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Plan Development Committee
Meeting Summary

Forrestal Center Training Center
October 25, 1989

In Attendance: John Kitchen, Chairman; Candace Ashnun; Charles Richnan; Sam
Garrison; Kenneth Kyte; Barbara Grier.

Staff: M. Bierbaum, Ass't Director; H. Coleman, Ass't Director; C.
Newcomb, Ass't Director; D. Maski, B. Purdie, E. Cooper, R.
Kull, M. Neuman, D. Hojsak, L. Nowicki, T. Dallessio.

The Chairman called the meeting to order at 10:15 A.M. A number of
organizational questions were raised. It was agreed that meetings of the
Committee would be held weekly between 10:00 A.M. and 1:00 P.M. The
Committee would begin to go through the issues developed by Staff related to
the Preliminary Plan. The Committee would encourage public transportation
at these weekly working sessions .

A brief overview of the status of Cross-Acceptance in each county was
presented by various staff members after a brief introduction by Assistant
Director Bierbaum.

Assistant Director Newcomb outlined the role of the Plan Development
Committee through the Negotiation Phase of Cross-Acceptance. He explained
that the next few months constitutes a preparatory period prior to the actual
negotiations. Clarification of the issues as presented by the Staff will
facilitate the negotiations once they begin.

Nowicki provided a presentation of the Issue Format. She
stressed the preliminary nature of the work thus far. It is anticipated
that additional issues will be raised and changes to the issues thus far
developed will be submitted as discussions continue among OSP, county and
municipal staffs. Technical Advisory Committee input will also be
processed. Commissioner Ashnun raised a concern that not enough opportunity
was being provided for municipalities to comment. A recommendation was made
that future workshops be considered that would include municipal planners
and/or representatives.

Bill Purdie made a presentation on the format of the Staff Analysis of
County Cross-Acceptance reports. Concerns were raised that there might be a
large number of municipal reports in each county. What provisions were being
made to handle these reports? Staff responded that in some counties, many of
the municipalities would be submitting their own reports. However, in other
counties, municipal concerns were for the most part technical in



nature, e.g., mapping issues. These would be addressed by staff and
ultimately presented to the Plan Development Committee.

Commissioner designee Richman voiced concern that many municipalities
were perceiving the Preliminary Plan and the Cross-Acceptance Process as
simply an academic exercise. He stressed the need to make clear that future
action will be taken based on the County Cross-Acceptance Reports. These
Reports had to be taken seriously. He also expressed the concern that going
through the list of issues was going to be time consuming, particularly
since many of these issues had been discussed by the Committee more than a
year ago.

The Committee then began substantive discussion of Urban Issue #1. The
Issue focused on the definition of Tier 1. After brief discussion, the Plan
Development Committee directed OSP staff to follow Action Step #7 in the
Issues Paper, calling for a review of the CMB Distress Index List; and to
report back to the Plan Development Committee in two weeks. It was later
added that staff also consider Action Step #3 to make certain that the
strategies, policies and quidelines for Tier #1 were relevant to all of the
municipalities included in that Tier.

The Committee discussed Urban Issues #2 which addressed the
relationship between Urban Centers and Corridor Centers. It was agreed that
the Corridor Center concept required further clarification. While Corridor
Centers were designed to act as an antidote to continued sprawl, it was
feared that providing public funding to encourage such growth would siphon
off scarce resources from older urban centers. Even in the absence of
public funding, encouraging such new growth might prove to be a detriment to
urban revitalization.

It was suggested that Corridor Centers would occur where the market was
already strong. That market was not necessarily the same one as the one in
older urban areas. Commissioner Ashmun suggested that the role of the State
with respect to Corridor Centers should be a limited one, perhaps restricted
to planning and permitting.

A question was raised as to whether urban centers might receive a
higher priority with respect to Transportation Development Districts. These
Districts would likely become part 'of a Corridor Center designation.
Commissioner designee Kyte responded that DOT does not have the mechanisms
in place to be able to structure funding in that way at this time. DOT
would have to revise scheduled projects to be consistent with the
infrastructure priorities currently included in the Preliminary Flan.

It was agreed that the discussion of Urban Issue 12 would continue at
next week's meeting.

meeting was adjourned at 12:30 P.M.



Flan Development Committee
Meeting Summary 150 W.
State Street November
2, 1989

In Attendance: John Kitchen, Chairman; C. AsJmun; L. Sctatidt; K. Kyte; J.
Cramer; J. Van Zandt; C. Richman.

Staff: M. Bierbaum, Ass't Director; H. Coleman, Ass't Director;
C. Newcomb, Ass't Director; D.Maski; E. Cooper; R. Kull; T.
Schick; L. Ncwicki; J. Hsu; H. Neuman.

The Chairman called the meeting to order at 10:10 A.M. Future
meeting dates were discussed. It was agreed that the Plan Development
Conroittee would meet on November 8th and 15th at the 0.P.P. Conference Room
at 150 W. State Street, Trenton. There would be no meeting on November 22,
1989 as it was the day before Thanksgiving. Wie November 29th meeting will
be held at the Mary G. Roebling Building on West State Street in Trenton.
Meetings will be scheduled shortly for Decerriber 6, 13, and 20. A site for
those meetings will be announced in the near future.

Chairman made a brief statement to clarify the purpose of the
next several meetings of the Plan Development Committee. That purpose was
to review the issues that OSP Staff has identified to date in order to
revisit and clarify as preparation for negotiations with counties and
municipalities. Actual negotiations with counties and municipalities would
not be starting until after the New Year. The Committee did not want to
convey to counties, municipalities or the public-at-large that negotiations
were starting in their absence.

L. Nowicki brought the meeting up to date by reviewing the discussion
of the previous week. She indicated that Staff would be following the
direction of the Committee with respect to Urban Issue #1 and making a
presentation next week. With respect to Urban Issue #2, the Committee had
recommended that it give highest State priority to the Urban Centers and not
Corridor Centers. Tax incentives and State spending should not be used for
Corridor Centers, but concentrated in Tier 1 or in Urban Centers. Corridor
Centers were expected to be market-driven.

Chairman raised concerns about tax-sharing with respect to
Corridor Centers. What might happen to tax revenues when such a Center fell
within a number of municipal and/or county jurisdictions? It was hoped that
design criteria could be developed that would make this concept attractive
and facilitate the market to the further evolution of this concept. Questions
were also raised about the size of Corridor Centers and the impact they would
have on the current character of communities. It was agreed that these
questions were part of the Regional Design System Issues discussion and
would be revisited shortly when those issues were addressed. With



respect to this urban issue, the relationship between Urban Centers and
Corridor Centers, the Committee was clear on giving a higher priority on the
Urban Centers than Corridor Centers in terms of State funding and
programming.

Urban Issue #3 was discussed. The Issue focuses on the limits of
revenue raising capability by urban municipalities. It was reiterated that
the Plan had to be realistic in terms of its budget impacts otherwise few
would pay attention to it. Other Commissioners stressed that the Plan had to
move beyond the status quo in recommending what ought to be done in the
future. Ohe Policy Statements and Action Steps under the Issue raised
concerns related to the SLERP Commission. To what extent was the State Plan
to be tied to the SLERP Commission proposals? The Committee agreed that the
State Plan should not be tied too closely to the proposals. She Commission
should not be in the position of binding State agency decisions to a Plan
that they cannot reasonably implement.

The Chairman posed the question: Do we want to take a position on Tax
Reform? It was agreed that the Implementation Committee could better
address these details. The policy initiatives of the Plan should be
addressed by the Plan Development Committee. Assistant Director Coleman
suggested that the SLELRP Proposals dealt with more than simply Tax Reform. It
addressed other issues such as assigning responsibilities to the appropriate
level of government as well as the distribution of existing revenues such as
the Gross Receipts Tax.

The Committee directed Staff to look carefully at Action Steps #5, 6,
7, 8 and 9. In addition, an action step was to be inserted that reiterates
the necessity of formulating a tax reform policy statement and identifying
the barriers that exist to implementation of tax reform. It was not decided,
at that time, to which Committee the action step was to be addressed.

The Committee was informed that D.E.P. is currently engaged in a
"Municipal Sector Study" under instructions from the Federal E.P.A. lhat
study will reveal important information for the State Plan in relation to
this issue. In addition, the study will eventually be broadened to address
D.E.P. 's impact on the private sector as well.

The Chair asked if members of the public had any comments related to
this discussion. L. McGee of N.J. Future stated that there was cynicism
about what the Preliminary Plan meant for urban areas in light of the lack
of funding mechanisms and revenue sources. J. Stafford of the League of
Municipalities stated that the entire funding issues was a source of major
concern for local jurisdictions. If the Plan is going to involve cost
increases for municipalities, they will not support the Plan. Secondly, J.
Trafford pointed out that the SLERP proposals make recommendations with
respect to equalizing the tax burden, but do not speak to infrastructure
concerns. These are now a major issue from the municipal perspective. P.
Buchsbaum of Hannoch, Weisman, Attorneys at Law, characterized the Tax



Reform Issue as a "Tmth-in-Planning" Issue. He felt that it was incumbent
upon the Committee to Identify the barriers to Tax Reform and keep this
1ssue before the public.

Suburban Issue #1 was discussed. This Issue was an "echo" of the
previous issue. It addressed the limitations of the revenue raising
capability of developed suburban municipalities. C. Ashmun suggested that
what was actually being raised with this issue was "trend" and not plan
concerns. These suburban jurisdictions do not know how to repair and
maintain and if necessary replace existing infrastructure that is now 40 or
more years old. They would be faced with this problem even in the absence
of a State Plan. J. Crantner responded that the problem had to be addressed
regardless. It ought to be a concern of the Planning process. The Issue is
that previously these municipalities funded infrastructure maintenance and
improvements by expanding the tax base. In the absence of additional vacant
land, this revenue raising mode was no longer available. How will these
municipalities address the increased costs they are likely to experience in
this regard in the next few years in the absence of an expanding tax base?

K. Kyte pointed out that the issue was just discussed in an urban
context. It 1s now being discussed in a suburban context. In a few weeks,
the Committee will be discussing it in a rural context. There is a need for
some consistency. Also, there 1s a need to set some priorities. The
Committee cannot just simply suggest that the State will be able to assist
all of these municipalities regardless of where they are in the State.
Moreover, rural communities were likely to fall into the situation in which
suburban municipalities now found themselves if corrective steps were not
taken through the planning process.

Staff was directed to look at action steps #1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 & 9,
many of which dealt with the regionalization of services and could be
reasonably combined.

The Chairman asked for comments from members of the public. J.
Trafford of the League of Municipalities offered a word of caution. He
doubted that efficiencies through the regionalization of services would be
easy. In 1968, D.C.A. had published a handbook addressing such concerns. The
County and Municipal Government Study Commission had also published a study,
"Creative localism," on the same topic. Yet, these efforts have had little
impact to date. The Chairman responded that the current situation was a bit
different in ligjit of the impact of the State Planning process and the
nature of the problems that municipalities now faced. P. Buchshaum of
HanncchiIWeissman, Attorneys at Law, reiterated the need to keep the tax
issue alive.

The Committee discussed Suburban Issue #2. This issue focused on the
definition of "Redevelopment" for suburban municipalities. "Redevelopment"
for many municipalities raised fears about 1950's style urban renewal. For
others, the prospect of having to provide affordable housing was a major
concern, J. Cranmer asserted that municipalities need to learn that



redevelopment and high density need not be high-rise. C. Ashtnun suggested
that the State Planning Commission has an obligation to create a vision that
municipalities can understand in this regard. It was suggested that the
Commission ought to be developing a handbook and perhaps a slide-show. M.
Rifirfaaiim pointed out that the issue involves something more than just design.
Developers, municipalities, CQAH each had concerns here and defined
"redevelopment" differently. Municipalities feared the "builders' remedy."
CQAH feared that municipalities would seek to preserve their existing
character through the exclusion of affordable housing. Developers feared
that ma%y municipalities were no longer interested in growth or redevelopment
in any form.

Staff was directed to review a number of Action Steps, including #1,
4, 6, & 9. In addition, it was recommended that staff redefine the concept
of redevelopment after reviewing the Municipal Land Use law and
implementation possibilities. The language should incorporate neighborhood
revitalization without displacement into the concept. Staff should also
investigate funds and grants that are available for preservation efforts.

The Chairman asked for comments from members of the public. Concerns
were raised that the Preliminary Plan was being used to delay the development
process and thwart the CQAH process by P. Buchsbaum of Ifennoch, Weissman,
Attorneys at Law, and J. Harkins of the N.J. Builders Association.

The Chairman adjourned the meeting for lunch.

The meeting was reconvened briefly. It was agreed that next week's
meeting would revisit Urban Issue #1 to explore concerns raised earlier
about the definition of Tier 1 and the Municipal Distress Index List. The
meeting would also begin to discuss the Rural Issues after considering
Suburban Issue #3.

The meeting was adjourned at 1:10 P.M.



Plan Development Conrnittee
Meeting Summary
150 W. State Street
November 8, 1989

In Attendance: C. Ashmun; K. Kyte; J. Cranmer; J. Van Zandt; C. Richman.

Staff: J. Epling, Director; M. Bierbaum, Ass't Director; H.
Coleman, Ass't Director; C. Newcomb, Ass't Director; D.
Maski; £. Cooper; L. Nowicki; J. Hsu; H. Newman; D.
Margolin.

meeting was called to order at 9:10 A.M. ty Vice-Chair Candace

Ashmun, Ms. Ashman began the meeting by inquiring what method was chosen to
determine the ranking of the cross-acceptance issues. Staff responded that
it was a consensus of opinion among area planning managers and assoclates
based upon the number of times an 1ssue has been presented and the emphasis
placed upon it by the municipal and county staffs. Ms. Ashmun asked that
when issues are presented, specific tiers be referred to, in addition to the
urban, suburban and rural categories.

In response to Committee recommendation, OSP staff member David
Maski presented several alternative approaches for restructuring the present
list of Tier One municipalities. Several committee members debated whether
the identification of the Tier One municipalities should be based upon the
CMB Municipal Distress List as currently applied. Ms. Ashman stated that
Plan policies should focus on the need experienced by the municipalities
rather than including the needs in the criteria. She revised description of
the tier would focus on positive factors based upon a vision for cities.
Economic conditions would be a sub-criterion that would be addressed in
specific policies . Communities that fit the definition of need would be
eligible for funding as described in the relevant Statewide strategies and
policies .

line Committee suggested that the staff consider the reasons for each
city's development, and to then compare these reasons to the strategies and
policies of the Plan. Accessibility and the potential for population
density should be analyzed and then funding decisions could be tied to
specific location. Kenneth Kyte reiterated that urban centers should
receive increased funding.

Martin Bierbaum reminded the members of the legislative mandate
directing the SPC to revitalize areas of need. Itie CMS List was relied upon
to identify the areas that are most distressed. Because an arbitrary cutoff
point was used, perhaps the committee should review the list to ensure that
those cities most in need were chosen for Tier One designation. Mr. Cranmer
responded that locational and functional reasons should determine funding
priorities in the future. An analysis should be conducted on the historic
functions of each city to determine if they still apply and then base Plan
policies on those reasons. If the reasons no longer apply, then the staff
should devise policies pointing to the new direction that should be taken.
It was recommended that staff study option #4 of Maski 's paper, "Change Tier
1 intent and critical issues instead of tier criteria. " Some of the concepts
discussed are to be incorporated into the option.



Suburban issue #3, the possibility of forming sub-tiers, was
discussed. It was pointed out that the tier system is a growth management
tool. An educational effort should be made to corrtnonicate this purpose of
the tier system. It was stated that if the conditions of a location vary
significantly from the strategies of its designated tier, then action should
be taken. Staff should ensure that strategies and policies of each tier
address the issues raised by the counties and municipalities . If they do
not adequately do so, then new statewide policies and strategies should be
developed. An attempt should be made to determine the precise nature of the
c$nce§n,dand subsequently whether the language concerning growth should be
clarified.

Staff was asked to focus on Policy Statement #4, the identification
of locations that may require special attention. In addition, action step
#1, strengthening the statewide strategies and policies, and action steps
#2, #3, & #5, developing specific strategies for economic development for
blighted areas within stable communities, creating specific strategies to
target the identified problems within every tier, and writing criteria for
Tier 2 that makes an exception for developed communities that lack public
sewers, should be undertaken.

committee proceeded to discuss rural issue #1, the possibility
of an equity loss, in depth. Committeeperson Van Zandt stated that the
fanning community wants the Plan to address the issue in a more
comprehensive manner. Ms. Ashmun reminded the committee that it is not only
the farmers who may be affected. It was recommended that action step #2,
research on the windfall and wipeout possibilities, be conducted. Staff
should consider the barriers to farming performed as an economic venture.
Non-land farm issues, such as a farm pension plan, should be studied.

Plan should identify the conditions that would make farming
viable in New Jersey. With assistance from the Agriculture Department,
staff should ojsvise strategies and policies that address those factors that
create disadvantageous farming conditions. The positive aspects of farming
in New Jersey, such as access to a large market, should be stressed. QSP's
involvement 1n the technical aspects of saving farmland was mentioned. The
Transfer of Development Rights program in Burlington County, for instance,
can benefit the farming community, in general, and enlighten the SPC. ttie
SPC must present the vision to help the farming community/ but the
Legislature must create the programs and allocate the dollars to protect and
nurture farming ventures.

Mr. Cranmer reiterated that the committee oust dissect the issues of
fanning viability and residual value (windfall and wipeout) . M. Bierbaum
responded that staff would cull the strategies and policies from the Plan
that deal with the agricultural community for the committee to consider in
the coming sessions. The Committee asked that staff examine fanning
experiments, (e.g. Pinelands) and analyze the successful and unsuccessful
aspects of the programs. 3he expenses of the farming communities over a 10-
year period and the actions of government that can affect than should be
1dentified. Staff was directed specifically to action steps #1 & 2, the
need for mitigation programs and the windfall and wipeout research projects,
as initial actions in addressing the issue.



Finally, the committee decided that rural issue #2, the integration
between affordable housing allocations, tier lines and the regional design
system, is a post-1993 issue. The action steps, as presented, were deemed
to be good, but it was pointed out that they will be evolving throughout the
cross-acceptance process. Some of the steps, in fact, will be further
examined under implementation strategy.

The meeting was adjourned at 11:45 A.M.



Plan Development Committee
Meeting Summary
150 W. State Street
November 15, 1989

In Attendances C. Ashman; K. Kyte; J. Van Zandt; J. Cranmer; L. Schmidt.

Staff: M. Bierbaum, Ass't Director; C. Newcomb, Ass't Director; D.
Maski; D. Margolin; H. Neuman; L. Nowicki; J. Hsu; E.
Cooper; T. Schick; D. Hojsak.

The meeting was called to order at 9i15 A.M. by Commissioner Candace
Ashmun for a continuation of the discussion of the cross-acceptance urban
issues 44 through #7. Committee member J. Van Zandt began the meeting by
questioning the origination and ranking of the identified issues to ensure
their accuracy, importance, and the continuing opportunity for the general
public to participate in issue formulation. Assistant Director Bierbaum
responded that the identified issues cover broad policy or implementation
matters raised statewide, and the purpose of the discussion was to generate
Committee direction in addressing them.

Assistant Director Bierbaum summarized the County Cross-Acceptance
Workshop held recently under the auspices of the Office of State Planning.
Ine objectives of the workshop included a status update on the cross-
acceptance process, feedback from the counties concerning the issue
statement papers, presentation by OSP staff members on research conducted
for the infrastructure needs assessment model, and an explanation by Rutgers
faculty on current carrying capacity analyses. The primary issues that
surfaced in the Statewide issue session focused upon implementation
strategies, funding possibilities, coordination necessity, permit
streamlining importance. Participants in the urban session stressed that a
redefinition of Tier 1 may be necessary; urban centers and corridor centers
both need attention; and a comprehensive strategy that includes both
"concrete building policies and social welfare policies" needs to be
formulated. The Rural Session emphasized the equity issue including
discussion on who bears the responsibility for compensation. Ms. Ashmun
voiced concern that although the Committee is receiving feedback from the
counties concerning the issue statement papers, the municipalities have not
widely participated in the discussion.

_ Urban Issue #4, that costs should be determined for the provision
and maintenance of the infrastructure necessary to support the urban
population, was discussed. Ks. Ashmun stated that some redirection of money
will be recommended by focusing on existing funds. Assistant Director
Blerbaum explMnftri that municipalities and countiles were asking for the
COtnmission to "get a handle on the magnitude of the problem" and to provide
*one direction In solving the problem. Ms. Ashmun was concerned that too
much emphasis was placed on the all omit Ion of "new" money, however, many
policies in the Plan, such as streamlining and the provision of compact
infrastructure, can help alleviate the problem without Mssive vnounts of
aririitinnnl funding.

Committee member K. Kyte reiterated that the Plan attempts to mend
choices for available resources. Christy Van Home of New Jersey



Future suggested that the Commission does riot have the authority to raise
and aEproprlate new funding, hence, the responsibility for the issue may lay
elsewhere. Committee member J. Cramer recommended that the focus should be
placed on a primary issue, the cutting of red tape to save costs. Thus,
frustration with the entire system would be lessened.

Discussion turned to the necessity of addressing the provision of
the social infrastructure. The 1ssue was recognized as significant, but 1t
was generally agreed upon that other state agencies, such as the Departments
of Hunan Services and Duration, are better able to address the issue. It
was recommended that OSP staff continue to ccommicate with other
departments about addressing the social infrastructure needs of the urban

areas.

The discussion focused on the need to identify the issue of
infrastructure funding as statewide and for all communltles, rather than
makln% 1t an urban concern. It was pointed out b Ashmun, however, that
the Plan should not be mired in detail; much of the 1nformatlon concerning
the infrastructure should be contained in back-up documents such as the
Infrastructure Needs Assessment. It was recommended that staff continue to
compile data and contact other departments for assistance.

During discussion of urban issue #5, the need to balance the
redevelopment of urban areas with protectlon of the environment, Committee
member L. Schmidt explained how the ECRA program aids urban redevelopment
efforts. He suggested a proactive planning initiative, centered on the
program, to help revitalize industrial areas.

Discussion also identified the need to identify small
environmentally-sensitive areas in Tier 1 and to provide the direction for
protection of these areas. It was generally agreed upon that it 1is
unnecessary to map the very small Tier 7 areas within Tier 1 but it 1is
important to address the issue in the Plan strategies and policles. A
method of identification must be devised without resorting to mapping
procedures.

Urban issue 16, the necessity for more effective urban design

TOllCleS centered on the need to s coordinate state agencies, provide
eadership, and recognize that the issue 1s a state planning responsibility.
It was suggested bX Ms. Ashman that the newly formed Technical Advisory
Committee could help address the issue, the ability of the private sector
to assist in this area was also recognized. The importance of action step
#7, ensuring that the relevant state agencies are integrated and committed
to the importance of physical settings for urban areas, was stressed.

Urban issue #7, the need to set priorities among infrastructure and
redevelopment pIOjeCtS, was doomed to be a reiteration of issue #4. It was
suggested that the two issue statement papers be merged.

Urban issue #8, the need for urban areas to attract a diversified
residential populatlon, focused upon: the importance of a good educational
system, a reasonable tax structure, and attractive physical design. A
design focusing on mixed use, with employment opportunities located close to
residences, can mitigate the congestion, pollution, and lack of parking



spaces often associated with urban areas. Consequently, it was suggested
that the action steps be broadened with an «D|phasis on education and mixed
uée.

Jhe meeting was adjourned at 11:55 A.M.



Plan Development Committee
Meeting Sorcery
ISO V. State Street
ttanmber 29, 1989

In Attendance: J. Kitchen; C. Ashman; J. Cramer; L. Schmidt; J. Van
Xandt; C. Richman.

Staff j X. Biazbaum, Ass't Director; C. Newcomb, Ass't Director;
D, Maski; L. NcviOd; D. Margolin; J. Hsu; M. Neunan;
T. Dallessio; D. Hojsak; T, Schick.

Commissioner Qmrtnne Ashmun called the meeting to order at 9*10 a.m. The
meeting agenda consisted of a continuation of the discussion of the
retraining cross-acceptance suburban issues; more specifically issues #4 -#10.

Assistant Director Martin Bierbautn suggested that in discussing these
specific 1ssues, the overriding guestion seemed to be whether suburban tiers
were able or w1illnq to absorb the projected growth which would be re-
directed to them from tiers 6 and 7. (e.q., How will the suburban
municipalities address growth and balance 1t with the other mandates of the
FSDRP such as housing, transportation, the envirorrnsnt?)

Commissioner Ashman also requested the Committee to consider the
guestlon of tier definition and tier criteria with respect to the suburban
iers.

Staff introduced the discussion of suburban i1ssue *4: "An adequate
number of affordable housing units should be constructed In proximity to
employment opportunities." Staff advised that the 1ssue might be viewea"in
terms of "supply side" sugqestlons, such as permit streamlining and design
standards, and "demand side" suggestions, such as the provision of housing
subsidies and mortgage subsidy programs.

. Committee suggested that there were two relevant points to be
examined within the context of this 1ssue: code requirements and land costs.
These, 1n fact, have added a substantial amount to the costs of providing new
housing in New Jersey end have decreased the margin of profit for balding
rental units. The Committee also expressed concern ret Volume III .
guldelines which deal with the necessity of providing sufficient lands in
proximity to expected employment and growth. The 1ssues of "vacant lands,"
redevelopment, and density Bonuses were also briefly discussed.

Pie Qonmittse and staff disrwwri the importance of the growth “rwy«w
vtafr\f-ft analysis ocBKment of the oross“acceptance report with respect to this
1ssue. Staff naorte to determine whether this section of the county
comparison reports axe indeed adequate/sufficient. The county resperse



Indicated that the current base data is from the 1980 census and out-of-
date. Therefore, Borne counties axe waiting until 1990 census data beeemes—
avallable before completing the growth level analysis.

_Staff indicated that some towns axe looking at land
availability /capacity. Commissioner Ashman suggested that tenants* sewage
capacity 1s 1n place for the next ten years, this might be a useful indicator
for municipalities to use re: land availability. MSW has completed a study of
Land Availability which has indicated an imbalance 1n land use with respect
to the ratio of jobs to housing. An Analysis of Build-out has also been

completed.

- Committee suggested that a land availability analysis and carrying
capacity analysis should be completed, erh%Fs with the cooperation of MSM
and the counties. The suggestion was offered that 1f the results indicated
a substantial shortage of land fcy the year 2010, 1t would be necessary to
re-examine current zoning . Municipalities need to cone land 1n enough
quantity to allow for affordable housing. Staff reported that in sane cases,
municipalities are looking at county-wide land capacity, however most have
not_adequately focused on this 1ssue. Another key 1ssue to be considered
would be the type of housing (1.e., low, moderate) to be provided.

Committee suggested the following additional action steps: D.C.A.
should play an important role in developing a comprehensive affordable
housing plan; research the issue of land costs (e.g., what portion of
development cost does land make-up; conduct a~foning analysis; look at
counties and municipalities to see what they are currently doing) ; research
the 1ssue of code costs (e.g. , review them in order to determine whether
they are reasonably crafted; determine whether the gquantity of requirements
are fair) . The suggestion was made to eliminate 3-b, under the present
action steps (i.e. , the use of mass produced modular housing) . The
contnittee also proposed that the TftCs assist with this 1ssue.

The KC Ccrrmittee recommended that OSP staff carefully examine the
relevant policies in the PSERP in order to see if they address all the
essential 1ssues (e.qg., mixed-use, the provision of housing in balance with

commercial activities, the provision of adegquate housing for all income

levels, etc. ) . Staff.w1ll also examine policies and strategies which relate
to infrastructure and its relationship to housing supply and demand.
1ssue *5 * & HeTpatE !

vill relieve or Intensifyuburfaan traffic congestion " was tllsruBflpri,
Ccrrmittee suggested that 0S? clarify the tact that this indeed 1s what 1s
currently happening and not what the Plan 1s pcoposino (1.e., the 1ssue 1s
how does the State cope with this trend without the Plan).

As with the above issue, the Committee suggested that OSP work with
D.0.T. re: this 1ssue. The Committee also proposed the following CSP should
analyze the County-Municipal Partnership Act xe: how 1t relates to



the Plan and take the appropriate legislative stand; staff should study what
has worked in other parts of the country; staff should look carefully at the
policies 1in the Flan to see 1f theXIdeal adequately with these 1ssues end

whether they might need to be highlighted cot re-worded. It was agreed that

action steps #5 and 17 were

The discussion focused on nfrirtvin tsfny* £ 6 * "f*irtwi jaMnJciffll ities
whether the Plan will ensure the proper timing and phasing of =
. rowth. * The sense ot the Committee was that this issue already
exists, however the Plan glves sane, semblance of gnirtnnoe. It was agreed
that action step 12 ("encourage municipalities to coordinate land use plans
with facility plans") was the most important in solving the problem.
Presently, this 1s not being done.

Committee proposed that staff look at "how a township reads the
Plan." The sense was that 1t might be necessary to add sane cross*
referencing, 1n order that 1t may be read more carefully and ,
comprehensively. Also, the Committee suggested that action step IS ("review
whether legislation may be necessary to allow municipal ordinances to link
infrastructure expansions and upgrading with development approvals") needs
to become clarified and then become the priority. The counties have the
burden to lay out an infrastructure plan and to do an analysis of what
currently exists. This, in turn, would lead to a capital improvement
program (as in the Contillo Bill).

~ Suburban issue 17 - "There is a need f or envlrornental protection
policies 1n developed areas" was discussed. The sense of the Committee was
that this involves a failure to read the statewide strategies carefully as
well as a misunderstanding of what tier 7 means (1.e., there 1s confusion
between statewide strategles and tier designations). In some cases, tier 7
policies are not, 1in fact, applicable to a 30 acre tract. However, there
should be a way to 1dent1fy it for "protection" (e.q., "park", "scenic
corridor"). The Committee recommended that other policles might be added
under Statewilde which 1dent;f¥ areas for protection or "special concern. '
There was the need for ftdriitlmmfll langquage in the Plan such as a policy
which states that these areas should appear in local master plans. Cross-
referencing should also be added.

The suggestion was also made that the Plan should include "an official
statement", that all areas, not just those delineated as tier 7, can be
protected. Areas of special consideration could be recommended for local
master plans. local municipalities should incorporate protection in zonin
and wit fesgee% to making 1t consistent with regulations. Calculations o
use need to be made with criteria such as wetlands, taken into
considerations.

In surarary, the sense was the PSFP and the process of cross-acceptance
has gotten the mnnties and nmlripftTltis* to carefully consider these areas.




issue *8 - "In some cases, suburban and rural towns require

different policies* was considered. She overall context is that the nature
of development or development potential 1s different in areas surrounded ty
developing areas. She Committee suggested that the i1ssue statement needs to
be expanded to include the amount of available developable lands. The
suggestion was also offered that an additional action step be added which
examines the relevance of the density requirement with respect to the tier
designation criteria. Rel action step #2 ("determine, on a case-ty-case
basis, the needs of specific tier 3 towns ret infill, redevelopment, fringe
development, and the resultant demands on public f aril 1t IeB and services.
Determine whether these projections are compatible/or will be supported by
the areas which surround each town"), the én®>B& of differences will be
clarified as data cones in daring cross-acceptance.

Committee also highlighted the importance of action step #6 (the
Impact Assessment Study data) and suggested that OSP study the tier criteria
carefully (e.g., do they make sense * are growth implications considered).
Staff might re-examine the FSERP in order to focus on tier 3/tier 4
des%gnatlons. The sense was that this Issue should be re-visited in 6
months.

discussion then focused on suburban issue #9 - "Specific desit
policies for new suburban development are needed. * The Committee as! staff
to study whether the current PSDRP policies are, in fact, leading to the
achievement of mixed-use. Does the Plan successfully communicate the
importance and the context of mixed-use to local planners?

~ The Committee proposed that the SPACS assist with this issue especially
with regard to the drafting of a handbook which would Include density
suggestions and ways to preserve open-space. The Committee also
suggested that #4 under range of policy statements (the importance of the
RDS and suburban tiers) be highlighted In order to encourage a more compact
type of develognent. .

ttie final issue to be discussed was #10 - "State funding for
metropolitan tier 4s should be considered.'! In general, the sense was that
the problem was with "tler classification.*" Italcipalities do not want the
stlgma, however, they do want the funding. The Committee suggested that
staff re-visit tier descriptions to Bake them more geographic (see
under urban 1ssue 41 . Vie policies should deal with the need

for funds and descriptions should concentrate sore on geography.
In summary, the Committee stated the need to wait and see now tier

classifications come back during cross-acceptance. Again, tier criteria
need to be examined carefully in preparation for negotiation.

~ She weting was edjourned at approximately I1t40. the next KC seeting
will be held in the Mary Roebling Building, zoom 218,



Plan Development Committee
Meeting Summary
150 W. State Street
December 6, 1989

In Attendances C. Altltun Schmdt]MJ Van fcandt] C. Richnanj J.
Gilbert; K. I1’tej athesius.

Staffs M. Blerbaurn, Ass't Director; C. Newcorb, Ass't Director;
H. Ooleman Ass't Director; M. Newman: J. Gotteegen; D.
Margol 1n L. Ncwicki; R.Kail; T. Schick; E.Cooper; B

Purdie: T. Pflllfrpsio? E.

Commissioner Candace Ashman called the meeting to order at 9:20. The
staff response to the "New Jersey Department of Agriculture Statement to
Flan Development Corn-Lit tee" (11-15-89) was distributed. Discussion will
follow at a future PDC meeting.

Commissioner Ashman expressed concern with respect to the general
context or direction of the issue paper discussions. Most briefly, the
overall goal of the Ccrrmission is to meet the State inandate as well as the
charges of the State Planning Act, by developing a State Plan. Tte role of
the PDC is to develop options or clarifications for policies which would
meet this mandate. Implementation, therefore, should be considered after
the policies have been carefully and fairly refined and written.
CdTcdssioner Ashnun suggested that attendees bring copies of the PSDRP to
the meetings in order to more accurately discuss the 1ssues with reference
to the policies as they are written and focus on how these strategies and
policies might be re-worded, changed, deleted or supplemented.

3wo staff presentations followed: a discussion of the G.I.S. pilot
project in Burlington County re; the TDK pregrams a draft research paper”
developed with members of the Department of Agriculture on the issue of
property rights protection.

Burlington County project is being carried out ]omtly with
D.V.R.P.C. Generally, it provides a system for napping, anal yz1r%g
evaluating and bulldlng a land data base relevant to the current T.D.R.
%rolect Although this prO]]:)ect has been defined by the special nsodr of

urlington County, it will be able to be adopted to other
situations/projects.

3he research project Wlth the Depawﬂ-mﬂ of A grlculture and %l%)gstaff

has been structured to meet the reﬂ uests of the KC neting of
Papers will be drafted which will deal with the equity 1ssue, the viability
of agriculture in Mew Jersey, and the 1ssue of land as pension for farmers.

CSP staff briefly disrnseM the paper en —%‘14-1%&4—3%* Rights Protectlon n
an attempt to broaden the context ox the fmayl "+ apprfar\s of the



issue of "equity". Manlspecifiqall¥, the paper dealt with the guestion of
windfalls and wipeouts in relation to other public policy considerations.

*ha PDC rtitrnatart ths fact that tha ewu«td polic% as written in the
VSDRP (Tier 6, policy 1.7) was perhaps too narrow and the policy needed to
be broadened,ﬁeyond fier 6 (e.q., to mitigate to the extent possible, the
effects of windfall/wipeout which occur cue to the effects of the Plan).
The Mffise of the Oonnittse was to &e-«xite the pollc¥lclearly and to expand
1t to include agriculture located in all tiers throughout the State.

 The Committee also stated that the documentation or discussion of the
various thlons being proposed by the Department of Agriculture ret this
issue would be included in the e%9ianded ijnplementation section of the Plan*
The goal of this ccnrdttee was to state thecfollc1es in order to meet the
1tandates of the State Planning Act and to address the issues as clearly as
possible for the counties and municipalities .

. The recommendation was also made to consider having statewide
agriculture policies 1f appropriate and consistent the mandate. Presently!
these are included in the economic development statewide section of the Plan.
3te staff was asked to address this 1ssue via the PSCRP and the policies as

currently written.

Rural issue #4 - Tte need to encourage a broader economic base in rural
areas was discussed. The feeling was that there are policies currently in
tne'PSDRP (see Tier 6, Regional Design System, and Statewide) which attempt
to address this 1ssue, however they need to be clarified.

Action steps 41 and 12 do, in fact, deal with this. It was suggested
that action step *4 include the suggestion that staff draft an infozxretional
plece which would clarify specific policies in the Plan re: this issue. The
aEproprlate policies should be synthesized and consolidated via a brochure
wnich would present an issue and delineate the policles which fit the 1ssue.
The Committee needs to focus on more effectively articulating policies which
would result in the intention of the Plan.

.Staff presented rural issue 15 - The character of present and future
development 1n tier S needs to be more clearly defined. The Permittee
advised that staff re-look at the tier description and intention. It was
the intention of tier 5 to cnphasize the efficient phasing of infrastructure
and to allow for opportunities for future growth, in carder to avoid the
°Erowl of 1 acre lots on septic systems. The opal was to organize %?owth S0
that beyond the year 2010, the State would be able to grow efficiently.

She Ocnmitts* «nphasisad that the Regional Design System was critical
in tier 5. Staff suggested that there was a gnat daal of aeeswaim: of the
RDS 1n the field end count Iss end Mmicipalitie* ware de51qnat1ng villages
and hamlets. Staff also suggested that policies cannon to tiers 5, 6, and 7

be amalgamated for purposes of clarification. The Gcnmittse fe%?eﬂded,that
the tier intents are too different, and the pesjamt technique of repetition



1s mar* appropriate. Again, the objective was to write policles which pol to
action which, 1n turn, would be addressed at the iapXanantation laved.

Action stape 12 and #4 were aaen as being net important. Action step
44 spaaks to what should happen re: appropriate development, however, 1t
naodB to be sore clearly articulated (e.q., perhaps indicating a
disincentive rel sprawl dsvelcenent) . A fifth action step naada to be added
which indicates that the policies and tiar intant need to be re-read end
perhaps re-warded.

- Issue #6 *Clarification of K.J. Deﬁartment of Agriculture Role was
discussed. Staff responded that the dialogue 1s excellent and both" ataf f
s are presently working together on several projects . Ite Oormittee suggested
that the Commissioners and members of the State Agriculture Development
Board as well as members of the SADCs should participate in a joint
informational meeting/dialogue.

. .Discussion then focused on rural issue 17 - Guidelines, procedures and
design standards with respect to development need to be clarified. 5ne
implication seems to be a request for more detail, as well as a lack of
understandlnglof the detail that 1s included. Staff explained that there 1s
an understanding of the fundamentals in the field, however the details need
to be clarified. Also, the issue of stable communities funding increasing
infrastructure costs 1s of concern to counties and municipalities.

. ~ Committee Garmented that although the Statewide strategies deal
with this 1ssue, perhaps the Plan 1s missing policles in the Tier sections
which deal with becoming a stable community (e.g., budgeting 1ssues, 1ssues
of financing) . Staff and Committee discussed the option of suggestin
parameters of growth that would preserve the integrity of tiers € and /.
EeSﬁq% controls might be arirtod to the RDS quidelines re: villages and

amlets.

Committee concluded that a discussion of rural issue 49 - The
treatment of farms outside of tier 6 should be clarified had been covered

liith respect to #10 * The role of the State /Counties with respect to review
of develcgrent in tier 7 needs to be Cl%gleGQb* the Oomittee that—the-
mads to be

Staff explained that the agenda for the next KC aaeting on 12/13/89
would consist of the Regional Design System issues. Future agendas would
consist of Minarizing what has transpired ewer the last 2 acnths and |
teloritirng the i1mortant action atape, lha action atape will be aacamined
in terms of the policy discuasiona and should be xafarvcad to the PSCFP.
Staff also suggeetad that counties and «nnlrlpnlltiajt bean sant somaries of
the PDC netings and encouraged to attend.



. The League of H nlrirfrHtiM offered to cooperate and assist with
distributing any rlvIffr®**1~ docanents which night be forthxming.

veeting was adjourned at 1IsSO



Plan Development Committee
Meeting Summary Forrestal
Center December 20, 1989

In Attendance: C. RicJdman; K. Kyte; J. Van Zandt; L. Schmidt; C. AsJmun; J.
Kitchen.

Staff: M. Bierbaum, Ass't. Director; C. Newcomb, Ass't. Director;
L. Nowicki; T. Dallessio; T. Schick; A. Doyle; R. Kull; H.
Neuman; S. Karp; J. Gottsegen.

Chairman John Kitchen called the meeting to order at 10:00 A.M. It
was announced that the next meeting of the Committee would be held on
January 10 at the Department of Community Affairs Building in Trenton.

Assistant Director Bierbaum informed the Committee that 11 County
Reports will be received ty January 1; 6 more will be submitted to the OSP
during January; and 6 will be received during February. Presentations
summarizing analyses of the reports are scheduled for January and February
PDC meetings. Municipalities and counties, as well as representatives from
the Leaque of Municipalities, are encouraged to participate. Letters will
be sent shortly with the complete schedule. It is expected that county and
municipal representatives will be able to inform the PDC whether Plan
policies are beneficial for their communities. The objective is to encourage
counties and municipalities to consider resolutions to the issues identified
at the present time to determine if there is agreement or disagreement
between the counties and municipalities and the Preliminary State Plan, and
whether the strategies and policies are effective.

Although the time constraint is a limiting factor, the format of the
presentation will include the main issues identified in each county by OSP
staff and responses by the each county and any municipalities wishing to
participate. It was stressed that these presentations, joint enterprises
between OSP staff and the counties, are just one part of the evolution of
addressing the issue. The process is based upon multiple reiterations of
discussions. Initial meetings will focus on the "fit" between Statewide and
Tier strategies and policies and county and municipal expectations.

Assistant Director Bierbaum pointed out that, although these issues
have been raised before, more participants are included in the continuing
discussions. In addition, direct participation by the counties and
municipalities in the discussion of the issues alleviates misinformation.

It was announced that the Technical Advisory Committees (TAC) are
scheduled to meet in January and February. The Peer Committee, however, will
not meet until March due to scheduling conflicts of the representatives.
ttie cross-acceptance issues that the PDC has been considering have been
referenced to the appropriate committees. Staff will facilitate the TAC
sessions conducting preliminary presentations of information gleaned from the
issue discussions held so far.



OSP staff gave an update on the mapping analysis. Cartographers are
currently assessing the method and quality of the mapping that has been
submitted to the Commission. One of the primary mapping concerns is the
distinction between technical and policy changes and the proper
identification of each type. Although the information will be processed at
quad scale, regional maps of the proposed changes will be made on a regional
level for Commission review. Separate maps will detall suggested policy and
technical changes with the rationale for each proposal. Some mapping issues
need to be resolved, consequently another presentation will be made to the
Committee by March. It was recommended that the technical changes be
processed first because FDC discussion must proceed on accurate information.
In addition, it was stressed that the existing and planned infrastructure is
important for further analysis.

It was pointed out that Committee discussions with the counties will
begin by January 10. Commissioners were assured that although the mapping
analysis is not yet complete, a list of the proposed changes and an
explanation of the nature of these changes will be prepared for the first 3
counties. The list and explanations can be used as a text summary. Assistant
Director Bierbaum acknowledged that the difficult issues will conbine
technical and policy changes. Determining the merit of the changes will be
complicated in those cases.

Commissioner Richman referred to the summary of the previous meeting
(12/06/89) . He emphasized that hamlets and villages were key issues
discussed. New hamlets and villages in Tier 6, possible implementation
strategies, and the preservation of the existing villages were important
aspects of the discussion.

The issues on the Regional Design System (RDS) were then considered.
Issue #1, implementation of the concept, acknowledged deficiencies in this
section of the Preliminary Plan. Presently, the Plan presents the table
outlining the concept then details intergovernmental coordination. It was
suggested that the concept requires a strategy that summarizes the objective
of the RDS. It was pointed out that the design and implementation of the
concept hfs evolved with county input and that will be reflected in the
Interim Plan.

Commissioners inquired whether any attempt has been made to select a
model so that a physical representation of the objective would be available
along with documentation of the implementation process. The Committee was
informed that a Planning and Design Manual for hamlets and villages is
currently being developed. It was also pointed out that the Implementation
Committee will consider some of the issues concerning the RDS.

The discussion noted that the previous emphasis had been placed on
the design of new Communities of Place, but the implementation problem
centers on the immensity of the project over a lengthy 10 to 15-year period
that would encompass several economic cycles. The risk for the development
community was recognized. In addition, current municipal zoning ordinances
do not allow for the creation of new villages.

The recommendation was made that a manual be developed that would
detail the necessary zoning modifications that would be required. The



normal should acknowledge the necessity for public/private partnerships to
acccrnplish the objective. The Cornnissioners noted that identification of

possible areas for new villages can affect the packaging and implementation
of new Communities of Place. Windfalls can occur and land costs may rise.

Commissioner Richman reiterated that a model was necessary to
illustrate the concept implementation process, rather than the specific
community design. A prototype should be structured to help determine the
appropriate infrastructure timing, possible costs, the necessary regulations,
recommended integration between open space and residential areas, and the
provision of services. It was also pointed out that the interrelationship
between transportation and DEP issues could be addressed through the RDS
concept.

It was suggested that a more effective integration of the RDS, the
Tier System and the Statewide Strategies is necessary. It was also pointed
out that other places that have created villages have incorporated them into
a regional economic development plan. A link to these newly developed areas
and employment opportunities should be planned.

The discussion acknowledged that the RDS is being misinterpreted,
possibly because it is being considered as a zoning plan. 2he Committee
recommended that Action Steps #1 and 2, "target efforts on implementation
techniques" and "suggest that state agencies address implementation", be
referred to the Implementation Committee. It was suggested that staff
consider Action Steps #3 and #4, including recommending separate policies for
"new" versus "existing" connunities and further study of public/private
partnerships, development costs, techniques to accomplish the implementation
of new communities, and marketplace realities. In addition, it was
recommended that a strategy be written to explain the reasons for the
Regional Design System and its relationship to the concept of Communities of
Place. An "Intent" section, such as the one included under the Tier section
of the Plan, should also be written. !Gie 1(c) item, concerning the study of
the application of Transfer of Development Rights, will be done as
information from the counties is presented to the PDC.

Ofte discussion of 1-A, "Some municipalities are unsure of the
benefits of designating and delineating Communities of Place", revolved
around the misconception that persists that new growth is reccmnended rather
than the management of expected growth. It was suggested that pprtops the
phrasing of the word "new" in applying the concept to villages should be
deleted. It was emphasized that flexibility must be retained by
municipalities to enable local governments to work effectively with the
development ccoraanity. Action step #2, "exploring the notion of community
service areas in lieu of communities of place boundaries", was recommended
for further staff consideration. Action step #3, the "study of policy
options which explore new roles and relationships between the public and
private sectors with respect to oonnunity building", was referred to the
Implementation Committee.

Issue statement #2, "State funding/permitting is necessary for
infrastructure in central places", was not discussed because the concerns
were addressed under RDS #1. Issue #3, "need to maintain the character of
small Communities of Place", reiterated that community character is defined



ty localities. Action steps #2, #3, and #4 were recorinended. These
included steps for studying plannlng and design guidelines and review
processes to ensure preservatlon of cotmunity character; re- empha5121ng
strategies and policies in the PSERP that are concerned with the importance
of the nunicipal role in nranaging local growth; and clarifying the role of
counties and municipalities in designating villages and hamlets during
cross-acceptance.

The discussion of issue #4, the need for "local planning and design
guidelines and review processes which provide greater control and
flexibility", recognized that this concern will be addressed by the counties
municipalities during cross-acceptance. Issue #5, the recommendation that
"Plan policies should address wastewater freatment and the provision of
tran51#lserV1ces to Connunities of Place"/ was treated as an extension of
issue

The meeting was adjourned at 12:10 P.M.



Flan Dsvelopnant Qontdttee

Mseting Sunnary .
Department of Ccnunity Affairs
January 10, 199

In Abundances John Kitchen, Chainan; J. Owner; J. Van Xandt; C.
Richnan; L. Schmidt; K. Kytaj F. Vsreen.

Staff: M. Bierbaun, Ass't Director; C. Msnunii , Ass't Director; R.
Kull; B. Cooper; M. Mswoan; J. Hsu; J. Kocy; H. King; D.
fiojsak; L. Mcwicki; D. Margolin; T. Dallessio.

_ Chairman John Kitchen called the meeting to order at 9:05 am. A
discussion concerning future meeting dates, lengi[h of sessions, and agendas
followed. It was agreed that future meetings will be held every other week
for full day sessions (except in cases where counties have previously been
scheduled to arpw before the Oomnittee in preparation for negotiation).
Meetings will begin at 8x30 a.m. Mercer Comity has been confined to
before the Committee on January 24th, Salem on 1/31, Atlantic, Cape May an
Ocean Counties on 2/7 and Bergen County and Middlesex on March 7th.

Discussion res The Regional Design System Cross-Acceptance Issues
continued with issue *4 - UCKL XUtKDG AID tESIGH GDHEUNES AM) REVIEW
HH#TERSKS TOIGB HCVUE CTEMER CCKBCL, tET Iff TCH CKH BE ) )

~H33>TO BE ARTICI1LA3H). Staff explained that while
the concept of the Regional Design System is ﬁalmng acceptance 1in the field,
knowledge on the part of the counties as to how to carry it out is limited.
Counties are looking for aririitinnviT guidance fron OSP/SPC especially with
respect to Initiating oonrunities of place within the framework of existing
legislation and incrementation techniques. Ocncerns exist, in part, because
the Municipal land Use Law does not explicitly enable the formation or
extension of comunities of place.

Chaiman Kitchen discussed the procedure for amending the Municipal
land Use law, Staff explained that overall, the Plan has enomous _
implications for the MLUL and suggested that the State Planning Oanrdssion
night play a role in outllnlng/br_lngﬁn% about changes in the XAW, These
could potentially be included in the legislative package that IB {ceeently
being oocttflnplated. The importance of linking local planning boards with
design 1ssues was mhanjged. Without establishing specific guidelines, the
Plan nioht outline vie types of egesdt ons/ptooetees”nllrlfm the guidelines

a

1
end their review oLuoesssa shoul dress.

Action *tep *5 vas rtismwri briefly, the Oanndttee questioned whether
that first sentence (1» wind the Flan text to clarify the fact that it is a



action step did reflect the reality of the issue, which was not whether or
not to grow, but how to grow.

Ocmnittee suggested that OSP follow through with all of the tod
action steps.

Regional Design issue IS - 1THE KAN POLICIES SgXED AEDffISS
JH>3fti HCVI&UBi OP VUUCCT SERVICES TO GCMtMnSES CP IUCB -
ivza/szg/r;;)iously fUenwaed under issue #1 (eee suRury of PEC Meeting tor

The discussion than focused on Regional Design issue *6 - TOE
HHJLKWOKTIQE FCF CCRWECR O9I3SR DENSITIES SCDU) EE JUALZZB) 1CRE
TfCRTnEBT.Y. Staff explained that the counties need a clearer image, via
llustrations and suggested ranges of densities . OSP has already been
asked to provide technical assistance in terms of reviewing preliminary
corridor center proposals from counties such as Mercer.

The Committee inquired whetter counties understand that norrlrinr
centers are envisioned as large ccculaticn/anployment centers (e
populations of approxinetaly 20,000). It is necessary that counties
understand the full implications of infrastructure build-out. Staff
responded that counties are caning back with scalier proposals, that have a
future potential to evolve into larger centers.

Staff explained that approximately $250,000 are available to be granted
to counties for regional corridor center planning, although currently a
Berc_entage of the money is frozen. Staff suggested that the Occmittee might
egin to review proposals for funding selection purposes.

' In d1scuss1n%the proposed action steps, the Ocmnittee s%pIport@d the
idea of a Corridor Center Manual Handbook. The importance of Identifying,
the factors that resulted in their development (i.e., "how they opt there”)
was stressed. The Ccomittee also cautinrari against using only examples frcrn
Europe because of the difference in available tools and gcvernnent
regulations (e.g. , land essentoly techni ues}. It would be essential to
*xplore and extract what is relevant to Mew Jersey.

The Qonnittee also rt«™MM the following issues 1 the problem of *front
end costs;" the used for streamlining the approval process and the
prcfclems inherent in a public/private partnership. It was enphasixed that
the inportance of designating enarrldnnt centers would be that once 'a target'
was defined, infrastructure planning would be able to begin inediately and
in a acre rational way.

She sense of the Ocnnittee was that because the concept of cnrrirtnr
centers was deM.mKIft, it was iicwfcent gqpon SPC/OSP to outline and assist in
the provision of the necessary institutional Mechanise*. All four
proposed action steps were ifprwed as written.



The final RsgimM Design issue 17 - TOE HAH ffIDOLD BPDCM&)CQHSI

OF Ontnm! CHO KACX, KSTHIIALLT WITH HEJVKKMIi. ‘
KBDEVEUQMHO cnuub * was dit*y*** ~ 3he Oconittee concluded that this
was indeed a chance to effect the process of xnvitalisation and therefore to
address the overall nmrrtate* of the Plan. Thsre is a need for guidelines to
support redevelopnent efforts in downtown pj-esftnint.irn areas ss well as
targeted neighborhoods, fie aspect of retrofitting was also son important
one to be considered.

. The Ooondttee reooranended that OSP follow through on all of the
jceuomnendfld action steps.

Assistant Director Riffrfrffiin pieeoutud an overview of a suwnary of the
reccnnendations from the Flan Development Corrrdttee re%e_lrdmg the uzban,
suburban, and rural issue papers. e explained that this was, in fact, the
basis for an OSP work pregram; however because of its
comprehensive/extensive nature, staff was seeking guidance from the
Occmittee to set priorities . Staff would also more carefully review the
and report back to the Committee with a sense of its

perspective with respect to a feasible work agenda.

Overall, Dr. Bierbaum divided the reconinendations into the following
four cateﬁorles; supplementary research reports, major research efforts,
[issues which require] policy clarification, and ftfVlltinnftl outreach public
infonration [efforts], Fsee attachment)

. The Ccrmittee suggested that in order to form a position on sane of the
issues before negotiation, they would need assistance from staff with
res;})lept to work sug ested in the proposed action steps. This request
highlighted the need for feedback from the Committee re: prioritization of
recarrnendations . It was also suggested that staff draw on existing or on-
oing bodies of research (e.g., re: the comprehensive land/housing study) .

taff will also draw on the forthcoming assistance of the SPACs .

In summary, it was pointed out that overall, the purpose of the
products of the four categories described above was to enable the rentiers of
the Commission to be as well informed as possible, however the process of
cross-acceptance oust be continued. All the questions raised by the various
action steps will not be resolved imnediately.

_ With regard to the upcoming KC seatings, staff explained that the
will be naking a brief presentation before the representatives of the of the
county p_lanmngzl staffs in order to highlight the cross-acceptance report*,
The sessions will be preparatory for the mgntintim process and overall, the
urpose 1s one of rinrlf]l ration. Also, the chairmn stressed the #mea-

of noticing the appropriate dissenting umirlpftMtieff.

The next swating of the Plan Dsveloonent Oonmittse will be held act the
fbrrestal Center on January 24, 1990 at 8t30 a.st. and will be a full day



ecssion. Staff will preeont a proposed work program at that. tine. Maaxor
Oounty will also peMesnt their Oounty Croas*Acoeptanoe Report.

She eeating was adjourned at lit25 a.m.
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CroBS-teceptance Issues

She staff of the Policy and Planning Unit of the Office of State
Planning identified all issues that the count ire and thelr municipalities
have raised in the County Workshop sponsored by the 06P, the County Reports,
and the Status Reports and Extension Bequests. The issues were grouped
according to concerns from urban, suburban, and rural areas, as well as
concerns relating to the regional design system and the process of cross-
acceptance. In additi