by selling the land for
development.l

The official answering for the Massachusetts Departmen=
of Food and Agriculture stated that beth the Farm Credit

Bank and the Farmers Home 2dministration have been willing to

lend to farmers purchasing farmland restricted by

developnent easements. He reported no knowledge of loan
amounts being limited on such prcoperties. He went on to
observe:

lLetter from Stephen G. Morin, Assistant to the Director,
Department ¢f Environmental Managemen®, State of Rhode
Island, June 10, 1983.
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Bankers are performing a disservice (if
they lend) farmers more money than the
farm business can possibly repay. The
burden of a mortgage that cannot be paid
out of farm income will force unnecessary
foreclosure. If bankers follow a strict
loan policy that bases financing on
repayment capacity from farm income,
then the implementaticon of farmland
protection strategies should not have
any effect on thf borrowing capacity of
farm landowners.

6} The Reaction cof Lending Institutions in the Pinelands Region

The Farm Credit Associations of Mocrestown and Bridgeton
report relatively little loan activity since the institution
of agricultural zoning in the Pinelands Area. This reflects
the quiescent condition of the land market which has been
observed throughout the nation in recent years and which is
a result of many factors including high interest rates and
low profitability from farming. Most purchases of agriculturadt
land in the Pinelands area have been for small additions to
existing farms.

Staff of the Farm Credit Association of Mocrestown
reported to us that they have renewed about two dozen
cutstanding loans since the Pinelands Plan was adopted and
have granted about a dozen new loans. They have not had to
curtail real estate or operating credit to anyone because
of restrictions on development imposed by the Pinelands
Comprehensive Management Plan. Staff of the Moorestown

Association have stated to us that the proportion of loan

lLetter from William H. King, Division of Land Use, Department
of Food and Agriculture, the Commonwealth of assachusetts,
June 2, 1983.
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applicants they have had to refer to Farmers Home
Administration has not changed much since the imposition
of agricultural zoning. Staff of PCA of Bridgeton,
however, report that since cnactment cf agriculiural
zoning, they have been unable to extend as much operating
credit as requested by some farmers who were already
heavily burdened with debt. PCA of Bridgeton has sent
such applicants to Farmers Home Administraticon "earlier
than they would have liked.”

Staffi of the Mt. Holly offiqe of FMHA report that
they have experienced an increase in the number of applications
for credit in the past couple of years. This experience
has been typical in most regions of the U.3., while
the farming sector has been suffering economic difficulties.
Most of these reguests to the Mt. Hollv office came froam
farmers to whom FMHA had already lent money. According to
staff, the Mﬁ. Holly office of FPMHA has not had to refuse

C

[

adit to any applicant scolely because of a reduction in
land value caused by agricultural zoning, and none of the
applicants claimed that the reduction in value was the
major cause of their problem.

Despite the fact that, to date, agricultural zonin
has resulted in little if any actual curtailment of credit
to farmers in the Pinelands Area, staff of PCA of Bridgeton,
PCA of Moorestown, and the Mt. Holly FMHA office eXpress

some concern about the effects which reduction in the value
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of land could have on future c¢redit. They are concerned

that if Pinelands farmers have several bad years in a row,
lenders will have to take the market value of land into
account in determining whether to grant excessive amounts

of credit to keep the farmer from going bankrupt. And

should foreclosures become necessary, the lending
institutions may not be able to recover their money if

they have lent more than the amount that the market will

then pay for land which cannot be developed because of the
agricultural z2oning ordinance. They are concerned about
whether they would ke able to provide sufficient credit

for a farmer wishing to construct a large capital facility,
such as a cold storage plant. A loan for a facility might
exceed the value of the farmer's land as restricted by
agricultural zoning and land would have to provide the secﬁrity
for such a loan. In the event of a foreclosure, land might
be the only saleable asset, because it might be difficult

to find a buyer for a specialized and immovable asset such
as a cold storage facility. Lenders are also concerned

that a drop in land valugs could reduce the farmer's economic
options. As a hypothetical example, a farmland owner who

in the absence of agricultural zoning might have been
regquired to put up as collateral five of the ten tracts he
owned, might be required to put up all ten tracts Iif his land

had been devalued sufficiently by zoning restrictions. Thus,
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the farmer's Zuture borrowing would be limited. In shortk,
staff of the lendirg institutions conclude that although
there have been few Jifficult prorlems so far, the
agricultural zoning has, in gereral, nade farmers less
credit wozrthy.

In viewing the concerns of officials and farmers in
New Jersey, one must bear in mind that farmland protection
has been promeoted vigorously in New Jersey over the past
twenty years. Almost from the beginning, the state
Department of Agriculture has taken the position that

farmers should be fully compensated for any restrictions

u

put on the possible future development of their land,
The doctrine has been adopted enthusiastically by farmers
and local public officials. Over these many years of debate,

agricultural zoning has often been denounces as u:

3
bty

alr

th

Js

Ficials,

Hh

and unacceptable. As a result, farmers, public o©
and lenders may be unduly apprehensive about vproblems that
may be assoclated with it.

In contrast to the uneasiness expressed by lending
officers in the Pinelands area, available data on land
pufchases suggest an increase in the confidence of farmers
in the future of agriculture in the region. TFTor the
five counties which include most of the land zoned for
agriculture, the total acreage bought by farmer increased

in each successive year with one minor exception from
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fiscal 1976-1977 through l980~198l.l The percent

of all farmland sold which was purchased by farmers also
generally increased year by year. In l976-1977 farmers
bought nearly 39 percent of all farmland sold in the
Pinelands counties, and in 1980-1981 they purchased 64 percent.
In contrast, for New Jersey as a whole, the percentage
generally went steadily downward. No firm conclusion

can be drawn from these data because they include all
sales of farmland in the five Pinelands counties, but
they do suggest that farmers have shown increasing
confidence in the future of agriculture in the Pinelands
as the Comprehensive Management Plan has gone into

effect.

7) Ceonclusions

Any effect of agricultural zoning on the ability of
farmers to borrow money would come about because the zoning
had reduced the market value of land, and the reduction in
value had resulted in reduction in the farmer's collaterzl
value, and because of the lower collateral value, lenders
would be less willing to make new loans and might recall
existing loans. The effective reduction in collateral, how-
ever will in most cases be considerably less than the

reduction in the market value of the land, because farm

lRural Advisory Council, New Jersey Department of Agriculture,
"Agricultural Land Sales in New Jersey -- Five Year Trend."
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lenders generally appraise land at the =2rice paid by

Hn

armers when they purchase land in the arsa IZor continuation
in farming, not at the generally higher price develcpers

are willing to pay. Usually lending insti:utions limit

lcans to a percentage of appraised value that is substantially
below the maximum of 85 percent of fair market value

set for Federal Land Banks by Federal regulations. Thus,
while a reducticn in appraised value of land will raise

the percentage of locan to appraised wvalue, in many cases

it will not prevent a lcan by raising it above the maximum
allowable percentage.

It is the general practice of lending institutions to
lend enough money to meet the business needs of a farmer
with the expectation that he will pay off the loan through
the income he expects to generate from his farming
operations. Cenerally, a lender will not lend money *o a
farmer to purchase land at high development values unless,
where such land is averaged in with the farmer's other
land, all the land of the farm would be appraised at or below
farm use value. It is not the practice of lenders to nake
loans which could be repaid only by selling the farm at
high development values. Since this practice is generally
followed in the absence of agricultural zoning, its

enactment does nothing to change the practice.
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A survey of all counties in the U.S. that were Kknown
to have agricultural zoning ordinances as of 1980 shows that
not one has reported that agricultural zoning has caused
credit problems. Most officials interviewed reported that,
to their knowledge, the complaint had never been raised.

Some reported that the argument had been made prior to
adoption of the agricultural 2zoning ordinance, but that it
had not been heard since.

Farm Credit Associations and the Farmers Home Administration
office in the Pinelands area reported that no farmer has been
unable to obtain the farm loans needed because of reduction
in land value caused by agricultural zoning. They have
expressed uneasiness about possible credit problems in certain
sitnations which could arise and have indicated that they
are concerned about any program which might reduce the value
of a farmer's land. 1In light of economic theory and
banking practices and of experience throughout U.S. and in
the Pinelands area, farm credit problems caused by
agricultural zoning appear to be relatively minor.

On the postive side, if zoning is maintained consistently,
it should secure the land resource base of the farming
economy, reduce uncertainty in the land and credit markets,
and help maintain the price of agricultural land at a level
which is consistent with the income producing level of the

land 1in agriculture and, therefore, at a level which entering
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fermers can afiord. Agricultural zoning not only can
protect the land from development, but also can strengthen
the agricultural economy by preventing intrusions into

the farming area whizh would make 1t difficult and more

(B

costly to continue ordinary farming practicesg. While
it prevents scattered development which is both costly
to the public and disruptive to thé agricultural

gconomy, it alsc helps to concentrate new development

in areas planrnned and zonad for growth.
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Fiscal Impacts of the Comprehensive Management Plan

A. Potential Fiscal Effects

Rny effects of the CMP on land values, housing values,
spatial patterns of development, or economic growth will have
ramifications for local government finances in Pinelands

communities.l In the Economic Analysis of the Pinelands

Comprehensive Management Plan, prepared for the Pinelands

Commission prior to the adoption cf the Plan, several
potential impacts are identified. Assessments on privately
cwned vacant lands in the restricted management areas
(Preservation, Porest, Agricultural Production) may be
reduced through tax appeals, reassessments, or

revaluations. Such reductions may be granted on the basis
of comparable sales or, where comparable sales are lacking,
the presumed effects of the development restricticns on

the value of land. Land values and hence assessments

may also be increased in those areas where development is
permitted, i.e. Regicnal Growth Areas, Rural Development
Districts, and Pinelands Towns and Villages. The net effect
of changes in land values on the ratable base of each
municipality depends upon the percent of aggregate assessed
valuation which is vacant land and the relative proportions
of vacant land in the restricted areas, development districis,

and outside the Pinelands Area.

I_See 2ppendix F for definition of terms relating to public
finance used in this chapter.
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A municipality's tax rate is computed by dividing the
totzl tax levv by the agcregate assessed valuation c¢i prozerty:
therefore, to the extent that changes in wvacant land assess-
ments affect the total ratabls base, tax rates will alsc be
cted., The total amount of tax monies to be raised,

]
hewever, is not altered by changes in assessments.” Instead,

aff

[

a neit loss in vacant land ratables would shift the total tax
hurden from vacant land to residential, commersial, and farm
properties. If the value of existing reszidenitial properties

g
is enhanced under the Plan as a result of limits on the supply

L

cf housing, the proportion of taxes paid by residential

¢

property owners could increase even further. Increases in
land values in the development districts, however, would have
the reverse effect of transferring the tax burden from
residential and other developed uses to vacant land.

Another factor affecting municipal ratable bhases 1s
the acquisition of ecolozically significant lands in the

=]

Ch

Pinelands. Lands are acguired with state and Zederal fun
by the N. J. Department of Environmental Protection, based

on recommendations made by the Pinelands Commissicn. Whan

land 1is acguired, it is removed from the tax rolls; however,

1., ._ . . - . . . sz
This 1s nct strictly true fcor towns in which significant

aumbers of property owners successfully appeal their
assessments. Taxes must be refunded or cancelled in such
cases, which affects the town's tax collection

percentage, which is used to compute the Reserve for
Uncollected Taxes (an expenditure category) in the

following fiscal year. This is, however, a temporary effect
which reverses when the appeals begin to subside.



revenues are not immediately affected. Under the state
Green Acres program, payments in lieu of taxes are made to
municipalities over a thirteen year period. In the first
vear of acguisition, the municipality receives 100 percent
of the taxes which would otherwise be vaid on the property,
and in each succeeding year the payment is reduced by

eight percentage points, until it reaches zero in the
fourteenth yvear. To date, 22,578 acres have been purchased
in the Pinelands since the enactment of the Pinelands
Protection Act, at a cost of 514:1 million. Total funding
for the acguisition program is about $38 million.

The overall level of residential development, as well
as the type of housing built and its spatial distribution,
will affect both municipal ratable bases and expenditures for
rublic services and facilities. Growth in ratables will be
associated with residential development, although capital
and operating costs for schools, roads, and other public
facilities will alsc increase. Whether such development
results in a net fiscal benefit or cost to the community
depends partly upon the type and density of the units built.
Tyrpically, however, new housing does not "pay its way” in
termg of the ratio of tax revenues generated to increased
demand for public services. Evidence of this can be found

by comparing average equalized tax rates among municipalities



of differing levels of development, as measured by overall
population density. In the Pinelands communities in 1980,
those municipalities wrich are mest develop=d {with a
density o0f lese than one acre psr wperson) had a compined
average tax rate 0f $2.60 per S100 of true value, compared
to 32.12 in moderately developed towns (one to four acres
per perscon) and only $1.87 in highly rural municipalities
(more than four acres per person).

The total amount of residential development is not the
only determinant of public expenditures and associated tax
rate. For a given number of houses, density <can also
have an important effect on service coste. A compreshensive
study funded by the federal government in 13574 documented
the relationship between patterns of development and a variety
of economic and noneconomic costs. The report concluled
that "fﬁr a fixed number o0f houscehclds, "sprawl” 1is the mos:
expensive form of residential development in terms of economic
costs, environmental costs, natural resource consumption, and
many types of personal costs."l In comparing public expend-
itures required to service high density clustered developmant
versus low densgity sprawl development, the study found that
total capital costs borne by local governments could be

reduced by as much as 62 percent with high density development,

lReal Estate Research Corporation, The Costs of Sprawl,

U.S. Government Printing Qffice, April 1974.
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and operating costs could be lowered by as much as 73
percent. Since the Comprehensive Management Plan encourages
the ¢lustering of new homes in designated areas, it sheculd
have a beneficial effect on public expenditures over the
long run.

In 1982, the Pinelands Commission commissioned an
independent consultant to analyze the fiscal impacts of the
CMP on selected municipalities.l The focus of the study was
to guantify the possible negative effects of the Plan under
the most extreme conditions} therefore, those municipalities
which had the highest tax rate increases and/or the largest
édrop in ratables in 1981 and 1982 were selected for analysis.
The townships included in the study were: Hamilton Township
{Atlantic County), Washington and Woodland Townships (Burlington
County}, and Lacey Township (Ocean County). It was found that
in all but one of these municipalities, the primary factors
responsible for increased taxes or lost ratables were unrelated
to Pinelands regulations. In Hamilton and Lacey Townships,
large increases in expenditures for schools, roads
improvements, and municipal services precipitated sudden
and substantial jumps in tax rates; while in Washington
Township the loss of a major industry caused a significant

drop in ratables,

lGovernment Finance Associates, Inc., An Analysis of the Fiscal
Impact of the Comprehensive Management Plan on Selected
Municipalities, Report to the Pinelands Commissgion,

September 2, 19&2.
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Only in wWoodland Township, which is located in the
heart oI the Preservation Area and has large amounts of
privately owned vacant land, did Finelands-relaced

raductions in ascessments exert a significant nevative

il

impact on the township's tax base. Vacant land assessments
were lowered by nearly $3 million in 19831 and 1832 dus to
Pineiands-related tax appeals, and Pinelands acquisitions
removed another $2.5 million from the tax rolls, resulting
in a loss of 19 percent of the township's ratable base.

Thus, the results of the preliminary study indicate that
while the CMP can have adverse impacts on municipal finances,
the effects do not appear to be significant on a widespread
bagsis. In this chapter, fiscal trends in municipalities

throughout the Pinelands are analyzed in relation to trends

at the regicnal and state levels, both before and after
implementation of the Plan. 1In addition, the causes of
increased taves in selected towns are investigated. Tentative
conclusions about the effects of regional land use ragulation

on municipal finances can then be drawn.

B. Fiscal Trends in the Pinelands
1. Average Tay Bills
In 1982, the average tax rate in the 52 Pirelands
municipalities was $2.97 ner $100 of assessed value, comparad
to $3.27 in the seven-county region and $3.84 statewide.
These rates translate into an average residential tax bill
of $1,072 in the Pinelands, which is eight percent lower than

the regional average of $1,169 and 34 percent less than the
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statewide average of $1,613. Thus, in general, Pinelands

residents pay significantly lower property taxes than

residents of other parts of the state. Tax rates and average

residential tax bills, however, vary greatlv among the 52

municipalities (see Appendix Tables E-9 and E-10 for data

by municipality from 1972 to 1982). Medford, Medford Lakes,

Shamong, and Berlin Borough exceed the State average in

taxes per household, while tax bhills average less than

$700 per year in Upper, Woodbine, Maurice River, and Stafford.
Avefage residential property tax bills are plotted

over time for the Pinelands municipalities, the Pinelands

counties, and the State of New Jersey in Figure IV-1. Taxes

have increased steadily in all cases, except in 1377 when

the state income tax and the Homestead Rebate program were

instituted. Proportiocnately, the tax burden on residential

properties has grown at a slightly faster rate in the

Pinelands towns than elsewhere in the region and the State.

In 1978, the average Pinelands tax bill was only 6l percent

of the State average, compared to 66 percent in 1982.

Similarly, the ratio of taxes in the Pinelands communities

to taxes in the seven-county region rose from 89 nercent

in 1978 to 92 percent in 1982. Despite these relative gains,

residential property taxes in the Pinelands remain well

below the State average.
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Examination of trends in taxes on vacant land
throughout the Pinelands can help to determine if recent
rises in residential taxes are indicative of a general shift
in the tax burden from landowners to homeowners. In 1982,
the average tax bill for a parcel of vacant land in the
Pinelands communities averaged $200, compared to $286
throughout the seven counties and $456 statewide. Figure
VI-2 shows that vacant land taxes in the Pinelands and else-
hwere rose continuously from 1978 to 1982, although the rate
of growth in the Pinelands leveled off somewhat in 1982. The
ratio of the average tax bill in the Pinelands municipalities
to the average tax bill in the State increasged slightly,
from 43 percent in 1978 to 44 percegt in 1982, indicating that
the vacant land taxes grew at a somewhat faster rate in the
Pinelands than in other parts of the State. These data must
be interpreted with caution, however, since the taxes per
parcel are a function of the average size of parcels as well
as the average taxes per acre, both of which are affected
by subdivisions of land.

The trends in residential and vacant land tax bills
for the 52 Pinelands municipalities thereforé do not show a
significant shift in taxes from vacant to residential properties
on a regiLonal scale, at least within the limited time frame
presented. Nevertheless, residential tax bills increased by
45 percent over the 19878-1982 pariod. Whether the rise in
taxes is primarily attributable to losses of ratables or

increases in public expenditures is discussed below.
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2. Property Assessments

In 1982, the aggregate assessed value of real
property in the 52 Pinelands municipalities stood at over
$7.5 million, almost four times the value in 1972.l
Growth in total assessed valuation oc¢curred continuously
throughout the l0-year period, both in the Pinelands and
other parts of the State (see Table VI~1l). Thus, in absoclute
terms, the Pinelands communities as a whole have suffered
no net loss in ratables since the adoption of the
Comprehensive [Management Plan.

FPigure VI-3 shows the growth the ratables in the
52 Pinelands towns relative to growth in the seven-county
region and the State. The Pinelands share of total assessed
valuation in the State rose fairly rapidly in the early
1970°s, from 3.9 percent in 1972 to 5.5 percent in 1975,
then stabilized at slightly less than six percent dur;ng the
middle of the decade. The regicnal share followed a similar
pattern, increasing from 18.7 percent in 1972 to 24.4 percent
in 1975, and leveling off until 1978. After Pinelands
land use regulations were first instituted in 1979, assessed
valuation grew faster in the Pinelands towns than in the
region or State in two successive years, follcocwed by a drop

in the shares in 1982.

1 . e . .. . .
Pata for individual municipalities are presented in

Table E-12,
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Table VI-1

Aggregate Assessed Valuation of Real Property

Year

1882
1981
19890
1979

1978

Source:

Pinelands

Municipalities

Pinelands
Counties

- miilicon dollars -

7,543

7,19

2,348

1,963

N.J. Department of the Treasury

Division of

Taxation

31,100
28,000
25,300
23,500

21,3060

Naw

-Jarsevy

118,600
109,200
101,800
95,200
88,100
81,900
77,000
71,600
65,600
58,700

50,400
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I+t is difficult to draw any meaningful conclusions
about the impacts of the moratorium and the CMP oOn pronerty
values from these data, since &agjregate assessed valuation
is proopably influenced more by the number of towns which
have undergone revaluations and reassessments in a given
vear than by any other single facter. In 1982, the
Pinelands municipalities accounted for 24.3 percent ¢f the
total assessed value of real property in the seven-county
region, and 6.4 percent cf assessed valuation statewice.

.Table VI-2 shows the assessed value of vacant
land over time in the Pinelands municipalities, the Pinelands
counties, and the State.l Vacant land assessments in New
Jersey and in the seven-county region rose continucusly
over the ten-vear period. In the Pinelands municipzalities,
_the value of vacant land more than tripled from 1972 to 1981,
and then declined by.$l4 million in 1982. Thus, the decline
in the Pinelands towns shares 0f aggregate assessed valuaticn
in 1982 can be at least pvartlyv attributable to losses of
vacant land ratables. ©Some of this loss is due to the
conversion of vacant land to residential and other land uses.
The purchase of $6.4 million worth ©f oroperty in the
Pirnelands by the Department of Environmental Protection in
1980 and 1981 is also a major contributing factor, although
acquisition results in little reduction in revsnues to the

towns in first few years. The primary cause of the decline

lSee Appendix Table E-13 for data by municipality.
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Table VI-2

Assessed Value of Vacant Land

Pinelands Pinelands New
Year Municipalities Counties Jersey

- million dollars -

1982 808.8 1905.8 4720.1
198l 822.8 1827.9 4425.2
1980 774.8 1740.1 4238.5
1879 740.2 1660.6 4087.7
1978 724.0 1505.7 3857.0
1977 693.3 1419.2 3679.5
1576 682.2 1377.3 3576.6
1875 €10.3 11582.0 3297.7
1974 436.5 956.96 23997.0
1973 333.9 834.0 2735.8
1972 263.5 £684.1 2262.1

Sources: N.J. Department of Community Affairs, Division
of Local Government Services; N.J. Department of
Treasury, Division of Taxation
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in wvacant land ratables, however, is Pinelands-zela+ted
tax appeals. 1In Burlington Ccunty alone, vacant land
zssessments in the Pinelands were raduced by $7.3 million
in 1980 and 1881.

The perceantage of the total ratable base which
is vacant land is plotted over time in Figure VI-4. ¥Not
surprisingly, the Pinelands municipalities have historically
baan much more dependent on property tax revenues from
vacant parcels than towns in other parts of the region or
the_g;ate. The propertion of ratables acccocunted for by vacant
land has plummeted in recent years; however, this trend
began as early as 1976, four years before any Pinelands-related
impacts would be evident. In part, the decline in the
impertance cf vacant land as a source of property tax revenues
reflects State and regional trends, and is a function of the
convarsion of vacant land to developed land uses. Also, in
the Pinelands, land subdivisions have played a significant
role in determining assessments. Between 1972 and 19?5;
when vacant lanéd increased its share of total assessel
valuation of wacant land, the number ©f line items (individual
properties) increased by 17.7 percent, from 3,395 to 4,333,
This indicates a high rate of subdivisicon, which causes per
acre property values to inflate, sometimes dramatically.
From 1975 to 1978, however, the total number of lots

increased by only 3.5 percent, to 4,747, and the number
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remained virtvallcs unchanged in 1982 (4,743). At the

same time, the assessed valus of non-vacant vroparties
conzinued to grow. Thus, a drop in the rate of subdivision
baginning in the mid-1970's opartly exoplains the trernd
depicted in Figure VI-%.

Finally, Pinelands acguisitions and Pinelands-
related tax appeals and reassessments contributed to the
relative decline in the importance of vacant land ratables
in 1981 and 1982. The total assessed value of real
oroperty in the 52 Pinelands communities has nevertheless
contiaued to grow through 1982. Furthermore, increases in
residential taxes are clearly a function of not only
changing assessments but also growth in nmunicipal expenditures.
In the next section, trends in tax levies and related
expenditures are analyzed.

»

3. Tax Levies and EXpendlituras
Property taxes levied in the 32 Pinelands
municipalities totalled $224.3 million in 1982, ten mercent
higher than in 1981. This levv includes tax revenues to ba
raised for municipal Zunctions, zz well as for scheol and
county taxes. Taxes have grown ilnexorably over the ten year

)
period from 1972 to 1982, both in the Pinelands™ and in other

lSee Appendix Table E-14 for data by municipality.



Year

1982
1981
ls80
1979
1978
1977
1976
1975
1974
1973

1972

Spurce:
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Table VI-3

Total Property Tax Levy

Pinelands
Municipalities

Pinelands
Counties

- million dollars -

224,
203,
172.
is1.
139.
133.
136.

118.

3
1
4
9

5

1018
625
796

715

674
594
521
489
449

N,J. Department of the Treasury,

Division of Taxation

New

Jerseg

3346
3021
2762
2585
2442



~163-

parts of the State and the seven-county region. To show
comparative rates of growth between the Pinelands and other
areas, Ficure VI-5 depicts the Pinelands shares of growth in
regioral znd state taxes. As a share of the seven-county
region, taxes levied in the Pinelands communities junped from
17.8 percent of the regioconal teotal in 1972 to 22 percenit in
1981 and 1822, CGrowth in the state share was not as
dramatic nor as consistent; however, the cverall share
increased from 3.3 percent in 1972 to 4.9 percent in 1832.
Shares increased both before and after the implementation

of Pinelands regulationg, although the data for 19282

suggest a leveling off of this trend, particularly at the
regional level.

The total tax levy is computed on the basis o the
funds which must he raised by municivalities to cover
expenditures for municipal functions, school district taxes
and county taxes.l Expenditures for muanicipal functions
over time are shown in Table VI-4, and data on school and

county tax reguirements are presented in Table VI—5.2

extremely rapid annual rate of 16.9 percent in the Pinelands

lIn New Jersey, the municipalities collect all property taxes
and then distribute funds as required to the school districis
and counties.

2Data for 1882 are not yet published.
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Year

1978-81

1972-78

Expenditures for Municipal Functions

Pinelands
Municipalities

-170-

Table VI-4

- million dellars -

94.
90.
80.
73.

62.

Average Annual Percent Change

+ §.

+16.9

2

9

6

452,
422,
386.
363.

322.

202.

174,

Dinelzands
Counties

.5

.2

5

1

New

Jersey

2062
1920
1349

1663

+11.90



Year

1976
1975
1974
1973

1972

1878-81

1872-78
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Table VI-5

Schocl and County Taxes

Pinelands Pinelands New
Municipalities Counties Jersey

- million dollars -

-182.4 748.9 3300
152.9 - 657.2 2990
134.5 590.3 2760
125.2 552.0 2602
117.8 532.1 2538
116.2 529.5 2541
103.1 477.9 2328

85.9 416.7 2155
80.4 394.7 2035
70.1 352.8 1890

Average Annual Percent Change
+13.4 +10.7 +8.2

+10.2 + 7.8 +5.5



towns. The annual rate of growth during this pericod for
the seven-county region was 13.0 percent, and only 11.0
percent Zor the Stzte. After 1978, the averags rate of
increase in local rwurpose outlays was cut nearlyv in half
in the Pinelands, to 8.6 percent, although the 52 towns
still outpaced the region and State.

Expenditures for school and county taxes in the
Pinelands were nearly deouble the outlays for municipal
services in 1981. School and county expenditures increased
at a slower rate than municipal expenditures from 1972 to
1978, although the rate of growth accelerated significantly
after 1978, to 1l3.4 percent per year, on the average. The
trend toward increasing schocl and couﬁty costs 1z also
evident at the regional and State levels. Between 1278 ard
1981, howeve;, school and county taxes rose by 46 percent
in the Pinelands towns, compared to a 36 zercent increase

throughout the seven-county ragicn and onl

b
ra
~3

J
1133
]
9]
15
)
ot
}.l
o

the State as a whole.

Clearly, therefore, most of the blame for increased
residential tax bills throughout the Pinelands in recent
vears can be traced to large increases in expenditures for
scnools and other public facllities needed to serve the
expanding population, rather than any large-scale losses of

ratables. LA region-wide analysis may; -however, mask



-173-

significant localized impacts on municipal finance, and a
previous study has already identified at least cne
municipality, Woodland Township, which has been adversely
affected by reductions in vacant land assessments. Therefore,
the fcllowing section briefly analyzes the causes of

increased residential tax bills in selected municipalities.

C. Analysis of Selected Municipalities

In this section, increases in average residential tax
bills from 1978 to 1982 in selected Pinelands municipalities
are analyzed in relation to changes in total tax levies and
vacant land assessments in the game period. Increases in
tax bills may be caused by growth in public expenditures
and/or reductions in non-property tax revenues, both of
which are reflected in the total tax levy and are assumed to
be unrelated to Pinelands land use regulations. If, however,
rises in residential taxes are assoclated with declines
in vacant land assessments, Pinelands-related tax appeals
and reassessments may be at least partly responsible for a
shift in the tax burden from landowners to homeowners.

The municipalities selected for analysis are those ten
municipalities which experienced the largest percentage
increases in average residential tax bills from 1978 to 1982,

They are shown in Table VI-6 in descending order of the
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Takble VI-6
Increasas in Rasidential Tawx Bills, 1978 -~ 1982

Tap Ten Municipalities

Average Tax ARverage Tax Absolute Percentage
Municipality Rank Bill, 1978 Bill, 1982 Increase Increase

Lacey 1 $401 $ 890 $429 121.9
Shamong 2 850 1,727 877 163.2
Hamilton 3 512 1,040 528  103.1
Upper 4 219 430 211 96.3
Port Republic 5 735 1,430 693 94.6
Galloway 6 668 1,292 624 93.4
Tabernacle 7 834 1,586 752 an.?2
Mew Hanover 3 575 1,092 518 90.1
Woodland 9 456 358 103 £2.4
Dennis 10 460 833 375 71.5
1

Ranked according to percentage increase; ocut of a total of 52
municipalities
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overall percentage increase. Among these ten towns, the
proportionate increase in tax bills over the four-year
period ranges from 8l.5 percent (Dennis Township) to 121.9
percent {(Lacey Township}, while the absolute increase
ranges from $211 per household (Upper Township) to as much
as $§877 per household {Shamong Township).

Three of the towns listed (Lacey, Hamilton and Woodland)
were the subject of intensive financial analyses in the 1882
report prepared by Government Finance Associates, Inc. for
the Pinelands Commisgion. As noted previously, the report
foun? that Pinelands-related tax appeals in Lacey and
Hamilton had a minor effect on tax rates; in 1981 and 19882
however, the chief causes of increased taxes were expenditures
for schools {(in Lacey Township), and road improvements and
other municipal services {in Hamilton Township). In Woodland
Township, reductions in vacant land assessments were the
primary, although not the sole, factor responsible for local
tax hikes.

Examination of trends in total tax levies, which
represent the revenues needed to fund municipal, school district
and county budgets, reveals that nine of the ten towns where
residential tax bills rose the fastest are also among the top
ten towns in terms of growth in expenditures {(see Table VI-T7).
Woodland Township is the only exception. Shamong, Tabkernacle,

and Lacey exhibited the largest rates of growth in tax levies,
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Table IV-7
Increases in Total Tax Levies, 1978 - 1982
bPercent of
Incresase in
Residential Tax
1 Absolute Percentage Bill Caused
Municipality Rank Increase Increase by Tax Levy Increase
{(thousand dollars)
Lacey 3 5,025 133.9 : 97.3
Shamong 1 1,494 160.8 91.5
Hamilton 8 3,681 108.6 83.3
Upper 5 895 122.8 94.0
Dort Republic 9 275 97.5 95.9
Galloway 7 4,155 112.7 92.9
Tabernacle 2 1,309 148.3 BR.0
New Hanover 6 201 114.9 100.0
Woodland 28 220 47.8 £1.8
Dennis 10 863 22.4 ge.1

1 . .
Ranked according to percentage increase; out of a total of
52 munigipalities
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and seven of the towns had more than a 100 percent increase
from 1978 to 1982. Thus, increases in residential tax bills
are highly correlated with increased public spending,

which 1s primarily a function of population growth and the
level of services demanded.l The percentage of the growth
in residential tax bills which can be attributed solely to
rising tax levies exceeds 80 percent in all townships

except Woodland.

The relationship between changes in vacant land
assessments from 1978 to 1982 and increases in residential
tax bills is not evident on a broad scale. Five of
the ten townships had absolute increases in the assessed
value of vacant land, ané one remained unchanged. Four of
the townships, however, exhibited losses of vacant land
ratables. 1In Shamong Township, vacant land assessments
decreased by 7.1 percent ($0.6 million); in Tabernacle by
24.1 percent ($2.7 million); in Woodland Township by 38.3
percent ($6.7 million); and in Dennis by 1.1 percent ($0.1l
million). Woodland and Tabernacle had the largest and third
largest losses of vacant land ratables among the 52

Pinelands towns.

lAs noted previously, however, increases in the amount
of money allocated to cover uncollected taxes may rise
as a result of Pinelands-related tax appeals.
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To some extent, "losses" of wvacant land ratables
merely reflect the reclassification of vacant land £o
other categories, particularly residential, when
properties ars developed. Constriaction of new housinag
may be a factor in causing the decline cf vacant land
assessed value in Shamong, Tabernacle, and Dennis
Townships, where the ntmbers of building permits issued
between 1978 and 13281 were 334, 506, and 226,
respectively.

An important cause of vacant land ratable loss in
Tabernacle, Woodland and Dennis Townships wasg the
acquisition of land in the Pinelands by the Department of
Environmental Protection (see Table VI-3). In 1980 and
1981, DEP purchased lands assessed at nearly $900,000 in
Tabernacle Township, which represents one-third ¢f the
total decline in vacant land valuation. Acquisiticns worth

$§2.5 million in assessed valuation were made in Woodland

w

Township in these two years, ajain accounting for about
one~third of the total loss in ratables. In Dennis Township,
the assessed value 0of the lands purchased by the State was
$86,780, almost exactly egual to the gverall decline in
vacant land assessed value. The effect of these losses of
ratables on township revenues is small in the first few years
follcwing acguisition,due to in lieu of tax payments made

by the State under the Green Acres progranm; bowever, these
payments decline steadily over a thirteen-year pericd until

they reach zero.
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Table VI-~8

Losses of Vacant Land Ratables, 1978-1982

Total Decline Assessed Reduction in

in Assessed Value of Assessments

Value of Pinelands Due +to Pinelands
Township Vacant Land Acguisitions LArea Tax Appeals

- thousand dollars -

Shamong 644.5 0 1,098.4

(0.7 (1.2)
Tabernacle 2,670.2 900.0 791.7
(2-1) (0.7} (0.86)
Woodland 6,654.7 2,500.0 2,964.6
(28.7) (10.8) (12.8)
Dennis 85.2 86.8 0.
(0.2) {0.2)

Numbers in parentheses indicate the percentage of the
total 1982 ratable base
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Another factor influencing vacant land assessed
valuation in Woodland, Tabernacle and Shamonyg is Pinelands-
relatecd tax apneals and reassessments.l According to
Burlington County Tax Board records, in Tabernacle Township,
74 tau anpeals were filed on Pinelands vacant land oroperties
in 19280 and 1981, resulting in a total reduction of
£791,650 in assessed value. Reassessments also resulred in
a downward adjustment of other vacant properties. There
were 40 Pinelands appeals in Shamong Township in 1980 and
1981, and the total reduction in assessments amounted to
$1,098,385. Part of this decline was offset by increases
in value in other parts of the Township. Woodland Township
had the largest drop in ratables due to fax appeals in 1930
and 1981; 92 appeals were filed and assessments were reduced
by $2,964,3533. No appeals have been £iled in Dennis
Township.

These data show that Pinelands acquisitions and tax
appeals have contributed to net losses of vacant land
assessed value in four townships. EBowever, in Tabernacle,
the total reduction in assessed value amounts to only 2.1
percent of the total ratable base in 1982; in 3hamong, the
total loss in ratables is only 0.7 percent of aggregate
assessed valuation; and in Dennis, only 0.2 percent of the

ratable base was lost due to acquisitions. Therefore, it

1Tabernacle and Shamong Townships conduct reassessments
on annual basis.
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was large jumps in expenditures, as reflected in the total

tax levies, rather than losses of vacant land ratables,

which were by far the primary causes of increasing residential
tax bills in these three townships. In Woodland Township,
however, the $6.6 million decline in assessed value represents
28.7 percent of the 1882 ratable bhase, and some of this loss
is attributable to Pinelands tax appeals, which had a
significant impact on township revenues.

In 1983, Woodland Township has been complétely
reassessed, and the value of vacant land has been reduced to
$5.5 million, compared to $10.8 million in 1982. Vacant
land in Woodland Township now accounts for only 21 percent
0of the total ratable base, compared to 61 percent in 1980.
Therefore, the tax burden has shown a major shift from
vacant land to residential properties. In 1983,
the average residential tax bill in Woodland Township is
$1,392, compared to $85% in 1982.

In sum, of the ten Pinelands towns which experienced
large increases in residential tax bills from 1978 to 1982,
only in Woodland Township have Pinelands-related tax
appeals and reassessments been a major cause. While the
1983 reassessment is having a significant impact cn tax
kills in Woodland, the assessor expects few appeals
in the future. Elsewhere in the Pinelands, tax appeals

have also been dropping. In Burlington County, total
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Pinelands avpeals resulted in a net reduction of $£2.2
million in 1982, compared to $2.9 million in 1981 and
$4.4 million in 1930.1 In Atlantic County, the decline
has keen even more dramatic. Assessments throughout the
County were reduced on 26 parcels in 1982 (resulting

in a loss of $330,000 in ratables!, ccmpared to 44 in
1381 and 281 in 1980.2 If these trends continue, the

future effects of Pinelands regulations on municipal

finances should be small.

) . . . e s
“Burlington Countvy Times, "Tax Appeals Tapering QIf in
Pinelands", December 3, 1982.

2Alantic City Press, "Pines Tax Appeals Take Sharp Drop"
Novembexr 27, 1982.
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VII

Conclusions and Recommendations

a. Summary of Major Findings
1. Land Markets

The number of land transactions occurring in
the 52 Pinelands municipalities and thrcocughout the state
has decreased steadily since 1978, due largely to general
economic conditions. As a proportion of regional and
statewide sales, land transactions in the Pinelands towns
dropped from 1976 to 1981. Much of the decline in the
Pinelands "shares" during this period can be attributed
to the dramatic increase in sales activity in the
Atlantic City area. Pinelands regulations may have also
dampened land speculaticon and the sale of building lots
from 1979 to 1981. 1In 1982, however, the pfoportion of
transactions occurring in the Pinelands towns increased
relative to the region and the state, indicating a possible
reversal of earlier trends.

To determine the impacts of Pinelands regulations
on land prices, detailed information was collected for z2ll
markez sales of vacant and farmland involving parcels one
acre or larger in thirteen Pinelands municipalities, for
the period from January 1, 1876 to July 30, 1982. Price

trends in each management area were then compared to trends
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in those areas of the towns which are located outside the
Pinelands Area, plus two non-Pinelands towns. Comparisoas
of average prices ver acre, summed across all transactions,
show that prices outside the ?irelands Area were slightly
lower in *he post~-CMP period (1931-82} than in the
pre-moratorium periocd (197€-1978), dJdespite the fact that
land in these areas is not sub}ect to Pinelands regulations.
Conversely, prices in all Pinelands Management Areas except
the Preservation Area showed increases following the
enactment of the CMP, compared to the pre-moratorium period.
In the Preservation Area, only four private market
transactions occurred after the adoption of the CMP In
the towns analyzed, and the average price per acre was
$§425, considerably less than in preceding vears.

ransactions in the thirteen towns were anaiyzed
using reé:ession analysis to control for many of the vari
which affect land prices, including acreage, road access,
public sewer, zoning, and land use. Regression models were

constructed for the pre-~meoratoriuvm, moratorium, and post-CMP

[

periods, and the effects of location vwis a vis the Pinelands
Management Areas were compared across time periods. It was
fourd that, relative to land prices outside the Pinelands
Ar=a, prices in the Foresit Area, Agricultural Production

Area, Rural Development Area, and Pinelands Towns and

Villages dropped significantly during the moratorium, while

{13
o)
'.. Fl
[0
n
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prices rose somewhat in the Regional Growth Areas. After
the Comprehensive Management Plan went intc effect,
however, these trends were reversed, with none of the
management areas showing a drop in relative prices.

(Data for the Preservation Area were not statistically
significant, due to the small number of sales and the
large variations in prices there.) Thus, the CMP has
apparently had little or no overall effect on land prices
in the Protection Area during the limited time period
studied. Analyses for individual townships show a
positive effect on prices in the Regional Growth Area

of Hamilton Township and the Pinelands Village in
Manchester Township, and a negative effect on Rural

Development Areas in Monroe and Jackson Townships.

2. Housing Markets

Analyses of residential sales throughout the
52 Pinelands towns show no discernable effect on the
overall level of housing sales or on housing prices in the
Pinelands. However, new construction, as gauged by the
number of residential building permits iﬁfued, dropped
rather sharply during the moratorium period, beth in
absolute terms and in relation to the region and the state,

After the adoption of the CMP, the total number of permits

issued in the Pinelands communities continued to decline;
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However, the Pinelands share cf regicnal permits increased
and the state share stabilized, indicazting a pcssinle
strengthenirg of lacal markets.

It is not clear whether cor not these recent
trends are likely o persist under the CMP. RAbcut two=-
thirds of the housing units approved by the Pinsliands
Commission in 1981 and 1932 were economic hardship
waivers granted under provisicons of the Plan which effectively
expire in January 1984. On the other hand, approvals
already granted by the Commission outnumber all building
permits issued in the 32 towns by more than two to one.
Therefore, many new homes can be built in the Pinelands
in the future based con approvals already granted. Some
townships have also established Municipal Reserve Areas to
accomcdate additional growth as the Regional Growth Areas

become fully develoved.

3. EZImplovment

Total emplovment in the seven Pinslands counties
increased at a faster rate than employment throughout New
Jersey from 1872 to 1981, and thé region's share of statewide
employmeant graw at a faster rate from 192785 to 1931 than in
preceding years. Therefore, Pinelands requlations have
apparently had no adverse impact on the general level of
economic activity and associated emplovment opportunities

in the region as a whole. Employment in the 52 municipalities
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also increased from 1972 to 1981, both in absolute terms

and as a share of the state. Seven thousand new jobs were
created in Pinelands towns between 1978 and 198l. Since the
data analyzed cover a period of less than one year after

the adoption of the CMP, no firm conclusions about the
Plan's impacts can be drawn. It appears, however, that

the Plan has had no significant effect on aggregate

employment.

4. Resource Extraction
While CMP regulations prohibit the opening of new

sand and gravel mines in the Preservation Area, only 800 acres
have already been mined there out of a total of 4,600 acres
which are authorized by valid registration certificates.
All but one of the thirteen operators in the Preservation
Area can at least doubkle the area which they have already
. mined. in the Protection Area, new mines may be opened and
existing mines expanded, provided that they are operated
and reclaimed in accordance with the regulations contained
in the CMP. Thus, the acreage restriction in the Preservation
Area impose no short-term constraints on the future

expansion of the industry as & whole nor on the vast

majority of individual operators.
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According to representatives of the mining
industry, the regquirements for reclamaticn of mining sites
contained in the Plan impose additonal costs cn mine
opera-ors. These coszts may be more burdensome for small
operzators than large cnes, bpecause the less expensive
equipment typically used in small operations tends to
cause more land disturbance than more technologically advanced
machinery. Studies of reclamation conducted by ASARCO,
Inc., however, show that substantial reductions in
reclamation costs can be achieved through careful planning
and management during the mining process. Mine operators
can obtain technical assistance regarding reclamation
technigues from a variety of public and non-profit

organizations.

5. Agriculture
Available data show no significant loss of active

agricultural larnd in the Pinelands regilon since the
enactment of the CMP. An issue of major ¢oncern to farmers
is their ability to obtain sufficient ¢redit to maintain
viable operations, assuming that land pricés have nesan
adversely affected by Pinelands regulations (an assumpticn
which has not been borne out empirically to date).
Interviews with officials of the Farm Credit Associations,
the Farmers Home Administration, and commercial banks
throughout the country reveal that it i1s the practice of
lending institutions to lend encugh money to meet the
business needs of a farmer with the expectation that he

will pay off the loan through the income he
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generates from his farming operations. Generally, lenders

do not make loans which could be repaid only by selling
the farm at high development values. Since this practice
is generally followed in the absence of agricultural
zoning, its enactment does nothing to change the practice.

A survey of all counties in the U.S. that were
known to have agricultural zoning ordinances as of 1980
shows that not one has reported that agricultural zoning has
caused credit problems. Most officials interviewed
reported that, to their knowledge, the complaint haé never
been raised. Some reported that the argument had been
made prior to.adoption of the agricultural zoning
ordinance, but that it had not been heard since.

Farm Credit Associations and the Farmers Home
Administration Sffice in the Pinelands area reported that
-no farmer has been unable to obtain the farm loans needed
because of reduction in land value caused by agricultural
zoning. They have expressed uneasiness about possible
credit proklemsg in certain situations which could arise
and have indicated that they are concerned about any program
which might reduce the value of a farmer's land. However,
in light of banking practices and of experience throughout
U.S5., and in the Pinelands area, farm credit problems caused

by agricultural zoning appear to be relatively minor.
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6. Fiscal Impacts

Property taxes in Pinelands municipalities
have historically baen much lower than “axes in other
parts of the stszte. In 1982, the average residentizl
property ta: bill in the 52 towns was $1,072, compared
to $1,613 f£or +the State as a whole. Nevertheless,
taxes nave riser rapidly in recent years, and at a
slightly faster overall rate in the Pinelands than
statewide. The primary cause of increased taxes in the
Pinelands has been large increases in public spending for
schools and municipal services. Frem 1978 to 1981,
expenditures for municipal functicns rose at an average
annual rate of 8.6 percent in the Pinelands, compared to
6.1 percent throughout the State. School and county
taxes in the Pineslands increased by 13.4 percent per vear

compared to 8.2 percent st
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tewicde. Increased expenditures
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population, rather than any Pinelands-~related restrictions
on development.

Pinelands communities rely mcre heavily on
property tax revenues Irom vacant land than do towns in
most other parts of the State. In 1982, wvacant land
accounted for 10.8 percent of the combined ratable hases
of the 52 towns, compared to 4.1 percent statewide.

Vacant land as a percent of total ratables has declined
rather sharply in the Pinelands in recent vears; however

this trend began as early as 1975, five years before

ction of the demand for services by a growin

[19]
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Pinelands land use regulations could exert any influence.
Two major factors underlying this trend were a significant
drop in the rate of land subdivision after 1975 and the
conversion of vacant land to developed uses. From 1980 to
1982, Pinelands acquisitions also contributed to a decline
in vacant land assessed value, although the state reimburses
towns for revenues lost as a result of acquisition over a
period of thirteen years (payments drop by eight percent
each year). Also, Pinelands-related tax appeals and
reassessments accounted for a minor shift of the tax base
from vacant land to residential and other types of
properties from 1980 to 1982. The overall imgact of CMP
on vacant land ratables in the region, however, appears to
be small.

Since a regicnal analysis may mask significant
localized impacts of the Plan on municipal finances, the
ten Pinelands towns which had the largest percentage
increases in residential tax bills from 1978 to 1982 were
analyzed. Increases in residential tax bills in these
towns have been caused primarily by increased public
spending, as reflected in the total taxes levied by each
municipality to cover projected outlays. ©Only four of the
townships had a net decline in vacant iand ratables due to
Pinelands acqguisitions and reassessments, and in three of

these townships (Shamong, Tabernacle and Dennis), the
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decrease represents two percent or lessg of the total 1332
ratable kbase. 0Only Wocdland Township lost a significant
proporticn of its ratable base as a result oI tax avpeals
ard acguizitions. Between 1280 and 1932, reductions in
assessed value due to tax appeals amounted to $3.0 million
{12.8 percent of the ratable base), and acguisitions removed
another §2.5 million (10.8 percent of the ratable base) from
the assessment rells. Furthermore, in 1983 Woodland
Township has been ccmpletely reassessed, and the vacant land
now accounts for only 21.1 percent of the ratable base,
compared to 46.6 percent ip 1982, This drop has resulted

in a significant rise in residential tax bills in the
township. Thus, while the Plan has had a major impact on
municipal finances in Woodland Township, 1t appears to

be a unigue case.

B. Policy Recommendations

Since the impacts of the CMP on land values, housing
narkets, and employment in the region appear to be relatively
minor to date, no substantive policy recommendations
pertaining to these topice are presented in this report. The
Commission should, howsver, continuve to monitor economic
trends in the Pinelands to determine whether zhe CMP may have
significant longer~term effects on the regional economy.
(See Section C for specific recommendations concerning the

continuing economic monitoring program.) The Plan has been



found to have localized short-term impacts on municipal
tax bases, however, and in one case, Woodland Township, the
loss of vacant land ratables has had a significant effect
on property taxes. Thus, some general recommendations
for alleviating the fiscal impacts of the Plan are presented
below. 1In addition, recommended policies relating to
agriculture are outlined.
l. Policies Relating to Fiscal Impacts
a. In Lieu of Tax Program

The Pinelands Commission, recognizing that
the large-scale acquisition of ecologically significant
lands in the Pinelands could have an adverse effect on the
ratable bases of certain municipalities, recommended a
payment in lieu of tax program in the Comprehensive l!Management
Plan. Under the current Green Acres program, municipalities
are reimbursed for property tax revenues lost due to state
acquisitions for a period of thirteen years, with the payments
starting at 100 percent and declining by eight percent per
yvear. The Pinelands Commission has recommended that payments
for acquisitions made in the Pinelands subsequent to the
enactment of the Pinelands Protection Act be maintained at
100 percent of the revenues which would otherwise be
realized if the property had remained in private ownership.
A bill now pending in the state assembly (Assembly Bill 1377)

provides for such an in lieu of tax program. It is estimated



that the pavrments made *o municipalitiasgz unisr this $ill would

totalk $383,031 over the first Zive vears of implementation
1323~1987;, excluding Green Acres payments. Since Pinelanis

azgiilsitions have had a signiiicant impact on the zatable
bagse oI Woodland Township, and are affecting several other
Pinelands municipalities, it is recommended that the vayment
in liew oI tax program be enacted at the earliest zossible
date.

b. Reimbursement for Loss of Vacant Land Ratables

It is recommended that a program be adopted

to alleviate any significant adverse effects on municipal

inances caused by the implementation of the Comprehensive

i

Management Plan. Such a program should consider two
factors: (1} the extent to which the value of privately

owned vacant land has decreassed since the enactment of the
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Plan and {(2) the lewvel of "fiscal stress” which

n the wvaluz
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is experiencing. 1In calculating the net change
0f wacant land from 1980 to the curren: vear, properties
wnich have been acquired by tne state or which have been
converced to farm, residential, commercial, or industrial
uges in the interim should be omitted. 1In addition, payments
should be based on "true”, or marks:t, wvalue and assoclated
equalized tax rates, as determined by the New Jersey Division
Taxation, rather than assessed value and actual tax rates.
Assessments represent rather artificial measures of value,

since towns are assessed at varving percentages of true value,
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Payments to municipalities could be based on
changes in the value of vacant land throughout each
municipality or on the basis of the value of lands located
only within the Pinelands Area. Computing entitlements
based on the value of vacant properties throughout each
guaalified municipality has twe advantages. First, any "spillover”
effects of the Comprehensive Management Plan on land values
outside the regulated area will be accounted for, and second,
the assessor need not examine every vacant land line item
to determine its location vis a vis the Pinelands Area
boundaries in determining the assessed value of vacant
properties in each year. However, basing entitlements on
the value of properties only within the Pinelands Area
will serve to focus the program only on lands which are
likely to have been affected by the Comprehensive
Management Plan.

The second factor which should govern the
amount of financial relief provided to municipalities is the
level of fiscal stress which a town has suffered. The use
of fiscal stress criterion may be especially important if
funding for a tax reimbursement program is limited. 1In
order to target aid only to those municipalities which are
suffering financial hardship under the CMP, a set of
- "fiscal stress" indicators could be developed and each

Pinelands municipality could be measured against this
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set of indicators. Municipalities which exceed a certain
threzhold level of overall fiscal stess would be considered
aligible for firancial assistance. Exanples of general

fiscal stess indicators are: 2 high and rising rate of

tax delinguency, a sudden and substantial cdecrease in

assessed, a high ratio of cwn-source ravenue to the full walue

of the taxable property tase, a high ratic of leocal taxes

to personal income, a high level ©of overall debt in relation

to personal income, a high level of per capita local taxes,

and high per capita expenditures for certain basic functions.l
A bill which would provide reimbursement to

Pinelands municipalities based on the criterlia outlinec above

{Senate Bill 1791 and Assembly Bill 2039) was passed by

the Assembly in July 1983, and is awaiting £inal action by

the Senate. The Pinelands Commission has endorsed this

bill, and recommends its enactment at the earliest possible

date.

In addition to the two programs outlined
above, it is recommended that the Pinelands Commission assist
municipalities in didentifiving financial problems
which may arise, reducing the costs of providing publilc

he

T

services, and increasing revenues. Examples of
types of assistance which cculd be provided are listed

below:

lGovernment Finance Assoclates, Inc., An Analysis of the
Fiscal Impact of the Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan
on Selected Municipalities, Report to the Pinelands
Commission, September 1982.
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. Engage independent consultants to conduct
detailed financial analyses of
municipalities which are having fiscal
problems, in order to identify ways to
cut costs and/or increase revenues.

. Assist municipalities in developing
cooperative agreements to pcol certain
municipal services, such as police and
fire protection, so as to minimize costs.
Counties may be appropriate public
entities to coordinate such "pooling”
efforts.

. Work with local business organizations
and government agencies to encourage the
establishments of new businesses in
designated commercial districts to
generate new ratables.

Seek priority consideration for
assistance from state and federal
agencies that dispense grants and loans
t0 encourage economic development.

. Develop a regional marketing approach
designed to demonstrate the locational
advantages of the Pinelands for new
commercial and industrial development.

. Work with municipal assessors to develop
a means by which the value of Pinelands
Development Credits can be incorporated
into vacant land assessments.

. Establish a clearinghouse for land sales
and assessment data in cooperation with
local tax assessors to facilitate
consistent assessment practices in the
Pinelands.

2. Policies Relating to Agriculture
Since it is the intent of the Comprehansive
Management Plan to protect and enhance agriculture in the
Pinelands region, several recommendations aimed at promoting

the economic viability of farming are presented here. First,
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it is reccmmended that the Pinelands Commission meet with
farmer's organizaticns in order to provide information
about the ownership of Pinelands Developmant Credit
and other aspects of the Plan. The Commission should also
work with real estate brokers to infcrm them about the
PDC program and encourzge the sale cf PDC's on the private
market. The Commission further supports the establishment
Ef a state Pinelands Development Credit Bank to purchase
PDC's from individuals in cases of economic hardship; to
extend lcocan guarantees to lending institutions when PDC's
are used as collaterzl to secure a loan; and to maintain a
centralized registry of ownership and transactions of
PDC's. A bill which would establish a Pinelands Development
Creait Bank (Assembly Bill 1259) has been reported cut of
the Assembly Revenue, Finance, and appropriations Committee.
It is also recommended that the Commission work
with the New Jersey Department of Agriculture in the
development of regulations pursuant to the Agricultural
Retention and Development Act, so that the valuation of
agricultural easements under the statewide program will
reflect pre-Comprehensive Management Plan zoning. In
addition, all proposed legislation and regulations should be
monitored by the Commissicon in order teo ensure that such
laws will have no adverse effects on agriculture in the

Pinelands.
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cC. Continuing Economic Monitoring Program

Clearly, it will be necessary to monitor economic and
fiscal trends over a period of years in order to ascertain
the full range and magnitude of the impacts of the
Comprehensive Management Plan. The data bases developed
in this study will be updated as new information becomes
available, and reports documen£ing the impacts of the Plan
will be issued on a regular basis. In addition, the analysis
will be refined and expanded where possible. Fﬁture studies
should include:

Expansion of the land value analysis to
include additional explanatory variables,
such as distance to urban centers, and
perhaps additional municipalities, to
increase the size of the sample.

. Analyses of trends in building permits
accerding to Pinelands Management Areas.
The Commission will work with the New
Jersey Department of Labor to try to
obtain information on the exact
location of each building permit issued.

. Detailed analyses of fiscal trends and
Pinelands-related impacts in individual
municipalities which are experiencing
financial problems.

. Development of representative farm budgets
in cooperation with agricultural economists
at Cook College and the New Jersey Department
of Agriculture to determine the economic
viability of agriculture in the Pinelands.

. More detailed analyses of farm lending trends
in the Pinelands, if such data are made
available by credit institutions, to more
specifically determine whether collateral
values have been reduced, and, if soc, what
effects such reductions have had on the ability
of farmers to borrow sufficient funds.
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APPENDIX &

ARTICLE 5

Minimum Standards for Land Uses and Intensities

INTRODUCTION

The Pinelands Protection Act provides in
part that the Comprehensive Management
Plan is to “encourage appropriate patterns of
compatible residential, commercial and in-
dustrial development in or adjacent to areas
already utilized for such purposes, in order
to accommodate regional growth influences
in an orderly way while protecting the
Pinelands environment from the individual
and cumulative adverse impacts thereof”
and to “discourage piecemeal and scattered
development” while protecting the Pinelands
environment. Article 5 contains minimum
standards for the development and use of
land which the Pinelands Commission has
determined are necessary to protect and
maintain the essential character of the
Pinelands environment and to accomplish
the purposes of the Pinelands Protection Act
and the Federal Act.

The provisions of this Article are intended
to serve as minimum standards for the prepa-
ration and adoption of county and municipal
master plans and land use ordinances. How-
ever, it is recognized that the specific pro-
visions of this Article, including the man.
agement area delineations, can be refined at
the local level provided that the objectives
and goals the minimum standards represent
will be achieved. In determining whether to
certify a municipal master plan or land use
ordinance under the provisions of Part 4 of
Article 3 [CERTIFICATION OF MUNICIPAL
PLANS] of this Plan, the Pinelands Com-
mission will consider the extent to which the
municipal master plan or land use ordinance
ensures that all development of land will be
in conformance with the minimum standards
of this Article.

PART 1—STANDARDS OF GENERAL APPLICABILITY

Section 5-101.

Development in Accordance with this Plan

No development shall be carried out by
any person unless that development con-
forms to the minimum requirements and
standards of this Plan,

Section 5-102.
Expansion of Existing Uses

Notwithstanding the use restrictions con-
tained in Part 3 of this Article, any lawful use
other than those uses which are expressly
limited in Article 8 [MANAGEMENT PRO-

GRAMS AND MINIMUM STANDARDS] of
this Plan, and which existed on the effective
date of this Plan, may be expanded provided
that:

A. The expansion of the use meets all of the
minimum standards of Article 8
[MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS AND MIN-
IMUM STANDARDS];

B. The area of expansion does not exceed
50% of the floor area, the area of the use or
the capacity of the use, whichever is ap-
plicable, on the effective date of this Plan; or

C. The developer demensirates that the ex-
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pansion of the existing use in excess of 50% is
necessary in order to maintain the economic
viability of the existing use.

Section 5-103.
Mcp Status

Tha folicwing maps, the originals of which
are mainiained at the cffices of the Com-
missicn, are hereby designated and estad-
lished as a part of this Plan and shall be es
much a part of this Plan as if they were set
gut in full ia this Plan:

A. Pinelands Area Jurisdiction Boundaries,
Plate 1.

B. Surficial Geology, Piate 2.

C. NW-SE Geologic Cross-Section, Plate 3.
D. Hydrogeologic Features, Plate 4.

E. Surface Water Hydrology. Plate 5.

F. Agricultural Soils, Plate 6.

G

. Depth to Seasonal High Water Table,
Plate 7.

H. Hydrologic Sail Group, Plate 8.

I. Soil Factors Limiting Use for Septic Tank
Absorption Fields, Plate 9.

]. Vegetation, Plate 10.

K. Wildland Fire Hazard Classification,
Plate 11.

L. Watersheds Supporting Characteristic
Pinelands Aquatic Communities, Plate 12.
M. Prehistoric Archaeologic Resources,
Plate 13.

N. Histaric, Archaeologic and Architectural
Resources, Plate 14.

O. Culturai Subregions, Plate 15.

P. Land Use, Plate 16.

Q. Sewer Service Areas, Plate 17.

R. Water Service Areas, Plate 18.

S. Solid Waste Dispaosal Sites, Plate 14.
T. Transporiation Systems, Plate 20.

U. Mzajor Public Land Holdings, Plate 21.
V. Resource Extraction Areas, Plate 22,

W. Ecological Critical Area Importance Val-
ues, Plate 27,

X. Land Capability, Plate 285.

Section 5-104.
Height Limitations

A. In all Pinelands Management Areas other
than Regional Growth Areas and Pinelands
Towns no structure shall exceed a height of
35 feet, except as provided in Subsection B
hereof.

B, The height limitation in Subsection A
shall not apply to any of the following struc-
tures, provided that such structures are com-
patible with uses in the immediate vicinity
and conform to the objectives of Part 10 of
Article 6: silos, barns and other agricultural
structures, church spires, cupolas, domes,
monuments, water towers, fire observation
towers, transmission towers, windmills,
chimneys, smoke stacks, derricks, conveyors,
flag poles, masts, aerials, sclar energy facil-
ities, and similar structures required to be
placed above the roof level and not intended
for human occupancy.

PART 2--PINELANDS MANAGEMENT AREAS

Section 5-201.
Purpose

In order to ensure that the development
and use of land in the Pinelands meet the
minimum standards of this Plan, the
Pinelands Comission hereby finds that it is
necessary to establish eight menagement
areas governing the general distribution of
land uses and intensities in the Pinelands.
Except for Special Agricultural Production

Areas and the Pinelands Villages, the bound-
aries of the management areas are set forth
on the Land Capability Map identified in
Section 5-103. Special Agricultural Prod-
uction Areas and additional Agricultural
Production Areas may be created as an ele-
ment of a municipal master plan or land use
ordinance under the provisions of Sections
5-204 and 5-205 of this Part, The boundaries of
Pinelands Villages shall be delineated in
accordance with the criteria in Section 5-2086.
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The boundaries of the management areas
may be refined and/or adjusted in municipal
master plans and land use ordinances pro-
vided that the Commission determines that
the goals and objectives of this Plan will be
implemented by the proposed municipal
master plan or land use ordinance under the
municipal plan certification procedures of
Article 3.

Section 5-202.

Pinelands Management Areas
Established

The following Pinelands Management
Areas are hereby established:
. Preservation Area District.
Forest Areas.
Agricultural Production Areas.
. Special Agricultural Production Areas.
Rural Development Areas.
Pinelands Villages and Pinelands Towns.
. Regional Growth Areas.
. Military and Federal Installation Areas.

L OmMEOoO0D

Section 5-203.
Goals and Objectives of Pinelands
Management Areas

A. Preservation Area District.

The Preservation Area District is the heart
of the Pinelands environment and is an area
of significant environmental and economic
values that are especially vulnerable to de-
gradation. It is a large, contiguous area of
forest, transected by a network of pristine
wetlands, streams and rivers, all of which
support diverse plant and animal com-
munities. The area must be protected from
development and land use that would ad-
versely affect its long-term ecological integri-
ty.

B. Forest Areas.

Forest Areas are undisturbed, forested
portions of the Protection Area which sup-
port characteristic Pinelands plant and
animal species, These areas are an essential
element of the Pinelands environment and
are very sensitive to random and uncon-
trolled development. Some parts of the For-
est Areas are more suitable for development

than others provided that’such development
is subject to strict environmental per-
formance standards.

C. Agricultural Production Areas.

Agricultural Production Areas are areas of
active agricultural use, together with adja-
cent areas of prime and unique agricultural
soils or soils of statewide significance, which
are suitable for expansion of agricultural
operations.

D. Special Agricultural Production Areas.

Special Agricultural Production Areas are
discrete areas within the Preservation Area
District which are primarily used for berry
agriculture or horticulture of native
Pinelands plants. They represent a unique
and essential element of the Pinelands econ-
omy and are a part of the essential character
of the Pinelands.

E. Rural Development Areas.

Rural Development Areas are areas which
arg slightly modified and may be suitable for
limited future development subject to strict
adherence to the environmental per-
formance standards of Article 6. They repre-
sent a balance of environmental and de-
velopment values that is intermediate be-
tween the pristine Forest Areas and existing
growth areas.

F. Pinelands Villages and Pinelands Towns.

Pinelands Villages and Towns are existing
communities in the Pinelands which are ap-
propriate for infill residential, commercial .
and industrial development that is com-
patible with their existing character.

1. Pinelands Villages are: (i} Bamber Lake,
(ii) Belcoville, (iii} Belieplain, {iv) Blue An-
chor, {v) Bricksboro, {vi) Brookville, {vii)
Cassville, {viii) Chatsworth, {ix) Cologne-
Germania, (x} Clermont, (xij Corbin City,
(xii} Cumberland, [xiii) Delmont, (xiv) Den-
nisville, {xv) Dorchester, {xvi) Dorothy, (xvii)
Eldora, {xviii) Elm, (xix} Elwood, {xx) Estell
Manor, {xxi} Folsom, [xxii) Goshen, (xxiii)
Green Bank, [xxiv) Heislervilie, (xxv) Indian
Mills, (xxvi) Lake Pine, (xxvii) Landisville,
{xxviii) Leesburg, (xxix} Legler, {xxx} Lower
Bank, {xxxi} Milmay, (xxxii} Mizpah, (xxxiif)
Nesco, (xxxiv) New Gretna, (xxxv) New Lis-
bon, (xxxvi] Newtonville, [xxxvii] North
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Dennis, [xxxviii} Cceanville, {xxxix) Peters-
burg, {x!] Pomona, (xli} Port Elizabeth. (xlii)
Port Repubiie, (xliii} Rickland, (xliv) Smith-
villa, (xlv) South Dennis, (xlvi} Swainton,
(xlvii) Sweetwater, (xlviii) Tabernacle, {xlix}
Tanchoro, (1) Taunton Lake, (li} Tuckahoe,
f1i1) Vanhiseville, {ilii} Warren Grove, (liv}
Waterford Works, (lv)] Weekstown, ({lvi)
Westcoatviila, (lvii) Wast Creck. (lviii) Whit-
ing, and (lix) Winslow.

2. Pinelands Tcwns are: (i) Buena, {ii) Egg
Harbor City, (iii) Hammonton, {iv)
Lakehurst, {v) Tuckerton, and {vi) Woodbine.

G. Regional Growth Areas.

Regional Growth Areas are areas of exist-
ing growth or lands immediately adjacent
thereto which are capable of accommodating
regional growth influences while protecting
the essential character and environment of
the Pinelands, provided that the environmen-
tal objectives of Article 6 are implemented
through municipal master plans and land use
ordinances.

H. Military and Federal Installation Areas.

Military and Federal Installation Areag are
federal enclaves within the Pinelands. They
represent a unigque element of the Pinelands
landscape and are a substantial resource to
the region and the state, provided that their
activities preserve and protect the unique
natural, ecological, agricultural,
archaeological, historic, scenic, cultural and
recreational resources of the Pinelands.

- Section 5-204.

Minimum Standards for Municipal
Designation of Special Agricultural
Production Areas

Special Agricultural Production Areas may
be designated at the option of a municipality,
or upon nomination to the Commission by an
individual prior to certification, in the Pres-
ervation Area District in accordance with the
following criteria:

1. The area to be designated is primarily
agricultural in use and is of a size capable of
sustained active agricultural operation taking
into account adjacent and surrounding uses
and the availability of agricultural support
uses; and

2. The area may include land in an adja-
cent municipality also designated under this
Section; and

3. The area is primarily comprised of
lands used for active berry agricultural o
active native horticultural use and Jands
which are essential to and held for the pro-
tection of active berry agricultural or active
rative horticulturel uses.

Section 5-205.

Minimum Standerds for Municipai
Designation of Agricultural
Production Areas

Agricultural Production Areas may be des-
ignated in the Protection Area at the option of
a municipality or upon nomination te the
Commission by an individual pricr to
certification, in accordance with the follow-
ing criteria:

1. The ares tc be designated is primarily
agricultural in use and is of a size capable of
sustained active agricultural operation taking
into account adjacent and surrounding uses
and the availability of agricultural support
uses: and

2. The area may include land in an adja-
cent municipality also designated under this
Section; and

3. The area is primarily comprised of
lands used for active agricultural use includ-
ing lands which are held as buffers, water
conservation areas or for other protection of
active agricultural uses.

Section 5-208.
Minimum Criteria for Delineation of
Boundaries of Pinelands Villages

In the preparation of municipal master
plans and land use ordinances, munigipal-
ities should designate the houndaries of
Pinelands Villages in accordance with the
following criteria:

A. The village area should include the center
of the village, typically located at or near the
intersection of two roads, the developed
lands contiguous to the village center, and
other cleared lands not in active agricultural
use.

B. In the Preservation Area District and For-



est Areas the village area should not contain
more than 50% forested land.

C. In Agricultural Production Areas and For-
est Areas the village area should not include
active agricultural lands except for isolated
areas of less than 10 acres.

D. Village boundaries along roads leading to
and from the village center should not be
extended more than 1/2 mile from the village
center.

E. Village delineations should not intrude
into wetlands vegetation associations.

F. Villages should include areas of high sep-
tic suitability {Hydrologic Soil Group B) con-
tiguous to developed lands.

G. The designated village area should not
contain more vacant land than built land, nor
provide for an additiona! increment of de-
velopment which is greater than the number
- of non-accessory structures that currently ex-
ist in the village. For the purposes of this
Section built land for residential structures
should be calculated as the existing lot size or
3.2 acres, whichever is less, and built land for

non-residential structures should be calcu-
lated as the lot size required by existing
zoning at the time of adoption of this Plan.

Section 5-207.

Incorporation of Pinelands Management
Areas into Municipal Master Plans and
Land Use Ordinances

In order to be certified under the pro-
visions of Part 4 of Article 3 of this Plan
(CERTIFICATION OF MUNICIPAL PLANS),
a municipal master plan or land use or-
dinance must incorporate and implement the
minimum standards of this Article governing
the distribution and intensity of land uses.

Section 5-208.
Minimum Residential Allocation
of Density in Wetlands

Each municipality shall allocate a min-
imum residential density to all wetlands that
is at least one-fifth of the average gross resi-
dential density of uplands located in the
same management area as the wetlands.

PART 3—MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR LAND USE
DISTRIBUTION AND INTENSITIES

Section 5-301.
Purpose

In order to ensure the long-term integrity
of the Pinelands environment while accom-
modating regional growth influences, the
Pinelands Commission finds that it is ap-
propriate and necessary to establish min-
imum standards governing the character, lo-
cation and magnitude of development and
the use of land in the Pinelands.

Section 3-302.

Mirimum Standards Governing
the Distribution and Intensity

of Development and Land Use
in the Preservation Area District

Use of land in the Preservation Area Dis-~
trict shall be limited to the following:

A. Residential dwellings on lots of 3.2 acres,
provided that:

(1) the dwelling unit will be the appli-
cant’s principal place of residence;

(2} the applicant has not developed a
dwelling unit under this Section within the
previous 5 years; and

(3} the applicant can demonstrate a cul-
tural, secial or economic link to the essential
character of the Pinelands under the follow-
ing tests:

(a) the parcel of land on which the
dwelling is to be located was owned by the
applicant or a member of his immediate
family on February 7, 1979; and either

(b) the applicant is a member of a two-
generation extended femily that has re-
sided inthe Pinelands for at least twenty
years; o7
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(¢) the primary source of the appli-
cant's househeld income is emplcyment or
participation in a Pinelands resource-re-
tated activity.

B. Agricultural employee housing as an ele-
ment ¢f, and accessory tc, an active sgricul-
tural operation.

C. Berry sgriculture and horticulture of
nativs planis and other agricultural activities
compatible with the existing soil and water
conditions that support traditional Pinelands
berry agricuiture,

. Forestry. _

E. Beekeeping.

F. Fish and wildlife management.

G. Low intensity recreational uses, provided
that:

(1) the parcel propcsed for low intensity
recreational use has an area of at least fifty
acres;

(2) the recreational use does not involve
the use of motorized vehicles except for nec-
essary transportation;

(3} access to bodies of water is limited to
no more than 15 linear feet of frontage per
1000 feet of water body frontage;

{4) the parcel will contain no more than 1
campsite per 2 acres, provided that the
campsites shall not be clustered at a net
density exceeding 6 campsites per acre;

{5) clearing of wvegetation, including
ground cover and soil disturbance, deoes not
exceed 5 percent of the parcel; and

(6) no more than 1 percent of the parcel
will be covered with impermeable surfaces.

H. Intensive recreational uses, provided
that;

(1) the use was in existence on February 7,
1979 and the capacity of the use will not
exceed two times the capacity of the use on
February 7, 1979;

{2) the use is necessary to achieve recrea-
tional use of a particular element of the
Pinelands environment, and

f3) the use is environmentally and
aesthetically compatible with the essential
character of the Pinelands and will not undu-
ly burden available public services.

1. Public sarvice infrastructure which is nec-
essary to serve only the needs of the Preser-
vation Area District uses.

I. Resource extraction operations.
K. Signs.
L. Accesscry uses.

Section 5-303.

Minimum Standards Governing
the Distribution and Intensity
of Develepment end Land Use
in Ferest Areas

A. The following uses shall be permitted in a
Forest Area:

1. Residential dweiling units on lots of 3.2
acres, provided that:

{a) the dwelling unit will be the appli-
cant's principal place of residence;

{(b) the applicant has not developed a
dwelling unit under this Section within the
previous 5 years; and

{c) the applicant can demonstrate a
cultural, social or economic link to the
essential character of the Pinelands under
the following tests:

(i} the parcel of land on which the
dwelling is to be located was owned
by the applicant or a member of his
immediate family on February 7, 1979;
and either

(ii} the applicant is a member of a
two-generation extended family that
has resided in the Pinelands for at
least twenty years; or

(iti}) the primary source of the ap-
plicant’s household income is em-
ployment or participation in a
Pinelands resource-related activity,

2. Residential dwelling units at municipal-
ly designated densities provided that the to-
tal number of dwelling units authorized by a
municipality for those portions of the munici-
pality in Forest Areas does not exceed the
following total number of dwelling units:

) In Barnegat Township—
459 dwelling units.

(b) In Bass River Township—
87 dwelling units.
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139 dwelling units.

{(d) In Buena Vista Township—
163 dwelling units.

fe) In Corbin City—
64 dwelling units.

(f) In Dennis Township—
599 dwelling units.

(s) In Eagleswood Township—
80 dwelling units.
(k) In Egg Harbor City—
69 dwelling units.
(i) In Egg Harbor Township—
95 dwelling units.
(j} In Estell Manor City—
1065 dwelling units,
(k) In Evesham Township—
60 dwelling units.
1) In Folsom Borough—
114 dwelling units.
(m] In Galloway Township—
110 dwelling units.
(n} In Hamilton Township—
1325 dwelling units.
(0) In Hammonton Town—
93 dwelling units.
(p} In Jackson Township—
264 dwelling units.

{q) In Lacey Township—
541 dwelling units.
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{aa) In Plumsted Township—57 dwell-
ing units.
(bb) In Port Republic City—
10 dwelling units.
fcc) In Shamong Township—
51 dwelling units.
{dd} In Southampton Township—
224 dwelling units.
(ee) In Stafford Township—
560 dwelling units.

(ff) In Tabernacle Township—
33 dwelling units.

(gg) In Upper Township—
874 dwelling units.

(kh) In Vineland City—
110 dwelling units.

(ii) In Waterford Township—
27 dwelling units.

(ji) In Weymouth Township—
376 dwelling units.

(kkj In Winslow Township—
187 dwelling units,

(1) In Woodbine Borough—
31 dwelling units.

3. Agriculture.

4. Agricultural employee housing as an
element of, and necessary to, an ective agri-
cultural operation.

5. Forestry.
6. Low intensity recreational uses, pro-

{r) In Little Egg Harbor Township— vided that:

19 dwelling units,

{s) In Manchester Township—
638 dwelling units.

(t) In Maurice River Township—

1198 dwelling units.

{u) In Medford Township—
17 dwelling units.

(v} In Middle Township—
154 dwelling units.

{w} In Monroe Township—
111 dweliing units.

(x} In Mullica Township—
1027 dwelling units.

{y) In Ocean Township—
238 dwelling units.

(z) In Pemberton Township—
211 dwelling units.

(a} the parcel proposed for low in-
tensity recreational use has an area of at
least fifty acres;

(b) the recreational use does not in-
volve the use of motorized vehicles except
for necessary transportation;

(c) access to bodies of water is limited
to no more than 15 linear feet of frontage
per 1000 feet of water body frontage;

(d} clearing of vegetation, including
ground cover and soil disturbance, does
not exceed 5 percent of the parcel; and

() nc more than 1 percent of the
parcel will be covered with impermeable
surfaces.

7. Intensive recreational uses, provided
that:
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{a} the use was in existence on Febru-
ary 7, 1972 and the cazacity of the use will
net exceed two times the capacity of the
use on February 7, 1879;

(b1 the use is necessary to achieve
recreational use of a pardcuiar element of
the Pinelands environment: and

{¢) the use is environmentaily and
aesthetically compatible with the essential
character of the Pinelands and will not
unduly burden available public services.
8. Pubtlic service infrastructure which is

necessary tc serve the needs of the
Pinelands.

9. Signs.
10. Accessory uses.

B. In addition to uses permitied under Sub-
section A of this Section, a muricipality may,
at its option, permit the following uses in a
Forest Area:

1. Institutional uses, provided that:

(a} the use does not require or will not
generate subsidiary or satellite develop-
ment in the Forest Area;

(b) the applicant has demonstrated
that adequate public service infrastructure
will be available to serve the use; and

{c) the use is primarily designed to
serve the needs of the Forest Area in which
the use is to be located.

2. Pinelands resource-related industrial or
manufacturing uses, provided that:

(a) the parcel proposed for develop-
ment has an area of at least five acres;

(b} the principal raw material for the
proposed use is found or produced in the
Pinelands; and

{c} the use does not require or will not
generate subsidiary or satellite devslop-
ment in a Forest Area.

3. Airport facilitias and compatible light
industrial uses, provided that the airport is
publicly owned or serves a Pinelands Town.

4, Campgrounds, not to exceed 8 campsites
per gross acre, provided that the campsites
may be clustered at a net density not to
exceed 10 campsites per acre.

5. Agricultural commercial establish-
ments, provided that:

(a) the principal goods or products
available for sale were produced in the
Pinelands; and

(b) the sales area of the estaklishment
does no! exceed 5000 square feet.

6. Roadside retail sales and service estab-
lishments. provided that:

{a) the parcel proposed for develop-
ment has roadway frontage of at ieast {ifty
feet;

{b) no portion of any struciure pro-
pesed for development will be more than
three hundred feet, measured along a line
paraliel to the roadway, from the closest
part of a roadside retail sales and service
establishment structure that was in ex-
istence on February 7, 1979; and

{c) the proposed use will not unduly
burder public services, including but not
limited to water, sewer and reads.

7. Resource extraction operations.
8. Landfills.

C. No residential dwelling unit shall be lo-
cated on a lot of less than 3.2 acres.

Section 5-304.

Minimum Stendards Governing
the Distribution and Intensity
of Development end Land Use
in Agriculturel Production Areuas

A. The following uses shall be permitted in
an Agricultural Production Area:

1. Residential dwelling units on lots of 3.2
acres, provided that:

{a) the dwelling unit wiil be the appli-
cant's principal place of residence;

(b) the applicant has not developed a
dwelling unit under this Section within the
previous 5 vears; and

(c) the applicant can demonstrate a
cultural, social or economic link to the
essential character of the Pinelands under
the following tests:

(i) the parcel of land on which the
dwelling is to be located was owned
by the applicant or a member of his
immediate family on February 7, 1979;
and either
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(ii) the applicant is a member of a
two-generation extended family that
has resided in the Pinelands for at
least twenty years; or

(iii} the primary source of the ap-
plicant’s household income is em-
ployment or participation in a
Pinelands resource-related activity,

2. Residential dwelling units at a density
of 1 unit per 10 acres, provided that the
dwelling unit is accessory to an active agri-
cultural operation, and is intended for the
use of the owners or employees of the agri-
cultural operation.

3. Agriculture.

4. Agricultural employee housing as an
element of, and accessory to, an active agri-
cultural operation.

5. Forestry.

6. Low intensity recreational uses, pro-
vided that:

{a) the parcel proposed for low in-
tensity recreational use has an area of at
least fifty acres;

(b) the recreational use do=zs not in-
volve the use of motorized vehicles except
for necessary transportation;

(c) access to bodies of water is limited
to no more than 15 linear feet of frontage
per 1000 feet of water body frontage;

(d} clearing of vegetation, including
ground cover and soil disturbance, does
not exceed 5 percent of the parcel; and

{e) no more than 1 percent of the
parcel will be covered with impermeable
surfaces.

7. Intensive recreational uses,

provided
that: -

{z) the use was in existence on Febru-
ary 7, 1979 and the capacity of the use will
not exceed two times the capacity of the
use on February 7, 1979;

(b) the use is necessary to achieve
recreational use of a particular element of
the Pinelands environment; and

(¢} the use is environmentally and
aesthetically compatible with the essential
character of the Pinelands and will not
unduly burden available public services.

8. Agricultural commercial establish-
ments, provided that:

(a) the principal goods or products
available for sale were produced in the
Pinelands; and

(b) the sales area of the establishment
does not exceed 5000 square feet.

9. Agricultural products processing facil-
ities.

10. Public service infrastructure.

11. Signs.

12. Accessory Uses.

B. In addition to the uses permitted under
Subsection A of this Section, & municipality
may, at its option, permit the following uses
in an Agricultural Production Area:

1. Institutional uses, provided that:

{a) the use does not require or will not
generate subsidiary or satellite develop-
men!t in the Agricultural Production Area;

(b) the applicant has demonstrated
that adequate public service infrastructure
will be available to serve the use; and

{c) the use is primarily designed to
serve the needs of the Agricultural Prod-
uction Area in which the use is to be
located.

2. Pinelands resource-related
provided that:

{a) the parcel proposed for develop-
ment has an area of at least five acres;

(b) the principal raw material for the
proposed use is found or produced in the
Pinelands; and

(c} the use does not require or will not
generate subsidiary or satellite develop-
ment in an Agricultural Production Area.

3. Airports and heliports which are ac-
cessory to agricultural uses and are used
exclusively for the storage, fueling, loading
and operation oi aircraft as a part of an on-
going agricultural operation.

4. Airport facilities and compatible light
industrial uses, provided that the airport is
publicly owned or serves a Pinelands Town.

5. Fish and wildlife management.

8. Campgounds, provided that the parcel
shall contain no more than 1 campsite per

industries,
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gross acre and that the campsites ere
clusterad at a net density of 10 campsites per
acre,

7. Resource extraction cperations.

8. Landfilis.

C. Wo residential dwelling unit shall be lo-
cated on a lot of less than 3.2 acres.

Section 5-3C5.

Minimum Standards Governing

the Distribution and Intensity

of Develepment and Laad Use in
Special Agricultural Production Areas

A. Use of land in a Special Agricultural
Production Area shall be limited to the fol-
lowing:

1. Residential dwellings on lots of 3.2
acres, provided that:

fa) the dwelling unit will be the appli-
cant's principal place of residence;

{b) the applicant has not developed a
cwelling unit under this Section within the
previous 5 years; and

{¢} the applicant can demonstrate a
cultural, social or economic link to the
essential character of the Pinelands under
the following tests:

(i) the parcel of land on which
the dwelling i3 to be located was
owned by the applicant or a member
of his immediate family on February
7, 1979; and either

{ii} the applicant is a member of
a two-generation extended family that
has resided in the Pinelands for at
least twenty years; or

(iii}) the primary source of the ap-
plicant’s income is employment or
participation in a Pinelands resource
related activity.

2. Berry agriculture and horticulture of
native plants and other agricultural activities
compatible with the existing soil and water
conditions that support traditional Pinelands
berry agriculture. '

3. Agricultural employee housing as an
element of, and accessory to, an active agri-
cultural operation.

4. Beekeeping.

B. No residential dwelling unit shall be lo-
cated cn a lot of less than 3.2 acres.

Section 5-398.

Minimum Standards Governing
the Distrituilon and Intensity
of Deveiopment and Land Use
in Rurai Development Areas

A. Residential dwelling units at municipally
designated densities, including provisions for
the clustering of allocated dwelling units,
shall be permitted in a Rural Development
Area provided that the total number of
dwelling units authorized by a municipality
for a Rural Development Area does not ex-
ceed 200 dwelling units per square mile of
private, non-wetland, undeveloped land.

B. In addition to the residential uses per-
mitted under Subsection A, a municipality
may permit any use which is compatible with
tha essential character of the Pinelands en-
vironment and is similar in character, in-
tensity and impact to the following uses:

1. Agriculture;

2. Agricultural employee housing as an
element of, and accessory to, an active agri-
cultural operation:

3. Forestry;

4. Recreational facilities, other than
amusement parks;

5. Agricultural products sales establish-
ments,

6. Agricultural proéessing facilities and
other light industrial uses;

7. Roadside retail sales and service estab-
lishments;

8. Resgurce extracticn operations;
9. Landfills;
10. Public service infrasiructure;
11. Institutional uses;
12. Signs; and
13. Accessory uses.

C. No residential dwelling unit shall be lo-
cated on a lot of less than 3.2 acres.
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Section 5-307,

Minimum Standards Governing
the Distribution and Intensity

of Development and Land Use
in Pinelands Villages and Towns

A. Any use may be authorized in a Pinelands
Village or Town, provided that:

1. Public service infrastructure necessary
to support the use is available, or can be
provided without any development in the
Preservation Area District or a Forest Area;
and

2. The character and magnitude of the use
is compatible with existing structures and
uses in the Village or Town.

B. No residential dwelling unit shall be lo-
cated on a parcel of less than 3.2 acres if
served by a conventional on-site septic waste
waler system, or a parcel of less than 1 acre if
served by an alternative or innovative on-site
waste water system.

Section 5-308.

Minimum Standards Governing
the Distribution and Intensity
of Development and Land Use
in Regional Growth Areas

A. Any use may be permitted in a Regional
Growth Area, provided that:
1. Except as provided in Subsections 2 and
3 of this Section and Part 4 of this Article, the
total number of dwelling units authorized by
a municipality for a Regional Growth Area
shall be equal to and not exceed the follow-
ing density per acre of developable land:
(a) In Barnegat Township—
2.0 dwelling units per acre.
(b} In Beachwood Borough—
3.5 dwelling units per acre.
(c) In Berkeley Township—
2.0 dwelling units per acre.
(d) In Berlin Borough—
2.0 dwelling units per acrs.
{e) In Berlin Township—
2.0 dwelling units per acre.
(f) In Chesithurst Borough—
1.5 dwelling units per acre.
() In Dennis Tewnship—
1.0 dwelling unit per acre.

(h) In Dover Township—
3.5 dwelling units per acre.
fi) In Eagleswood Township-—-
2.0 dwelling units per acre.
(i} In Egg Harbor Township~—
3.5 dwelling units per acre.
(k) In Evesham Township—
2.0 dwelling units per acre.
(I} In Galloway Township—
2.5 dwelling units per acre.
{m) In Hamilton Township—
3.5 dwelling units per acre.
(n} In Jackson Township—
3.0 dwelling units per acre.
(o) In Lacey Township—
3.5 dwelling units per acre.
(p) In Little Egg Harbor Township—
3.5 dwelling units per acre.
(q) In Manchester Township—
3.5 dwelling units per acre.
(r} In Medford Township—
1.0 dwelling unit per acre.
(s} In Medford Lakes Borough—
3.0 dwelling units per acre.
(t} In Monroe Township—
2.0 dwelling units per acre.
(u) In Ocean Township~—
3.5 dwelling units per acre.
(v} In Pemberton Township— -
2.0 dwelling units per acre.
(w) In Shamong Township—
1.0 dwelling unit per acre.
(x) In Southampton Township—
1.0dwelling unit per acre.
(y) In South Toms River Borough—
3.5 dwelling units per acre.
(z) In Stafford Township—
3.3 dwelling units per acre.
(aa) In Tabernacle Township—
1.0 dwelling unit per acra.
(bb) In Upper Township—
1.0 dwelling unit per acrs.
{cc) In Waterford Township—
—3.0 dwelling units per acre.
{(dd) In Winslow Township—
1.5 dwelling units per acre.

For purposes of this Section, dévelopable
lands are those privately held, non-wetland
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larnds with a ceptn to seasonal high water
latie oI greater than 3 feest. Whare sewer
svetems are available, soils with a depth to
seasonal high waler table exceeding 1.3 feet
may also te ronsidered developabla.

2. The 'endg use element of a municipal
mastar plan and land use ordinance shall
inc.ude residanial zonirg districts which
‘mermit development within tae fcllowing
range of densities:

(a) less than .5 to .5 dwelling units per
acre;

[b) .5 te 1 dwelling units per acre;

(¢) 1 to 2 dwelling units per acre:

(d) 2 to 3 dwelling units per acre;

(e) 3 tc 4 dwelling units per acre;

(f) 4 to 6 dwelling units per acre;

(g) 6 to 9 dwelling units per acre;

{(h) 9to 12 dwelling units per acre; and

{i} 12 and greater dwelling units per
acre.

Municipal master plans or land use or-
dinances shall provide that development at a
density which is greater than the lowest den-
sity in each range can be carried out if the
increase in density is achieved through a
density bonus for use of Pinelands Develop-
ment Credits.

3. Nothing in this Subsection is intended to
prevent a municipality, as a part of a
certified master plan or land use ordinance,
from employing additional density bonus or
incentive programs, provided that such pro-
grams do not interfere with the required
municipal program for use of Pinelands De-
velopment Credits.

B. No residential dwelling unit shall be lo-
cated on a parcel of less than 3.2 acres if
served by a conventional on-site septic waste
water system or a parcel of less than 1 acre if
served by an alternative or innovative on-site
waste water system.

Section 5-309.

Minimum Standards Governing

the Distribution and Intensity of _
Development and Land Use in Military
and Federal Installation Areas

Any use associated with the function of the
federal installation may be permitted in a

Military and Federal Installaticn Arza, pro-
vided that:

A. The use shall not require anv develop-
ment, including public service infrastrus-
ture, in tite Preservaticn Arez Districtorina
Forest Area; and

B. All develepment substantially mests the
standards of Article 3 of this Plan or an
intergovernmental agreement sntered into
pursuant io Article ¢, Part 4 of this Plan
{PUBLIC DEVELGOPMENT].

Section 5-310.

Minimum Standards for Clustering
Residential Development Rights
in Forest Area Municipalities

As part of its master plan or land use
crdinances a municipality with jurisdiction
over land in Forest Areas must include a
provision allowing the clustering of residen-
tial development rights from any parcel of
land located in a Forest Area in the munici-
pality to areas within the municipality that
contain at least 500 acres of contiguous land
which is accessible o areas of existing
growth and development and which does not
exhibit any of the following characteristics:

1. Wetlands as defined in Part 1 of Article
g§; .

2. Somewhat excessively and excessively
drained soils as delineataed on Plate 9:

3. Lands which recharge to ground water
aquifers as identified by a depth of the un-

~saturated zone of 20-30 and 30-40 feet on Plate

4, except as underlain by a clay aquiclude;

4. Extreme fire hazard as depicted on
Plate 11;

5. Active agricultural use with a prefer-
ential tax assessment under the provisions of
the Farmland Assessment Act of 1964;

8. Depth to seasonal high water table of
less than 5 feet as delineated on Plate 7;

7. Drainage basins of first order streams
as identified on USGS 7-1/2’ maps;

8. Basins of streams entering public lands
which are managed for resource protection
or recreation;

8. Active cranberry bogs and areas which
drain to active cranberry bogs;

10. Unique plant communities or the min-
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imum forest corridor area as delineated on
the Special Areas Map (Figure 7.1); and

11. Flood-prone areas designated under
the federal flood insurance programs.

Section 5-311.
Minimum Staendards
for Substendard Lots

A. Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Plan, the owner of a parcel of land of an
acre or more in any Forest Area, Rural De-
velopment Area or Agricultural Production
Area in the Protection Area, excluding those
lands governed by the New Jersey Coastal
Wetlands Act, N.J.§.A. 13:8A-1 et seq., shall
be exempt from the density limitations of this
Part for a period of one year from the effec-
tive date of this Plan, provided that:

1. The parcel was owned by the applicant
or a member of his immediate family on
February 7, 1979;

2. The dwelling unit will be the primary
residence of the applicant;

3. The parcel was not in common own-
ership with a contiguous parcel on February
7, 1979; and

4. The development of the dwelling unit
otherwise complies with the minimum stan-
dards of this Plan.

B. A municipality may, as a part of it= master
plan and land use ordinance prepared and
certified under the provisions of Articic 3 of
this Plan, exempt the owners of parcels of
land from the density limitations of this Part,
provided that:

1. The municipality has identified each lot
that will be exempt under the municipal
exemption plan or has established a program
of registration for the owners of such lots;

2. Nao lot of less than one acre will be
exempt from the density provisions of this
Part; '

3. The dwelling unit will be the primary
residence of the applicant;

4. No lot that was in common ownership
with any contiguous land on February 7, 1979
is exempt from the density provisions of this
Part; and

- 5. The development of the lots exempted
from the density limitations of this Part will
comply with all other minimum standards of
this Plan.

PART 4—PINELANDS DEVELOPMENT CREDIT PROGRAM |

Section 5-401.
Purpose

If land use and development of the Pine-
lands is concentrated in Regional Growth
Areas, the Pinelands as a region can tolerate
additional development without damaging
the Pinelands environment. It is the purpose
of this Part to facilitate such patterns of
growth and development by providing land-
owners in the Preservation Area District,
Special Agricultural Production Areas, and
Agricultural Preduction Areas with an op-
portunity to secure an additional beneficial
use of their land without the risk of damaging
the esseniial ecological character of the
Pinelands.

Section 5-402.
Pinelands Development Credit
Progrem Required

In order to be certified under the pro-
visions of Part 4 of Article 3 of this Plan, the
master plan and land use ordinances of a
municipality which has land in a Regional
Growth Area shall include provisions im-
plementing the Pinelands Development
Credit Program.

Section 5-403.
Pinelands Development Credits
Established

A. Except for land which is owned by a
public agency on the effective date of this
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Plan or land which is subject to an easement
limiting the nse of land to non-residential
uses, every parcel of land in the Preservation
Ar=a District, an Agricultural Production
Area or a Special Agricultural Production
Area shall have a use right known as
“Pinelands Development Credits” thal can
be used to secure a density borus for lands
located in Regional Growth Areas.

B. Pinelands Development Credits are here-
by established at the following ratios:

1. In the Preservation Area—

{a} Uplands—1 Pinelands Develop-
ment Credit per 39 acres;

{b) Wetlands--.2 Pinglands Develop-
ment Credits per 39 acres; and

2. In the Agricuitural Production Area and
Special Agricultural Production Area—

{a) Uplands and areas of active agri-
culture, including berry agricultural bogs
and fields-2 Pinelands Development
Credits per 39 acres;

(b) Wetlands, other than berry agri-
cultural bogs and fields—.2 Pinelands De-
velopment Credits per 39 acres.

C. The owners of parcels of land which are
smaller than 39 acres shall have fractional
Pinelands Development Credits at the same
ratio established in Subsection B of this Sec-
tion for the area in which the parcel is
located.

D. Notwithstanding the provisions of subsec-
tions B and C hereof, the owner of record of
.1-9.75 acres of land in the Preservation Area
District, Agricultural Production Areas and
Special Agricultural Production Areas, as of
February 7, 1879, shall be entitled to at least
.25 Pinelands Development Credits provided
that the parcel of land is vacant and was not
in common ownership with any contiguous
land on February 7, 1979

Section 5-404.
Limitations on Use of Pinelands
Development Credits

A. No Pinelands Development Credit may be
used to secure a density benus unless the
owner of the land from which the credit has

been obtained has deed restricted the use of
the land in perpetuity to those non-residen-
tial uses authorized by this Plan as of the daie
of the sale or conveyance of the credit by
recorded deed restriction which is snecifical-
ly and expressly enforceabie bv the Com-
missicn. The uses authcorized by this Plan at
the time of transfer shall be enumerated in
the deed of conveyance.

B. The bonus density of a parcel of land on
which Pinelands Development Credits are
used shall not exceed the upper limits of the
density range of the municipal zone or dis-
trict in which the property is located.

Section 5-405.
Pinelands Development Credit
Bonus Multipliers

Pinelands Developmant Credits which are
used for securing a density bonus for parceis
of land laocated in a Regional Growth Area
shall yield a bonus of {cur dwelling units per
credit.

Section 5-4086.
Aggregation of Development Credits

Pinelands Development Credits may be
aggregated from different parcels for use in
securing a bonus for a single parcel of land in
a Regional Growth Area provided that the
density does not exceed the limits of the
density range specified in the municipal dis-
trict in which the property is located.

Section 3-407.
Recordation of Deed Restriction

No development involving the use of
Pinelands Development Credits shall be car-
ried out until the developer has providad the
municipality with jurisdiction over the
parcel of land from which the Pinelands
Development Credits were obtained, the mu-
nicipality in which the parcel of land to be
developed is located, and the Commission
with evidence of recordation of a restriction
on the deed to the land from which the
development credits were obtained.
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PART 5—MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR MUNICIPAL RESERVE AREAS

Section 5-501.
Purpose

In order to enable counties and municipal-
ities with jurisdiction over land in Rural
Development Areas and Regional Growth
Areas to plan for an orderly rate and pattern
of growth within both areas, the Pinelands
Commission hereby establishes a municipal
option that may be incorporated in & munici-
pal master plan or land use ordinance which
allows a municipality to designate areas in a
Rural Development Area as Municipal Re-
serve Areas. These areas would be eligible
for development under the minimum stan-
dards established for development and land
use in Regional Growth Areas, including use
of Pinelands Development Credits.

Section 5-502.
Designation of Municipal Reserve Arecs

A municipality may, in its master plan and
land use ordinance, designate lands in Rural
Development Areas that are adjacent to or
contiguous with a Regional Growth Area or
areas of existing growth and development
located outside of the Pinelands as Municipal
Reserve Areas, provided that the area desig-
nated:

1. Does not contain significant amounts of:
{a) Wetlands as defined in Part 1 of
- Article- 6 of this Plan;

{b) Somewhat excessively and ex-
cessively drained soils as delineated in
Plate 9;

{c) Active agricultural lands;
(d) Aquifer recharge areas as in-
dicated by a depth of the unsaturated zone

of 20-30 and 30-40 feet on Plate 4 and not
underlain by a clay aquiclude;

(e) Extreme fire hazard areas as de-
lineated in Plate 11; and

(f) Flood-prone areas designated un-
der the Federal Flood Insurance Program.

2. Has a relatively uniform boundary
which conforms to physical or environmental
features; '

3. Is geographically balanced around exist-
ing or planned community centers;

4. Is accessible to employment centers,
and areas of commercial activity and recrea-
tion opportunities;

5. Is not contiguous with a Preservation
Area District, Forest Area or Agricultural
Production Area and preserves an adequate
buffer of low intensity use between the Mu-
nicipal Reserve Area and such districts;

8. Has available or is planned for full pub-
lic services including sewer, water, roads,
police and fire protection, and schools and
libraries.

Section 5-503,
Development in
Municipal Reserve Areas

A municipal master plan or land use or-
dinance that designates a Municipal Reserve
Area shall include provisions ensuring that
development of the reserve area at Regional
Growth Area densities will occur only when
all of the following conditions are met;:

1. Adjacent developable land in the Re-
gional Growth Area has been substantially
developed in accordance with the land use
and management programs provided in this
Plan;

2. All essential public services are avail-
able; and

3. The amount of vacant developable land
in gll Regional Growth Areas in the murici-
pality is insufficient to meet the growth
needs of the county and the municipality
projected for the next five years as de-
termined or approved by the county in which
the reserve area is located, as well as by the
Pinelands Commission.
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APPENDIX B

Cateqgories of Non-Usable Deed Transactions

The deed transactions of the following categories are

not usable in determining assessment-sales ratios pursuant

to Chapter 86, Laws of 1954 (NJSA 54:1-35.1 et. seq.).

1.

2.

Sales between members of the immediate family.

Sales in which "love and affection" are stated to be
part of the consideration.

Sales between a corporation and its stockholder, its
subsidiary, its affiliate or another corporation whose
stock is in the same ownership.

Transfer of convenience; for example, for the sole
purpose of correcting defects in title, a transfer by
a husband either through a third party or directly to
himself and his wife for the purpose of creating a
tenancy by the entirety, etc.

Transfer deemed not to have taken place within the
sampling period. Sampling period is defined as the
period from July 1 to June 30, inclusive, preceding
the date of promulgation,lexcept as hereinafter
stated. The recording date of the deed within this
period is the determining date since it is the date of
officaial record. Where the date of deed or date of
formal sales agreement occurred prior to January 1,
nex: preceding the commencement date of the sampling

period, the sale shall be nonusable.



11.

12.

13.

}v-.l
£

[
wn

18.

Sales of prowperty conveying only a portion of the
assessed unit, usually referred to as apportiomments.
split-offs; for example, a parcel sold ocut of a
larger tract where the assessment is for the larger
tract.

Saleg oI property substantially improved subseguent
to assessment and prior to the sale thareof.

Sales of undivided interest in real property.

Tax sales.

Sales by guardians, trustees, executors and administrators.

Judicial sales such as partition sales.

Sheriif's sales.

Sales in proceedings in bankruptcy, receivership or
assignment for the benefit of creditors and dissolution
or liguidation sales.

Quit-claim deeds.

Sales to or £rom the United States of 2Zmerica, +the State
of New Jersey, and/or any political subdivision of the
State 0f New Jersey; incliuding beoards of educaiion and

public authorities.

Sales to or from any charitable, religicus or benevolent
organization.

Transfiers to banks, insurance companies, savings and
loan associaticons, mortgage companies, or any other lien

holder, when the transfer is made in lieu of foreclosure.



19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

26,

27.
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Sales where purchaser assumes more than two years of
accrued taxes.

Acguisitions, resale or transfer by railroads, pipeline
companies or other public utility corporations for
right-of~way purposes.

Sales of cemetary lots.

Transfer of property in exchange for other real estate,
stocks, bonds, or other personal property.

Sales of commercial or industrial real proéerty which
include machinery, fixtures, egquipment, inventories,
goodwill when the values of such items are
indeterminable.

Sales of property, the value of which has bheen
materially influenced by 2zoning changes where the
latter are not reflected in current assessments.
Transactions in which the full consideration as defined
in the "Realty Transfer Fee Act" is less than $100.00.
Sales which for some reason other than specified in the
enumerated categories are not deemed to be a transaction
between a willing buyer, not compelled to buy, and a
willing seller,‘not compelled to sell.

Sales occurring with the sanmpling period but prior to

a change in assessment practice resulting from the
completion of a recognized revaluation or reassessment
program; i.e. sales recorded during the period July 1
to December 31 next preceding the tax year in wvwhich

the result of such revaluation or reassessment program

is placed on the tax roll.
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Transiers of the foregoing nature should ganerally
ba excluded but may be used if after £full investigaticn it
clearly appears that the transaction was a sale hatween
a willirg buyer, not compelled ©2 buy, and a willing seller,
not compelled to sell, and that i1t meets all other requisites

of a usable sal=a.

Source: State of N.J., Division of Taxation
Local Property and Public Utility
Branch



Real Estate Transaction Data Sheet

Municipality County Troperty Class

Block Lot " Map No. Recording Date
treet Pinelands Managsment area

Crantor Grantae

Assessed Value Road Access

Sales Price Paved Water

AV/SP Ratio Unpaved Sawer -—-

Acreage Paper Wetlands

Salss Price/hcra None Zoning

Comments

Block Lot Maz No. Recording late

Streex Pinelands Management Arsa

arantor Grantsze

Assassad Valus Road Access

Sales Price Paved Yater

av/e? ratio Unpaved Sewear

Acreage Paper Wetlands

Salss Price/Acre None Zoning

Corment.s

Block Lot Map No. - Recording Data

Street Pinelands Management Araa

Grantor Grantee

Agssessed Value Road Access

Sales Price Paved Water

AV/SP Ratio Unpaved Sewer

Acreaqge Papey Wetlands

Salas Price/Acre Nene Zoning

Comments '

Black Lot Map No. Recording Date

Street Pinelands Management Area

Grantor Grantse

Assessed Value

Sales Price

AV/SP Ratio

Acreage

Sales Price/hAcre

Comments

Read Access

Paved Water
Unpaved Sewer
Paper Wetlands
None Zoning
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APPENDIX D

Detailed Land Transaction Data

Contents

Table D-1 Land Sales by Township-
All Transactiocns

Table D-2 Land Sales by Management Area-
Vacant Land Transactions

Table D-3 Land Sales by Management Area-
Farm Land Transactions



TABL

Land Sales by Township

D-1

All Transactions
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Number Volume

of of
Township Year Sales Sales Acres
GRAND TOQTAL 2,226 75,859,404 27,254
GALLOWAY 1982 S 197,500 39
Bl 25 1,165,000 292
80 50 3,341,960 498
79 78 6,771,962 1,554
78 65 2,717,292 1,104
77 58 728,279 527
76 35 395,690 386
3le 15,317,683 4,320
HAMILTCN 1982 17 302,400 195
81 47 2,277,919 509
80 40 7,426,709 1,132
79 62 1,614,421 527
78 le4 3,150,459 2,273
77 108 2,006,065 i,128
76 113 546,720 806
551 17,364,693 6,570
HAMMONTON 1582 3 23,000 31
81 7 351,132 155
80 5 136,740 75
79 6 322,500 138
78 10 291,872 115
77 8 299,178 125
76 5 67,100 32
44 1,561,522 671
MEDFORD 1882 4 303,000 278
81 8 557,852 210
80 12 1,098,925 95
79 23 3,104,027 593
78 22 1,377,055 158
77 26 54€,735 53
76 10 240,300 16
105 7,227,994 1,402



TABLE D-~1 (cont.)

Land Sales by Township

All Transactions

Mumber Volume
of of

Towacship Year Sales Sales Acraes
PEMBIRTON 1982 4 121,500 83
81 2 30,000 16

g0 4 47,720 1

79 4 145,400 15

78 7. 86,400 43

77 14 198,420 108

76 _15 206,330 122

50 836,770 398

WOODLAND 1982 2 130,000 506
81 4 275,750 431

80 1 6,160 6

79 g 244,600 257

78 8 97,481 49

77 27 253,292 115

76 19 655,711 363

70 1,662,994 1,728

WINSLOW 1982 4 117,500 18
81 13 648,454 127

80 10 557,750 143

79 11 2,062,361 277

78 16 509,524 115

77 7 275,340 86

76 12 590,440 131

3 4,761,329 8907

DENNIS 1932 2 74,500 - B1
81 17 1,380,520 422

80 34 523,280 131

79 38 573,511 213

78 43 510,080 359

77 22 317,160 139
76 15 402,976 __ 218

171 3,984,027 1,600



TABLE D-1 (cont.)

Land Sales by Township

All Transactions
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Number Veolume
of of

Township Year Sales Sales Acres
MAURICE RIVER 1982 8 89,430 78
8l 11 251,784 117

80 18 173,950 133
79 17 177,175 143
78 12 164,400 372

77 14 66,684 102

76 10 96,762 252

90 1,020,185 1,197

DOWNE 1982 0 - -

81 6 300,000 254~

80 4 45,500 61

79 6 31,137 96
78 4 23,900 31

77 0 - -
76 3 11,793 _91

3 412,330 533

LAWRENCE 1982 0 - -
81 4 23,500 €9

80 7 51,620 105

79 5 114,238 409

78 11 139,315 307

77 0 - -
76 1 5,500 _29

28 334,173 919

MONROE 1982 10 254,500 62
Bl 20 352,498 406

80 14 174,700 97

79 20 393,715 229

78 29 399,550 154

77 29 331,581 113

76 30 581,335 223

152 2,437,873 1,285
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TABLE D-1 (cont.)

Land Szales by Townsnip

All Transactions

Number Volume
of of

Township Year Sales Sales acres
BARNEGAT 1882 1 2,500 2
81 3 59,875 18
80 6 1,340,000 137
79 10 2,162,567 242
78 9 861,890 534
77 4 156,650 220
76 2 43,265 83
35 4,626,747 1,236
JACKSON 1982 15 718,329 277
81 29 661,250 196
80 44 1,356,447 303
79 72 1,638,611 543
78 77 1,502,680 457
77 73 L,650,78¢0 544
76 75 1,414,345 468
386 8,042,443 3783
MANCHESTER 1982 7 131,921 174
81 14 ' 506,710 95
80 13 595,4CD 102
79 29 842,230 218
78 28 819,538 187
77 23 1,699,766 603
76 13 713,070 322
132 5,308,635 1,702



TABLE D=2

Land Sales by Management Area

Vacant Land Transactions
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Number Volume
of of

Management Area Year Sales Sales Acres
GRAND TOTAL 2,134 69,709,980 24,672
PRESERVATION 1982 1 125,000 500
81 3 270,000 430
80Q 1 895,000 i3
79 8 423,300 269
78 7 108,881 58
77 8 159,100 45
76 20 689,731 474
48 1,871,012 1,789
FOREST 1982 17 282,021 341
81 28 750,019 370
80 36 510,700 349
79 35 684,63¢% 495
78 101 1,765,609 1,858
77 58 1,853,405 1,249

76 60 547,459 807

335 6,393,852 5,468

AGRICULTURE 1862 1 39,000 4
g8l 5 89, 300 29

- 80 7 119,300 T 74

79 13 958,440 280

78 16 188,700 167
77 14 156,746 110
76 15 127,360 94

71 1,678,846 758
RURAL DEVELOPMENT 1982 14 288,220 173
81 35 765,798 155
80 46 812,455 235
79 68 1,724,539 523

78 111 . 1,872,102 994
77 99 860,475 613
76 83 552,661 445
456 6,876,250 3,138



TABL

1

D

-2 {cont.)

Larnd Sales by Management Area

Vacant Langd Transactions

Number Volume
of of

Managenent Area Year Sales Cales Aores
REGIONAL GROWTH 1882 7 262,180 37
g1 27 2,063,390 382

890 25 7,761,534 98=

79 49 8,075,114 1,238

7 57 3,232,939 1,277

77 54 2,135,970 58€

76 49 678,270 3732

268 24,209,447 4,878

PINELANDS TOWNS 1982 9 109,000 48
81 22 495,684 89

80 21 326,458 92
79 44 644,100 18z

78 57 631,350 196

77 57 834,583 252

76 26 503,879 164

236 3,544,746 1,023

QUTSIDE PINELANDS 1982 22 649,559 . 290
AREAS 81 74 3,344,405 1,048
80 117 6,323,152 1,128

79 16l 6,974,823 2,050

78 124 3,770,843 1,533

77 107 1,968,237 6560
76 95 2,104,808 911

720 25,135,827 7,61%



TABLE D- 3

Land Sales by Management Area

Farm Land Transactionsl

=223~

Number Volume

of of
Management Area Year Sales Sales Acres
GRAND TOTAL 92 6,149,424 2,582
PRESERVATION 1980 1 6,160 6
77 1 30,000 32
76 1 20,000 24
3 56,160 62
FOREST 1981 2 165,000 156
79 1 28,000 40
77 1 12,420 4
4 205,420 200
AGRICULTURE 1982 4 180,500 101
81 7 313,732 159
80 5 152,460 85
79 5 268,500 124
78 5 229,072 89
77 7 291,378 156
76 7 323,530 119
40 1,759,172 933
RURAL DEVELOPMENT 1982 1 45,000 3
81 1 60,000 20
79 2 204,000 166
78 3 277,000 42
77 4 143,176 146
76 1 196,000 7
iz P17 414
REGIONAL GROWTH 1981 1 93,464 46
79 1 50,0G0 6
77 1 20,000 6
76 3 130,500 41
6 293,964 99
PINELANDS TOWNS 1979 1 46,000 14
QUTSIDE PINELANDS 1982 7 555,600 325
ARERS 81 5 631,552 342
80 3 770,000 65
79 2 120,000 78
78 4 614,940 84
77 2 64,440 15
76 3 107,00 53

1

These transactions are those which are classified "3b" by the

New Jersey Division of Taxation, i.e. properties which qualify for

agricultural use assessments under the Farmland Assessmen: Act

of 1964 (Chapter 43, Laws of 1964).
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APPENDIX E

Economic and Fiscal

Data for Municipalities

Coding Identifications

Number of Vacant Land Transactions
Volume of Vacant Land Sales

Total Residential Building Permits
Single Pamily Building Permits
Number ©f Residential Sales
Volume of Residential Sales
Employment Statistics

Actual Tax Rates

Average Residential Tax Bill
Average Vacant Land Tax Bill
Aggregate Assessed Valuwation
Assessed Value of Vacant Land

Total Tax Levy
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TABLE E-1
Coding Identifications

Pinelands Municipalities

Case-N ID Municipality
1 10l Buena
2 102 Buena Vista
3 103 Corbin City
4 104 Egg Harbor City
LS 105 £gg Harbor Twp.
) 106 Estell Manor
7 107 Folsom
8 108 Galloway
9 109 Hamilton
10 110 Hammonton
11 111 Mullica
12 112 Port Republic
13 113 Weymouth
14 201 Bass River
15 202 Evesham
le 203 Medford
17 204 Medford Lakes
18 205 New Hanover
19 206 North Hanover
20 207 Pemberton
21 208 ‘ Shamong
22 209 Southampton
23 210 Springfield
24 211 . Tabernacle
25 212 Washington
26 213 : Woodland
27 214 Wrightstown
28 301 K Berlin Borough
29 302 Berlin Twp.
30 303 Chesilhurst
31 304 Waterford
. 32 305 Winslow
33 401 Dennis
34 402 Upper
35 403 Woodbine
36 501 Maurice River
37 502 Vineland
38 601 Franklin
39 602 Monroe
40 701 Barnegat
41 762 Beachwood
42 703 Berkeley
43 704 Eagleswood
44 705 Jackson
45 706 Lacey
406 707 Lakehurst
47 708 Little Egg Harbeor

48 709 Manchester



[

1
TABLE E-1 (cont.)
Coding Identificaticns

Finelands Municipalities

Case-N 1T Municipality
49 710 Ocaan
50 71 Plumsted
51 712 Socuth Toms River

52 713 Stafford
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APPENDIX F

Glossary of Municipal Finance Terms

Actual Tax Rate: the tax rate, expressed in dollars per
100 dollars of assessed value, which is applied to all
taxable property to determine each property's tax bill.
It is derived by dividing the total tax levy {including
local purpose, school district, and county taxes) by the
assessed valuation of all taxable property in each
municipality.

Assessed Valuation: the proportional value of property
as determined by the municipal tax assessor for taxing
purposes.,

Average Residential Property Tax Bill: the mean amount of
property tax paid by residential property owners. It is
calculated by multiplying the total assessed valuation of
residential property by the actual tax rate, and dividing
by the number of residential parcels.

County Tax Levy: the amount of taxes levied in support of the
county budget. Each municipality's share of county taxes
is based on its adjusted equalized value of taxable property.

Equalization Ratio: the ratioc of assessed o true value of
real property. It is based on the actual ratio of assessed
value to sales price cf properties scld in the two most
recent sampling periods (sampling periods run from July 1
to June 30).

Equalized Tax Rate: the equalized tax rate is the tax rate which
would apply if the property taxed were assessed at true
value. It is computed by multiplying the actual tax rate
by the equalization ratio.

Local Purpose Tax Levy: the amount of taxes levied in support
of the municipal budget. It is determined by subtracting
anticipated revenues {other than property taxes) from the
total appropriations for municipal services and debt service.

Qualified Farmland: farmland which is assessed at its value
for agricultural purpeses only, rather than at market value,
under the Parmland Assessment Act of 1964.

Ratable: a taxable parcel of real property.
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Reassessment: an imporctant change in assessment practicsa,
other than a revaluation, which results in a gignificant
difference in aggregate assess=2d value, and which zlters
*he assessed value of a large number of properties. A
reagsessment program 1s carried out by the municipal
ASS=SE0r.

resarre for Uncollected Taxes: an appropriaticn in the
nunicipal buaget wnlch Is desligned to compensaite fcr
expaected loszes of revenus dus to tax delinguency or tax
abatements and cancellations. It is computed by
multiplYan the cu*rent tax levy by the oarcentage of

the orevious vear's levy which was uncollected

Revaluation: the mass reappraisal of all real property
within a taxing district for the purpose of spreading the
tax burden equitably among property owners. The revaluation
iz carried out by an outside professicnal appraisal firm
in contract with the municipality.

School and County Taxes: an expenditure category which
represents the amount paid by the municipality to the
county, school districts, and special districts for the
municipal share of these taxes.

Surplus: the current fund balance as calculated by
suptracting c¢ash liabilities and reserves for receivables
from total cash and other asszasts.

the marke:r value of real

True Value of Real Prooverty:
property, calculated by dividing the assessed value by the
ecualization ratioc. The true, or egualized, wvalue of
property is used as the basis on which state school

aid is distributed.



FYor further information, contact the Pinelands Commission,
P.0. Box 7, New Lisbon, New Jersey 08064.
Telephone: 609-894-9342.
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