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Introduction 

On October 1, 1991 the New Jersey Pinelands Commission for­
mallylaunched its second comprehensive review of the Pinelands 
Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP) by extending an invitation to 
many interested individuals and organizations to outline impor­
tant topics and issues which they feel the Pinelands Commission 
should consider during its review. At the same time, the 
Commission's staff beqanto compile a companion list of possible 
topics based upon other sources, including the Public Program 
Committee's 1990 issues survey, recent studies and reports, and 
its experience in administering the CMP over the last several 
years. The results of these efforts are presented in this com­
pilation of topics and issues. 

This report, along with The Second Progress Report on Plan 
Implementation, will be considered by the Commission when it 
meets in late February, 1992 to identify and select what it con­
siders to be the five most important topics facing the Pinelands 
in the coming years. Once these topics are identified, inter­
ested parties will be invited to outline specific recommendations 
(such as research initiatives, regulatory changes, legislative 
ini tiati ves, cooperati ve efforts with other governmental 
agencies, etc.) which the Commission may wish to pursue to ad­
dress the topics. Panels of experts will also be convened to 
develop alternative approaches to address each of the priority 
topics. 

In preparation for the Commission's February meeting, the 
Plan Review Committee will be meeting in January to discuss the 
topics outlined in this report. Although the Committee will not 
be making any decisions at that time, the discussion wili afford 
Commission members an opportunity to become better acquainted 
with the issues and topics which have been identified to date. 
Those individuals and organizations who have contributed to this 
report will also have an opportunity to elaborate on their recom­
mendations at that time. 

For more information on this report or other matters per­
taining to the Pinelands Commission's review of the Comprehensive 
Management Plan, please contact Mr. Larry Liggett, Manager of 
Planning and Research, by mail (Pinelands Commission, P.o. Box 7, 
New Lisbon, New Jersey 08064) or by telephone (609-894-9342). 

i 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Part 1 - Topics Identified by Interested Parties . . . . . . . . . . 

Lacey Township Environmental Commission •••••••••••••• 
NJDEPE, Parks « Forestry ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
NJDEPE, Green Acres . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
NJDEPE, Fish, Game « wildlife . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
City of Estell Manor ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Great Egg Harbor Watershed Association ••••••••••••••• 
Mark Morgan, Rutgers University •••••••••••••••••••••• 
N.J. Expressway Authority •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
.Anon'YlllQus •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
c. W. Holsworth ••• ~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••.•• 
N. J. Audubon Society ................................ . 
N.J. Builders Association •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Atlantic County Division of Planning ••••••••••••••••• 
N.J. Bureau of Forest Management ••••••••••••••••••••• 
N.J. Department of Transportation •••••••••••••••••••• 
Alan W. Emm.ons ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
N.J. Concrete « Aggregate Association •••••••••••••••• 
Washington Township . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Southampton Township Environmental Commission •••••••.• 
Burlington County Engineer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
N.J. Office of State Planning •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
N.J. American Water Company •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
N • J. Bureau of Forestry •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Pinelands Preservation Alliance •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Berkeley Township Environmental commission ••••••••••• 
Public Service, Electric « Gas ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
NJDEPE, Site Remediation ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
N.J. Department of Agriculture . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Pemberton Township Planning Board •••••••••••••••••••• 
Philadelphia Botanical Club •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
N ~ J. Farm Bureau ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Medford Township •••••••••••••••••••••• , ••••••••••••••• 
Allegheny Society of American Foresters •••••••••••••• 

Part 2 - Topics Compiled by Pinelands commission Staff 

Pinelands Management Areas and Land Uses ••••••••••••• 
Zone Densities and Development ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
cri tical Resollrces .................................. . 
Alternative Protection strategies ••••••••••••••••.•••• 
P~nelands Development credit Program ••••••••••••••••• 
Pinelands Development Standards •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Management of Resources •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Design Considerations ••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••• 
Enf ol;'cement •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Pinelands Permit Procedures •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Environmental Monitoring ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Economics ••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

i 

1 

2 
12 
16 
20 
22 
30 
34 
36 
38 
40 
42 
44 
52 
66 
70 
86 
90 
96 

108 
114 
120' 
122 
124 
126 
130 
134 
136 
138 
140 
156 
158 
162 
166 

168 

168 
169 
170 
170 
170 
171 
173 
173 
174 
174 
174 
174 



TABLE OF CONTENTS (cont' d) 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . State Program Coordination 
Federal Program Coordination . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Federal Facilities 
In~rastructure Planninq • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

175 
176 
176 
176 

Appendix . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Repositories 



Part 1 

Topics Identified by Interested Parties 

Topics recommended by interested parties have been submitted 
in several different formats. This material has been reproduced 
here in the same form as it was submitted so that the Pinelands 
Commission may benefit from the precise recommendations and ex­
planations presented by each orqanization and individual. 

Readers should note that some backqround information sub­
mitted with the recommended topics has not been reproduced but is 
available for review at the Pinelands Commission office. Nota­
tions have been added at the end of the applicable Topic/Issue 
forms to indicate what materials are on file. 
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PZNELANDS COMMZSSZON REVZEW OF 
-:t'HE P'ZNELANDS COMJ?REHENSZVE 

M.ANAGEMEN-:t' PLAN 

MAjOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED· FOR REVIEW. 

RECOMMEND~ON ,1 of 5 

A. Proposer (aqency, name, etc.): Lacey Township Environmental 
Commission, 818 West Lacey Road, Forked River. NJ 08731 

B. 

c. 

D. 

'repic/Issue: Forestry 

;> 

'repic/~ssue is/will be of impcrt&nce: 

X immediately 
in the shert term (next 5 to 7 years) or; 
1enqer term (beyend. 7 years) 

Reasens for Importance: 

1. Are current goals and objectives protecting this 
Pinelands resQurce 

(centinue on back) 

2. Are current management plans and pract1c~s mee~1n~ 
goals and ob1ectiyep. 

(continue on back) 

3. 

(continue OD backl 

-over-
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E. Related Issue(s), if-any: 

P. Relevant Documentaticn (list !!&. attach if available any 
reports, etc.): 

G. Known Experts en Issue, if any: 

9/91 
CP4B 
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P~NELANDS COMM~SS~ON REV~EW OF 
'rHE P"~NEL.ANDS COMPREHENS~VE· 

M.AN"AGEMEN'r PLAN 

MAJOR TOPICtISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

Dc:aomNDA~ON I 2 of 5 

A. Proposer (agency, name, etc.): Lacey Township Environmental 
Commission 

B." Topic/Issue: Resource Extraction· 

c. Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

X 1mmediately-
_____ in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or; 
_____ longer term (beyond. 7 years) 

O. Reasons for Importance: 

1. Should this land use be"allowed to continue in the 
preservation area and forest areas 

(continue on back) 

2. Do restoration methods meet·· goals and ob1ectives 

(continue on back) 

3. 

(contInue on back) 

-over-
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B •. 'Related Issue(s), if'any: 

Relevant DocumentatioZl (list and. attach if available any -reports, etc.): _. ___________________ _ 

G. ltnown Experts 011 Issue, if any: 

9/91 
CP4B 
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PJ:NEL.AN':OS.CO~:X::SS:I:ON REVJ:EW OF 
THE P'J:·NEL.Al:-iDS COMPREHENSJ:VE 

MAN'AGEMENWJ:' PLAN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECOMMENDA~ON I 3 of 5. 

A. Proposer (agency, name, etc.): Lacey Township Environmental 
Commission 

B. Topic/Issue: Solid Waste 
--~~~~~---------------------------------

C. Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

X 1mmediately 
X in the short term (next: 5 to 7 years) or; 

_____ longer term (beyond 7 years) 

D. Reasons for Importance: . 

1. Do current policies adequately address evolving technologiE 
and trends 

(continue on back) 

2. Are current goals and objectives protectin~ the Pinelands 
today: will they in the future 

'-'==ntinue on back) 

3. 

(continue on back} 

-over-
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E. Related Issue(s), if 'any: 

"I. Relevant Doc:umentation (list !!l4: attach if available any 
reports, etc.): 

G. Known Experts on Issue, if 'any: 

~/91 
CP4B 
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PXNELANDS COMMZSSZON.REVZEW OF 
THE P'XNELANDS COMPREHENS:r::VE 

MANAGEMEN'r PLAN 

~OR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECOMMEND~ON I 4 of 5 

A. Proposer (aqency, name, etc.): Lacey Township Environmental 
Commission 

B. Topic/Issue: _·~In~fas=·~t~ru~c~t~u~r~e~ ______________________________ __ 

C. Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

immediately 
___ X---.· _ in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or; 

lonqer te%m (beyond 7 years) 

I). Reasons for Importance: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Does a comprehensive policy/program exist that will 
protect the pinelands and provide for its residents 

(continue on back) ·rr 1 .•. / 
How will new development effect existing infastructure 
and how will pressure for new services be addressed 
locally, regionalli. 

(continue on back) 

(contInue on backl 

-over-
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E. Related Issue(s), 1f'any: 

F. Relevant Documentation (list .in!l. attach 1f available any :eports., etc.):· ___________________ _ 

G. Known Experts em Issue, 1f any: 

9/91 
04B 
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PXNELANDS COMMZSSZON REVZEW OF 
'rHE P':r:NELANDS COMPREHENSZVE 

MoAN AGEMEN'J:' PLAN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECOMMEND~ON I 5 of 5 

A. Proposer (agency, name,. etc.): Lacey Township Environmental 
Commission 

B. Topic/Issua: ~R~e~p~r~~~a~t~i~o~g~ ________________________________ ___ 

c. Topic/Issue is/will ~ of importance: 

--~r---- immediately _____ x _____ in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or1 
_________ longer term (beyond 7 years) 

o. Reasons for Zmportance: 

1. Need to evaluate uses to determine long term impact 
on Pinelands resources 

(continue on back) 

2. Are we loving the Pinelands to death -- should access 
g: t::itlai:g tQ s~ns1t1ye area~7should certain uses 

(continue on back) 

3. 

(continue on backl 

-over-
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E. Related Issue(s), if·any: 

F. Relevant Documentation (list !!!sl. attach if available any 
reports, etc.): 

CJ. bown Experts on Issue, if any: 

9/91 
CP4B 
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Scott A. Weiner 
Commissioner 

TO: 

e"·' . --..£ 
' ..... 

• -7iir ~ 

State of New Jersey 
Department of Environmental Protection and Energy 

OMslon of Parks and Forestry 
CN404 

Trenton.NJ0862~ 

Tei. # 609-292-2733 
Fax. # 609-984-0503 

.~\ ~ Donna Mah Administrative Assistant 
Natural a Historic Resources 

Gregory A. Marshall 
Direaor 

FROM: Carl R. Nordstrom,' Deputy Di~~ 
Division of Parks and Forest~~ 

DATE: November 22, 1991 

RE: Division of Parks & Forestry Issues: Pinelands 
Comprehensive Management ,Plan Review 

The Division of Par~s and Forestry hereby recommends that the 
following issues be addr~ssed relative to the above noted subject. 

1. Enforcement demands resulting from regional growth in 
Ocean, Atlantic, and Cape May Counties, as well as, in 
poriferal areas, is placing increased pressures for 
recreationai opportunities, as well as, illegal usage of 
protected areas •. 

Pinelands protection and enforcement cannot keep pace 
with increased usage unless existing law enforcement 
units expand with this demand. Recent state budgets have 
been unable to accomplish this. Federal assistance 
should be sought. 

2. Revision of Pinelands Endangered and Threatened Plant 
species list (see attached). 

3. Forest Fire Management - During the last review of the 
Comprehensive Plan, the building safety standards for 
Forest Fire Protection were changed to recommendations 
instead of requirements. In lieu of the serious 
potential of an ·Oakland fire·, provisions for ,forest 
fire protection should be implemented and enforced for 
building clearances to fuel sources, lot clearing and 
general clean-up of residential areas. 

New jerst!}' Is m £qwJ OpponunJty Employer 
Recyded Paper 



Donna Mahon 
Page 2 
.ovember 22, 1991 
.. 

4. Forest Management - The original Comprehensive Management 
Plan outlined a philosophy to encourage forestry in the 
Pinelands as a strategy to provide a legitimate private 
use of the land, perpetuate the forest and continue the 
traditional uses of the Pinelands area. Agriculture 
remained eZempt, forestry was to be a per.mitted use when 
done in compliance with'an approved plan. ' 

Sot only has the permdt process been complicated to the 
extent that it may take years to get a permdt, but one by 

, one forestry management tools are being taken from 
landowners. The withdraw of time-proven techniques has 
also impacted on state-lands management • 

. The result has been to discourage forestry practices not 
encourage it. One suggestion is to make forestry exempt 
as agriculture, revisit the philosphy, reduce the permit 
time and encourage forestry practices once more. 

Please review and if you have any questions please, let me know. 

C.R.S. 

CRB/r.m 

Attachments 

c. Director Marshall 
Dick Barker 
Olin White 
Tom Hampton 
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P~NELANDS COMM±SS~ON REVZEW OF 
. 'rHE PJ:NELANDS COMP.REHENSJ:VE 

.MANAGEMENT PLAN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE . 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

-- - - .. ... _. ..' -. -" .. ,... ... ' 
RECOM:a:NDA1'ION t __ 

.. A. Propcser (aqency, name, etc.) : ______________ _ 

s. 

C. Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

x immecU.a.tely 
in the short te:m (next S to 7 years). or; 
10nqer te:m (beycnc1 7 years) 

O. Reasons for !mportance: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

(cont1nU on back) . 

I.~. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~.~~ 
on 

-Qver-

14. 



I. 

F. Relevant ooc:ume\ltation {list!nS attach if available a~yo _ 
::~po~, etc·):!;!5 ~:ri;!l:"'t!:~~ o7~QC3=o },e~~w\ ;j:~h~~ _0' =to lres\ .... ul ' 1Sx\a"!!' ___ ~_ ---::'-!'" _ l\e-t ~.'':'" fn, __ ~_ ~_-_ --=. '-~ • ~"'\ 
w''''' C,*"""",7 nris .... ,.,s. .. \OY1) -) t'ar Nc~\t,,£p' \.W~,)gC"1J YS\""n\a:;as ?-t,,~·_ot ;..'", . 
:Den 1\0=9& sa,;,s. 'x''''sW:s\; *,,"',0"'6\ y..OZ?1···1JoC tr"'·, w ,l) raMi' j=.~ VI(, _'f~b~ 
~"" \"",~~i\.a"", c.""""C'e-"\'~ ,--.~ ~\ '-'ootr':"",\,- \2~"' ... ~'X.) 

G. ltnown bperts on Is .. ..l., if any:, _0 .~. ,*.~ SZ-sS'Sn "V,"\'z~,," 
ri 1lU-'b:" Mf'!'f\t'1. ) C"'l>s.i- c-\- ,*'-'''''''1'1..\ kst.::::s·.\c... S"'k~",,:·~,.~t"""'\' 

9/91 
CP4B 

Pinelands Commission Notation: 

Supplemental material (two lists of endangered and o 

threatened plants, 1987) to this submission is on file 
at the Commission available for review. 
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A. 

PZNELANDS COMMISSZON REVIEW OF 
THE PZNELANDS COMPREHENSZVE 

MANAGEMENT PL.AN' 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

. RECOMMENDA'nON It 1 

()/( 
Ol}{) 

Proposer (aqenc:y, name, etc.): _...;G~r~e:.:e~n~A~c~r..::~-==-_________ _ 

B. Topic/1:ssue: ·Revisit the Land Acquisition Program and refine to reflect 
management and recreation needs as well as resourse protection requirements 
as appropriate. 

c. Topic/Issue is/will be.of impo~ance: 

x 
x 
x 

immediately 
in the 'short term (next 5 to 7 years}' or; 
longer term (beyond 7 years) 

D. Reasons for Importance: 

1. The current Land Acquisition Program has identified 97,000 acres 
for state acquisition but does it reflect the region's utlimate acguisit: 
needs? 

(continue on back) 

2. The current Land Acquisition Program does not include many of 
the parcels that the State land administering agencies have 
reCommended for management efficiencY. 
(continue on back) 

3. Recreation needs that can be met through the land acquisition 
prograe·(e.g. water access sites for fishing and boating. prime upland 
and waterfowl hunting areas) should, perhaps, receive greater attention 

in the formulation of the region's ultimate Land Acquisitio~ Program. 

-over-

4. Lands outside of the Preservation Area because of the potential for 
.future development may deserve higher state acquisition perspecrive than 
areas presently slated for acquisition. 

16 



E.' Related Issue (s), if any: The relationship of regulatory resource 
protection to public land acquisition needs to be explored. 

F. Relevant Documentation (list ang attach if available any 
reports, etc.): 

G. Known Experts on Issue, if any: Division of Parks & Forestry. 

9/91 
CP4B 

Division of Fish. Game and Wildlife Hanagemsn'. Green Asres. and 
other DEPE agencies. 

1·7 



P~NELANDS COMM~SS~ON REV~EW OF 
THE P~'NELANDS' COMPREHENS~VE 

MANAGEMENT PLAN . 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECOMMENDAfiON . It ~ 

A. Proposer (aqency, name, etc.): Green Acres Program 

B. Top1c/lssue: Recreation Development - Community Park Development 
and Water Access 

C. Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

_____ x~-- immediately 
__ .-:X:-_, in the 'short term (next 5 to 7 ye~s} or; 
_____ x____ lonqer term (beyond 7 years) 

o. Reasons for Importance: 

1. Pinelands municipalities with designated zrowth areas need 
intensive use recreation areas to meet iTPW1DZ needs for s1Ich 
activities as soccer. softball. baseball. foothall and tennis 

(continue on back) 

2. Provision of water access is a major objective for community 
development but many parks lack sufficient shoreline to meet CMP 
shoreline ownership requirement (1000 feet). 

(cont1nue on back) 

3. 

(continue on back) 

-over-
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E. Related Issue ( s), if any: Cgmmunities are 'If ten rel Hetane eo 
commit a protion of th« limited land within their arawrh areas to 
recreation development. ' 

F. Relev.ant Documentation (list ~ attach if available any 
reports, etc.): 

G. Known Experts on Issue, if any: Pivisiop of Fish. Game and Wildlife 
KaDagemant Division of Parks & Forestry apd Green Acres. 

9/91 
CP4B 

.. 
\S5~ ·z Z ,,(;:~ 03AI3J3b 
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PXNELAN~S COMM~SSXON REVXEW OF 
~HE P%NELAN~S COMPREHENSXVE 

MANAGEMENT PLAN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED rOR REVIEW 

RECOMMENCATION t __ 

A. Propeser (a.qency I name , etc.): W,w RQII of Ff sh» r-ame and 
WiJdlifa 

B. Topic!Issue: 1m "All i cati m of :rewera&e s1nd&e 

C. ~opic/Issu. is/will be of importance: 

X immedia.tely 
, X' in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or; 

X lonqer term (beyond. 7 years) 

o. aeasons for Impor~ance: 

1. 

(continue on back) 

3. 

(continue on back) 

. -over-

20 



E. Related Issue(s), if any: 

r. Relevant Ccc:umentatiol1 (ll.st ana attach if availal:ile any 
repcn. , etc.): 

G. KDowI1 1Xpez:t.s 011 I.ssue, i~ any: Dr D Jmne. Dfyfsim 

9/91 
a4B 

21 
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PXNELANDS COMMXSSXON REVIEW OF 
THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE 

MANAGEMENT 'PLAN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECOMMENDATION , __ 

A. Proposer (aqency, name, etc.): City of Estell Manor 

-----------------------------------------------------------
B. Topic/Issue: 1 Transfer of Pinelands credits out of munici-

C. 

pality 
2 Erosion of tax base by unduly re5trictive 

Pine lands regulations 
3 pisCQuragement of desirahle commerCial "ses 

by unduly restrictive Pine lands regulations (~ON~) 
Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

immediately 
in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or; 
lonqer term (beyond 7 years) 

D. Reasons for Importance: 

1. As per letter of Richard Russell, E5g, 

(continue on back) 

2. 

(contInue on back) 

3. 

(continue on back) 

-over-
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s. (4.) Inflexible attitude of Pinel~nds Commission 

o. (4.) Recent communications from Pinelands Commission indicates 
a negative attitude toward exceptions to Pinelands regu­
lations. Pinelands Commission is ignoring provisions of 
the· legislati·on creating it and giving it authority which 
solves the need for flexibility. Pinelands Commission com­
plained that it made 77 exceptions in over a million acres. 
This appears to be unduly conservative rather than liberal, 
as Pine lands Commission suggests. 

B. (5.) Negative impression that overly strict Pine lands regula­
tions are creating on South Jersey citizenry. 

o. (5.) Pinelands Commission is only as strong as its enabling 
legislation. ·Loss of public support would eventually re­
sult in legislation changing authority of Pinelands and 
an erosion of its powers. Pine lands Commission must 
realize that its continued inflexibility will sooner or 
later lead t~ a ·citizen's revolt· against the Pinelands 
which will destroy the very powers which it is seeking to 
enforce. 

B. (6~) 

D. (6.) 

In the last few years, \tte have tak8'1 rurEroos parcels back fran C/tIIB"S, \th) have oot 
been able to sell d.Je to Pinel ands restrictialS. 

See letter of Richard ~ 11, E.sq. 
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E. Related Issue(s), if any: Balancing Pinelarids regulations 
with needs of municipalities for clean ratables and need 
for municipality to maintain a viable tax base 

F. Relevant Documentation (list and attach if available any 
reports, etc.): . Letter of Mr~ussell. 

G. Known Experts on Issue, if any: 

9/91 
CP4B 

24 
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OCEAN CITY, New .JEFUIEY 

a •••• ·a •• a 

SENT BY 'l'ELBCOPIER AND BY REGULAR MAIL 

OCtober 3, 1991 

. 
Terrance o. Moore 
Executive Director 
New Jersey Pinelands Commission 
·P. o. 20x 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

~.. City of SStell Manor • 

Dear Mr. Mooro and Members of the Pinelands Commission: 

,.a.1 S •• -OO.2 • 

~"'NCM .. "avCL.UlO 

(11 •• ·'.'" 

r_lIta., ~ ....... , 

I.am writing to you in my capacity as the City Solicitor tor 
Estell Manor, Atlantic County. On October 4, 1991, you are 
consiaering the application of E~tell Manor City to have 
Ordinance 91·2 certified. We understand that it is being 
recommended that ·the Ordinance be approved on the condition that 
another Ordinance referred to as No. 91 -11 also be adopted and 
certified. The purpose of this letter is to explain why there 
has been a delay in the adoption of Ordinance No. 91.11 and to 
ask the Commission for consideration of the situation which 
Estell Manor City finds itself • . 

The proposed Ordinance No. 91-11 sets forth the formula tor 
the allocation of Pinelands Development credits within Estell 
Manor City. This is not a matter of concern to the governing 
body and the. formula is acceptable. What is a matter of concern 
is the fact that these Development Credits will undoubtedly be 
used outside of the municipality. 

Estell Manor. City is a v~ry .unique community. It is the 
second or third largest municipality in land area in the State of 
Now Jersey comprising some fifty-three (53) square miles. It is 
mostly undeveloped Pinelanas forest. It has always been the goal 
of the governing body to prosorve the rural character ot this 
community. When the Pinelands legislation was first enacted and 
protests rose from virtually every other community in the 



Atlantic County area, Estell Manor was the t1rst to embrace and 
support the efforts of the COmmission. This community has always 
boon a staunch supporter of the goals set for preservation ~f the' 

. Pine lands area. . . . 

Unfortunately, the hard economic times that government has 
been experiencing has created new -realities. We are forced to 
look at the fact that 51\ of the land area in Estell Manor is 
either tax exempt (owned by the county and State) or under 
farmland assessment. We are forced to recoqnize that the City 
lluat be supported in the future by the taxes it receives on 
ratable. from the remaining 49' of the municipality. Increased 
state regulation means that there is less money to provide basiC 
municipal services. As an example, when Pinelands forced the 
clo8ure of the landfill, the City had to hire an outside waste 
haul .. r for the first time in its history at a cost of an 
additional $100,000 per year. This is a significant increase in 
a town with a total budget of only $750,000. In addition to 
this, we face landfill closure costs ot over $1,000,000.00. At 
the same time, ~he local school board which operates the 
municipality's grammar school is struggling with ever increaSing 
costs which raise local property taxes. Given these realities, 
tho governing body is forced on a daily basis to look to the 
future for additional revenues. 

At the present time, no new commercial development is 
permitted within Bstell Manor and, to everyone's dismay, eXisting 
commercial operations are restricted from expanding. Res1dential 
houa1nc; is ·restricted to· tive, ten and twenty-five acre parcels. 
What res1d.ntia~ development has taken place has turned out to be 
lIoro expensive than the .taxes brought in by the ratables due to 
increasing municipal and school costs. 

So why, then, should Es~ell Manor be worried about taking a 
comparatively small final step towards Pinelands compliance? The 
reason i$ simple. sy permitting and, indeed, encouraging the use 
of Development Credits outside the City, Pinelands will be taking 
away the tuture tax base of the municipality. With the great 
wealth of Development credits lyinq in its undeveloped woodlands, 
Estell Manor will be a prime target for removal of credits to aid 
in developmant of other areas. We have already observed the 
inflexibili ty of the .Pinelands CommiSSion in dealinq with the 
expansion of exi s.tine; commercial properties which may lead to the 
tuture loss of these ratables. It we .are also robbed of 
residential devolopment rie;hts through the removal of Development 
credits from the remaining land, the City may tind itself 
virtually bankrupt in only a few years. We have already found 
that raising taxes is no answer since it only leads to the 
abandonment of properties which default to the City at tax sale. 
Tha number of properties which the City has acquired as a result 
of abandonment has be'en on the increase wi thin the last few 
years. 
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For the above roasons, we urge th~ Pinelands, Commission to 
consi'der restricting the transter of Development crod1 ts outside 
the municipality where they originate. It not controlled, rural 
municipalities such as 2atell Manor may find themselves without 
funds to operate· in the tuture. Speaking for my client, the 
governing body 0: Estell Manor has to find a way to manage the 
taxable 49' of the municipality which will provide the economic 
base to sustain future budgets. 

We respectfully ask the Commission to talce these comments 
undor consideration. To summarize, ~8tell Manor City has cast 
its lot with the preservation of the Pinelands and the goals set 
by the COmmission. We now urge the Commission not to turn its 
back. on this municipality and' to assist it in coping with the 
economic realities con~ronted as it tries to achieve these common 
envii:'onmental goals. We would be happy to sit down with the 
Commission to discuss any alternatives it may suggest for future 
development of our municipality. 

ttAR:rs 
cc: City council, City of Estell Manor --

sent by Telecopier and sy Regular Mail 

?R 
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B. 

C. 

D. 

PZNE~ANDS COMMZSSZON REVZEWOF 
THE PZNELANDS COMPREHENSZVE 

M.ANAGEMEN'r 'PLAN 

'MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
~:. 

_ .,ECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 
.•.... -... .. .. -, . . 

" ' 'RBCOMMENDA~ON I ---

immediately 
in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) 
lonqer te~, (beyond 7 years) 

or; 

Reasons for Importance: 

1. h-' ~ //, __ ...r 4'-" 
-4 ,,_ _/_f("~ 
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Great Egg Harbor Watershed 
A WATERSHEO Is the land drained by a river, stream or other 
waterway. All land that receive. rainfall Is part of a watershed. 
The nature and quality of a river's health Is directly Influenced 

. by Its watershed. 

THE GREAT EGG HARBOR WATERSHEO Includes the land 
area drained by the Great Egg Harbor River, TucKahoe 
River, and Patcong Creek. These three waterways and their 

tributaries drain the entire watershed Into 
the Great Egg Harbor Bay. The coastland 

watershed extends from Ocean 

tidal marshes 
~ ___ ........ ' and bays. -----.. 

to Atlantic City and drains 
_",~a"I" into the ocean or 
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-A river seem. a magic thing. 
A magic, moving, living part 
of the WIry earth itaelt-
for it I. from the soi, both 
from ita de"th and from its 
surface that a river has its 
beginning. " 

-uura Gilpin 
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A. 

PZNELANDS COMMZSSZON REV~EW OF 
~HE PZNELANDS COMPREHENSZYE 

M.ANAGEMEN'r PLAN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECOMMENDATION It __ 

B. Topic/Issue.: 
+ .. 

C. Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

V"" immediately 
___ """"~_ in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or; 
___ ./'____ longer term (beyona 7 years)· 

D. Reasons for Importance: 

1. :r~ ~ e/~ w,,...k,;.., ~ 

(continue on back) 

2. r~ r4/'"'a"'''~(~ (,:{ %;K) tN#~~/i-? 

(continue on back) 

3. Ire. ;6tC~ ml1~ .e{{.("".J.,~e 

(continue on back) 

-over-
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E. Related Issue(s), .if any: iuaf,.- ~?cl4<' f£?rct e~ !{./4t"c 
CCmmv ,/, 5/sdre 'J. 5" ;futl. 

p,. 

G. 

9/91 
CP4B 

Relevant Documentation (list and attach if available 
reports, etc.): 8,,·,llIC1c d, ,,;;-,%4,,6_( t?e,ol ,..~~ 6"vl-fGc $ 

I ' "rfi- hem m,,",·,:oIC'Y 

Known Experts on Issue, if any: 
(I c h c s ;, 4c += X- « a ? j?k , 5 
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New Jersey Ex'pressway Authority 
"FARlEY SERVICE PLAZA" 

P.O. BOX 351 - HAMMONTON. NJ 08037 
. PHONE 609-965-6060. 609-348-3174. FAX #609-965-7315 

VINCENT L LEONETTI 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

lfUV 2 7 1991 :' 
C f1~f,' . QJ tic UISSIONERS 

WILL: AM L. DALTON 
CHAIRMAN 

CHARLES E, PESSAGNC 
IIICE ~HAII'IMAN 

RITA HOFFMAN LEWIS 
TREASuRER 

DR. KENNETH HARRISOI\ 
SECRETARY 

CHRIS C. SEHER 
COMUISSIONER 

THOMAS M, DOWNS 

November 26, 1991. 
N J.O O.T 

Mr. Terrence D. Koore, Executive Director 
THE PINELANDS COMMISSION 
P. O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, N.J. 08064 

Dear xr. Koore: 

We have reviewed the topics listed in the Pinelands Plan. The NEW JERSEY 
EXPRESSWAY AUTHORITY has decided the most important critical policy that 
would have an ~pact on the Authority now and in the future would be 
Sto~ter Management. Below we list our reasons. 

TOPIC: Stormwater Management for Projects desiqned to enhance existing 
infrastructure. . 

TOPIC IS OP IHJ?ORTANCE: Immediately 

REASONING: 

As you are' aware, much of the public works infrastructure in the 
Northeast· is outdated and in need of repair. Many of the highways are 
undersized and do not meet current AASHTO Standards for safety. This 
decade, much of our focus must shift from new construction to 
rehabilitation of the existing roads on the state and local level to 
meet the traffic demands ~posed by the building boom of the 80' s . The 
Hew Jersey Pinelands is no exception. 

As many of the state and local roads are reconstructed our 
engineers, Remington & Vernick Engineers, are forced to increase the 
cartway size. Many of the rural roads they encounter are 18 feet wide, 
while the current minimum AASHTO Standard for a two-way road is 20 feet. 
To receive an NJDOT grant to improve any roadway, it must have a minimum 
travel lane of 11 ft. (22 ft. cartway). 



· New Jersey Expressway Authority 

Hr. Terrence D. Hoore 
November 26, 1991· 

Page -2-

CUrrent Pineland Regulations require them to recharge the 
stoxmwater flow from a SO year dssign stOl:lD for all additional 
impervious surfaces. Environmental constraints cODIIDon in the· Pinelands 
(ie. shallow water tables, wetlands, flat topoqraphy) often limit the 
engineers ability to recharqe effectively. Concerns also exist about 
potential groundwater contamjnation from recharged stor.mwater. 

We recODIIDend the CODIIDission develop specific guidelines for 
rehabilitation projects. These guidelines should address the fact that 
rehabilitation projects must be undertaken in constraints. Most 
importantly, these guidelines should be cost effective to mitigate the 
hiqh cost of infrastructure rehabilitation. Cost effective solutions to 
Regulatory Requirements will encourage compliance, and improve the 
public perception of the Commission and it's qoals. 

'1'hanlc you very much for qiving us the opportUlti.ty to present our 
views. 

Very truly yours, 

~ 
Izecuti 

VLLlma 
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P~NELANDS COMM~SS~ON REV~EW OF 
THE P~NELANDS COMPREHENS~VE 

MANAGEMENT PLAN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECOMMENDATION i __ 

A. Proposer (aqency, name, etc.)-: ..I' w~~1'1 TP t2f:1*11f? ~ 
~~~<2'!1J 

B. Topic/Issue: 

C. Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

---- immediately 

D. 

in the short term (-next.S to 7 years) or; 
lonqer ·term (beyond 7 years) 

Reasons for Importance: 

1. SZ~ 

(continue on back) 

2. 

(continue on back) 

3. 

(continue on back) 

-over-
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E. Re~ated Issue(s).1 if any: 

F. Relevant Documentation (list and attach if available any 
reports, etc.): ________ ~ ________ ~ ______________ __ 

G. Known Experts on Issue, if any: ----------------------
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C.W.Holsworth 
1651 N. Valley Ave. 
Vineland, N. J. 0836' 

Mr. Terrence D: Moore, Executive Director .­
N.J. Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, N.J. 08064 Sept.17,1991 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

After the N.J. Pinelands Commission Meeting in· Vineland on 
September 6 I spoke to you briefly about my involvement in Surface 
Mine Restoration and Reforestation (i.e.Resource Extraction) and my 
interest in some of the Commission's technical and scientific 
specifications. You suggested that I write to you about my interest 
in helping with upcomming standards revisions for mine reforestation. 

I was encouraged by my meeting with Bob Zampella and Charles 
Horner March'7'when I explained some of my views and experience with 
this special kind of reforestation. Briefly, I have got good results 
by skipping a preliminary grass or herbaceous ground cover which 
later makes severe moisture and shade competition for newly plan~ed 
tree seedlings. I have found that a wood chip mulch plus some 
related techniques give the same ground protection and eliminates 
some the erosion and fertilizer pollution problems which are 
especially important where a mining pond is involved. 

Since about 1956 I have assisted South Jersey private surface 
mine and gravel pit owners with restoration~reforestation projects. 
Also I have had experience in mine restoration in Kentucky in the 50s 
and am a member of several national groups studying this kind of 
work. I would like to share my experiences with your tecnni'.:al .3.nd 
scientific groups when you drat1:- changes in the Managemen~ Flan 
(Subchapter 6, 7:50-6.67) and Administrative Code. 

I hope that when the Pinelands Commission meets again in Vineland 
we can have an even better turnout of local people so that the~r c.an 
better appreciate your good work. 

Yours truly, 
, " /) -, \ Il1.. e f'!.--... ~~ ~.~;.II,~.I.J f.,'?!tC~ 

C.W. Holsworth MF SAF 
Melllber Vineland Environmen-c::.l Cumm . ... 
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A. 

B. 

NOV' 7 

PINELANDS COJY.mI.IISS·ION REVIEW OF 
THE PJ:NELANDS COMPREHENSIVE 

MANAGEMENT P.LAN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECOMMENDATION * __ 
( Richard Kane, Director of Conservation Proposer agency, name, etc.): ______________________________ __ 

NEW JERSEY AUAUBON SOCIETY 

• e:z:l. c93 n7i!iiL~~i'TJ:UE. JlTT 07924 4.. DOX" '1:1= . 

To~ic/Issue: CONTIGUOUS FOREST CONSERVATION 

C. Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

_______ ~~-- immediately 
__ ----~~-- in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or; 
_______ .Lwd .. longer term (beyond 7 years) 

D. Reasons ~or Importance: 

1. wildlife, especially forest songbirds, long-distance migrants. 
These species need interior forest to main taih tlwnbez s. 

(continue on back) 
Connection of Southern Forest area to rest·-of Pinelands. 

Thts is cli~ieeS ~9 aaigtgig 9 wildlife CQrridor between the regions. 

(continue on back) 
3 Water quality is helped, as is air quality, by the conservation 

• t f ~ eo ~A ~iges are adjacent tQ three metro areas, of conc gaoasoleo .1S88Q 
this is a clucial iS3~e: 

(continue on back) 
-more-

-over-4. There is no unitary state policy on statelands within the Pines with 
respect to forest management practices; hence the necessity for separate 
memoranda of agreement with various state agencies. A clear policy on 
contguous forest on state lands would make it easier to deal with such 
issues as clear cutting, location of wood cuts, endangered species management, 
etc. 
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5. Development can be conformed to existing contiguous forest bydesign 
if it is·thought about up front in the process 

E. Related Issue(s),' if any: Cleer cutting 's:prSJdng 

-----,---:.....-.~--. 

location of 'mod ·end she' ter cuts j Wi' 11; fe management both endangered 
species and game, contro' of parasites 'ike cowbirds zpn1pi blustering. 
s1'vi Q"Jt"re retorestati on toneme a fev Another 1mltortant issue 

) . 

is native species vs introductianse Ii 'abJo'J,r 

F. Relevant Documentation (list!DS attach if available any 
reports, etc.): 

There is en extensive J iteratUre 0" j 5~Jand biggeogrephy and forest fragments 

tog E'Ch to Jist ";,:: 

G. Known Experts on Issue, if any: 
various people at NY BQtenfc~l C.erdentMerk Merpn",,) 

Emile oeViio- NJ Conservat~on FoundAtion 
Dr. PaUl Rerl~ger Cape MaY Bird Observatory(6h ffiigtanC blldS) 
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FIl.[Y caar 
666 PLAINSBORO ROAD. BUILDING 200. SUITE 2C. PLAINSBORO. NJ 08536 (609) 275-8888 FAX (609) 275-4411 

November 4, 1991 

Mr. Terrence O. Moore, Executive Director 
The Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Re: Review of the Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

The NJBA is in receipt of your memo of October 1, 1991. To facilitate the 
review of the CMP, you asked that the Pine lands issues be identified by broad topic, 
and you enclosed a form which we could use at our option. 

In March 1990, we provided comments to the Public Participation Committee 
on issues we believe the Plnefands Commission should address. At that time we 
grouped our primary issues of concern into five topics as follows: 1) process, 
.2) growth area policies, 3) the PDC program, 4) standards generally, and 5) public 
participation. 

We find that these five topics remain relevant. We do not believe that any 
great benefit would derive from reformatting them onto the form provided. We 
enclose a copy of our March 27, 1990, letter as our identification of issues which 
need to be addressed in your review of the CMP. 

Sincerely, 

~ '(..r----__ 
Robert H. Karen 
President 

Enclosure 

1991 STATE omCEllS 
ROBERT H. KAREN 

1'-
.EClORY C. POUuor 

FimVIc._ 
MICHAEL R. FINK 
VIc.,...-.T_ 
ROBERT BOLDERMAN VI<:.,.... __ ~ 
Hull. a.now 
a.-C_ 
J.H.C ...... ~ 
A-. 

JOS1!PH Rlaos 
S"-VI<:oI''''­

LEONARD SOLONDZ 
VIc.~ 
PATRICX J. O'KEEFI! 

Es«wMVI<:oI'...-
MicIIMI a ....... 1!Jq. 
£_c_ 

Peucbto • Petocililo 
F'-iIIl C.....w-

"No m3n h3S thp. mn'31 rl"hl to withhold his suooort f,om an o,,,ani] 

AFFILIATES 

• National ASlOCiation of Home Builders. Atlanlic Builders ASlOCialion of New 
Jeney • Home Builders ASlOCiation of Cape May CounlY • Central Jersey Builders 
ASIOCiation • Builders A'lOCialion of Meuopolilan New Jeney • Builders Association 
of Northem New Jersey. Home Builders ASlOCialion of Nol'lllwesl New Jersey 
• New Jersey Shore Builders ASlOCiation • Builders ASlOCiation of Somersel &: 
Morris. Builders Leapl' of Soulll Jersey. Builders Political Action Commiltee 
of New Jersey • Home Owners Warranty Corporalion of New Jersey • Insurance 
Trust of tIut New Jersey Builders AllOC. • Institute of Mul~Family Housing 

~t Is ,t,lvino to imo,ov", condition!! within hi!'! t'::Id .. ~oh .. r .. " - Th""d", .. P ... " .... vol. 
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101 MORGAN LANE, PLAINSBORO, NEW JERSEY 08536 • (609) 275-8888. FAX (609) 275-4411 

March 27, 1990 

Ms. Anne Auerbach 
Chainn an , Public Participation Committee 
The Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
New Usbon, New Jersey 08064 

Dear Ms. Auerbach: 

Thank you for presenting the New Jersey Builders Association and its 
affiliated locals with the opportunity to identify issues which we believe are important 
for the Pinelands Commission to address and to suggest ways in which the 
Commission might address these Issues. We have separated our concerns into five 
categories as follows: 1) process, 2) growth area policies, 3) the Pinelands 
Development Credit Program, 4) standards generally, and 5) public participation •. 

These concerns and suggestions were Identified by an ad hoc committee of 
builder and consultant members experienced with the Plnelands Comprehensive 
Management Plan (CMP). 

PROCESS 
Standards and guidelines should be developed for the' preparation of 

threatened and endangered species reports. 

For an application completeness review, Commission staff should only have 
one opportunity to Identify' and request missing material. Submission of requested 
material by the applicant shoqld not present the Commission staff with an additionaJ 
opportunity to request Infonnation not requested In the InitiaJ letter of 
incompleteness. 

Issuance of a Certificate of Filing is being used as development approval. 
The Certificate of Filing is designed as an administrative document establishing that 
the required material has been filed. Should the Commission's staff believe the 
proposed development to be contrary to Pinelands policy, a substantive letter of 
Inconsistency can be issued. At the applicanfs option, the application should be 
allowed to proceed through the local approval process. The Plnelands Commission 
would have every opportunity to participate in the hearings before the local board. 
Further, the Plnelands Commission has call up autho~ for local approvals which it 
believes are inconsistent with the Comprehensive Management Plan. 

1990 STAn OFFICERS 
WAYNI! L. IeARNELL 

"...... 

AFFIUATES 

lRTH. KAREN GltEGORY C. POuum 
Scc.wVIa~_ 

• Nalional Association of Home Builders • Adutic Builders Association of New 
Jersey. Home Builders AssociaCion olCape May County. Central Jersey Build~rs 
Auocialioa • BuiJders Association olMetropoIitaa New Jersey • Builders Associalioa 

. V/cy,.,....,. 
JOSEPH RIGaS 
VIa""""'T_ 
ROIERT IITTENIINOER 
Via,.,....,. _ AIt*r Hw. ___ 

a-,..,c_ 
I.H.C ...... C~ 
AMIIorr 

IOHN PALLONE 
VIa~~ 
PATRh:K I. O'KEEFE 
EzMMwVIa"...... 

MIcIIo.I 0-. EIq. 
EIrtW ... .... CiIfMM ,......, .... -,'--c ___ 

-No man has the moral riqht to withhold his suooort from an orqani13 

, ol Northern New Jersey • Home Builders ASlOCiaCion ol Northwest New Jetsey 
• New Jersey Shorw Builders AslOCiaCiOll • Bllilden Association of Somerset &; 
Morris • Builders Lea.,.. of South Jeney • Builders Political Action Committee 
ol New Jersey • Home Owners Wuruty Corporation of New Jeney • lasurance 
T".., ol the New Jersey Builden Auoc. • Institute ol Mul~Fllllili Houaial 
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The Pinelands should not review each application for issuance of a building 
permit in developments which have been subject to subdivision andlor site plan 
review. This is a primary example of unnecessary and redundant regulation which 
is increasing the cost of housing. This building permit review should be limited for 
use on scattered lots which have not been subject to planning board or. zoning 
board review. 

We suggest that the Plnelands Commission discontinue its review 01 county 
planning board and county soil conservation district applications which are subject to 
local planning board or zoning board review. Again this is unnecessary redundant 
review. 

There is a reluctance 01 Pinelands staff to revise existing site conditions. 
Revisions could be incorporated into development design that would greatly improve 
existing conditions. Apparently this is a reaction to the complexity 01 the Pinelands 
process. More flexible ways to accommodate waivers 01 standards which will result 
in overall improvements of existing problems should be encouraged. . 

Developers are experiencing a difference 01 opinion between Pinelands staff 
and municipal staff regarding permitted uses under the zoning ordinance. 
Interpretation of the zoning ordinance should be a municipal determination. 

GROWTH AREAS 
The Pinelands Commission should undertake an analysis 01 the number of 

dwelling units actually built in each deSignated plan warea. W Further, the current 
development potential of each area should be determined as compared to 
projections prepared when the CMP and local plans evolved. It is our opinion that 
some growth areas have experienced significant down-zonings where certain areas 
(I.e., wetlands ana buffer areas) have been removed from density calculations 
although these areas had initially been included when gross development potentials 
for these areas were calculated. It is our belief that growth areas have been 
developing significantly below their design potential. This situation seems to be 
most pronounced in certified municipalities which have been given more flexibility in 
assigning densities which may not meet the overall growth goals of the plan. Based 
on analysis as outlined above, it may be necessary to Increase densities 011 the 
developable portions 01 regional growth area land and to increase the development 
potential of rural development areas. 

Design standards in growth areas should be reasonably structured to 
accommodate the projected growth and .reflect the already established characteristics 
of an area Examples of requirements which detract from established community 
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character are requirements for total on site retention of storm water and their 
resulting drainage structures in urbanized village areas and the use of vegetation 
Indigenous to the Pinelands when this vegetalion will prob~bly not survive under 
developed site conditions and is out of character with the landscaping patterns of 
the area as it has evolved. 

Sewer effluent standards of two parts per million nitrogen are an unrealistic 
standard for growth areas. Different standards need to be established for those 
areas which have been deSignated to accommodate our "human environment" 
versus areas set aside for preservation of our "natural environment." More 
reasonable standards must be adopted to accommodate the densities and prOjected 
growth of these areas set aside for human occupation. 

Establishment of densities of less than three dwelling units per acre for 
growth areas is extremely wasteful of resources needed to construct and install 
Infrastructure and of the land necessary for development. Existing policies actually 
promote a sprawl development pattern throughout the Pinelands growth areas. 

. . 
Why, for example, do certain' regional growth area municipalities have 

maximum average densities of only one dwelling unit per acre? This Is a "growth 
area"? To the contrary, development at this intensity does not "really" constitute a 
regional growth area,· nor does it promote affordable housing opportunities. In fact, 
we would conclude that such limited regional growth area zoning is in direct conflict 
with the CMP's housing policy, in particular NJAC 7:50-6.132(a)5 which is to "ensure 
that (affordable) dwelling units required by (the Commission's policy) be available at 
approximately the same rate as is non-required housing". We would maintain that 
one acre density is far from promoting affordable housing opportunities. 

Expansion of existing sewer systems operating at reduced standards should 
be pennitted to accommodate growth in growth areas and to serve existing . 
neighborhoods which have many substandard septic systems. Elimination of many 
of these substandard septic systems would have benefits to the environment far 
exceeding the costs to the· environment for sewer plants operating at levels 
exceeding two parts per million nitrogen. 

PINELANDS DEVELOPMENT CREDIT (PDC) PROGRAM 
It is strongly suggested that the Plnelands Development Credit Program be 

discontinued. Despite statistical manipulations which are employed to put a 
favorable "spin" on the PDC Program, it is not viable and it is not working voluntarily 
at an acceptable level. As a result there have been subsequent revisions- to the 
rules to make the program mandatory when use variances are utilized. Since the 
underlying premise of the Comprehensive Management Plan is that it is an 
environmental plan, development of the growth areas should be permitted at the 
higher PDC densities by right. 
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In addition, efforts to utilize the PDC Program run into a variety of obstacles. 
Due to the design constraints on most sites, it is not feasible to utilize PDC's. In 
fact, Pinelands anafysis shows that most sites, are developed at less than by right 
densities. Also, letters of interpretation allocating PDC's are so restrictive that there 
is no financial incentive to land owners to sell, and permanently restrict the use of 
their land. For example, if the Commission is truly in support of a viable POC 
program, it should strive to maximize the POC allocation by minimizing the estimates 

. of wetlands acreage on properties. Higher POC allocations would potentially provide 
greater compensation and serve to encourage more transfers. 

Lastly, the POC bonus increase in density received when purchasing credits 
(of 50 percent) is far too low to act as an incentive to purchase POC's, and should 
be increased two or three-fold. This would require a total revamping of the POC 
program. Without such drastic changes, the program should be discontinued, since 
it is neither compensating landowners nor providing improved development 
opportunities. 

STANDARDS, GENERAL COMMENT ' 
Under Plnelands'interpretations there is no such thing as an isolated 

wetlands. All wetlands are contiguous. Some wetlands areas are of such small 
area (i.e., 50 square feet) that they are negligible. The policy should be changed to 
identify such small areas as 'Isolated wetlands not of significant value. As such they 
should not require buffers and under certain circumstances should be allowed to be 
disturbed with mitigation elsewhere. 

The requirement for two feet of free board between septic systems and 
groundwater causes continuous difficulty, There is apparently no accepted 
methodology to evaluate and determine seasonal high water table. Ways to reach 
agreement on this issue should be explored. 

Fire hazard classification should be based on vegetation, soil type and 
hydrology, not just on vegetation. Further, the requirement for 200 feet of 
underbrush clearance when city water and fire hydrants are available Is 
unnecessary . 

Developers are being asked to route residential roof runoff into storm water 
systems. In addition they are being asked to oversize basins for residential stone 
driveways in the event that future property owners pave the driveways, even though 
the drives don't flow into the storm water system. What are the level of 
contaminants in roof runoff that should necessitate this type of design? These are 
also additional examples of extreme unnecessary regulation. These ,retention basin 

. policies are examples of policies which are thwarting the comprehensive 
management plan's goals. They require increasing the size of detention basins at 
tremendous loss of trees and natural vegetation. 
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It is suggested that basins be permitted in buffer" areas. If there is concern 
that a certain distance is necessary to filter the outflow, a sufficient discharge swale 
length can be accommodated by careful desiqn of the basins. 

The landscaping requirements should permit species that are similar, but not 
necessary native to the pinelands, especially grasses and evergreens. This would 
accomplish the same goal, but would give flexibility that would provide more 
diversified and attractive landscaping. The use of the similar species would not 
detract from maintaining or preserving the natural appearance of the pinelands. 
Aexibility would prove especially helpful in the area of grasses, which would be 
more tolerant to human activity than the native species. 

The Pinelands should consider permitting buffer averaging similar to the New 
Jersey DEP. This could provide more flexibility in design without adversely affecting 
the environment. 

Stone driveways should be permitted to cross development buffers, providing " 
disturbance is kept to a minimum. 

Portions of the septic systems, such as septic tanks and pump chambers, 
should be permitted beyond the septic buffers, with the disposal field being the only 
portion located 300 feet from wetlands. Since the septic field is the only portion of 
the system that discharges efluent into the ground, it would be more practical to 
locate the tank pump chamber closer to the building. This could eliminate a 
potential source of problems due to flowing an unnecessary distance from the 
dwelling before entering the septic tank and pump chamber. 

When proper drainage provisions have been made, the Pinelands should 
allow paved drives at parking areas. 

PUBLIC PART1CIPAT10N 
The Pinelands Commission is viewed as a "closed shop." We see no way to 

increase the level of public participation with the Pinelands Commission until this 
image as a closed shop is changed. The Pinelands Commission and staff would 
have to be open to suggestions and be willing to accept changes proposed by those 
other than Pinelands staff and consultants. The February 15, 1990, adoption of 
amendments to the CMP without any changes in response to the commenters 
suggestions is only the most recent example" of a case to point. In 1987 the NJ8A 
made suggestions for more than 20 changes in CMP policies as part of the three 
year review process, but none were accepted. 
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We hope that the issues and concerns outlined above and the suggested 
changes in process and policy will result in an interactive process which will promote 
better utilization of the growth areas of the Pipelands. 

Please direct any comments and questions on these concerns and 
suggestions to Joanne Harkins, AICPIPP, Director of Land Use and Planning for the 
New Jersey Builders Association. . 

WK:JH:kp 
Itrjh12 
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\lEe 9 _ 1991 .\ . / 
• ~. ~ '""" _1 _. i I ATLANTIC COUi'JlY 

DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING Be DEVELOPMENi 

RICHARD E. SQUIRES 
COUNlY exECUTIVe 

Terrance D. Moore, 
Executive Director 
The Pine lands Commission 
P.o. Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Dear Director Moore: 

December 5, 1991 

1333 ATUoNTIC ;,v~~J! I.~ 
ATlANTIC CITY .'j~ 0840 1 

(609) 345-o7eo 
~FAX 34.3-22C2) 
(nY 348-555') 

AVA J. GOLDMAN 
DEPARTMENT HE.AD 

Enclosed are six major topics that we recommend the 
Pine lands Commission consider during their comprehensive 
review of the Pinelands Plan. 

Please feel free to contact our office if you would 
like to discuss these or other aspects of your plan review. 

Sincerely, 

~S~P.P. 
Director of Planning 

TGC:kcw 

encl: 

cc: Ava Goldman, DH, RP&D 
Robert Brewer, Supervising Planner 

,~ it ;~'" .. DOINT~O rJN PECYCLEO PAP~P OMSIONOF 
PI .ANNINt; 

OMSIONOF OMSION OF" OFRCE OF HUMAN SERVICES 
~" JOMIe DMtOPMfNT ENGINEERING CUllURAl & HERITAGE AFFAJPS ol.'NNING 
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. A. 

P~NELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF 
THE P~NELANDS·COMPREHENS~VE 

MA.NAGEMENT PLAN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECOMMENDATION * ___ 1_ 

Proposer (agency, name, etc.): __ ~A~t~l~a~n~t~~~·c~C~o~u=n~t~Y~D~~~·v~~~·s~~~·o~n~ __ 
of Planning 

B. To~ic/Issue: Pineland Development Credits - how to 
~ncrease the~r use 

C. .Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

x 
x 
x 

immediately , 
in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or; 
longer term (beyond 7 years) 

D. Reasons for Importance: .•... 

1. More use of poe's from existing supply is needed 
to demonst'rate value of PDC's in addressjng land 
equity is:sues 
(continue on back) 

2. 

(continue on' back) 

3. 

(continue on back) 

-over-
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PZNELANDS COMMISSION REVZEW OF 
THE PZNELANDS·COMPREHENSIVE 

MANAGEMENT PLAN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECOMMENDATION *_2 __ _ 

A. Proposer (agency, name·, etc.): Atlantic County Division 
of Plannl.ng 

B. Topic/Issue: 
can be used 

C. .Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

X' immediately. 
X in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or; 
x longer term (beyond 7 years) 

D. Reasons for .~mportance! 

1. WateE demands f~om regional growth areas, Pinelands 
Towns and sur,Jroundl.ng areas are l.ncreaSl.ng. 

(continue on back) 

2. Water withdrawls can have a negative environmental 
impact. 

(continue on back) 

3. 

(continue on back) 

-over-
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A. 

B. 

P~NELANDS COMM~SS~ON REV~EW OF 
THE P~NELANDS COMPREHENS~VE 

MANAGEMENT PLAN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECOMMENDATION * 3 

Proposer (agency, name, etc.): ____ A~t~l~a~n~t~i~c~C~o~u~n~t~y~D~i-v-i~s~i~o~n----
of Planning 

Topic/Issue: Air Quality 

C. ,'Topic/Issue is/will pe of import,ance: 

X immediately 
X in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or; 
X longer term (beyond 7 years) 

D. Reasons for Importance~ 

1. Federal Clean Air Act standards must be met statewide 

(continue on back) 

2. Sanctions may be imposed on local governments and/or 
employers for non-compliance 

(continue on back) 

3. 

(continue on back) 

-over-
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A. 

B. 

PJ:NELANDS COMMISSION R·EV·IEW OF 
. 'rHE PJ:NELANDS· COMPREHENSJ:VE 

MANAGEMENT PLAN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECOMMENDATION * 4 

Proposer (agency, name, etc.): __ ~A~t~l~a~n~t~i~c~c~o~u_n_t~Y __ D_i_v~i~s~i~o~n~ __ 
of Plann~ng 

Topic/Issue: Pine lands Infrastructure 

C. .Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

X immediately 
X in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or; 
X longer term (beyond 7 years) 

D. Reasons for Importance~ 

1. Strict 'environ~~ntal standards must be met. 

(continue ou-back) 

2. WastewC'l:G~rr treatment and waste disposal are expensive 

(continue on back) 

3. 

(continue on back) 

-over-
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PINELANDS'COMMISSION REVIEW-OF 
THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE 

MANAGEMENT PLAN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECOMMENDATION *--:,.5_ 

A. Proposer (agency, name, etc.): Atlantic County Division 
of Planning 

B. Topic/Issue: State Plan - what is Pinelands relation 
to State Plan 

C. .Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

_________ immediately 
__ ~ ______ in the short term- (next 5 to 7 years) or; 
__________ longer term (beyond 7 years) 

D. Reasons for Importance-

1. G The'State Pla·n· affects the surrounding DOD-Pj Del ands 
are-a 

(continue o~·back) 
" 

2. There saould be coordination between State Plan 
and Pine lands Plan 

(continue on back) 

3. 

(continue on back) 

-over-
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A. 

B. 

P:I:NELANDS COMMISSION REV:I:EW OF 
THE P:I:NELANDS COMPREHENS:I:VE 

MANAGEMENT PLAN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECOMMENDATION * 6 

Proposer (agency, name, etc.): Atlantic County Division of 
Plann~ng 

Topic/Issue: Stdrmwater Management 

C. .Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

iminediately 
X in the' short term (next 5 to 7 years) or; 
X longer· term (beyond 7 years} 

D. Reasons for Importance:. 

1. Stormwater management affects environmental quality 
and ground water recharge 

(continue on back) 

2. The performance of stormwater management may decline 
over time 

(continue on back) 

3. 

(continue on back) 

-over-
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DEC 11 (991 

P~NELANDS COMM~SS~ON REV~EW OF 
THE P~NELANDS COMPREHENS~VE 

MA.N'AGEMENT PLAN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REV!EW 

. RECOMMENDATION 1 __ 

A. Proposer (aqency, name, etc.): ~R~i::.::c:;:;h::::a:;::,r,:;:d_w:.:.:.. • ....:B::::e~n~t:.:z:.... _______ _ 
NJ Bureau of Forest Management 

S. Topic/Issue: The Pinelands area needS a single forest management strategy 
which defines best management practices. annual limits for permanept fprest 
loss (development, road building, etc.), annual limits for forest repewal, 
criteria for reforestation and afforestation forest rotection . 
l.sease and fire) limits and methods, acceptable practices, also salvage 

c. Topic/Issue is/will be of impor~ance: 

x immediately 
x in the shor~ term (next 5 to 7 years) or; 
x longer term (beyond 7 years) 

o. Reasons for Importance: 

1. Rather than policies for individual components (rare plants. animals, 
game species) a plan would produce a more holistic approach to 
ecosystem management. 
(continue on baCK) 

2. Would give a basis to assess permit applications and the impact pf 
forest practice measured against total strategy. 

(continue on baCK) 

3. Would aid permittee or other parties involved in understanding what is 
needed for an application and activities. Munici alities coul 

armland tax laws better 
on baCK) 

-over-
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Continued: 

B. strategies. It should also include strategies for other 
integral portions of the re~ources. 
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E. Related I~sue( s), if any: Impacts, both positive and negative on all 
facets of ecosystem. Acceptable management practices and alternatives better 
direction for research development. 

r. Relevant Oocumentation (list!nS attach if available any 
reports, etc.): 

G. Known Experts on Issue, if any: NJ Bureau of Forest Management 
with assistance by US Forest Service and SOCiety of American Fgrester 

9/91 
CP4B 

accredited college or university faculty members. 

6& 
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&tat~ of Nrw 3Jrrsry 
OEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

THOMAS M. OOWNS 

COMMISSIONEA 

Mr. Terrence Moore 
Executive Director 
Pinelands Commission 
PO Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

t03lS PARKWAY AVENUE 
eN 600 

TRENTON. NEW JERSEY 08625 

December 6, 1991 

IN REPLY PLEASE REFER TO 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to identify important issues 
relative to the comprehensive review and update of the Pinelands 
Plan. Enclosed are six topics in the format suggested in your 
October 1, 1991 letter. Since they are rather diverse and involve 
several units in our Department, I suggest that you contact Andy 
Fekete at 530-2824 to initiate discussions on these topics. He will 
ensure that appropriate people from DOT are involved. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosures 

. . 
New Jersey Is An Equal Opportunity Emplol'er 
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P::r:NELAND'S COlXt!"l::r:SS::r:ON REV::r:EW OF 
THE P::r:NELANDS COMPREHENS::r:VE 

MANAGEMENT PLAN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

REC~MMENDATION i---.'_ 
A. Proposer (aqency, name, etc.):~~ __ ~ ____________________ __ 

South Jersey Transportation Aythority 

B. Topic/Issue: 
Atlantic City International Airport Master Planning/Preliminary 
Engineering/Environmental Eval"ation 

C. Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

immediately 
in the 'short term (next 5 to 7 years) or; 

X . lonqer term (beyond 7 years) 

D. Reasons for Importance: 

1. A two year effort will begin in early 1992 to identify a 20 year 
development program. evalyate'enyironmental issues based on 
Master Plan data and preliminary engineering. 

(continue on back) 

2. 

(continue on back) 

3. 

(continue on back) 

-Qver-. 



E. 

r. 

G. 

9/91 
CP4B 

Related Issue(s) , if any: . 
----------------------~---------

Relevant Documentation (list and attach if available anj 
reports, etc.): ReQllest for prOO'QSals from consultants currently 
being developed No dOClIIDeotatigo available at this time. 

Known Experts on Issue, if any: 

----------------.- -.--------------------------------------
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P:::CNEJ:..,.;'~D"S COM::>l:::C S S:::C ONREVI EW OF 
~HE P:::CNELANDS COMPREHENSIVE 

Mj!).~.~GEMEN~ PL~ 

l-t~J'C~ TCPIC/ISSUE 
~CCl·~l)-;:D :O~ R.:.-VI~rI 

.~. :ropcser (a.gency, na.:-ne, etc.): NJ Department of Transportation 

3. Topic/Issue: Coord"ination with the State Development & Redevelopment 
Plan - The Interim State Development & Redevelopment Plan has recogn~zed 
the New Jersey Pinelands as an "area of critical state concern". Ihe Plan 
declares its acknowledgement of statutory treatment of Ehe New Jersey 
Pine1and~ under the Pi~elands Protection Act and ~ts reI~ance upon tne 

" (continued on back) 
C. Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

x immediately 
in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or; 
longer term (beyond 7 years) 

D. ~easons for Importance: 

1. There needs to be consistency and integration of interagency 
planning. 

(continue on back) 

2. 

(continue on back) 

3. 

(ccntinue on back) 

-cver- : 
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A. (cont'd.) 

plans and regulations of the New Jersey Pinelands Commission to fulfill.the 
objectives of the State Development & Red~velopment Plan. Therefore, we 
recommend that the Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan similarly incorpo­
rate language stating its intent· to carry out the objectives of the State 
Development & Redevelopment Plan. 
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E. Related Issue(s), if a~y: 

F. Relevant Documentation (list and attach if available any 
reports, etc.): 

G. Known Experts on Issue, if any: Bob Kraml - NJDOT 

9/91 
CP4B 

----------------.- .. -~-------------------------------------
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PINELAND'S COMMISSION REVIEW OF 
THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE 

M.ANAGEMENT PLAN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECOMMENDATION *'-0-=-3_ 

A. Proposer (aqency, name, etc.): NJ Department of Transportation 

B. Topic/Issue: Air Quality - Part IX of the Pinelands Comprehensive 
Management Plan should be revised and updated to provide for implementation 
of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments and any applicable state legislation 
concerning air quality. It should be noted that the New Jersey Pinelands 
encompasses portions of the Severe 1, Severe 2, and Moderate ozone non­
attainment areas. 

c. Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

x immediately 
X in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or; 

lonqer term (beyond 7 years) 

D. Reasons for Importance: 

1. There is a requirement under the new Clean Air Act to achieve statewide 
conformity with the Clean Air Standards. 

(continue on back) 

2. 

(continue on back) 

3. 

(continue on back) 

-over-. 
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E. Related I:ssue(s), if a::y: State Development and.Redevelopment Plan 

F. Relevant Documentation (list ~ attach if available any 
reports, etc.): 

G. 

9/91 
CP4B 

Known Experts on Issue, if any: John Elston - DEPE & Bob Kraml -
NJDOT --------------.. -... ----------------------



A. 

PJ:NELAND'S COMMI!?SJ:ON. REVIEW OF 
~HE PINEL~~DS COMPREHENSIVE 

~AGEM~N''"1"-:' PLAN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMME~'iDED FOR R....l:"VIEW 

RECOMMENDATION i . 4 

Propcs er (agency, name, etc.): _--:N;;.;J::...:D~e::.l;p:.:a::.::r:.:t=m:::e:::n~t~of:::.......T=-r:...:a~n:.:;s~p:.:o:.=ro.l;:t~a.:.t.:.i~on~ 

B. Topic/Issue: Use o'f treated sewage sludge as landscape material on 
transportation projects. 

C. TopictIssue is/will be of importance: 

x 
x 

1mmediately 
in the short term (next 5 to 7 years} or; 
longer term (beyond 7 years) 

D. Reasons for Importance: 

1. Treated sludge has been approved by DEP as acceptable material for 
soil additive on DOT projects. It represents an inexpensjye SQurce 
of organic material for successful plant growth/maintenance. 

(continue on back) 

2. Ban of ocean dumping of sludge requires creative & environmentally 
benign disposal methods. This is a reasonable disposal/reuse 
mechanism • 

. (continue on back) 

3. 

(continue on back) 

-over-, . 
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=:. :telated Iss\.!; ( s) I if a::.y: Reuse of soil contaminated with 
petroleum hydrocarbons·on transportation projects. 

F.. Relevant Documentation (list ~ attach if available any 
reports, etc.): 

G. Known Experts on Issue, if any: 

9/91 
CP4E 

__________________ c__ _ ________________________________________ __ 
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PINELAND'S COlY"...i.'1ISSJ:ON REVIEW OF 
. THE PINEL~~DS COMPREHENSIVE 

MANAGEMENT PLAN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMD-t"DED E'OR Rl:."""VIEW 

RECOMMENDATION 1--=,5 __ 

A. Proposer (agency I name I etc.): NJ Department of Transportation 

B. Topic/Issue: Reuse of soil contaminated with petroleum hydrocarbons 
in transportation project construction. 

C. Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

x immediately 
in the short term (next 5 to 7 years} or; 
longer ter.m (beyond 7 years) 

D. Reasons for Importance: 

1. DEPE has allowed this in other parts of the state. Cost savings 
can be significant without compromising environmental protection. 

(continue on back) 

2. 

(continue on back) 

3. 

(continue on back) 

-over-. 
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:::. ~elated Issue(s), if a::y: Treated sewage sludge application 
as landscape material an transportation projects. 

i. Relevant Documentation (list!nS attach if available any 
reports, etc.): 

G. Known Experts on Issue, if any: 

9/91 
Ci4B 

__________________ • _____________________________ a ____________ _____ 
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.~. 

J?INELAND'S COMMISSION REVIEW OF 
~HE J?INEL~~DS COMPREHENSIVE 

MANAGEMENT PLA.N" 

MAJOR" TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECO~'"'DED FOR R!:..-VIZW 

RECOMMENDATION *.....; . .;;..6_ 

Proposer (agency, name, etC.): ___ N_J __ D_e.p_a_rt_m_e_n_t __ o_f_T_r_a_n~s~p~or~t~a_t~i~o=n __ 

B. Topic/Issue: DOT maintenance facilities located in Pinelands. 
Management plan should provide flexibility for expanding and constructing 
new DOt maintenance facilities. 

C. Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

__ ~x ______ immediately 
___ x~~ ___ in the short term (next 5 to 7 yearsl or; 
___ x _______ longer term (beyond 7 years) 

D. ~easons for Importance: 

1. DOT has a need to maintain. update and gccasignaJJ y buiJ d new 
maintenance facilities that service state rgads in the P;ne1apds. 

(continue on back) 

2. 

(continue on back) . 

3. 

(continue on back) 

-over-. 
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?:. Related Issue(s), if - _ ... 
:.··t . 

1. Relevant DocUmentation (list!nS attach if available any 
reports, etc.): 

G. Known Experts on Issue, if any: 

9/91 
C:i?4B 

. ________________ 0_. __ . ____________________________________ __ 
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DEC 11 199t 
DEC·9 19~1 

P~NELANDS COMM~SS~ON REV~EW OF 
THE P~NELANDS COMPREHENS~VE 

~AC::;EMENT PLAN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECOMMENDATION It 1 

A. Proposer (aqency, name, etc.):~A~l~a~n~W~.~E~mm~o_n~s~ ______________ _ 
4 Wenatchi, Browns Mills, NJ 08015 
609-893-6350 

B. Topic/Issue: Forestry/ In the CMP' for the New Jersey Pinelands 
it states that forestry will be an encouraged activity. Under the 
current policies now being implemented by the Pinelands Commission 
Staff. forestry in New Jersey has been repressed and is a dying 
cultural entity. 

C. Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

X immediately 
in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or; 
lonqer term (beyond 7 years) 

O. Reasons for Importance: 

1. The South Jersey forests and their resources have been the 
backbone of local economies since the days of the colonists. 
Forestry provides an income to landowners and their families 
(continue on back) 

2. within the 

3. Forestry creates a variety of habitats which results in a 
healthy, b~oIog~cally a~vers~f~ed forest ecosystem. 

(continue on back) 

-over-
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CONTINUED: 

D. 1. and at the same time forest properties are managed in a 
responsible way. 

D. 2. disturbance or man's influence, the Pinelands as we know it 
will cease to exist. 
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E. Related I~sue(s), if any: Harvesting of trees (clearcutting), 

F. 

G. 

Documentation (list and attach ems: Audubon 

Known Experts on Issue, if any: Elbert Little Jr. (Trees); 
Joseph S. Illick (Trees); Richard Iverson <Pesticides)· 
Dave Marquis (Silviculturalists)j 1.. C. Vennel1l e (Botanist); 
John Benton (NJ Forester); Paul Schairer (Schairer's Sawmill). 

**** Additional docunenta.tion can be furnished upon request. 

9/91 
CP4B 

Pinelands Commlssion Notation: 

5uppl~mental material (p.9S, ;~rtho'books; portions of 
the CMP) is on file at the' Commission and available 
for review. 

88 
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New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association 
770 River Road ." ~st Trenton • New Jersey 08628 

December 10, 1991 

Mr. Terrence D. Moore 
Execut1ve D1rector 
The P1nelands Comm1ss1on 
P.O. Box 7 
New L1sbon, N.J. 08064 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

(609) 771-0099 
'FAX (609) 771-1729 

The NJCAA represents the ready m1X concrete and 
surface m1n1ng interests throughout New Jersey. Many 
of our members ma1nta1n facil1t1es in the Pinelands 
region and of course are interested in any changes you 
are considering in the Pinelands Comprehensive 
Management Plan (CMP). The CMP in the past has 
consistently referred to the importance of the mining 
industry to this region. 

NJCAA, through our Pinelands Resource Extraction 
AdviSOry COmm1ttee (PREAC), has been meeting over the 
past year with Mr. Charles Horner and Ms. Karen Young 
of your staff. We appreciate their cooperation and 
suggestions. In addit1on, we would like the 
Commission and staff to be aware of our concerns. 

The mining industry in New Jersey dates back to 
the Revolutionary War and has cont1nued to this day. 
It is estimated that in 1988 the non-fuel mineral 
production for the state was S2~6 million. Employment 
in the industry directly is around 2400 people with 
re~ated industries who depend on our products averaged 
at about 165,000 people. 

Construction sand and gravel was the State's 
second leading mineral commodity produced, accounting 
for 27% of the State's mineral value. Construction 
sand and gravel was produced by approximately 60 
companies in 15 of the State's 21 counties. Leading 
counties in order of output were Ocean, Camden, 
Cumberland, Cape May, and Morris with a heavy 
concentration occurring in the pinel"ands region. 
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Page 2 - Dec. 10, 1991 
Mr. Terrence D. Moore 

Major uses were fo~ concrete aggregates, aspha~tic 
co~crete aggregates, fill, and roa~as~ and coverings. 

Nationa~~y, New Jersey ranked ninth in industria~ 
sand production in 1989. Industria~ sand production 
~n New Jersey a~so accounted for more than two-thirds 
of the Northeast region's production, which inc~uded 
the six New Eng~and States, New York, Pennsy~vania, and 
New Jersey. In 1989, a tota~ of 7 companies operated 
18 pits in 6 counties and produced 1.8 mi~~ion short 
tons va~ued at $26 mi~~ion. Cumberland County, where 
most of the operations were located, was the largest 
source of glass, foundry, and blast sand in the 
Northeast region of the United States. 

Members of the NJCAA extract sand, grave~ and 
crushed stone, for use in construction and industria~ 
products. While the overwhelming majority of . 
"aggregates" are used for construction purposes, there 
are other significant uses, inc~uding those for water 
filtration and other means of pollution control. These 
minerals can only be extracted from deposits where they 
are found in nature. Since transportation costs 
.double the cost of the product approximately every 20 
miles from u~timate use, economic imperatives dictate 
excavation or mining in 'close proximity to the site of 
use. In the case of sand and grave~, which are 
unconsolidated rock materials, close to 50% of a~l 
commercia~ly viable deposits are in the a~~uvium or 
floodplain, and under current definitions, are located 
in "wetland" areas. 

Excavation of aggregate materials often leads to 
the creation of water bodies where none existed before, 
and reclamation activities can be designed to enhance 
and restore wet~ands. Many operations are "wet 
process" and include excavation below the water table. 

The two basic extraction methods are open pit 
excavation or quarrying, and dredging. Open pit 
excavation and processing has four major steps: (1) 
site clearing --- removing.trees and vegetation and 
stripping overburden and topsoil, and transporting, 
redepositing, or stockpiling it at or off the site; 
(2) mining --- removing the materia~ from the deposit; 
(3) processing --- crushing, screening, sizing, 
washing, blending, and stockpiling the mined material 
to ·conform to standards and specifications; and (4) 
reclamation of the extraction area. 
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Page 3 - Dec. 10, 1991 
Mr. Terrence·D. Moore 

Dredging usually involves mounting the equipment 
on boats or barges. Suction or bucket-type dredges 
are used most commonly to harvest sand and gravel from 
the bottom of a body of water. The material is 
.processed either on board or transported to land for 
processing. 

. In terms of beneficial functions and values, 
wetlands areas created by mining can: (1) provide 
habitat for many species of fish and wildlife; (2) 
reduce flooding problems by temporarily storing large 
quanti ties of water, and by curbing the velocity of 
flood water; (3) help to maintain water quality by 
filtering out pollutants and sediments; 
(4) control erosion by trapping soil washed from nearby 
farmland; (5) are a source of recreation; and (6) are 
a source of timber and other natural products for 
commercial use. 

The NJCAA agrees that especially important wetland 
resources must be preserved and its industry members 
are prepared to play a unique role as creators and 
restorers of new and degraded wetlands as part of its 
normal activities associated with the extraction of 
aggregates and subsequent land reclamation. In order 
to do this in a manner that protects and enhances 
wetland functions and values without undue economic 
impact devoid of environmental benefit, the NJCAA is 
preparing to present its views over proper wetlands 
activities to the Commission at its convenience. 

Many of our members own and operate their 
facilities in Southern New Jersey and are regulated by 
the Pinelands Commission. With the time nearing for 
review of the Comprehensive Management Plan, we as an 
association would like to address the committee and 
make a full presentation on the following suggested 
changes to the C.M.P.; 

1. General Permitting: 

A. Certificate of Filing Duration 

Presently our industry is required to renew its 
Pinelands approval every two years. Due to the 
expense involved, complexity of the filing, and 
the redundant review by municipalities, we are 
requesting a five-year permit. 
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Page 4 - Dec. 10, 1991 
Mr. Terrence D. Moore 

B.. No ~ !:!2 Approval 

Pursuant to the above request, the renewal date 
should be consistent with the "No Call Up 
Letter Date." 

C. 20 Acres Development Cells 

Request that current approval of 20 acres per 
site of extraction be increased to up to 100 

. acres per site of extraction at the option of 
the extractor. This change is being requested 
due to the fact than many different types of 
sand may be located (and in demand) on a 
particular site. 

D. Plan Review Period 

Request that the present review response time 
by the Pineland's staff members be shortened to 
15 days down from 30 days on renewal 
applications, however, 30 day review period 
s~ould continue for new applications. 

E. Depth Of Excavation 

Present language of depth of excavation be 
changed from 65 feet from existing ground 
surface to 65 feet below the water table. 

F. Sloping 

New language regarding slope of excavation 
below the waters edge as follows. "All 
resource extraction facilities that remove 
minerals below the surface water level will be 
required to maintain a slope of not more than 3 
feet horizontal for every 1 foot of vertical up 
to a depth of 7 feet below the surface of the 
water. Beyond that water depth the excavation 
will be allowed to stay in its post excavation 
slope. " 

2. Reclamation 

A. Vegetation required for reclamation is limited 
to a very restrictive listing of species which 
does not represent the existing natural 
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Page 5 - Dec. 10, 1991 
Mr. Terrence D. Moore 

vegetative diversity of the Pinelands. - We 
request that this list be expanded to reflect 
the vegetative diversity of the Pinelands by 
using a comprehensive-listing of native 
Pinelands species such as appears in the 
Pinelands Delineation Manual. 

3. Wetlands 

A. - Mitigation 

Institute a plan for mitigation as per federal 
regulations. 

B. Wetlands Definition 

Adopt the definition of wetlands that would 
make the pinelands consistent with Federal and 
State definitions. 

C. Buffer Relief 

A~low buffer relief as per N.J.D.E.P.E. 
Freshwater Wetlands Protection Act. This will 
make Pinelands regulations consistent with the 
rest of the state. 

D. Wetlands & Buffer Permit 

Provide mechanism that-allows permitting of 
development within buffers and wetlands 
consistent with State and Federal guidelines. 

We would appreciate your review of our industry's 
requests, and the opportunity to make a fully 
documented presentation to the committee to factually 
support these requests. 

Sincerely, 

W~lliam J. Cleary, CAE 
Executive Director 

WJC:pvh 
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· "EGULA" MEUINGS 

.·086Q.t_1 .wfn~e~r!lnt . 
LOW!~'. ~UtjK !f 

RD2 Egg Harbor City. NJ O~15 FlltST THUltSDAY 
EACH MONTH 
7:30 ". M. PltEVAILING TIME 

~ASRINGTON TO~SRIP 
(BURLINGTON COUNTY) 

MARGUERITE KEATING 
MUNICIPAL CLERIC 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Mr. Terrence Moore 
PiBe~ands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
New Lisbon NJ 08064 
Attn: Ms. Lois Cristarella 

L.OWER BANK. N.J. December 1Q 19~ 

Re: Review of the Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan 

Dear Director Moore: 

Enclosed are three recommendations for critical topics 
pertaining to the review of the Pinelands Comprehensive 
Management Plan. As Washington Township is situated within 
the geographic core of the Preservation area, and contains 
probably the greatest extent of publicly-owned land within 
the State of New Jersey, both our local government and 
our residents are keenly aware of the impact of the Plan 
and of the inequities which must be addressed. I trust 
that the enclosed input will be ipcluded in the review, 
and that the determination of major topics will not be 
limited numerically to "5 or so" - but rather reflect the 
issues which require attention. 

I request that a copy of the compilation of all recommended 
topics, be forwarded directly to our Township. This would 
allow it to be readily available for public review within 
our municipality. 

Thank you for this opportunity to input into the review 
process, and I will look forward to continued participation 
throughout the program. 

Enclosures (3) 

cc: Burl. Co. Planning Board 
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Very truly', 

~~J~~f, 
William S. ~aines, Jr}/t' 
Mayor 
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PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE MGT. PLAN 

Recommendation # 1 

A. Township of Washington, Burlington County 
Green Bank, RR 2 Egg Harbor City NJ 08215 

B. Adverse economic and cultural impacts of the Pine1ands CMP, its 
administration, and related State programs upon community viability 
and residents within the Preservation area. 
C. Topic is IMMEDIATELY important. 

D.l. Preservation regulations as applied to privately-owned open 
space, severely restrict-land use ,and reeuce rea1-proper~i va1ua. 
2._ Reduced value and utility cause private owners to sell PDC's, 
or sell property to the State Green Acres program. 
3."Municipa1 tax base is reduced by the diminished realty value 
and removal of State lands from the tax rolls. 
4. Economic burden is placed upon the residents of the Pine1ands 
communities, to make up the lost municipal revenues from open space 
that previously generated tax income with negligible demand upon 
municipal services. 
5. In communities within the core of the Preservation area, the 
extent of existing tax-exempt State land and continuing acquisitions, 
place a financial burden upon Pine1ands homeowners, because the 
municipalities have limited alternate sources of tax revenues, either 
from commercial-industrial properties or from prospective new 
development. 
6. Green Acres acquisitions, as endorsed by the Pine1ands CMP, are 
conducted without regard to the relevant extent of existing State 
land within the municipality, the existing and continuing aggregate 
fiscal impacts, Parks acquisition plans, or the need for further 
acquisition of lands that are already regulated for Preservation. 
7. Green Acres acquisitions are conducted without regard to 
Pinelands Village zoning, as approved by the Commission per the 
Pinelands CMP requirements for municipalities. Village purchases 
further fragment existing communities and remove land with 
development potential from tax rolls. 
8. The State's in-lieu-of tax payment program, which does not apply 
to all Park lands, has not been updated since 1906 and is inadequate. 
9. Acquisition of lands with existing realty improvements, such as 
houses and farmsteads, causes the loss of both the land and improve­
ment ratab1es. Due to the inability of the State to maintain such 
property, structural improvements either will be demolished or 
permitted to fall into disrepair and eventual abandonment. 
10. The transfer of PDC's out of Preservation communities, reduces 
real property value, and ultimately may result in fee-simple sale 
to Green Acres at the reduced valuation. No compensation program 
exists for the communities losing the PDC's, and the resultant 
lost valuation and revenues. 
11. Communities in the core of the Preservation area with extensive 
State holdings of 80% or more, have no capability to absorb such 
impacts without direct and adverse economic effects upon the 
Pine1ands residents. 

E. No related issues. 
F. Washington Township tax-bill samp'les: pre/post Wharton purchase: 

1955/1956 - pre-acquisition rate $8.76 
1956/1957 - post-acquisition rate $17.36 

G. Mayor William Haines~ Jr. 
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PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF THE PINELANDS COMP~EHENSIVE MGT. PLAN 

Recommendation # 2 

A. Township· of Washington, Burlington County 
Green Bank, R~ 2 Egg Harbor City NJ 08215 

B. Failure of the Pinelands CMP and the State of New Jersey to 
provide equitable in-lieu-of tax relief for Pinelands communities 
and residents, due to the extent of State-owned land. 

C. Topic is IMMEDIATELY important. 

D.1. The 1906 Forest Reserve Act of New Jersey provided 10¢ per 
acre in-lieu-of tax payments, to municipalities for 'lands removed 
from the tax rolls for State Forests and Parks. 
2. The first Green Acres bond issue provided for no in-lieu 
payments. 
3. The State of New Jersey enacted P.L. 1989, chapter 347, codified 
as NJSA 13:1L-7, which provided increased payments of $1 per acre. 
4. The Pinelands Commission endorsed this legislation, but has 
no authority for its implementation. 
5. The New Jersey Bureau of Parks did not budget for the legislated 
payments and refused municipal vouchers for the $1 per acre payments. 
6. During 1991, Washington Township was notified by Green Acres 
of the pending acquisition of 414 acres that had been planned 
for State purchase, and of an additional 308 acres. This will 
remove $263,100 in valuation from the tax rolls of the Township. 
7. Reduction in property tax ratables due to past and continuing 
State acquisitions, must be made up in municipal revenues by 
increasing taxation upon the remaining private property. In . 
communities of the Preservation area with State ownership of 
80% or more, this financial burden is placed primarily upon the 
Pinelands residents. . 
8. The Pinelands CMP endorses the continuing State acquisition 
of private property within the Preservation area, without con­
sideration of the extent of exist~ng public lands, the fiscal 
impacts of past and continued reduction in tax ratables, the 
need for State-acquisition of lands otherwise restricted to 
preservation, or the failure of the State to institute either 
the Legislatively-mandated $l-acre payments or any other form 
of equitable tax relief. 
9. The Pinelands CMP provides no program for achieving equitable 
financial relief in-lieu-of taxes for present and future State 
lands. 

E. No related issues. 

F. Washington Township resolution 1991-28 (copy attached). 

G. Mayor William Haines, Jr . 
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PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF THE PINELANDS 'COMPREHENSIVE MGT. PLAN 

Recommendation # 

A. Township of Washington, Burlington County 
Green Bank, RR 2 Egg Harbor City NJ 082~ 

B. Failure of the Pinelands CMP and State of New Jersey to address 
the problems created by State lands, facilities and recreational 
visitors for law enforcement and· emergency service agencies 
of municipalities within the Preservation area. 

C. TOpic is IMMEDIATELY important. 

D.l. The State provides no compensation or contribution to local 
emergency agencies (fire departments and ambulance squads) that 
are called upon to serve Parks and Wildlife areas. Such agencies 
are organized, staffed and funded by local communities and residents. 
Emergency incidents to serve recreational visitors on State lands, 
constitute a significant demand upon local agencies, especially 
during summer recreational seasons. Compensation is made neither for 
the general services provided, nor for specific incidents, irrespective 
of the ~abor and costs incurred by the agencies. 
2. Increasing Pineland's visitation brings increasing numbers of 
visitors into the region, especially in remote wildland areas. 
Pineland's visitors are generally ignorant of private property 
boundaries, and generally consider the region to be entirely 
"State Park.~ State Parks have inadequate Ranger staff to police 
their own land, which is constantly increasing in acreage due to 
on-going acquisitions. State Police are generally understaffed 
and unable to patrol wildland areas, either State or privately owned. 
Municipalities in the Preservation area do not have the resources 
to provide local police services. 
3. Motorcycl~ enduros and auto road rallies, which are sanctionned 
by the Pinelands Commission and State Parks; and the attraction 
of four-wheel~drive recreation to the region, involves abusive 
traffic on the unimproved sand roads of the Pine Barrens. Pineland 
roads are deteriorating due to the increasing traffic load, abusive 
vehicle operations, and lack of maintenance. Woods roads are 
becominginpassable due to waterholes, which attract further 4WD 
'abuse by mud hops; and broad sand tracts of rerouted and abandoned 
roads around sand holes. The lack of usable access roads prevents 
effective access for law enforcement and use regulation; and hampers 
emergency access for accidents and fires in wildland areas. 
4. Crimes and environmental abuse grow on extensive State lands, 
and spillover onto adjacent private property - which in wildland 
areas, have no police authority which can effectively respond to 
landowners' needs for protection from trespass and vandalism. 

E. No related issues. 

F. No documents. 

G. Mayor William Haines; Jr. 
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DEC 12 1991 

TOWNSHIP OF SOUTHAMPTON 

December 12, 1991 

Route 206 and Retreat Road 
Post Office Box 2417 

Southampton Township, New Jersey 08088-2417 

Terrence Moore, Executive Director 
Pinelands Commission 
P. O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Subject: Comprehensive Management Plan Questionaire 

Enclosed you will find our recommendations to the Comprehensive 
Management Plan review. 

TOWNSHIP CLERK 
609-859-2736 

Thank you for afford1ng the Southampton Township Environmental 
Commission an opportunity to comment on this review. We know you will 
give every consideration to our suggestions and we look forward to the 
specific recommendation stage of this process. . 

Sincerely, 

" 
flL'"m 

luegge. ChaIrman -
Southampton Township Environmental Commission 

Encl. - (2) Recommendat1ons 
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A. 

PZNELANDS COMMISSZON REVZEW·OF 
THE PZNELANDS COMPREHENSZVE 

M.ANAGEMENT PLAN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECOMMENDATION *_7_ 
Proposer (aqency, name, etc.): __ ~~ __ ~ ____ ~~ __________ __ 

Soutiuumoton Town6hZp Env~onMentdl Co~~lon 
P. d. Box 2417 
soUl1uunpton. NJ 08088 

B. Topic/Issue: ~PV~C~P~~o~9~~~ __________________________________ ___ 

C. Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

xx immediately 
in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or; 
lonqer term (beyond 7 years) 

D. Reasons for Importance: 

1. PVC P'WgJtam 4houi.d be C!.or.lpaJr.a.lie.e tlu.th TOR a.nd 6a!r.rnla.nd ~u eJr..va.:ti..o n. 

(continue on back) 

2. 

(continue on back) 

3. 

(continue on back) 

-over-
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E. Relate~ Issue(s), if any: 

F. Relevant Documentation (list!SS attach if available any 
rePQrts, etc.): 

G. Known Experts on Issue, if any: 

9/91 
. CP4B 

III 



A. 

P~NELANDS COMMISS~ON REVIEW OF 
THE P~NELANDS COMPREHENS~VE 

MANAGEME.NT PLAN 

Proposer 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECOMMENDATION 1t~2_ 

( agency, name, etc.): .,.... ...... ~~"'"'""!!:~~~~~ ______ _ 

Sou.tlu:rmp.t.o n TowYI.6lU.p Env,(}[.o nmen:tal COrn<A.o..<.O n 
P. o. Box. 2417 
sou:t1UiT.1piOn, fJ) 08088 

B. Topic/Issue: Pe/r.1i'Lifted U.o e.o ht :the FOJr.e.o-t Ma.na.q eme.YLt AlLea.o 

C. Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

XX imrnedia tely. 
__________ in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or; 
__________ longer term (beyond 7 years) 

D. Reasons for Importance: 

1. PJr.o-tec.:ti.on 06 env-Utonmenta.e Jr.uaUltc.u ht ec.o.e.ogi'C.Ctli.y-.oeYl.6ilive 
6oJr.u-t Jr.eg-<.o n. 

(cont·inue on back) 

2. 

(continue on back) 

3. 

(continue on back) 

-over-
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E. Relate~ Issue(s), if any: Compo~zed Sludge 

F. Relevant Documentation (list!nS attach if available any reports, etc.): ______________ ~ __________________________ ___ 

G. Known Experts on Issue, if any: 

9/91 
CP4B 
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------.-----.----------------------------------~~---------------------------------------------7-----
~ .. , SENT BY: ~DEN 

I 
.11arb of <lUtllS!D 3JfadyuUsus 

CIt mIT!: I at .urlm;nm 
OFRCS OF: 
CDum ENGINEER 
LAND CMLQIIMINT SICTICN 

MOUNT OLLY, NEW JERS~ 
08080 

'" UNCOCA$ AOAD 
MGUNT HOU.:r, N..I. oao.o I" a ..... 

~b. Pinelanas Co~ss~on 
P.o. Box 7 
Naw Llsbon, N.J. 08064 

Atten: Loia ariataralla 

Dear Ms. cristaralla: 

December 12, 1991 

; ** 2 

U: REVIEN OF COMP SXVZ MANAGEMEN'l' PLAN 
UCOllHDDZD rSsr1Xr' 

, In response eo ena let1=8r :rrom !l'arrence Moore to James Quinn, 
County !ngine.r, dated oceob!r 1, 1991, I have prepared 4 ljst OZ 
i$$Ue. or topjcs that we wou d ljka to be considered in a :ruture 
revi&ion to the Com~.bensiv, Management Plan (CMP). Wa appraciaes 
the opportunity to giva inPUt into the review o~ en. CMP ana would 
ba happy to maet w~tb you to discus. tha.e recommendations ~urther. 

Please contact me i:r y u woUl~ like to discuss these issues or 
set up a meeting. 

1f.rJ/mcb 
Attacbment 

Very truly yours, ~ 
~ ., ( 
f). ~~·-·/fJ j .~~. 

.H. 2'hcJD46 JaggarrJ 
Planning Engineer 

cc: r1lU1Jes 1.. Ouinn, C0W2ty Engineer (w / Attacb.) 
30e Caruso, S. C. kid ZJ2ginear (w / Att:ac:h • ) 
Cbarles L. Baker, Sr. ransportat.:l.on Planner (w/Attacn.) 
Pinelana. ;ile (w/Atta h.) 

, , . 



115' 



, . 
• ~8 I COKltlS8l:OH :ammr o. 

CODllDD8XVl1 JalmQlIJIlIJI1T PLAlt 

DJOR ':OllIC/IS'llJl UCOJDfJlllDED J'OR I.3VID 

Daa,mber 10, 19'1 

~. nama 0: the agency makinr these ra~ommandations is the 
~linqton Ccun~ Enqineer's ottica, Land Cavelopmant/Planninq 
Section, Attention R. ~hamas Jaqqard, Planning Engineer. Tha issues 
discussed in this repo~ a~a~tmPortant now and in the short term 
!uture. T.he experts on many 0: these issues would be NJDOT and 
NJDEPE. Also, the County in inasr's Ottica in Burlinqton County is 
very familiar with these iss es. We would be happy to meet with you 
to discuss thea. recommendat~ona turther. 

L%NEAR 'mANSPOR1'A'l'ION IHPRovE1mr:r PllOJEC'l' 

A. ,Qrowth in Pin.lands and othehPortions ot ~e State durinq the last 
tan (10) years has caused a iqnit1cant increase in traffic on many 

"roads throuqh the Pinelands at now warrant improvements. 

B. 

c. 

A. 

s. 

c. 

o. 

Increased recreational tratftc qenerated by the New Jersey Deach 
resorts has caused increased,trattic through the Pinalands. 

Public improvements to road~ys is not wall-addressed in the 
,Pionelands Comprehensive Kana,amant Plan. 

RECOMMENDATION f2 

ROADWAY MAINTENANCE AND MINO, .IMPROVEMENTS '1'0 SHOULDERS AND DRAINACE 
PACJ:LI'l'J:ES 

Restrictions on Hiqhway Main~.nanca Departments doinq normal 
maintenance on roadways and ~rainaqe taeilities hampers work neeaea 
to assura drivar safety. 

Minor improvements to ShOUldtrs and drainage tacilities should ~e 
encouraqed ter improved driv r sa~aty. 

Replacement ot existinq dra.~aq. tacilities and bridges should not 
require a permit. . 

Safety o~ the travallinq pubtic should ~a qiv.~ a hi~h&r priority ,in 
ravi.", of proj.c:~s, where environmental l.lZlpact ~s an l.ssue. 

E.lntel:'9overnmental Agreements I should provide more flexibility tor 
minor tmprcv~ents to imprev~ sa:aty. 
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B. 

c. 
0. 

'RECOMMENDATXON .3 
, 

WA'nR. QUALrrl FROM DEVEUJPMElIT mmoJ'!' 

Improved water quality trom Jevelopment runoff is essential. 
. . I 

New methoQs ot prov1c11nq water quality other than stanc;iarc;i recharc;e 
tacilities n •• d tc be davelOI'ed. 
NJDEPE is workinq on new .ta dare. tor water quality. 

Many areas ot the Pineland. ave a hiih water tabla preventinq the 
nc~l racharqe facilities ttom maatinq standards. 

RTJ/mc:b 

. . --
.---------------~-------------------~------------------------------------------------------------~--------
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PZNELANOS COMM~SS~ON REV~EW OF 
-THE ~~NELANDS COMPREHENS~VE 

MA:NAGEMENT PLAN 

HbJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIE"W 

RECOMMENDATION 1_1_ 

A. Proposer (agency, name, etC.):,N.J.oDepnrtment of the Tna::sury. Of tic a 
of State Planning 

IS. Top! ell ssue t .l\!~_~~o:1·..:o;.;;,;n~s.;.;,h_le~O;.;t~CMP;.;.;;.....;a;.:n_d;......::;S.:;.nR;;,;;P:..... __________ _ 

C. Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

x • 1mmediately . 0 ° 

in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or; 
longe: term (beyon~ 7 years) 

O. Reasons for Importance: 

1. 

3. 

The St3t~ Planning Act rltcognhe~ the special statutory treatnlE'nt or the 
Pln~Iands 6y r~quiring that the adopted plans and reguI~tions be used 
In developing th~ SDRP. (OVa) 

(continue on back) 

For th~ SDRP to be the comprehensive planning Qoc\tment c:alled for in 
the SC"t! Phnning ASC. the eMP must be incorporated. The prE'sent SDKP 
dots it ip i manner of a StC!tew1d~ Poli<;y issuti Is this the only wa)'? 

'Should not the CMP recognize the SDRP? 

There are State po11dea in the SDRP on issu(>s not addressed in eMJ'. 
How should tohe C'{P and Comm:f s~i.on r~c.()1_1~..;.1_i .. e ..... tl...;;.;iern;;..?.;... ______ _ 

(continue on D&CX) 

-over· 
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'OFFIcE OF ST~TE PL~NNING TEL: 16096339813 
-" .. _. - - - -- - --- - ~ • __ - - ._. - - •.. - - - - ___ - __ •.. - - - _.~ -- ._. - - .". - -';". _ .. - - .0. _ ~ ." •. '. ~ _______________________ ., ___ _ 

Dec 12.91 11:59 No.002 P.03 

E. Rel~ted 'Issue(s), it any:· The o'llEtl"hp of the NationAl· Reserve 
anc! the 1ncorporntion of SDRP mapping Cor thl:! CAtRA zone througH thE! 
cross-acceptance process. 

r. Relevant oocumentation (list ~ attach if available any 
reports, etc.): Cross-acceptance compnrisng uports from Oernn! 
Atlantic. Cape May Countie~. 

G. 

D; (1) con t • 

9/91 
CP4B 

Known Experts On Xssue, if any: County planning d1rectgrs of Pin!!land 
Counties. PEP! staff (former D.v18100 o['Cganta1 BC$9utCC~). OSP and 
Pinelands it'U: 

The cruss-accepcance proces~, thuug~ pointed out a ne~d for coordinA­
tion and cooperation betwer.n the resp~ct1ve Commissions in regard to 
pl~nning pr4~tice and dec1sion-~AkinR. 
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DEC 12FfLE 
~.. NewJersey-American water Company 

~~--------------------------------------Southern Division" 700 New Road • P.O. Box 40S • Linwood, NJ 08221 

Mr. Terrence Moore 
Executive Director 
The Pinelands Commission 
P. O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

6()9..927~2 

File No. 050-774 

December 11, 1991 

Re; Comments Regarding PCMP Review 

Dear Mr. Moore; 

With regards to the upcoming Pinelands Comprehensive Management 
- Plan review, we would like to offer our comments concerning an issue 

that we feel affects ourselves and the utility industry as a whole. 
These general comments pertain to the application and approval process 
for utility lines and linear development. 

1. A well-defined, reasonable set of criteria should be 
established for the development of utility lines and linear 
developments. An established set of guidelines is necessary, 
since utility line developments are not being reviewed 
consistently, particularly with regards to a demonstration of 
alternatives, wetlands and wetlands buffers. The level and 
nature of the review appears to be primarily a function of the 
individual project review officer. This unpredictability 
results in significant time delays and cost expenditures for 
projects which have minimal impact on the resources of the 
Pinelands. 

2. An established set of guidelines are necessary which simplify 
the application requirements for those utility line 
installations and linear developments which have minimal 
impact. Those projects which by nature of location and/or 
seale have minimal impact should not require the level of 
supporting documentation during the application and review 
phase as do larger projects. Such information only serves to 
increase project time and costs and often has little bearing 
on the final decision by the Commission. 
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Mr. Terrence ~oore 
December 11, 1991 
Paae 2 

3. We disaaree with the Commission's objective of determinina 
only 5 major topics for review, if indeed this is to be a 
"comprehensive review". Althouah only broad topics have been 
requested, no information has been provided on what criteria 
will be used by Commission staff to determine these tQpics. 
given that only 5 topics will be reviewed, this does not seem 
to be comprehensive in scope and will certainly nealect some 
topics which warrant review. . 

Thank you for providina us the opportunity to comment on the 
upcomina PCMP review. Please feel free to contact me reaardina the 
comments or to discuss the points presented herein. 

T08/dak 
cc: H. J. Woods, Jr. 
Doc. 0626D 

Very truly yours, 
!lEW JERSEY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 

~IOK~~~~ 

r~. P.E. 
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A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

PZNELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF 
THE P~NELANDS COM~R~HENSZVE 

~AGEMENT l?L~ 

1. 

2. 

3. 

MAJOR TOP!C/!SSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECOMMENDATION t ___ 

~, ~d!~A+--"c::::~;£,Lj:aEL~::"""~~~~..x;.~~~~~~.a.-~~~1.::: 

-over-
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E. 

F. 

G. 

9/91 
CP4B 
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Pinelal1ds . 
P1!Servation Alliance 

D_ Dec_be 13, 1991 

.. 

IAt1SpQ1118 to your request, the P!u R.emew Camm;ttre at die Pir.wl'adt Pres .... 
VICi.oA .Am·nce sabmia the taUowiDg ilium. ill crder of importac:e. thIt we wge 
the Piaefmds Comarislioa to ~drea duriq die 1m mi. .. of die Comprehemive 
~P!u: 

I TBBpO.asr MANAGBMHNT AVB" 
The p~ M ......... ltaxJlibb JIllA)' of die same c:idcal eco1opcal val­

ues II the Pr.eIet'VIf:icA.Area" (CMP Valume I, pp 292). Y CIt Volume II of die 
CMP an- much las protecU= to the PoreItAta the it does to dle PreserwdOA 
.... Dvriq the fitIt tell years of the pJJa. Jeftl'I! tbteICI to dJe forest ... haw be­
come IppII'at wJlictl uraem1y 1leed aciy ... )'ItII4d. it "cured, =q. iA 
thlCMI' •. 

o The Jeop'lpb:1ca1 ateat at the F'nctftCered lets wit.biIl the P«eSt.Area 
sIlaa1d be evala:ed. The tata1 muab .. of pareadll uaia, th. mamber of UDiaI ra:Cv­
iq eppnmts tad.the munb .. at UJZits built 1UJder this provisiaa should be idem:i­
tied. 'I'M purpose of dIis scudy weald b, CO c1eCermi.s1e if th •• ~adlered lats 
pall & tbrn& to the Forese Ana', inttpity. 

o The ... ot resource at:rICticm pennia in the Forest Atea sbould 1110 be u­
'mined ID d..-miu their podia dIrec CO Cbe .... T Amidn. of fQQn resource u­
Cl"ICdGA should be caasldered. 

o The QicU:al.Area Study doae iA prep.COA tot Che CMP (ROICI, <JoI.dcIl 
ad Halpem). die discussiQll of Crittcal Are. ia Vo1ume I at the CMP (pita 183-
191) ad the sup ot :Ecalap:al Critical Area Impc&1IacIt Values (plire 21) describe 
c:m.m ... at die Piael'1ldI wJdds exllibit s2pit1caa& lAd c:ri1:ic:al ..... Maay of . 
ell ....... iA die FCII"eIt.Area. The 1992. plc review by the CommiaiOA should 
enmiae the decis:iaa..Qat CO IJ"IS2t extra prccecdaa. to these cridcl1 areas lAd set Aft' 
nadcds it ucesary. 

a 01rnat dtm!lapmeat deasi1i1l! lad pcarm crested iA mUSlicipalidet widWl 
the FCftlRAre& lite aImosc sm:e to t"lSlle:at aad degrade die Forest Ate&. The CftIIo 

tiaa. of. dmdopmes u:a=ter proaram witbiA a JDUDic:ipatity by'che teCI!IJt c:haqes 
in the waiver provisions of dle.CMP acbow1ed,et mac developmcs wit12h1 dle 
Porest Area shuuid be COACemrated ill appropria ..... wJlile perm.nenrfy pracect­
iq mere sensitive area. The e.ItJIIntiOQ of • UWIt 1rUSfet pirOp'Im CO tile w.t1o!e 
Peres Area tbould be examined Such. prcpwm. Dr samtr.b:i.q simil .. sJloa.ld be 
de9Jsed CO retard piece meat, tl'lllmeated deve1opmeut.ot dle Porac .Area. IA Ifta 
_ t~ ks 10lIl tenD prctediOA, =111& m,un1;!Un .tqalUldlml1aped 1nIU. . 

, ,., e:; 
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o Haw tis, deasid.· iA the Jl.esi0All 0r0wr.1l area set iA me CMP bee so lma:"OU thatPDCs are 
.IIDC conidend .a.ecailry by developa? 

o Should PDCs be -used ill Ph1eJaads Tawu? 
o SIIaa1d c:erai:ia II crir:ica1 .... lt iA tile PCX'8It ..Ate. be doaad PDC. f 
o Doell the receat decision of the Corps of BqiAeers i11owi.a; the ccmver3ion of wetlmds to cran­

berry boas eftecttbe PDCJ allocated to tbe CD.I1Verted Imd? 
n. teceat .. _dmems to the CMP ptD"IidiDs lor l1IIW deasity traalfer proFUl in the Forest &l1d 

R,11r&l D~A.tea IIId the impottaaca of deed resuidiOlll exhibited ill the same amadmes1tS 
teftIl tbc importaa.ce the cmnmjssioA Places OA the ccmc:epc of trasfer of density. nil m..kes a broad 
min at bodl die PDC md demity tl'Ia1Iter ptOgrIm doubly imponut 1£ tbU time. 

VI WAS'1'J1 MANAGBUBN'l' 
"The pzu:ndoA lAd diIpou1 of I01i4 "'lite, includilg haltdou ""ace lAd lome forms at liquid 

ad .. -solid .,,Il0l, is IA Uu:reuiqly diUic::uJt lAd camplex m.'smaat ptabJem. It So said Volume 
I aftll.CMPia 1981. 'nut situtiaaha cbqed butill1i.L1"cW':t!ca!tud camp1es" aa.d is IdJ1 a man .. 

• --prcblem. 
WhBe.3 tudfJ1Js have bee dosed in the fkst _ yars at tbep1u. the ~ ;n.bUity of the 

CommjaUm to close the Cape May L·adfW and the rumored app1icad0l1 to reopeA the Oceu Couaty 
lmttW mates it impossible CO COASid .. the1andtiJ1 problem dosed. 

Then 1h000d be I rn1ew of the -43 closed laAdfillt to determine che et!'ectivaesI lAd quality at the 
cJDnres. 'DIe possibilky of a1tecmrtve use at the dosed Jaadfills should be cxpJored. Can closed land­
tills, ter eump1e, b. used ter wilcWte .bats! 

The ~ need for tpce to dOpo .. of leWer tludie tppftl'S to be th • .aat..,. at the solid 
w ... probJem. UAtartQately t ~ Act lIACbll'lCteriJcic:ally. the PiIIa.ad, have quickly became a place 
tor mc:1l ctispoa1. The pra_ iubilky at the PiAet.ndl Cnmmi'licA IIId the DEPB to c:oAc:lude a 
Memo of Apeal_ OIl the use of sewage sludge ill the Pine-adt is 1Mdesu:e of the JlIed fot new 
1tIIId1l'dl. 

The acan of die Piae'cd's sails cd 'Yelec.ci.oll mab it ilscnuinllY impolUllt tba the Comnris­
siGal te'Iiew tad srreqth_ the CMP stIAdIrdl regardiq soUd ""ate. 
'VII BNDARmllBI) SPBCIBS 

Th. ad .... p1a'Peeialia shoa1d be up-dtu:ed. The DEPB endUlered specielliIC at aaimals 
sbould be mimed to ~ it it should be upuded to i4c1ude .nimeJ.s specific to tbe piDe!aads. 

The diversity aad pracecticm of a11.tife torms in the Pme1mds is one of me CC&'!IIItICCaeS at the 1.-
111104 "listria, die Pit1e1Mds Commini04 aad tbe CMP. The feet tba tbe ead.tI,nd pl_ species 
lIstJlu Act be tni3ed si.a.c:e the CMP was established shows 112a thetist does 1Iat reflect ~ 
bawtedle 01 ead-nlered t1cn. 

'VIII 51:' H'I«:B AND RBSJtaCB 
The Ideadftc: resarch to support the rqulacory ac:Uoa of the Comm;,IIiaa. ill t.wa, bebiad the 

DedI ter sacb res-=. ne SU'eqt.b at the iDa'oduc:icm II1d delense of the CMP wu 1ap1y depen­
deaot the studies dou in 19791Z1d 1980. The failure of my imdtuticm to suppoIttbe ICftwood .. 
CabIn., ..-\quit .. SCIldy is • disappoiatmeat to au. wilo lite coa.cerned about the Pinel_ds. The tact 
tiuIt the com.prehasive maaitarms Stl1dy takes cm1y the saul! stepl that the Commjssiaa. itself em 
mpply is 'WIiortlWte. 

It behooves the CommissiOA to :seek.out sma.t1 xa1e.lal expensive water quality research studies 
, ter wJlich maaey mig.bt be readily available. . 

s.v..l of the issues described above c:ry"out for scientific smdies, yf!f. our hopes ItItlaw few the 
mouy beiq available to QQJl.duc:t such seudia~ It is likely die the q'QaUty of thiJ pi_ review will suf­
ter because of the lack of a raetRh basis tor the dedsioas that have to be made. 

TJIjs void hu die poreati·' tor sipticaady weak,eni0l tbe1q term procec:rioA of tile Piae.t.nds. 
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TOWNSHIP HALL 
'Plnewald • Keawick Rud 

PHONE: (201) 244-7400 

BERKELEY 

Ms. Lois Cristarella 
The Pinelands commission 
P. O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION 
P.O. Box B 

BAYVILLE. N.J. 08721 , 

TOWNSH I P 

December 11, 1991 

Re: Your october 1 Letter; Input to Pinelands CMP 

Dear Ms. Cristarella: 

The Environmental Commission. of the Township of Berkeley has 
discussed the above referenced topic and instructed me to sent 
the attached response form' indicating our recommendations of 
topic/issues needing review. 

We are pleased to have been given the opportunity to respond with 
suggestions as the Pinlands commission begins it's review of the 
Comprehensive Management program . 

• 
Please feel free to contact me at the above address should the 
need arise: 

Enclosure 

130 

Sincerely, ) 
1 .. /.;' -'/') /.- I 

I 
. j.:·...-(.A:; t '? / / .. ,-,( ~ / " ;. 7":- ,0' 

Helen M. Richmond 
Chairperson 
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DEC 1.2 1991 

PXNELANDS COMMXSSXON REVXEW OF 
THE PXNELANDS COM~REHENSXVE 

MANAGEMENT -PLAN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECOMMENDA~ION * __ 
A. Proposer (aqency, name, etc.): __ ~~ ______________________ _ 

~ft:'~!I'Ic:tW~2 fni!t~!;g;cn~a I Ccmrrlr$SIh? 

B. ~opic/Issue: __ ·~S~·K~~~I\~d~l~11.4~~_t~~~ ________ ~~ ______ ~ ______ __ 
Ail LGHldf(u.< .<be"1d h", clC~Cd. NO mo tnJ1 h ,l!;.''-C'<;<:!,ytj' ..eN'; !Itr,d:, 

-ShOUld te bu,' r /\/4 11 '<1 Sis; -6! I tee'flt' It oefc't('; I hI'" .'j~'I2"'11 Id Dr" (l/' ... ·,,,d 
~f" m Ph9"'k eW t::B € Pt ag1"::Jl~d;t It I'i,' <1'1 La i1"~! I, S hi'" 1<-1 ;v' 

C." ~opic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

I) (1) ,~ immediately 
--~A+~---in the short term (next 5 to 7 y~ars) or; 
__________ lOnqer term (beyond 7 years) 

D. Reasons for Importance: 

1. 

(continue on back) 

2. CQipi01 1\J tbe Pin: lah~,S bl.ec;t AY-~Q ' 

(continue on back) 

3. Alb!,'c dell)" I c/o\'Y1('nt i afm ,~h"'ctu te.. 

(continue on back) 

-over-

I 
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E. 

P. Relevant Documentation (list and attach if available any 
reports, etc.): duo;t a hit i.ft"'Q fl "'strd 

G.· Known Experts on Issue; if any: 

E. p'r~c.a.riotl..s (;~05rst(:n ~f the:. A'hc:la..nds. Hshtb/f- the CLp):Jli C'a.f iC ]1 

of S~wa.qe 5ilt.d9e.. a.nJ s~wa.fe. 5Jud1e. deJ'"/rccJ rrCduc.f.5 /' r) the.. 

.: R·~e~.t1nds.1'ych'bi'~ ~hera.nc.ht~in1 ~f .thc a.7tl/Fc-r :r 

9/91 
CP4B 
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eo Park Plaza. Newark. NJ 07101- I 201 430-5858 MAILING ADDRESS / P.O. Box 570, Newark, NJ 07W1 

Jame. A. Shissias - General Manager 
Environmental Affairs 

December 12, 1991 

Ms. Lois Cristarella 
The Pine lands Commission 
P.o. Box 7 
New Lisbon, New 3ersey 08064 

Dear Ms. Cristarella: 

PlHELAHDS eOXPREHENSIVa MANAGEMENT PLAN 
RZQOZST rOR COHKBNTS 

This is in response to your letter of October 1, 1991 
requestinq a listinq of important topics and issues to be 
addressed as part ot the Pinelands Commission's review of 
the Comprehensive Manaqement Plan (CMP) '. The tollowinq 
topic i80ffered tor consideration: 

LINEAR DBVELOPKBNT 

As demands on existinq roads and utilities increase, 
.xistinq 1nfrastructure will require expansion. The CMP 
does have short cominqs related to linear development. This 
type of development should be one of the utmost important 
topics to be considered durinq the review ot the CMP. 

* The CMP should encouraqe the preservation of existinq 
linear developments (i.e. roadways, railroad 
riqhts-of-way and public utility easements) to the 
maximum extent practicable for proposed projects that 
require the expansion ot future needs. This will help 
to reduce the impact ot undeveloped lands ot the 
Pinelands area and be in contormance with the qoals and 
objectives ot the CMP. 

* utility lines and linear ~evelopment projects, 
includinq qas transmission pipelines should have 
specitic quidelines and performance standards to 
elimina~e inconsistencies between project reviews. 
By establishinq these quidelines designs can 
incorporate the concerns of the Pinelands Commission 
prior to review which will result in the re~uction ot 
time delays and ultimately construction costs. 

The Energy People 
134 



T~e e"nergy People 

---------------------------~---------------------------~----~------7----~----------------------

Public service Electri¢ and Gas Company is thankful for 
the opportunity to provide comments on the review of the 
Comprehensive Management Plan. Should turther input be 
required, please teal free to contact this ott ice at your 
earliest conveyance. 

Very truly yours, 
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P~NELANOS COMMISSIO~ REVIEW OF 
~HE PXNELANDS COMPREHENSIVE 

M.ANAGEMEN'J:' l?L;.,N 

MA~OR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECOMMENDA'l'ION * __ 
A. Proposer (aqency, name,. etc:.): Repartment of Environmental 

P~o;ectiQn and Ene'9Y (DEPE) - Site Remediation Program 

s. ~opic/I.&lue: Exclude Remediation of BazaJ:'dous/Non-aazarccus Waste 
Siies from Definition of IIDevelocment ll 

c. 

1:). 

Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

immediately 
~ in the short term (next! to 

lonqer term (beyond 7 years) 
7 years) or; 

Reasons for Importance': 

l. Pending MeA will set forth conditions1 redundant or conf~ing 
to include criteria in develooment definition. 

(continue on baCK) 

2. 

(eontinue on ~aok) 

3. 

(continue on DACk) 

-over-

. . 
.-------------------------~---------------------------------------~------------------------------------
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e· .. 

S·l'A·J."E 01" NlnV' JERSEY 

])EP.LRTM~NT OF AORICULTUJtE : 

ARTHUR R. BROWN. JR~ SECA£"ARY 

CH330 

Mr. Terrence D. Moor.e 
Executive Director 
Pineland's C mmis~l.on 
P.O. Box 
New Li J~rsey 08064 

Des 

T"Ii.NTON oeeZ5 

December 13, 1991 

990, at the invitation of the Commi ssion, the 
Department f. Agriculture submitted testimony to Lh~ 
Public Participatj on Commi ttee. Included in' the 
Departm~nt ' s res timony were two sugges tions whi<.:h, 
according to correspondence in October. from Ann Auerbach, 
Chait"person or the Public Participat1.on Committee, 
required changes to the Comprehensive Management Plan 
(CMP). The suggestions concr.rned Commission pr.ocedures 
for t"eviewing applications for farm labor housing and th~ 
Commissi.on strengthening the market for PDC purchas~~ by 
providing incentives for the use of PDCs. 

Although these topiCS may not be considered a major focus 
for the upcoming comprehensive review of ~he CMP, they are 
important economic issues to Pinelands farmers. 
Accordi. ngly, . we reques t tha t they be included as topiCS 
for consideration in the Commission's review of the CMP. 

Thank you for the opportunity to address these important 
issues which we consider critical to the maintenance of an 
economically viabl~ agriculture in the Pinelands. 

Best wIshes for the holidays. 

Brown, Jr. 

c: Lois Cristarella 
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4 
MEMORANDUM 

TO: Loi., Cristarella 
Larry Liggett 

FROM; Francis J. Banisch III, PP/AIC.P 

DATE: December 13, 1991 

SUUJECf; Review of the Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan 
Major TopicJJssue Recommended for Review 

s c 

Enclosed are seven items, nwnbered Pfl throug}\ PT7. which the Pemberton 
Towrl..'\bip Phmning Board recommends for review by the Pineland\.; Commjs~i()n. 

We would be plea."A..~ to answer any questions you mny hnve cO.llcem'irlg the:.;e items. 
or to provide suggestions as to how the Commis..~ion might address them. 

cc: Hetty Donelson 
Bob Rogers 

pe\pine.mem 

"140 
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A. 

Pinclands (~()m"m"ission Review of 
the Pinelands Comprehensive 

Management Plan 

Major Topic/ls.<ouc 
Recommended for RC'Yicw 

Recommendation #PTl 

Prop(')scr (agen<.1', name. etc.): Pemberton Township 

B. r,)pic!Is..<;ue: Waiver of Strict Compliance "Huy Sell" Letters for municipaI1y­
owned pToperties. 

C. "['0 pic.'j ~sue is/will be of im portnnce: 
• Imm~Ji;ltely 
- In the ~hort term (next 5 to 7 years) 
. L()Jlg,er tcnn (beyond 7 years) 

D. R;;;-Hsons h)r Importance: 

1 
I. 

') -. 

'Township cannot respond within 30 days and wruver gets approved. which is 
detrimental to both the pjneland~ and the Township. 

Township must oITer laud at public or privatei:lUction which affects both the 
time line mentioned above and the ability of the Township to sen to the targeted 
la.nd owner. 

3. Approval of waiver because of th~ cin."Umstances is detrimental to the 
Pineland..~ because it promotes growth in inappropriate areas. 

4. Approval of waiver because of these circumstances is detrimental to the 
Township by promoting inappropriate levels and locati(lflS of development. 

E. Rcbted bsue(l:'), if any: 

F. Relevant Documentation (list and attach if available any reports) etc.): 

G; Klwwn Experts on Issue, if any: 
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FROM BAHISCH ASSOCIATES. FAX 2el-782-76~6 

A. 

Pinclands C.~ommission l{cvicw of 
the })inclands Cornprchcnsivc 

M:anag~mcnt Plan 

Major Topiclls.....ue 
Recommended for Review 

Recommendation #.PT2 

Proposer (agency, name. etc.); I'cmberton Township 

B. Topic/Issue: Regional Growth Area densities - Minimum'den~1ty and rmtximum 
dcnRi1y permitted by CMP are the same., allowing no deviation. 

C. fOP1,,"!h.'iuC! is/will be ofimportance; 
- lI11ill(~\.li;.tlely 

- In the !-ihort tc.,'rrn (flext 5 to 7 years) 

. Longer term (beyond 7 years) 

D. R~a:-.(}ns for Import.ance: 

l. 'rhe fact that the minimum and maximum densilie.'S in RGA are the same mt!nns 
that a municipality must continuou:sly change its zoning to exact.ly fit the 
prescrih<..""d number. 

This issue allows no flexibility in municipal zoning to .respond to special needs. 

Continual zoning changes make for confusion and unpredictability. 

E. Rclalcd Js-~ue(s). if any: General review of growth projectit'ms and Regional Growth 
Are4"l den~iti~ ihroughout the Pinelands. 

F. Rd~¥:.tIH Documenultion (list and attach ifavailable any reports, elc.): The Pemberton 
township case me on municipal zoning and densities is a good example of the 
l:';$ue!pr () bkm. 

G. Known Expert!; em Issue, if any: 

144 
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FROM BRHISCH ~SSOCI~TES. FRX 201-782-7636 1:.13.1991 16: 31 

A. 

l>inelands Com'mission l{cvic\v of. 
the Pinelands (~onlprchcnsive 

Management Plan 

Major Topic/Issue 
Recommended for Review 

Reco.mmendatitln "# PT3 

Prop<)scr (agency. ml.me, etc.): Pemberton Town~bip 

B. Topic/!ssl.U':: GenCTaJ review of growth projections and Regional Growth Area 
dcnsitie..<; throughout the Pinclands. 

C. Topkflssue is/will be of imp(:)ftance: 
- Immediately 
- In the ~hort term (next 5 to 7 years) 
. Longer term (beyond 7 yea.rs) 

D. R~l~on~ tor Importance: 

1. The Commissionls growth projections drive the R GA densilies and the growth 
projections are da.ted (1979 vintage) and may misstate the need based on 
assumptions that are no longer valid, i.e. ca~irH) impact. 

2. Dated or flawed growth projection~ may result in overstated number!':! and 
densities in some areas. I.e. Atlantic County and parts of Ocean County.> and 
understaled numbers in other areflS. 

3. Growth projtx."tiollS drive the land allocation system, and overstated growth 
projections may negatively impact Pineland<.: resources. 

4. O\'erstated growth projections may negatively impact the Pine.lands 
Development Credit program by providing. too much ba~ density in RGA's. 

E. Related lssuc(~). if any: Regional Growth Area densities ¥ minimum and maximum are 
the ~mc. 

F. Relevant Docurnenultioll (Ust. and attach if available 'any reports, etc.): See C1\.1P 
Chapter 5 and suh.c.;equent projections and reports by various governmental agencies. 

, ,,(; 
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FROM BAHISCH ASSOCIATES. FAX 201-782-7636 12.13.1991 16: 32 

A. 

Pinclands Commission I{,cvicw'of 
the Pin'clands (:omprchensive 

Management Plan 

Major Topic/Issue 
Recommended for Review 

Recommendation #JY f'4 

Prop()~~r (agency. name, etc.): Pcmberl(.)O Township 

B. Topjc;I~ue: Establishing wetlands buffer standards by zone or sub-area within 
a municlpality or Reg.ional Growth Area. 

C Topic/h..sue isiwill be of importance: 
- lmmeJialeiy 
" In the short term (next 5 to 7 years) 
- Longer tam (beyond 7 years) 

D. Reasons for Importance: 

1. 'nleCommi~sion routinely establishe;; wetlands btlffcrs that represen t cOI1sislen l 
reduction:s based on certain conditions within a Regiona.l Growth Area (sew{~r 
avaiJabjJjty, impacted wetlands). 

2. If the..<;e standards were institutionalized in a municipal ordinance, as done' in 
~ome certified towns. it would make for more predictability and easier 
administration in the township. 

3. It would reduce the burden on Commission staff and applicants. 

E. Related ls.'me(s), if any: 

F. Relevant Documentatlon (list and attach ir available any reports, etc.): See Medford 
·l'OWllShip's ordinance. 

G. Known Experts on Issue, if any: 
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A. 

l).inclands ComnlissionRcvicw of 
thePinelands Comprehensive 

Management Plan 

Major Topic/lssuc 
Recommended for Review 

Recommendation #IYJ'S 

Propesc.r (agency, name, etc.): Pemberton Township . 

B. Topi(;![s:-;ue: Clarifying the issuance of Certificates of ApproprialCnc,<).<;. 

C. ']"opk:/h;!'.\ue islwill be of importance: 
~ lmmt!'Jialely 
. In the ~hort t.erm (next 5 to 7 years) 
-. Longer term (beyond 7 years) 

D. Reasons 1'01' .Importance: 

1. Municipalities do not have the technical cxpcrli::;c to review these applica1 ions. 

2. iVlunicipality conditions any application fora Certificate of Appropriate,ness on 
satisfying the Commi8~d()n. 

E Related lssue(s). if any: 

F. Relevanl Documentation (list and attach if availnhle any reports, et.c.): 

,. 

G. Known Experts on Issue, if any: 
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A. 

l_·.~w.~:":"~ ~C· __ l" 

Pinelands Commission Review of 
the Pine·lands Comprehensive 

Management Plan 

Major Topic/Issue 
Recommended for Review 

Recommendation ulY l'6 

Proposer (agency, name. etc.): Pemberton Township 

U. Topic':{~l.iue: Co.nnicts in definitions, p .. (}cedu .. e~, and time limit..1.l between 
Comprehensive Management Plan and Municipal Land IJse Law. 

C. . 'Topic!ls:me L~wm be of importance: 
• Imm~Jialely 
. In the short term (next 5 to 7 years) 
- Longc:r term (beyond 7 yeaTs) 

,D. Rea~ons for Importance: 

). Commission should try to bring some of it" definitions, procedures. and time 
limits more in line with the MLUL to avoid potential conl1ict.s and 
mj~ln terpretations. 

2. Conflicting definitions causedilTIculty in intt.'rprClatlon and appJication review . 
.. 

E. Related Issue(sJ) if any: 

F. Relev:lnt Documentation (list.and attach if available any reports, etc.): 

G. Known Experts on Issue, if any: 

, c:: .., 
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A. 

Pinclands (:om:misslon ltcvicw of 
the Pine'lands Comprehensive 

Management Plan 

Major Topic/Issue 
Reconlmended for Review 

Reco.mme.ndali<)D 1l}J"}'7 

Proposcr (agency. name, etc.): Pemberton Township 

n. TopidTs.s:ue: Commission's ·caU~up" procedure and review of existing factual 
record. 

C.Toric:'lR:)ue isiwill be of importance: 
- immediately 
- 11'1 the short term (next 5 to ? years) 
- Long,er term (beyond 7 ye"dts) 

D. ReasoHs for ]mportan(,,'e: 

1. 

., ... 

.tCull-up" procedures should be ba.,ed on eslabll!->hed factual record rather than 
development of a new record. 

'·eall-up·' procedures should mandate the review of the established record . 

E. Related h;sue(s), if any: 

F. Relevant Documentation ~list and attach if available Hny repo.rts. etc.): , 
G. Known Expc."ft~ on lssuet if allY: -'~~~ 
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THE PHILADELPHIA BOTANIGAL CLUB 

ACADEMY OF NATURAL SCIENCES 

NINETEENTH and the PARKWAY 

Philadelphia, Pa. 19103 

Terry Moore, Director 
Pinelands Commission 
15 Springfield Rd. 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Dear Terry: 

13 December 1991 

31 Burrs Mill Rd. 
Southampton, NJ 08088 

Re.: CMF Review 

An update of the Pinelands rare species list is a priority that 
should be addressed. during the current ~ review period. As you 
are aware, the current plant list was based on li~ited knowledge 
of species distribution in the seventees. Cur present knowledge 

is extensive and will allow us to achieve an accurate listing. 

Gravel mining operations routinely should be required to perform 
a rare and endangered species survey of each individual cell ~ro­
posed for excavation. If this is currently a requirement it does 
not appear to be routinely enforced. Frequently such mining areas 
are ideal habitats for a number of rare botanical species. 

Sincerely yours, 

~;;-:e ~ .. ) J~ 
Ted Gordon, President 
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-.1.1 Co '- -. J. .,:, - ':-' J. r-,.,; J. J. I : ~ 0;, r • c;..' -' 

168 West Sta te St. t Trent on, New Jersey, 08608. tel. (609) 393' 7163 

Ms. 1.ois Cristarella 
The Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
New ti~bon, New Jersey 08064 

December 13, 1991 

Re: Review of Pinelands Comprehensive Mana'gement Plan: 
Proposed Review Topic 

Dear Ms.Cristarella: 

Attached please tind t~e form containing our suggestion for 
major topics t~at we believe should be reviewed during the eMP 
revie~ period. Our su99~stion focuses on the requirem~nts 
perta i ning to agriculture including the Pinelands Development 
Credjt program. It is the same as has been verbally presented to 
the Commission during past months by Ms. Fran Brooks of our 
staff .. 

the need to maintain and p~eserve agriculture in the 
Pinelands is central to the overall Pinelands program. Thus we 
hope that the ~taff and Commission will seriously consider the 
propc.~ed topic. 

Should you need any further details, please do not hesitate 
to call us. 

SJG/ S~'I 
cc: Arthur R. Brown, Jr., 

steve Lee, III 
1..~1\ ndace Ashmun 

Sincerely, 

St;t..1.~ 
StePhji J. George 
President 

secretary of Agriculture 

- ... - ---_._. 

Ca. 

Dllpt. 
"-:--------tiF;;;ax7'.---··-·-· ..... -

~LI-.!.T..!.1;;,!.. ¥:..:-::..!::C::..!:()!..:.4~b:.....-_~_..;.L__'~. ~ .i!.V-·-
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A. 

PXNELANOS COMMXSSXON REVXEW OF 
r-rlIE 'l?J:NELANDS .COMPRBI·IENSIVl-o: 

MANAGEMENT PT ... AN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR_REVIEW 

RECOMMENDAT!ON I 1 .--
Proposer (agency, name, etc.): New Jersey Farm Bureau 

.-.---------------------~---------------------------------------

-.... --,------------------------~-----
B. Topic:/Issue: Comprehensive Ma~agement Plan regulations the _. ___ _ 

~inelands Development Credit erogram...,!.S they.p.ertain to agr1cu1ture.., .. __ _ 
-----------------_._-----------_ .. -.. _.-

.. --,.;.-.-------------_____________________ .. _0···_ 

c. Topic/Issue is/will be ot importance: 
• 

X immediately 
X · in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or, 

--~x---- longer term (beyond 7 years) ---------
o. P.easons for Importance: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

We have found over the last decade that certain CMP requirements 
pertalnlng to agriculture as well as some of the general re~~~MaQts 
have made ,t more difficult to farm, and t~ improve and eXQ~nQ ~ 
(continue on back) 

The POC system and program is the foundation Of the pjneJands. prag.z:.am. 
To date, no thorough and Ooen discuss;1on Of the poe programllas_t.a.Ken 
place. Evaluation of the program in te..rms Qf achieving PCC. progranL. 
(continue on back) 

-----------------------_ .. _- ---
~--~----~--~------------------------------------ ----(continue on back) 

-over-· 
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'. '. •.•• .. • ..•• I _ t~ 
- ~: . ,',. ~ \ 

- ........ e' \, 

_....-.:.-_~-)~ _____ ~; _ ~ _, __ ~ _, ~ __ :~~ _~L,: :j.L;~L·1i~22:_ ~ ---------: -----::; _. 
DEC-13-91 F~X 17:27 

E. 

r. 

• 

Related Issue(s), if anYl 
---.--.~-------

., .. ------------ ---------------_._ .....• -._-

.... - ----------_._-----_._---------_. - ....• -_._--.-._'---------._-------------_ .. -'--
- .. _-< ------_._---------­~.--.-- ........ 

R~levant Oocumentat1on (list !E~ attach if available any 
reports, etc.): ------------------..;;:..---,------------------------._-_ ... _ .. -----------------------------------------------------_ .. ---

G. Known Experts on Issue, if any: Fran Brooks and Pinelands area 
faoners; NJ Degartment of Agriculture; RUtgers Cooperat1ge Extens10n;--
Eartn Credit System. - -----------._ .. ---

e .---------.--~-
.--------.-..---------~------------------~-------.- .--

1. c~nt. -
operations. Because the maintenance of agriculture is one of the primary 
goa 1s of the CHP, a review of these requirements and their effects on the 
industry is c~itical and should be conducted. • 

NJ~U is developing a series of problem areas and recommendations for 
charge which we would like to bring to the CommiSSion for discussion. 

2. con t. -

goalS has not yet been conducted with a view toward remedying identified 
pro~lem~. We believe that it is necessary and timely to examine the 
pro~rdn's experience. 

A review of how the program is functioning with respect to such aspects 
as ad~1nistrat10n, land owner participation, credit values. development 
opportunities •. etc., needs to be undertaken. 

9/91 
CP4B 
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bwnship of Medford 17 North Main Street. Medford, New ~2rs~', ~:> ~ 

Division of Planning and Zoning 

December 12, 1991 

Ms. Lois Cristarella 
Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

RE: Review of the Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan 

Dear Ms. Cristarella: 

FAX cOi-953-'::C37 

Enclosed please find comments from Christopher J. Noll, 
Medford Township Planning ~nd Zoning Board Engineer 
regarding Solid Waste Management Policies of the Pinelands. 

Should you have any question, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 

Very truly· you~ 

~7I.~ 
William H. stoop 
Planning Administrator 

WHS/ah 

Enclosure 
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JEFFREY P. TAYLOR. PE. PP 
PRESIDENT 

CHRISTOPHER J. NOLI., PE. PP 
ExECUnVE VICE-PRESIDENT 
GENERAL MANAGER 

DEC 16 1991 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOLUTIONS, INC. 
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERS. SCIENTISTS AND PLANNERS 

16000 COMMERCE PARKWAY. SUITE P 
MT. LAUREL.- NEW JERSEY 08054 
(609) 235-7170 • FAX {609} 273-9239 

#25002 

! ANGELO J. CARACCIOLO. LS. PP 
SECRETARY AND TREASURER M E M 0 RAN 0 U M 

DEU 9 1991 BARBARA J. FEGLEY •. ~ICP. PP 
VICE-PRESIDENT 

TO: wi 1 i i am H. Stoop 

FROM: Christopher J. Noll ~ 

DATE: December 6, 1991 

RE: Review of Pinelands CMP 

RfC£lVED 

As requested by the Pinelands Commission and your office, I have 
identified a topic that is of concern to Medford Township relative to the 
second comprehensive review of the Pinelands Plan. 

The Township is concerned with the Solid Waste Management Policies of 
the Pinelands in that it is felt that these policies should be consistent with 
those requi red by the NJDEPE. It appears that the Commi ss i on will be 
considering a policy solely for the Pinelands. This may possibly lead to 
inconsistencies between State and Pinelands' requirements as well as introduce 
another level of detailed review and permitting. Thus, it is important that 
the Pinelands' policy be consistent with that of the State and that this 
consistency be reflected in the regulations and the CMP. The Solid Waste 
Management Policy should address at a minimum: leaf and brush composting, 
recycling centers, trash transfer stations and landfill monitoring and 

1 . c.osures. 
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The Allegheny Society of American Foresters 
NEW JERSEY DIVISION 

Ms. Lois Cristarella 
The Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, New Jersey 08064 

Dear Ms. Cristarella: 

December 12, 1991 

In response to the second comprehensive review of the Pinelands 
Plan, the New Jersey Division of the Society of American Foresters 
offers the following topic for review: APPLICATION FOR FORESTRY. 

The Comprehensive Management Plan recognizes the importance of 
forest management in maintaining the character of the Pinelands and 
offering land use alternatives to the landowners in the region. We feel 
the realization of forest management in the Pinelands would be better 
served. if forestry were classified as other than development, or ex­
empted. 

Reasons to classify forestry as other than development, or exemp­
tion: 

1. The Pinelands considers forestry as development, so when pinelands 
municipalities adopted their harvesting ordinances, they did the same. 
The result: application to the municipalities for· a forestry permit is 
usually through the planning board, as with a major or minor su bdivi­
sion. To get a permit for forestry, the applicant pays the same fees, 
and must comply with the same requirements as engineers, surveyors, 
and as other specialists do, as applicants for building homes or shop­
ping centers. The expense makes forestry impossible. 

2. A separate procedure for forestry can reduce the time that a Pine­
lands application will take to process. 

3. A separate classification for forestry may encourage application, 
which can result in the reduction of illegal cutting. 

In addition, we feel that better communications between the Pine­
lands forester and professional foresters is needed to devel-op these 
ideas. We will gladly take more time with your ~presentatives to 
discuss these issues. 

166 

Very truly yours~ 

~\.Jl-· & P 

Heather J. ~cie 
Chair-Elect 

eN 404 • 501 East State Street • Trenton, NJ 08625 
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Part 2 
Topics Compiled.By Einelands commission staff 

The followinq topics have been compiled by the Pine lands 
Commission staff from a variety of different sources, most 
notably the 1990 survey of issues by the Commission's Public 
Proqrams Committee, various Pinelands related studies and 
reports, and experience qained in administerinq the Pinelands 
Comprehensive Manaqement Plan (CMP). They do not represent staff 
recommendations ; rather , they are intended 'to reflect a wide' 
ranqe of topics and issues which have been raised durinq the last 
several years. 

PlNELANDS MANAGEMENT AREAS & LAND USES 

1. Pinelands management areas were delineated on the basis of 
criteria developed in 1980. Questions 'occasionally arise as 
to, the validity of certain criteria and as to how they were 
applied (e.q. should a point source discharqe eliminate a 
larqe area from Forest Area desiqnation). A review of the 
criteria should be conducted in an effort to deterllline 
whether they or manaqement area boundaries should be 
chanqed. 

2. A variety of land uses are permitted in the various 
Pinelands manaqement areas; however, some stark differences 
in the impact of uses perlllitted within the same manaqement 
area exist. A re-evaluation of all uses in each manaqement 

_area should be conducted to deterllline how well they reflect 
the qoals and objectives of the Pinelands Protection Act and 
the CMP. 

3. Very few constraints exist on the types of land uses which 
may occur within Military and Federal Installation Areas. 
Some recent proposals have been controversial in nature 
(e.q. civilian air use of McGuire AFB, expansion of uses in 
the Preservation Area portion of Lakehurst Naval Air Sta­
tion, and the location of various communication towers at 
the Warren Grove Weapons Ranqe) and suqqest that a more com­
plete examination take place of the areas where development 
should be accommodated and the types and scale of such 
development. 

4. There are 44 certified villages in the Pinelands and the CMP 
contains quidelines which municipalities are to follow when 
delineatinq them. Certified villaqes should be evaluated to 
deterllline how well they respond to these quidelines and, if 
there are major d~fferences, the Commission needs to con­
sider whether villaqe delineations need to be revised. 
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·5. The policies for "municipal reserves" have not yet resulted 
in long term planning for future development opportunities 
after Regional Growth Areas are developed. Questions also 
exist as to which (all, some or none) Rural Development 
Areas should become reserves. This qrowth management tool 
should be re-examined and, if the approach remains a sound 
one, areas which are appropriate for intensive development 
in the future should be identified now. 

6. The CMP's policies relative to the designation of ~'infill" 
areas within the Preservation District have been 
deliberately structured to be limiting. However, at least 
one municipality believes the criteria are too limiting. A 
review of the 10 infill areas designated to date should be 
done to determine how well they correspond to the designa­
tion criteria. If siqnificant differences exist, the Com­
mission should explore changes to the designated areas 
andlor changes in the policies. " 

7. Resource extraction is a long standing enterprise in the 
Pinelands. It does, however, result in long term changes to 
the Pinelands landscape both through expansion of existing 
uses in the Preservation District and through new operations 
in the Forest Area. The Commission needs tp evaluate trends 

.and impacts in this land use and consider ways to reduce the 
long term potential for negative impacts. 

ZONE DENSITIES AND DEVELOPMENT 

8. Concern has been expressed that the CMP provides for too 
much residential development in Regional Growth Areas," on an 
overall basis and within specific Regional Growth Areas. 
Other concerns exist that "underdeveloping" qrowth areas may 
unnecessarily limit the building industry, undercut affor­
dable housing efforts, and increase future pressures for 
development in more conservation oriented areas in the 
Pinelands to accommodate unmet housing demands. A re­
examination of growth trends, changes in housing markets, 
and densities should be undertaken to determine whether cur­
rent development policies in Regional Growth Areas are ap­
propriate. 

9. The CMP seeks to place strict limits on the amount of 
residential development in Forest Areas. An evaluation of 
the CMP's Forest Area density requirements should be under­
taken to determine if, when coupled with permitted 
"conditional" residential uses (e.g. "cultural housing" and 
"grandfathered lots"), potential development levels "in 
Forest Areas are consistent with CMP expectations. 

10. A number of different opportunities for residential develop­
mgnt currently exist in Pinelands agricultural areas. Some 
concerns exist that these varied opportunities may be frag-
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menting important agricultural lands. This should be 
evaluated and, if it is found that fragmentation is occur­
ring, steps that can be taken to better protect these areas 
from incompatible development need to be considered. 

11. The Interim state Plan advocates clustering development in 
and around existing settled areas, such as Pinelands vil­
lages. Because of various Pinelands development standards 
(most notably those .related to septic .system use), some un­
sewered Pinelands villages may have limited residential and 
business development options. It is worthwhile to evaluate 
Pine lands villages as communities of place and determine 
whether Pinelands land use and development policies achieve 
such a goal. 

12. on-site clustering of residential development has advantages 
and disadvantages. During its first review of the CMP, the 
Commission took steps to encourage on-site clustering in 
some instances but to discourage it in others. A re­
evaluation should be undertaken to determine if greater or 
lesser use of this subdivision teChnique would better 
promote resource protection. 

CRITICAL RESOURCES 

13. It has been suggested that particularly critical areas in 
the Pinelands (e.g. Forked River mountains, the corridor 
connecting the northern and southern forests) transcend the 
management area designations included in the CMP. Critical 
areas throughout the Pinelands need to be specifically iden­
tified and CMP land use policies evaluated to determine if 
they afford an appropriate level of protection. If not, al­
ternative land use programs need to be developed. 

ALTERNATIVE PROTECTION STRATEGIES 

14. When the CMP was first developed, the Commission surveyed 
and considered innovative land use and environmental 
programs which had been attempted elsewhere in the United 
States for potential use in the Pinelands. A variety of new 
approaches to land use management and natural resource 
protection have been developed in the last decade. These 
types of programs developed elsewhere, including land trusts 
and quasi-public conservancies, should be explored to 
evaluate their applicability to the Pinelands. 

PINELANPS DEVELOPMENT CREDIT PROGRAM 

15. Pine lands Development Credit program activity has increased 
in recent years yet may not be at'an optimal level. Oppor­
tuni ties to further improve the program in terms of 
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resources protected, economic benefits to property owners, 
flexibility for municipal planning and opportunities for ex­
panded PDC use need to be conducted. 

PINELANPS DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS . 

16. When adopted, the Commission's wetlands protection program 
and other environmental controls were among the most com­
prehensi ve and progressive. in the country. Based upon 
Pinelands experience over the past ten years and efforts 
begun elsewhere, an assessment of ways to improve wetlands 
and other environmental standards contained in the CMP 
should be made. 

17. The CMP establishes a water quality standard for nitrate­
nitrogen and relies on a non-degradation standard for other 
pollutants. Concerns have been raised that the ni trate­
nitrogen standard of 2 mgl is either too stringent or too 
lenient and that the non-degradation standard is difficult 
to administer absent specific parameters and permitted con­
centration limits. These water quality requirements should 
be re-evaluated to determine whether (1) the nitrate­
nitrogen standard, coupled with CMP density limits, suffi­
ciently protects Pinelands water. resources and (2) permitted 
concentration limits should be developed for other key 
parameters. 

18. The nitrate dilution model for septic systems has been in 
use for a number of years. Several of the assumptions, such 
as vegetal uptake and household size, may warrant adjust­
ment. A review of the model's assumptions should be made to 
determine if the model can be refined and/or whether the as­
sumptions used in the calculations should be updated. 

19. The Commission's stormwater management standards are some­
times criticized because they result in inefficient use of 
land and less than optimum management of stormwater. Addi­
tional approaches which might foster more efficient and cost 
effective management of stormwater, incorporate "state of 
the art" design and management techniques and still promote 
Pinelands environmental policies need to be explored. 

20. Methods of harvesting and managing forest resources on both 
public and private lands are sometimes controversial. For 
example, clear cutting is viewed by some forest managers as 
a valuable management tool; however, public concerns about 
its use have been raised. An assessment of forestry manage­
ment techniques and impacts should be conducted. If con­
flicts with environmental protection goals are found, alter­
native forestry management policies need to be considered. 
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21. The Com m iss ion m a in t a ins its 0 w n lis t 0 f 
threatened/endangered Dlants and relies on the state's list 
for wildlife species. An examination of Commission, state 
and national lists of threatened/ endangered plants and 
animals should be undertaken 'to determine whether changes 
relative to the Pine lands should be made. . 

22. The Commission's scenic. resources program may not be truly 
effective in protecting important scenic attributes. Oppor­
tunities to develop .a more comprehensive set of policies 
and/or design criteria should be considered as well as the 
appropriate level of government to administer them. 

23. The Commission's air quality program essentially relies on 
existing state standards. Some concerns have been expressed 
that the special conditions of the Pinelands warrant dif­
ferent standards. The Commission should 'consider whether 
special Pinelands standards are warranted and, if so, how 
they might be administered. 

24. Preservation ·of important historic resources is often ac­
complished on an ad hoc basis and is difficult to reconcile 
with on-si~e development plans. Questions of economic and 
engineering feasibility are· difficult to address. Con­
sideration of other preservation al ternati ves, such as 

- provision for the transfer of development rights, to broaden 
preservation opportunities should be undertaken. 

25. The Commission's solid waste management program focuses 
mostly on landfills and, as such, is primarily one dimen­
sional. A more comprehensive set of policies which address 
siting and other standards for recycling activities, com­
posting activities, illegal dumping and other waste disposal 
and management practices needs to be considered. Strategies 
to guide the Commission in these matters should be 
developed. 

26. The CMP sets forth a resource extraction program which 
governs permitted mining operations. This program specifies 
development review procedures, standards affecting extrac­
tion activities, and reclamation practices. Concerns have 
been expressed that these standards are either too stringent 
or not comprehensive. The Commission should re-evaluate 
these standards and consider whether changes are warranted. 

27. Generally speaking, extensions of sewers should be limited 
to designated development areas to preclude unwarranted 
development pressures in more conservation oriented areas. 
Commission policies permit exceptions in limited cases for 
public health reasons i. however, a question exists as to 
whether these pOlicies properly account for other goals 
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(e. g. environmental obj ecti ves) • The Commission should 
evaluate where and under what circumstances modifications to 
these exceptions are appropriate. 

MANAGEMENT OF RESOURCES 

28. Cedar is an important yet historically diminishing resource 
in- the Pinelands. Recent trends should be evaluated to 
determine if viable cedar stands are still diminishing. If 
this is found to be the case, steps to better manage the 
resource need to be considered. 

29. Fire plays a critical role in the maintenance of the 
Pinelands ecosystem. However, development inhibits the use 
of fire as a management tool and residential construction in 
high fire hazard areas is viewed by some as unwise. Efforts 
to promote fire ecology as well as to reduce hazards need to 
be evaluated for effectiveness. 

30. State conservation and recreation lands comprise one-third 
of the Pinelands, yet a clearly articulated and comprehen­
sive set of conservation and recreation policies which seek 
to·harmonize individual agency objectives and minimize con­
flicts among users-do not exist. The commission should con­
sider, along with the DepartMent of Environmental Protection 
and Energy, whether a set of comprehensive policies is 
worthwhile and, if so, how they might be developed. 

DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

31. The CMP seeks to broadly regulate land use and establish 
design standards which are related to the protection of 
natural resources. Community and site design principles 
(such as those which dictate neighborhood character) are 
left to municipal discretion. The Commission needs to con­
sider whether it should assume a greater role in certain 
community and site design issues or whether there may be 
areas where more municipal discretion and flexibility are 
appropriate. Consideration of how those goals can be meshed 
with environmental policies must also be evaluated. 

32. The use of native landscaping materIals can lessen the 
demand for consumptive water use and the need for fer­
tilizers and other chemical treatments. Yet their use may 
often be viewed as unconventional and may not be well known 
by homeowners. Additional steps which the Commission can 
take to encourage the use of native materials in landscaping 
or to identify other landscaping treatments which are 
equally effective in meeting CMP goals,need to be e~lored. 
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ENFORCEMENT 

33. current Pinelands enforcement policies may be significantly 
broadened with the enactment of pending state legislation. 
Efforts should be made to identify the strengths and 
weaknesses of other state enforcement programs so that the 
Commission's programs (e.g. specific regulations) are 
developed in an efficient and effective way. 

34. Because of the uniqUe intergovernmental relationship which 
has been put into place in the Pinelands, municipal and 
County governments as well as other state agencies can play 
a major role in the enforcement of Pinelands land use and 
development standards. Creative ways to promote a greater 
role by these parties need to be explored. 

PINELANPS PERMIT PROCEDURES 

35. Privately sponsored development applications undergo a 
series of separate Commission reviews which are tied to in­
dividual approvals issued by local and state agencies. Ways 
to better coordinate and streamline this process without 
sacrificing Pinelands protection goals should be explored. 

36. The Commission and its staff review many different types of 
public development projects. There is a need to evaluate 
how much time and effort is devoted to relatively minor 
projects and whether opportunities to streamline the review 
process exist. 

ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING 

37. Plans to establish a long term environmental monitoring 
program for the Pinelands may proceed much more slowly than 
hoped due to financial constraints. Alternatives should be 
explored which might enable an "interim" program to be es­
tablished more quickly and expanded at a later date when 
funds permit. 

38. Agriculture is a prominent land use in the Pinelands, and 
questions periodically arise about the scope and magnitude 
of its impact on natural resources (e. g. water quality, 
landscape diversity). Current research on these topics 
should be evaluated to determine if a program to more com­
prehensively monitor positive and negative agricultural im­
pacts in the Pinelands should be developed. 

ECONOMICS 

39. The CMP seeks to promote the continued viability of agricul­
~ in the Pinelands. However, some concerns have been ex­
pressed that the CMP's programs may not be effective, either 
because they unnecessarily hinder agricultural activities 
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and create economic burdens detrimental to the long term 
viability of the industry or because agricultural lands are 
not being sufficiently protected. An evaluation of the 
CMP's agricul~ural programs and approaches used elsewhere in 
the country should be undertaken to determine what changes, 
if any, might help to better ensure the long term viability 
of agriculture in the Pinelands. 

40. Concerns have been expressed at times that the CMP creates 
imbalances in municipal financial structures. For example, 
growth area communities have suggested that additional means 
of financing the costs of infrastructure and services need 
to be considered. On the other hand, communities with 
limited development potential have argued that a lack of 
growth in their real estate tax bases creates property tax 
burdens. An evaluation of trends in municipal government 
expenditures, tax bases and property taxes should be con­
ducted and, if imbalances are found, approaches to address 
inequities without compromising CMP land use objectives need 
to be developed. 

STATE PROGRAM COORDINATION 

41. Land use in the coastal portion of the Pinelands National 
Reserve is generally governed by the Coastal Area Facility 
Review Act. Although the land use recommendations of the 
Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan are taken into ac­
count in the Coastal Area, there is not total uniformity 
among the two sets of policies. With the advent of the In­
terim State Plan, a thorough review of Pinelands, Coastal 
and State Plan land use policies should be completed, and 
opportunities to unify them should be explored. 

42. Coastal Area development policies and Pinelands development 
standards are generally consistent; however, differences do 
exist (e.g. water quality, stormwater management). Oppor­
tunities to make both sets of standards/policies more con­
sistent and effective should be explored. 

43. Land use policies outside of the Pinelands National Reserve 
but adjacent thereto should be consistent with and suppor­
tive of Pinelands policies. With the advent of the Interim 
State Plan, opportunities to analyze and promote consistency 
of land use plans and policies should be explored. . 

44. Long term highway improvement and development plans should 
be consistent with Pinelands protection policies. State 
planning efforts now underway (e. g. Route 55) should be 
reviewed in an effort to identify potential conflicts and to 
highlight opportunities to foster better consistency and 
coordination with the New Jersey Department of Transporta­
tion. 
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FEDERAL PROGRAM COORDINATION 

45. state assumption of section 404 permit jurisdiction has the 
potential to simplify administration of wetlands policies 
within the Pinelands. .Recognizing that Pinelarids and 
statewide wetlands policies are not identical, significant 
differences should be identified and, if less comprehensive 
Pinelands policies which might affect the state's assumption 
of Section 404 jurisdiction are identified, opportunities to 
make Pinelands policies consistent should be evaluated. 

46. Pinelands scenic requirements and Federal requirements rela­
tive to signage along federally assisted highways may not be 
fully consistent. Efforts should be undertaken to assess 
the degree of consistency and, where inconsistent, steps 
should be identified to promote consistency. 

FEDERAL FACILITIES 

47. Future expansion of the Atlantic City International Airport 
at the Federal Aviation Administration Technical Engineering 
Center will have environmental and land use implications 
beyond its environs. Thoughtful advance planning may afford 
an opportunity to avoid potentially negative impacts. The 
Commission needs to consider what role it should properly 
take in this matter and what opportunities exist to en­
courage long term planning in and around the airport •. 

48. The potential for civilian use of McGuire Air Force Base 
will have environmental and land use implications beyond its 
environs. Thoughtful advance planning may afford an oppor­
tunity to determine if such use is appropriate and, if so, 
under what conditions. The Commission needs to consider 
what role it should take in this matter. 

49. A great deal of discussion has occurred with respect to fu­
ture military and civilian uses at Fort Dix but little at­
tention has been focused on their consistency with Pinelands 
protection policies. The commission should attempt to iden­
tify what proposals are most feasible at this point and 
determine what, if any, issues exist with respect to 
Pinelands protection policies. 

INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNING 

50. water supply is a growing concern in the Pinelands, yet a 
clearly articulated and comprehensive set of policies to 
guide water supply planners do not exist. For example, 
strict conservation measures, growth management techniques, 
environmentally based-siting criteria for water supply wells 
and recharge after wastewater treatment· to maintain 
hydrologic balances represent measures which could be ad­
dressed. The Commission, in cooperation with the Department 
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of Environmental Protection and Energy, . should consider 
developing a set of policies to ensure greater conservation 
and to reduce interim water supply demands pending comple­
tion of the Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer study. 

51~ The CMP encourages central sewer facilities to service 
Regional Growth Areas and the Pinelands Infrastructure Trust 
Bond Act provides financial assistance for sewer projects. 
However, questions arise as to whether existing water 
quality and wastewater management plans sufficiently address 
both immediate and long term priorities and collectively 
represent a well conceived regional approach. current was­
tewater planning efforts need to be evaluated and, if short­
comings are noted, opportuni ties to develop a more com­
prehensive planning framework need to be explored. 
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"APPENDIX 

REPOSITORIES 

A copy of this report has been. submitted to the following 
county libraries and county planning departments for public 
review. 

COUNTY LIBRARIES 

Atlantic county Library 
2 South Farragut Avenue 
Mays Landing, NJ 08330 

Camden County Library 
Laurel Road 
Voorhees, NJ 08043 

Cape May County Library 
Mechanic street 
Cape May Court House, NJ 08210 

cumberland County Library 
800 East Commerce street 
Bridgeton, NJ 08302 

Gloucester County Library 
200 Holly Dell Drive 
Sewell, NJ 08080 

Ocean County Public Library 
101 Washington street 
Toms River, NJ 08753 

COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENTS 

Atlantic County Planning 
Department 

1333 Atlantic Avenue 
Atlantic City, NJ 08401 

Burlington County Office of 
Land Use 

49 Rancocas Road 
Mt. Holly, NJ 08060 

Camden County Planning 
Department 

6981 North Park 
5th Floor, west 
Pennsauken, NJ 

Drive 
Building 
08109 

Cape May County Planning 
Department 

Central Mail Room, ON 309 
Cape May Court House, NJ 08210 

cumberland County Planning 
Department 

790 East Commerce Street 
Bridgeton, NJ 08302 

Gloucester County Planning 
Department 

1 North Broad Street 
P.O. Box 337 
Woodbury, NJ 08096 

Ocean County Planning 
Department 

P.O. Box 2191 
Toms River, NJ 08753 
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Additional Topics Identified by Interested Parties 

This supplement contains public comments submitted to the 
Pinelands Commission after the document entitled Reyiewing the 
Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan - Compilation of Possible 
Issues and TQpics for Pinelands Commission Evaluation, December 
16, 1991 was completed. This material has been reproduced here 
in the same form as it was submitted so that the Pinelands Com­
mission may benefit from the precise recommendations and explana­
tions presented by each organization and individual. 

This supplement, along with the December 16, 1991 report, 
and the The Second Progress Report on Plan Implementation, will 
be considered by the Commission when it meets in late February, 
1992 to identify and select what it considers to be the five most 
important topics facing the Pinelands in the coming years. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL 
EVALUATION GROUP 

~~~~ 623 Main Street, P.O. Box 1090 
Toms River, NJ 08754 
Telephone: (908) 349·8010 

The PfnaIands CommissIon 
POBax7 
New Usbon. NJ 

Cecamber e. 1991 

Re: CoImIanCI Regarding PCMP Review 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

106 N. Main Street, P.O. Box 895 
Cape May CQurt House, NJ .08210 
Telephone: (609) 463·0704 

Regarding the Upcoming. second camprahansiva rwiew of the PCMP,· I wish to offer the following 
cornmanrs: Aa requested by your lactar 01 Oc:rcber 1. 1991, the foIcwi1g comrnanrs have been presented at 
this point In a brtat. generalized format. 

In g ..... 1, theM comments J*l8in to the application and approval pracea for utility lines and linear 
developments. . 

-
1. A wal-daftned. I'I8SCI'I8IH sat of criteria shoUd be established far the developmerlt of utility lines 

and lilar davalopmancs. An estabIlihed sat of guidelines Is necenary,since utility II~ 
dawlaprnants are not being revtawed consIstendy. par1IcuIady with regards to a demonStration of 
abrnadves. wedands. and wedands buffers. The level and natura of the raviaw appears to be 
prtnwIy a funcdon oItha Indlvtduat protect rwiew officer. ThIs unpredlctabllty I'8Sl.dts In significant 

. time deJays and cost expenctlturas for projects which have minimal impact on the resources of the 
PfneIands. 

2. An established sat 01 guidelines are necessary which simptlfy the application requirements for those 
udIty line lnsraIIatIons and linear davelopmanrs which have minimal Impact. Those projedA which 
by nature of locadon and/or scaJe have I'11Ir1fIl& impact should not require the laval of supporting 
documenIadon during the application and nMaw phase as do larger projects. Such infor.oatfon 
onlY aves to Increase aro!fIIr.t time and ccsts and often has little baartl19 on the flnal decisIOn by 
the Commiuion. 

3. I disagree with the CornnUssIon's objective 01 determining only 5 major topics far raviM, if indeed 
this Is to be a ·comprahensive ravtew". Although orAy broad topics have been requested, no 
InbmatIon has been provided on what crtterfa wII be used by Commission staff to determine these 
topM:s. Given that any 5 topics wiI be ravtawed. this does not seem to be comprehensive in scope 
and wi certainly neglect some topics which warrant review. 
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Re: Comments R8gardlng PCMP Review 
Page Two 

Ptaase note that these comments are made In part by several years experience as a cansuItant working in 
the Ptnaands Area on a variety eX protects. indudlng many udIty line protects far a variety of utility 
camparieL ptease feel free to conIaCt me ragan:flng these commenrs. 

OER/dr 

Douglas E. Ruhlln 
EnvIronmentaA Scientist 
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A. 

B. 

g~NELANDS COMM~SSZON REVZEW.OF 
~HE P~NE~ANDS COMPREHENSZVE 

M.AN'AGEMENT l?LAN 

~OR TOPIC/ISSUE 
DCCMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

. lUICOMMENDA'nON * __ 
Pl:~: (498J1CY. ,:=~etc.): ;:rvN6 f- <2.p 
;~·=e&t!t.~iJ;;c!i§ 

c. ~opic/I8SU. 1s/wi~ be of ~rtance~ 

__ .~/_ immediately . 
___ t%~_. in the short term (next S to 7 years) or; 
_-..Kco-.._ lonqe1" tum (beycild..7 years) 

D.' Reasens fer Importance: 

l'i??;3At'!;]f!5i1si@~q i 
(c=n~e on :back) . 

·2. ei'£~~~4;;~4?k;~§. 
tc=n~e on :b&C~) ~ 

3. (~im't.~{;~~p 
-over-
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E •. 

F. Relevant DQcumantaticn·{~ist!SS attach it available any 
reports, .tc.): 

9/91 
au 
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* * te"d 
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****************************************************************** 
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_._--------------------------------------------------- ----------------------------~--------------------. ,,-~ 

I, )/tJettAV't ·~/lY)f'-'d t:r/J ~t- Je~~ 

. ...3. rals-es Cbl1cern 6Jnee.. f.~G ai>Y;)Jrt- and rtJ./)~ 
/JJi'// be, V~ry (!l4se-/a res.i::l~~ ~_ ,cIlJIrf­
?4.ikrl)..5 1iI//1 be dV"U' f!,6re a~..s /~tt:rin4 /7ol'..re 
t:ll1d l'd/luf,~dl). oJ 
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PXNELANDS COMM~SS~ON REV~EW OF 
THE P~NELANDS COMPREHENSXVE· 

. MANAGEMENT PLAN 

!1la/l~ . ~f- en".' C-d~'rn/~QS:;¢ '\. FIL E 
MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 

RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECOMMENDA~(;)N t / , 
A. Pr~ser (agency, name·, etc.): (Y) 0.." c..b.t.s.-t( i ~ f· ~ n. v \ ro c'\ MJ/'Cj 

Camrn;.s:a i QO 

B. Topic/Issue: 

C. Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

immed.iately 
--p""""- in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or; 
____ longer. term (beyond. 7 years) 

o. Reasons for Importance: 

Ontinue on back). 

. . 



E. Related Issue(s), ~~ any: 

F. Relevant Documentation (list.!!!S attach if available any 
reports, etc.): 

G. KnoWn Experts on Issue, if any: 

9/91 
CP4B 
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P~NELANDS COMMZSS~ON REV~EW OF 
'rHE P~NEL.ANb'S COM3?Rl::'13;ENSJ:VE 

MANAGEMENT PLAN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
lIECCMI!ENDED FOR PE'TI;I 

DCOMMENl')AnON I = ~ 
A. pr~ser (aqency, name, etc.): (Y) 0." c.kt.s.1-( r- -rv..,f' ~ "v i io <\ ~,,-

CdmmioS $; no' 

B. 'Topic/Issue: !,'nta.r i~erove trtL,,-6 
'elA,b/lr. 4v,/p9mccf, • 
I I 

--------------------------------------------------.---

, "'" ,. c,-
(continue on back) 

-cver-
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E. Related Issue(s), i~ any: 

P. Relevant Dcc:umentation (list and attach if available an~ 
~ . reports, etc.)': 

G. Known Experts on Issue, if any: 

9/91 
CP4B 



PXNEJ:..ANDS "CO~~SS:t:ON REVj:EW OF 
':t'HE PJ:NEL.A.N'DS CdM::E>R:E~:eNSJ:VE 

MANAGEMENT PLAN' 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECOMMENDATION I 3= . 
A. Pr~ser (aqency, name, etc.): m o."s.k~j.( ('" ~f' ~ r'\vlrQ~~I\' 

/' '. LtD%',.,., , .1$ , 00 

B. 'rop"ic/Issue: 

C. Topic/Issue is/wi~ be of importance: 

_~;/_. __ immediately 
_____ in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or; 
_____ lonqer term (beyond 7 years) 

D. Reasons for Importance: 

l;5t~~~~d'~Y ~ .. ,f:~~. ( );j;;l~-t, 
(continue On~aCk) , 

2. 

(continue on back) 

3. 

(continue on back) 

-over-
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E. Related Issue(s), i~ any: -______________________________ __ 

F. Relevant Occumentation (list ~ attach if avaiJ.able any 
repOrts, etc.): 

G. KnowD. Bxpert.s on Issue, if any: 
- a/o -4 Uti,l, - - NJ ,sh 6 *:'c Geed Sic ey ; c.&:=: 

9/91 
CP4B 
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PJ:NEL.ANDS CO~:t:SSJ:GN ..REV':I:EW OF 
'THE P:I:NEL.ANDS COMPREHENS:I:VE 

~AGEMEN~ PLAN' 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECCMMENDA~ON 1M 
A. Pr~ser (ac;ency, name, etc.): (Y) 0.." sk;;.-t( r -r:uf . ~ "viro~M.I,,-

'" " '-""''%1,.,5$ ! sO 

B. 

c. 

Tcpic/Issue: 

Tcpic/Issue is/wi~ be of importance: 

./' - immedia.tely 
------ in the short term (next S to 7 years.) 
'-____ .. ·lonc;er ter;m (beyond 7 years) 

D. Reasons for Importance: 

1. 

Co= 0 kn d 
; , 2. 404 rg$ ~("s-

(ccntinue on back) 

3. 

(continue on back) 

-over-
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E. Related Issu~(s), i~ any: 

F. Relevan1; Occ:umentatiol1 (list ~ attacli if avulable an,!! 
reports, etc.): 

G. bOWI1 Experta aD Issue, if any: 

9/91 
C1'4B 

. 
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~' ,\ J. H. CRESSON 
. F~RTY:-EASi: SECONe STREET· 

, MOORESTOWN.: N. J. oeoll7· 

December. 11, 1991 
N.J.Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, N.J. 08064 

DEC 18 199/ 

,FIL·E 
Maureen, ~leas~ bring this to the attention of the Commissioners ASAP 

r.ea Issues facing future Pine lands research in archaeological 
sam~ling and collection in buffer areaS'·· 

An.~ssue Of serious concern is the management, ~rotection and 
scientific use of cultural resources in buffer, deed restricted and 
set-aside parcels after Pinelands approval. This circumstance serves 
to ~eatly impede historical ~nd,scientific research. . , 

Since little regulation and no ~rotection or retrival mechanisms ex-
sists for archaeological data inquiry after sub-division arid individ­
ual ~ro~erty ownership an improved nrogram needs to be im~lemented to 
both safeguard and sample these resources in the planning and applica­
tion stages as well as after construction and individual ~ro~erty 

. ownershi'D. 
My recommenda:tion is first, to provide some legal and enforcement 
mechanisms with'teeth' to prevent individual pronerty owners trom 
knowingly or unknowingly destroying cultural resources in these desig­
nated zones J second,', to sam~le all sites of cultural use and re­
source tound within these zones in stage I & II archaeological surveys 
and third, to establish a se~arate renository tor Pine lands cultural 
resources for ongoing and future scientific research so a more uniform 
singular body of documents and artifacts are in one ~lace. 
An enormous potential exists tor gleaning more direct, pristine and 
unfettered knowledge of Pineiands history and prehistory in these 
zones since most of the already known resources occur within'wetland' 
buffers. As concerned and serious researchers we are overlooking a 
large body of data and research potential under the guise ot'protection' 
that in eftect, to this aay, denies purnoseful, necessary scientific 
research from these neglected areas. 
~n essence, we are only getting a minute flicker of reflection through 
the window ~r the past in Pine~ands history and land-use. 

Respectfully submitted, 

: .. ~~ _, ~ C -~"",.--,;..' ~?_I __ 

'''--.-J 
John H.Gresson . 17 
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bEe 18 1991· 

P~NELANDS COMM~SS~ON REVIEW OF 
THE P~NELANDS COMPREHENS~VE 

MANAGEMENT PLAN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECOMMENDA'l'ION i __ 

A. Proposer (aqency,name, etc.): ______________________________ __ 
LWUNJ Natural Resources 
SertJera Novick 
26 Lwnn Or. 
Oceen. NJ 07712 

B. Topic/Issue: 
transter of development riQhts 

c. Topic/Issue is/will be of importance: 

immediately . 
xxx . in the short term (next s· to 7 years) or;_ 

.......... _-- lonqer term. (beyond 7 years) 

D. Reasons for Importance: 

1. 

(continue on back) . 

2. 

(continue on back) 

3. 

(continue on back) 

The CMP is a land use regulatcr~ s~stem which limits 
de~elopment in the environmentall .. sensitive parts of the 
Pinelands and at tne same time it directs growth to more 
acceptable regional growth areas. The Pinelands Development 
Credit Program is one of the tools for facilitating this 
goal. Year~ of. experience with this program have proven the 
need to more adeQuateIw ensure marketabilit~ of peD's. We 
suggest that the Pinelands Commission stud~ the advisabilitw 
of reducing the densitw standards in ~eglonal growth areas as 
delineated in the CMP 1n order to create a greater demand for 
POC·s. Such a revision would surelw' make the program more 
effect1ve and 1~turn make the work of the Pinelands 
"' ___ ,J __ " __ _ ""'_0 O~~"""r'\M'.~ "~~.ea'" ~ _______ _ 



E •. Rela.ted Issue (s), if any:· b 1 
sea a CUI 

F. Relevant Documentation (list!nS atta.ch if availacl~ any 
reports, etc.): 

G. Known ~~erts on Issue, if any: 
Budd ... havooshian 
Jack Ross 

E. Related Issue 

StafF contact time Ulhich Ulill be required to racilitate 
changes in each or 30 municipal master plans. Perhaps 
changes could be made as· each individual master plan comes up _ 
For mandator~ periodic review - every six years . 

. 
Return Form to: 

MS. LOis Cristarella 
P1nelands Commiss1on 

9~.9,10. Bex 7 
C~4! Lisbon, NJ 0806~ 

. 
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P%NZ~ANDS OOMM~SS~ON REV:EW OF 
~ ·pXNm~AN~S ~OMPREHENS~VE 

MANAGEMENT :p::r:.A.N 

A. J:opo.u (a,C1C7, :aM, Ra.) I Macifori 'rawa.hip 
';y1Innm·'t,l ond Qp., S;'c' tdY1'nr; Camm1,,1nn 

I. ':apia/t •• was 'aforeemess of ~'SU1&Siofl. to lnaura 2"1"01;,&;;109 of 
:~. tmR9l1a;: CPY1Innmnpt" .r." 

c. ':Opj.a/laaua is/w1U ~. of 1mpc:tanc:.: 

I ,!..mmad.1ataly 
__ ..... __ ' in the shc:tte= (n.xt ! to 7 yeus) 0%; 
____ "_ lcllq8Z' ·tam (beycDd' 7 yeU's) 

1). Ra .. eu foZ' Impcrtanc:.: 

1. Purpo •• fpl d"m;;;tcm, of 1mngr t;mt 'Tea' doe' nrc,,: perhaps 
p;bqut. t',a1i;i.ng tbe spt;;Lsal n'r"T'. 

( ooniIiiue OA SaCk) 

2. D'!!sed epyironmcpt. yft'Sh'f 9n rolIP9" or §CC1d'nt,lJZ e can take 
4.&.d" S9 ;,.Sgt.. 1£ Ix,;. 

3. 

,# 
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I. grawth"eontinuea in tha Pinelands, and 
the balances of growth and 
ar~1cul&rl weelanaa area 

r. ltelevlm't ~ta"t1on (Uat IDS attach 1f &vulal)le any 
"porta,. etc:.) I 

9/91. 
043 
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P:CNZJ;.J:a..N~S CO~:tSS:::tON REV::I:EW OF· 
~SZ P%NZLANDS COM¥RZHZNSJ:VE 

~~GEMENT li'L~ 

A. h-opc.er (aqency, name, etc_) I Richard H. Kropp, Chief 
jyreay of Rata; Al1gsat~gQs DEp~ 

I. ~p1cll.aua: ~W~a~t_=r __ ~t~lpp~~~~/ ______________________________ ___ 

, 
c. Tcp1=/Is.ue 1~/w~11 be of impCrtanc.1 

X 1mmed1Ataly 
X in ~. £c:c'ta::n (ne:t 5 to 7 yea.::s). or1 
X . lcnqu t2= (l::eycnc! 7 yeus) 

t7. buena for lmpo:tanca: 

1. See Attached 

3. 

-

~v.::-
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The Wharton Tract acqui.ition in 19S5'wa. one of the first 
exampl.' of direct state interest in water resource 
con •• rvation. T.h1. purchas. was to ~rovia. a qround water 
pr ••• rve 'tor the tutur. water .up~ly n •• d., of South J.rsey. 
rore.try aftd recr.ational uses consistent with the primary 
purpose ot prot.ction ana eventuAl ae~.lopm.nt'of its wat.r 
r.sourc •• were allow.d cy the Oepartment.' of; Conservation ana 
D.velopment. . 

!he 1955 surv,Y of New J.rsey Wat.r R.lcyr;., Development 
issued cy the Leqialative Commilsion on Water Supply identil1.d 
~~. Kirkwood Conan •• y aquifer as the primary supplemental sourc. 
for Atlantic City 'an~ Camd.n in th •• v.nt that the d.v.lop.~ 
wellfield8 in tho •• are •• c.cam. eontaminat.a cy saltwater 
intrusion. Recant wat.r resource inv •• tiqations conducted by 
the Unit.d Stat •• Geoloqieal Survey aDd the NJ.CIPB indicat. the 
threat of .alt water intru.ion ha. lncr.a.ed for co~ th. Camden 
and Atlantic City wat.r supplie •. 

In 1980, public policy r.qardinq the Kirkwood-Cohan.ey aquifer 
chanq.d and pr ••• rvation effort.'emphasized the ecosystem of the 
Pin.land. R •• erve ov.r water supply development. T.hi. poll~y 
was solidified in the New J.rsey Pin.land. Comprehensive 
Manaqament Plan adopted Novamber 21, 1980. It .tatad that the 
exportation at qround or surface water from the Pinelands shall 
not c. permittee. It also placed .evere restriction. on the u •• 
of vatar within the Pinelands aeserve. 'The implications of this 
policy on the Soutn J.rsey communities that planned tor d.ca~.s 
to utili:. the Kirkwood Cohana.y water supply were not 
adequately rav1.w.c or autf!ciently djacua.ed in the Plan. 

" 

"T.h. oriqinal and primary purpose of protectinq this aquifer 
'Yltam over the last century has been to insure a sa!e and 
adequate water Iupply for the citiz.n. of South Jer.ey. Aa salt 
water intrusion continue. to threatan the health and safety of 
the re.iaent~ of South Jersey, th.re is an incr ••• inq ne.d to 
develop new watar supplie.. T.he Kirkwood Cohan •• y aquifer ha. 
always ce.n consid.rad to be the primary source of th •• e 
supplies. 

T.he P1nel~ Compreh.n.iv. Manaqament Plan has had profound 
implication. on water .upply planninq and development in all of 
South Jer •• y. T.be Commi •• ion'. review ot the ~lan must review 
this 1mpac~ and determine how to calance the water supply needs 
of the reqioD with the pre •• rvation ot. the Pineland •• coly.t.m. 

24 



PZNE~ANDS COMMZSS~ON REVZEW OF 
~Z ~XNE~ANDS COM~REHENS~VZ 

M"'-NAGEMl!:N'r PJ:..~ ~~ 

aTOlIC/ISSUE 
Dec iP fOR Rtl;IW 

RlCCMMENDAnON t, z. -

I. ':op10/.:lau.: Grormd wate,.. Cl'Xa 11 t1' protection - Pineland' Nat'r 
QllBUtv ,tandards at- ye'Q' ~t"'i oieo~ agd may conflict !.lith ''08'midab J 9 
iru:p'Ct, pft deve] n;mene j 0 i"-wrh aroes I author; z,; pursuant to theM 
The p.p-1ensis Cgmtj :35 oi gp ,hOuld aclrnow1 ada. and addt-" the'i.C" Of 
oonooipt J;X!JJlltiOD '0!!r:3$ ~ ... HS oord-vadation roUey, 

\. 

C. Tcp1=/Is.ue is/w111 be of 1mpcrtanca: 

1mm.cU&telr 
1: tll. &hen'tam (nezt 5 to 7 years) or 1 
letlvu te= (~yonc! 7 years) 

D. . buens fez: Importance: 

1. ~fl;,s;t beM:n stMd.;rds f9; g@y::lgml!mr; and S;Mdard$ fo; water 
quality in grgwlh areas. 

(contInue en ~aCk) 

2. 

3. 

(c:cm'tiau. on'S&C:k) 

-ove-
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... \ 

1.1&:84 IaaUe(s)" if, &n~: ~:rr::e::, initiatlye on bco;fjbjai ro·yse 9 f 

7ses~~$M!~'~'~S~! ulG:d~g~e~i~p~dutITP~l~!~C;Jia~t~! ~on~s :::-fl.\oi,ir;..",li;p;J,l,.IJn:gJ.j1 i!lill.lClSd.:31....ii-.... r ~s ~yu.l$~i~Pl.:ii~b.tlbs:ncmiIJ;C~~u.! ___ ," 
fertl1Iz;r, , b,xt;r alternatjv,? " 

~ .. 

'r. aelevant J:)ocumen:aUQI1 (Uat JDSl attach if available any 
report., etc.): Attached are serif! of artisl'3 fran tbg pgpylar 
presl and .Jepon frqp Pineland! Pr'ft,ryatigo AI! ians;= r's;gnp:ndkPX 
ewb1ic attention to thiS [ltler. 

9/91 
Ci'4B 

Pinelands Commission Notation: 

Supplemental material to this submission was not received 
but has bee'n requested, and will be on file at the Commission 
available"for review. 
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P~NZLAN'l:)S COMM~SS:ON REVJ:EW OF 
~H3 P%NELANOS COMPREHENS~VE 

.MAJ:oolAGEMEN'l:' PJ:..AN 

~:oP!ctISSy! 
yc~~ ~oa UVIEW 

IICOzemNDA~ON * __ 
A. Prcpcaar (&qeney, nam., etc.): NJI:ePE. Division of Science and 

Raseareh 

I. 'ropic:/I •• ua.1 Use of Soi 1 .Am!nd'n!nts in Pinelands ecosyS'teTI 

-
c. Tcpic/Is8U. i.twill ~. Q~ importance. 

X immediately 
--------- in the .hort term (nex~ 5 ;0 7 y.ar~) Qr; 

lon;_r term (beycnc .7 y.ars) 

o. a ••• ona for Importance: 

l. Citi%ens concern about restoration of mined sites usioi ~te~r~ls 
that might terT'Oorarllv alter natural ecosv!,,:E!T'l but derive :on;:-term 
benefits. 

2. Citizens concern about oerceotion that Stat; 5;;' Pjoeland5 as a 
~ing ground rather Ibin as a ynjoue envjrsOT!P>' 

3. 

27 



r. 

9/91 
048 

• •• • •.• e' ~ __ • ... ....... .. 

Rel&e.t Issue ( s), 1f &ny: NJt::E:ffl in it jet i YS: go hem:! i Cia I reuse 
!£!=!tag sludge aod iqpl ica'ijoo, for P;n:!epdl' - Is 4§ipi Cbs:miql 
fertilizer, A bettgr altstnatiyg? 

Relevant Occumentaticn (list!Di attach 1: &v&1labl. 
repcrt.l, .t=.)z Attached a.re seri,! of scSi'!S! frgn thg QSQu!;g 
oress and a report tram Pineland: ~te3eryati9n AI! iens; be'gmrr;od;~i 
public attention to this DUsc. 

Pinelands Commission Notation: 

"'. , 
·d P , 

! 

Any; 
1 

Supplemental material to this submission was not received 
but has been requested, and will be ·on file at the Commissior! 
available £or review. 
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P~NZLANOS COMM%SS%ON RZVXZWOF 
~. P:NZ~ANOS COM~REHENS%VZ 

,rope.v 
Rft~lcrs;b 

MANAGEMZN'r Pl:..AN . 

c. Topiol: •• ue 1./will be Qf tmpGrtaDCel 

v 1D1Detiately . 
__ --- 1n the .bort -tem (next·5 to , yeus) Qr, 

lon;.: te= (~ftd 7 reus) . 

D. .. •• Ofta !O~· tmpa~cel 

1.. 

3. If anthroposen!s. ~y ~isr;te ~g 9tb;r ~=t!3: 

. ~9 



I. "l&~1KI X_.ue( _), 1: any: Other sontM"jr.anu 9.;' ish !TaX ,,-opear 
'NUb ",[SUCY in we II S (e • S. \0:$). : 

r. aelevant t)cC\Dll8Atat1= (Uat.m4 attach if ava.1l&bl. any 
~epoZ't., .'c:.) a. Atlantis County CQ1 has done nUT'eCOUS "pOi ter jng "here 
gz surrently 'YAlvula. anal. tes;haigy, to dhtjnauish mng m;reury 
!Rosie! In !'ter 

Q. 

9/91 
ClQ 
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PJ:NBJ:..A:Nl:)S COMM:t 55 J: ON RZVl:-EW OF 
~HS P%NELANDS COM~RZHENSZVE 

MANAGEMEN~ P~AN -

MAJOR TOi!C!ISSyE 
YCOMMp!pip FOR UVIZW 

, ,qCO~A'1'lON *' ; 
A. p~ope •• : (&ienc:y, name, eec.) I N=rr=F..PE. D!vi!l!on of Sci~~ce a:'lc! 

Rs:s:-r.~ 

'c. Top1c/I •• u. 1a/will be of tmpcrtanc8' 

X -1mme4J.ataly 
in the Inert.term (n.x~ S to 7 y.ars) orJ 
lonq.r term (b.yen~ 7 years) 

O. Re •• en. for Importance: 

1. Nitrate IT'Y leach to 3roundwi~er fr~ 'spxi; leach fields C~ fr~ 
hsz;/,gnrerbial us; of ;sr~i!izers: 

2. Pineland; 30il i; gOSY and ac:idib - "encourages" leachjng 9lys 
Witer table is close to surface. 

3. 

-over-
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E. aelateci I •• ue( I), if any: Ottn;r djsmicals -wbish I'Tlr< Icobh with 
nitrlt, (d=pcpdinl ypon the [guree) • O'!Tiei~, ~s 

r. 

Counties. 

G. Known ~ert. en :r: •• u., if any, C.yid §akers Heid;lgsrg Cplleg:, 
Tiffin, 00{ 

9/91 
048 
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P~NZ~ANOS COMM~SS~ON REV~EW OF 
~HZ '~%NZ~AN~S COMPREHENS~VE 

~A.GlCMEN,,%, PI:..AN 

A. ircpc.a~ (aqanc:y, nama, etc.): NJt'EP!. Oi vis ion 0 f Se i enee ar.d 
Research 

I. "repic/: •• ua: o,going eoncern about the water auantfty issue i~ ~be 
Pinelands • both thehvdrologic iqpas!! of water Withdrawal tr~ ~he 
Kirkwood - cphansey and potential esolosical jqpast!. 

e. Tcpio/:aaue la/will ~a ct importanc.: 

lmm.4iatel.y 
x in the .hcrt tem( r1axt 5 to 7 years) cr; 

lenq.r tam (.baycnc1 7 y.ars) 

c. ae.sens fer Impertanoe: 

1. Sjsc1fic:apt stst !bortagss could nan oc:;:urrinl rm e; frCti"-otly. 

2.' Il'TDac't on agricultural operations in the Pinelands. 

, 3. May cause Wetlands t~ dj sappear. 

-ever-
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I. 
. 

Related Iasue(s), i! any: 
very int,rs;t;d in tbis issue. 
fUQsiDI is Shs rrain problfTI.o 

Apparsn)!Vr the CQmni!sjon j! already 
i.e. t th' need has b~n established. 

r. lelevan~ Occument&tion (list and attach 1: &va11~le any 
repo:ta, et=.), 

9/91 
CP4B 
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P~NZ~~S CCMMZSS%QN RZV%EW OF 
'rXZ »:CNZl:..ANl:)S COMJr-R.EHZNSJ:VE 

MAN';"GEM3N~ Pl:..AN 

. -
J:dpc.U (~, ~, .t=~) sNew Jers!i Det)Utment of Environmental 
Protection and !nerV' SCience and Tedii!cSFrosrams. - m»w"' •• ' W'mw-"" 

A 4t •• reH" ff,,,..., 

* 1 m ltia'tal:r ,,'I'!II---- 1A the "abort tum (M:ft ! to_ 7 ~.l ~~1-* _____ ~ UDI (l)er=r! , !'Iu.) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

35 



I. 

,. 

l. ( cont I d) natural hydrology via long intereaptors conveying wastewater to the 
ocean have the effect of interbasin transfer and shculcl be sc:rut1ni%ed. Fur­
ther, prcject3 have been approved, With CaxHHmIi, all~ for some interba­
s~ transfer of wats:: (most rec:ently t CaDlien County !IrA (<XKrA) Atlantic: Basirl 
project) • 

2. (cont'd) reach capacity ar2d as new areas continue to develap, decisions Will 
have to be made regarding the acceptability of c:ont1mting and/or expanding 
the use of these facilities. It will be necessary to develop a methodology 
and. decision criteria to support thia process as the needs arise. 

3. (cont 'd) to accamJOCiate this project, a cap haJJ been placed en the quantity 
of water which may be exported, subject to the rasult3 of a monitoring study. 
I t will be necessary to deeemine what level. of coafideS2C8 w1ll. be required 
before dete:m:t.ning that there ha.s been/will. be no ':laciveJ:si!.: effect fran the 
transfer before an Wormed decision can be made reprcl1ng r:equuts to iu::tW% 
;he transfer. ,-

9/91 
04. 
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•• 

~:NZ~AN~S· CQMM%SS%CN RZV:EW OF 
~Z P%NZ~~S.CQ~RZHBNS%VE 

. MANAGZMZN"r li»l:.A.N 

· ..... iSi. 
/ 

, ' J .. 

_.i.e/: .... 
4 \11 M ,: :tLl 

c. ':apial:... 1./w~1l M ot J.Irponuae. 

~&~elY . 
--~- 11& cu I!lon~tea (-=.5 ~ 7 feu.) 0:, 

.'< l-ve~ una (~7 feU.) 

1). .. • .sou ~= %mpoftCC:e •. 

1. ~2?i£~~;'!t1ft.:Z:hr ;,.~ ::rt1£'tt\ a; 
(==~u.=~ . 

2. '~'"t.~ .. ~ Jfc.J..i It • .f.!"~~f!!~' -h ~ ~~ 
f,: ~:.*;4~i,j:;:i:iii:i;:S ;i; 't!52.tii~. 
lac ~ OD a \J 

3. 



I. ..lAt.ad laaue ( a) , 

r. 

(I. 

1/11 
au 

fl.' 

Pinelands Commission Notation: 

Suppleme'ntal material to this submission was not received 
. but has been requested, and will be on file at the Commission 
available for review. 

·3·S·· 



•• 

c. 

»:NZ~~S QQMM%SS%ON RZV%EW·OF 
~m »%NZ~ANDS COMPRZHZNS~VZ 

~A.GZMlI:N,%, P:t..AN· 

., 

2 •. ________________________________________ __ 

3. 

39 



I. 

r. 

9/91 
CIa 

b1.'1&:-: ~~ut.1= (11.It aft 
. npana·; .~.), _·'~~h~~~~~~lif=C~~~~~~~P--..,.., 

Pinelands Commission.Notation: 
Supplemental material to th·· b·-·· 
but has been requested and~!i~~ ~~ss~o~.was not received 
available for review. ~ e on ~le at the Commission/ 
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.-. . 

.. 

~ZNELANDS OOMM~SS~ON REV%EW OF 
THE P%NELAN~S COMPREHENS~VE 

l't.:.A.N'AGEMlCN':t' :PLAN 

M;JOR ;OPIe/iSSUE 
UCOMMENDEp FOR MYIIW . 

UCOIOlZN%)AnOH • __ 

~cpic/%ssu.: tevel{j?!Tt or a N!.1l.Ir'!l. ~ ~t5rt-'Ihe ~..nel2I'Jc8 oc:nt:a:fns E!lCta'l.S1ve nattJ."'!l 

amrrm 9' Wlis;h h S1;at.; Serer;' rq: 'ntgc sp¢'te lip n;srs;; sal t:e !!Ile1 ra; IIHlrte1.e aJ%..-...:exg. 
i'xHM!;:. 1tAA rpri-r; i_Jed ti'mrgy or r:irimm s5'i mQ ~, .iJ! irJfCrnItiq: ;ip.lld 3 
;;US, e;1 tn 4 G; it Flit; IpfgypSm :st;p 'tf*h 9Jl Il pn,. iP!!lwor 1"J\.JIJ!!'W1 l"S5W2! tvces . 

, 
Tcpic/I~sue is/will ~ cf 1mpcrtancea 

immediately , 
in the short ~ term (next S to 7 years) or; 
long-e:: tarm ( beycnc1 7 years)' , . 

). RGGsons for.Importance: 

1. water ~ varr jn guaUty n:1 ;;ua:t1.ty b:lth m the ~ ~ and tt1e ~ srt;;: .. ,~Cf. 
nBter'1al.s ~trti 1he ~ of tr.em water"~. In lrM!ntl:r/ ~ ~ ttle n&nS of 

~ the hijpt 0'1'1 ty .... tr l"I!!C1J1"a!I. 

J. _q.av rEJrt!!!S O'1;im1tI;1 M siNe,' :s: 11"'1 " "'= EPd en tlT RM 'er' d1:;rnN Cmj'J",,'i§ 

!'£7e =rmJFmUi1:.i._~;mM.l~: --e Whi 

(ocn~:inue on' h-ek \ d 1 



. _ -..:r .. 

-! .. 41 .-... 
. .p 

l-(I!la -ceci Issue ( • ), if &ny: Conn1cts in C1Ll tiel! puiyose land u:se 
could be more easily resolved once the. total inventory is known and criort tized 

~~.l.vant. DccumentaUcn (l1st and attach 1f availAJ:)le AI': -:.per-es, "toe.) I 1) A copr of gs~25, ~ventory of ;H;nS and Qriysl 1; ''itasted, 
.2) 5tns1'Ioor ,tAl' c·'amoe • 3M 1n pmv'" ,t N,,' NIQS, 3' Nnmecgu; 'illt·cr roMP!">;' 
,tud'" U:' in prop'" and in' ihcned Con the Ort"il2i' and y~ "".-,e DE~:' a;'O,..-4e= 

. bay, r.SQMS'b11 ' tv ros otb'e "'a~1!"'aJ "'"opm', 

,'-nQwn ~.r~s en Issue, 1f any: -.Numerou.s OEPE: agenOies. New Jersey 

'-#al gnei1 Sun=!_ tI S GMlgS;a' SBe'ty Wart'n "SOUT" a::eno~ 

Pinelands Commission Notation: 

Supplemental material to this submission was not received 
but has been requested, and will be on file at the Commission 
available for review. -
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•• 

»:N.Z~AN~S CCMM%SS%CN RZVXEW'OF' 
~B ~:NE~AN=S COM»azHZNS%VZ 

MANAGZMZN~ P~AN . 

c. ~cp1c/I.au. 1./w11l ~ of.~~.~ 

~.taly . :s: ill tha Iho:'t ~ ta= (:eft 5 to 1 feu.) c: J 
lOQ9U ta= (~ 7 yeu.) , 

~. 

1. , 

2. 

( a.Uiiue OD saCk) 

3. 
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z. ..late&! xaaue(s), if anys _.v: __ ;)~ ____ . ___ ....;.... ______ _ 

"44 



TOWNSHIP COMMITTEE: 
JAMES J. McCULLOUGH. MAYOR 
MARlA BOHLE. DEPUTY MAYOR 
BOB BUJtNS 
JOHN HEINZ, JIL 
JDOMB STAMBLEIl 

January 7, 1992 

TOWNSHIP OF EGG HARBOR 
R.D. '1I2A BOX 262 • BARGAINTOWN ROAD 
EGG HARBOR TOWNSHIP, N.J. 08221·9621 

609-927-5000 

Ms. Lois Cristarella 
The Pinelands Commission 
POBox 7 
New Lisbon, New Jersey 08064 

JAN.9·· 1992 

TOWNSHIP OFFICIALS: 
PETER J. MILLER. ADMINISTRATOR 

PATRICIA INDRIERI.llMC. CLERK 
. CHRIS REHMANN. ENGINEER 

MICHAEL SCHREIBER. SOUCITOR 

Re: Review of Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan 

Dear Ms. Cristarella: 

Enclosed herein please find my comments on the above-referenced 
Plan. Please excuse my lateness in not getting these comments 
to you as required by December 13, 1991. 

-I" /] s=:very . truly yours, 

./~ 
Maria T. Bohle ~ 
Deputy Mayor "7 . 

Enclosure 
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JAN. 9 -'! 199Z 

PINELANDS COMMISSI.ON REVIEW OF 
~HE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE 

MANAGEMENT PLAN 

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE 
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW 

RECOMMENDA~ON i __ 

A. Proposer (agency, name, etc.): )#II(JA /3Dt/-Lr-

B. ~opic/Zssue: 

c. ~opic/Zssue is/will be of importance: :A'll 

~ immediately' . 
. . in the short term (next. 5 to.7 years) or; 

_____ ._ longer term (beY0I?-~ 7 years) 
. '. 

D. Reasons for ~portance: 

l. 

2. 

(continue on back) 

3. 

(continue on back) 

-over-
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E. Related Issue(s), if any: 

F. Relevant Documentation (list ~ attach if available any 
reports, etc.):' 

G. Known Experts on Issue, if any: __ (!~~~tI.~rI:...:;e_~~F~",-m~,,,;.;..,.,.-... ~~~ .. lc~olo,,.Jj-. G? S~ttoe =aptn- (!Q,..urG uP' _______________ _ 

9/91 
CP4B 
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