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Introduction

On October 1, 1991 the New Jersey Pinelands Commission for-
mally launched 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 began to compile a companion list of possible
topics based upon other sources, including the Public Progranm
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 PFebruary, 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
initiatives, cooperative 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
devglop 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 will afford
Commission members an opportunity to become better acguainted
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 teo 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.Q. Box 7,
New Lisbon, New Jersey 08064) or by telephone (609-894-9342).
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Part 1

Topics Identified by Interested Parties

Topics recommended by interested parties have been submitted
in several different formats. This material has bheen 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 organization and individual.

Readers should note that some background 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.



pec 3488

PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF
THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
MANAGEMENT PLAN

B.

C.

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW.

RECOMMENDATION §_L of 5

Propeser (agency, name, etc.):

Lace Toﬁnshi Environmental
orked River, NJ 08731

Commission, 818 West Lacey Road,

Toplc/Issue: Forestry

pd

Topic/Issue is/will be of importance:

X immediately

1.

in the short term (next S to 7 years) or;
longer term (beyond 7 years)

Reasons for Importancs:

Are current goals and objectives protecting this

Linelands resource

(continue on back)

(continue on back)

(continue on back)

-gver-



E.

G.

9/91
CP4B

Relatad Issue(s), if any:

-y

Relavant Documentaticn (list and . attach if available any
reports, etc.): '

Known Experts on Issue, if any:




PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF
THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
MANAGEMENT PILAXY

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUB
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW

RECOMMENDATION 32 of 5

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

Commission

Topic/Issue: Resource.Extraction'

Topic/Issue is/will be of importance:

X immediately

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

Reasons for Importaﬁca:

1. Should this land use be allowed to continue in the

va n_area and forest areas

(continue on back)

2. d eat oals and obijectives

{continue on back)

(continue on back)

=Qover-—



F.

< B

3/91
CP4B

- 'Related Issuafs), if any:

Ralavant Documentation (list and . attach Iif available any
raports, etc.):

Known Experts on Issue, if any:




PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF
THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
MANAGEMENT PLAN

' MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW
RECOMMENDATION $3 of 5

Propecser {(agency, name, etc.): Lacey Township Environmental
Commission

Topic/Issue: Solid Waste

Topic/Issue is/will be of importance:
X immediately
X in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or;

longer term (beyond 7 years)

Reascns forhlmportance:.

i. uately address evolving technologie

~and_trends

{continue on back}

2. Are current goals and objectives nrotecting the Pinelands
") T+

todav:. will they in the future
{continue on back)

(continue on back)

=-Qver-



2.

/91
CP4B

Ralated Issue(s), if-any:

Relevant Dccumnntation {(list and
reports, atc.):

. attach if available any

Known Experts on Issue, if any:




I?:EI¢IBILJ&§¢IDES COMMISSION. REVIEW OF
THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
MANAGEMENT PILLAIN

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW

RECOMMENDATION #_¢4 of §

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

Topic/Issue: ‘ Infastructure

Topic/Issue is/will be of importance:
_ inmediately '
X in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or;

longer term (beyond 7 years)

Reasons for Importancs:

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

(continue on back)

r/
2. _How will new development effect existing infastructure
and how will pressure for new services be addressed

Tocall regionally.
iccntipue on back)

(continue on back}

-Qver—-



9/91
CP4B

Related Issue(s), if any:

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

avallable any

Known Experts on Issue, 1f any:




B.

PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF
THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
MANAGEMENT PLAN

MAJOR_TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW
RECCOMMENDATION # S of &

prgpqsg: (agency, name, etc.): Lacey Township Environmental

Commission

Topic/Issue: Recreation

Topic/Issue is/will be of importance:
imuediately
x in the short term (next 5 to 7 ysars) or;

longer term (beyond 7 years)

Reasons for Importance:

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

- (continue on back)

2. ATe we 1oving the Pinelands to death -- should access

_gé_iéé:x%n1aﬁ_;n_ﬁqnaisixg_az:_gégﬂeglé gertain uses
e restricte

(continue on back)

(continue on back}
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G.

9/91
CP4B

Related Issue(s), if-any:

Relevant Documentation (1.1.31: and . attach 1if available any
raports, etc.): )

Known Experts con Issue, if any:

11



State of New Jersay
Department of Environmental Protection and Energy
Division of Parks and Forestry

CN 404
Trenton, NJ 08625-0404

Tel, # 609-292-2733

Scott A, Weiner _ Fax. # 609-084-0503 Gregory A. Marshall
Commissioner _ _ " Director
MEMORANDUM
TO: Donna Mah Administrative Assistant

Natural a Hisgtoric Resources

FROM: Carl R. Nordstrom, Deputy Direc
Divigsion of Parks and Forest

DATE: November 22, 1991

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

The Division of Parks and Forestry hereby recommends that the
following issues be addressed 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
recreational 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 jersey is an Equal Opporunity Empioyer
Recycied Paper



Donna Mahon

Page 2

November 22, 1591

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, perpetuata the forest and continue the
traditional uses of the Pinelands arsa. Agriculture
remained exempt, forestry was to be a permitted use when
done in compliance with an approved plan.

RNot only has the permit process been complicated to the
extent that it may take years to get a permit, 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 hag heen to discourage forestry practices not
encourage it. One suggestion is to make forestry exempt
as agriculture, revigit the philosphy, reduce the permit
time and encourage forestry practices once more.

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

CRN/rm

c.R.N.

Attachments

¢. Director Marshall
Dick Barker
Olin White
Tom EHampton

13
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 PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF

A.

B.

THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
 MANAGEMENT PLAN

| LTI . R T e T S

MAJOR TOPICZISSUE
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW

RE':OE!EHDATION 5

Proposer (aqency name, etc.):

Topic/Issue: 141003 QC\. Findands F cvneece\ ol

'T\nreg:u‘\ene(\_ \an't‘ Specey ;m:- +0 mc_\gd_e_ RVATLEG HYT VT |
= ‘T‘!\"‘tw :’l‘-«_vw('\ .

cwcu\m\g'\f_ e wC I L

2 ' -Wahw;

Topic/Issue is/will be of importanc'éz

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

Reasons for Importance: .
L. _E_.g_@&p.nc\a \\s\' %) ﬂ'\u(‘g jh,\.r\ O eoCe e\ c\. c:w-u-\
2 g ' Wy
20 ‘. 2y 4 - -T.:Y - e TV ‘ \Gun.\ = \.\gb 1‘_ \‘k‘{.\l .*J \')-Q.
-, s C-\ @ e Lot ; 1y T} e - . T VG .
23 o rlculEA . Tweeetem ek goreis e LN Ao teieme suolr o ST AN

( continue én back)

!hﬁ& coxce :Z\CL\H 225&.\(2 S o n\auk‘( 4o "T\AC_ f\!*;"\w:_\ \J L
\ ] - ok y LN v
™ica \ e a-un(\ ﬁ“ﬂ\-ﬁ.\g\; vy ? S-Se_c‘\'cc\.
(com:ﬁue on back)

-QUear-

14.



Rﬂlat&d ISSU.Q(S), if any: TML ‘?\ﬂe\::\.“t‘\b \-cunc\ ﬂcq \&\"\S‘\-"‘

Tigen *‘N-*-\'\ emw o _ e

Relsvant Documentation {list and a.ttach it available any

3 T A Reoviud ("r\\.z onl) necat :t o e apdtes e
.p..\‘\-\ Jelre Cunat e, cu.rrew"\t-‘ W '1’\-4. Mu.na\ \-\-cn\c\.‘kf. Vacke\onim )

Knawn Experts on Issue, if any: BT RECE. Pwwon
?(IV"& “Lgﬂﬂdf"f Q&Q\& C'&' WL\H%E\S hgﬂ(\‘— \"m t.._rng—xT

&

- Pinelands Commission Notation:

3/91
CP4B

Supplemental material (two lists of endangered and
threatened plants, 1987) to this submission is on file
at the Commission available for review.

15
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PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF
THE PINELANDS COMPREMENSIVE
- MANIMAGEMENT PLAIN

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUER
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW

. RECOMMENDATION #__1
Proposer (agency, name, etc.):__ Green jcres

‘rcp:.c/Issue- Revigit tl;:e Lang ggguisition Program and refine to reflect

as aggrogri ate.

Topic/Issue is/will be of importance:

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

Reasons for Importance:

1. The current Land Acquisition Program has identified 97,000 acres
for state acquisition but does 1t veflect the region's utlimate acquisit:

needs?
(continue on back)

2. The current Land Acguisition Program does not include many of

{continue on back)

3. Recreation needs that can be met through :he.land acquisition
program (e.g. water access sites for fishing and boating, prime upland
;gg ggg;fow; hunting areas) should, perhaps, receive greater attention

in the formulation of the region's ultimace Land Acquigicion Program.

-Qver-
4. Llands outside of the Preservation Area because of the potential for

future development may deserve higher state acquisition perspective than
areas presently slated for acquisitionm.

16



9/91
CP4B

Related Issue(s), if any: e relationship of re : ce
protaction to public land acquisition needs to be explored.

Relevant Documentation {list and attach if ava.ila.ble any
reports, eteol):

Krnown Experts on Issue, if any: Division of Parks & Forestrv,
Division of Fish, Game and Wildlife Managzement, Greenm Acresg, and
Sther DEPE agenciss,

17
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PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW t:)j?'
THE PLNELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
MANAGEMENT PL2N

. MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW
RECOMMENDATION 3 2

Proposer (agency, name, etc.):_Green Acres Program

Topic/Issue: Recreation Development - Community Park Development
and Water Access

Topic/Issue is/will be of importance:

X immediately
X . in the short term {(next 5 te 7 yea.rs) or;
X longer term (beyond 7 years)

Reasons for Importance:

1.  Pinelands municipalities

intensive use recreation ayeas $o meet growing needs for cuch

activities as soccer, softball. basghall. foorhall and reanis
(continue on back)

2. Provision of water access is a major obtective for community
development but many parks lack sufficient shoreline to meet CMP

shoreline ownership requirement (100 a 2
{continue on back)

(continue on back)

-Qver-

18
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9/91
CP4B

Related Issue(s), if any: _Communities are often relucrant ro
commit a protion of the limit :
recreation development.

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

Known Experts on Issue, if any: _Diviasion of Fish. Game and Wildlife
Management Division of Parks § Forestry and Grsen Acrms.

86 2 2 ACHQ3IAZO3n
19



A.

PINELANDS COMMISSION IQIZ‘/:E!EV& oOF
THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
MANAGEMENT PLAN

" MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMMENDED FCR REVIEW

RECCMMENDATION #

Proposar (agency, name, ﬂtﬂ'hw_md___
Rildlife

Topic/Issue: __Tand application of sewerage shixige

Topic/Issue is/will be of importance:

X . immediately
X_ in the short term (next 5 to 7 ydars) or;
X - longar term (beyond 7 years)

Reasons for Importancs:

1. _Elimination of ocesn dumping will shift pressure to public
cnmunwatumnand'ﬂﬂ:ﬂ&tﬂMllauh; proposals have already
heen:mxhetotﬂdlize Hauﬂge WMA as a sl dlmmmuu.area.

Such use < out recreation
timm, mnycmnundnnuawihﬂiﬂau&ﬂ1hamnrmwuﬂ3 dmatn aﬁl
aﬂmnﬂdnn

(continue on back)
3.

(continue on back)

=Qvear-
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G.

9/931
CP4B

Related Issue{s), if any:

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

Known Experts on Issue, if any: Dr N Bnscas Divieion

21
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PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF

'I'I-IE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
: MANAGEMENT PLAIN

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW

RECOMMENDATION #§#

Proposer (agency, name, etc.): City of Estell]l Manor

Topic/Issue: ) Transfer of Pinelands credits out of munici-
Lality :

2 Exosion of tax base by unduly restrictive
Ripelands regulations

A_Discouragement of desirable commercial nses

by unduly restrictive Pinelands requlations (CONTINUED ON BACK)
Topic/Issue is/will be of importange'

P immediately

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

Reasons for Importance:

1. As per letter of Richard Russell, Fsg

{continue on back)

(continue on back)

(continue on back)

-Qver-
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D.

(4.)

(4.)

(5.)

{(5.)

(6.)

(6.)

Inflgxible attitude of Pinelands Commission

Recent communications from Pinelands Commission indicates
a negative attitude toward exceptions to Pinelands regu-
lations. Pinelands Commission is lgnoring provisions of
the legislation creating it and giving it autheority 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 Pinelands Commission suggests.

Negative impression that overly strict Pinelands regqula-
tions are creating on South Jersey citizenry.

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. Pinelands Commission must
realize that its continued inflexibility will sooner or
later lead to a "citizen's revolt” against the Pinelands
which will destroy the very powers which it is seeking to

anforce. :

mﬂ'ehstfenyears,ueravetakmmpamelsbad:ﬁmm,mmemt
been able to sell doe to Pinelands restrictions.

See letter of Richard Russell, Esq.

23



9/91
CP4B

Related Issue(s), if any: _Bal
Jwith needs of municivalities for clean ratables apd peed
for municipality to maintajin a viable tax bage :

Relevant Docuﬁentation {list and attach if available any
reports, etc.): Letter of Mr, Russell. .

Known Experts on Issue, if any:

24
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LavELAND, CARRETT, Husssu. & Yuunu
A PROQFEIERIOMAL AllﬂclAﬂﬂN
ATTURNEYSE AT LAW
BEH ABENURT AVEMUE

"AQSLRT . GARNEYY, IX ) BAX B0 _ (sa®) 399-CoIN
e g e QCZAN CITY, NEW JERSEY PRENGH B LOVELAND

it Tt COY-T 1] {19gs-197d)
JOANKE MAZZA WEBEN . . 500 Tame 8847

SALDE NINEA W Pl BAR

SENT BY TELECQPIER AND BY REGULAR MAIL
October 3, 1991

Terrance D, Moore

Executive Director

New Jersey Pinelands Commissicn
‘P. Q. Box 7

New Lisbon, NJ 08064

-. Ra: City of Estell Manor .
Dear Mr. Moore and Members of the Pinelands Commission:

I am writing to you in my capacity as the City Solicitor for
Estell Manor, Atlantic County. On October 4, 1991, you are
considering the application o¢f Estell Manor City to have
Ordinance 91-2 cartified, We understand that it is being
recommendad that the Ordinance be approved on the condition that
another Ordinance refarred to as No. 971-11 also be adopted and
certified., The purpose of this letter is to explain why there
has been a daelay in the adoption of Ordinance No. 91-11 and teo
ask the Commission for consideration of the situation which
Estall Manor City finds itself.

The proposed Ordinance Neo. 91-11 sets forth the formula for
the allocation of Pinelands Development Credits within Estell
Manor City. This is not a matter of concern te the governing
body and the formula is acceptable. what is a matter of concern
is the fact that these Revelopment Credits will undoubtedly be
used outaide of the municipality.

Estall Manor City is a very .unigue community. It is the
second or third largest municipality in land area in the State of
New Jersey comprising some fifty-three {53) sguare miles. It is
mostly undeveloped Pinelands forest. It has always been the gecal
of the governing boedy to presorve the rural character of this
community, When the Pinelands laegislation was first enacted and
protests rose from virtually every other community in the

7R



Atlantic County area, Estell Manor was thae first to aembrace and
support the efforts of the Commission. This community has always

bagon a staunch suppcrter of the goals set for preservation of the
‘Pinelands area. ,

Unfortunately, tha hard economic timas that government has
bedn experiencing has c¢reated new realities. We are forced to
look at the fact that S51% 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 recognize that the City
must be supported in the future by the taxes it receives on
ratables 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
closure of the landfill, the City had to hire an ocutside waste
hauler 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 $75¢,0090. In addition to
this, we face landfill closure costs of over $1,000,000.00. At
the same time, the local school boaxrd which operates the
municipality’'s grammar school is struggling with ever increasing
costs which raise local property taxes. Given these realities,
the governing body is forced on a daily basis to look to the
future for additional revenues.

At the present time, no new commercial dJdevelcopment is
permitted within Estell Manor and, to everyone's dismay, existing
commercial operations are restricted from expanding. Residential
housing is restricted to five, ten and twenty-five acre parcels.
What residential develcpment has taken place has turned out to be
mora expensive than the taxes brought in by the ratables due to
increasing municipal and school costs,

8o why, then, should Estell Manor be worried about taking a
comparatively small final step towards Pinelands compliance? The
reagon is simpla, By permitting and, indeed, encouraging the use
of Devalopment Credits cutside the City, Pinelands will be taking
away the future tax base of the municipality. With the great
wealth of Development Credits lying in its undeveloped woodlands,
Estell Manor will be a prime target for removal of Credits to aid
in development of other areas. We have already observed the
inflexibility of the Pinelands Commission in dealing with the
expansion of existing commercial properties which may lsad to the
future loss of these ratablas. If we are also robbed of
residential devolopment rights through the removal of Development
Credits from the remaining land, the City may £find itsgelf
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 sala.
The number of properties which the City has acquired as a result
of abandonment has been on the increase within the last few
years.,

---------
S e A =
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For the above reasons, we urge the Pinelands Commission ©o
consider restricting the transfer of Davelopment Credits outside
the municipality where they originate. If not controlled, rural
municipalities such as Estell Manor may find themselves without
funds to operate in the future. Speaking for my client, the
governing body of Esteall Manor has to f£ind a way to manage the -
taxable 49% of the municipality which will provide the economic
base to sustain future budgets.

We raspectfully ask the Commission to take these comments
under consideration. To summarize, Estell Manoxr 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 municlipality and to assist it in coping with the
aconomic realities confronted as it tries to achieve these common
environmental goals. We would be happy to sit down with the
Commission to discuss any altarnatives it may suggest for future
development of our municipality.

RAR:rs
ec: City Council, City of Estell Manor ==

Sent by Telecopier and By Raegular Mail
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Great Egg Harbor Watershed

- AWATERSHED is the land drained by a river, stream or other
- Taoore  WHLErway, All land that recaives rainfail Is part of a watershed.
-| ¢ The nature and qualiity of a river's heaith is directly influencad
! g . by its watershed,

icklevville THE GREAT EGG HARBOR WATERSHED inciudes the land
areas drained by the Great Egg Marbor River, Tuckahoe
\ River, and Patcong Creek. These three waterways and their
tributaries drain the antire watarshed into
the Great Egg Harbor Bay. The coastiand
: watershad extends from Ocean

Star Crows , to Atlantic Clty and drains
ey into the ocean or

tidal marshes

and baya

GREAT EGG '\
HARBOR RIVER

PATCONG

2=
i a
, "A river seems a magic thing. & A
g A magic, moving, living part & A
. i of the very sarth itsait > A
1 : for it iz irom the 20il, both
! i surface that a nver hax itz
| beginning.” 1
P4 -Laura Gilpin 2
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RITA HOFFMAN LEWIS
TREASURER

DA. KENNETH HARRISQOMN

New J érsey Expressway Authority‘

"FARLEY SERVICE PLAZA"
P.C. BOX 351 - HAMMONTON, N 08037
© PHONE 609-365-6060 » §09-348-3174 » FAX #609-965-7315

SECRETARY
CHRIS C. SEHER
VINCENT L. LEONETT ‘ COMMISSIONER

THOMAS M: DOWNS
N4DOT

November 26, 1991 .

Mr. Terrence D. Moore, Executive Director
THE PINELANDS COMMISSION

P. 0. Box 7

New Lisbon, N.J. 08064

Dear Mr. Moore:

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 jimpact on the Authority now and in the future would be

Stormwater Management. Below we list our reasons.

TOPIC: Stormwatar Management for Projects designed to enhance existing
infrastructurae.

TOPIC_IS OF IMPORTANCE: Immediately

© As you are aware, much of the public works infrastructure in the

Northeast is ocutdated and in need of repair. Many of the highways are

undersized and do not meet current AASHTO Standards for safety. This

decade, much of ocur focus must shift £from new construction to

rehabilitation of the existing roads on the state and local level to

meet the traffic demands imposed by the building boom of the 80’'s. The
elands no exc ion.

As many of the state and local roads ars 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).

16



~ New Jersey Exp}essway Authority |

My, Terrence D. Moore
November 26, 1991.

Page =2-

Current Pineland Requlations require them to recharge the
stormwatar flow from a 50 year désign storm for all additional
impervious surfaces. Environmental constraints common in the Pinelands
(ie. shallow watar tables, wetlands, flat topography) often limit the
angineers ability to recharge effactively. Concerns also exist about
potantial groundwatar contamination from recharged stormwater.

We recommend the Commission 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
high cost of infrastructure rehabilitation. Cost effective solutions to
Regulatory Requirements will encourage compliance, and improve the
public perception of the Commission and it’s goals. '

Thank you very much for giving us the opportunity to present our
views. '

Very truly yours,

at
{rector
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C;W.Hoisworth
1651 N. Valley Ave.
Yineland, N.J. 0838

Mr. Terrence D. Moore, Executive Director -

N.J. Pinelands Commissien _ B
"P.O. Box 7 _

New Lisbon, N.J. 08064 Sept.17,19891

Dear Mr. Moore:

After the N.J. Pinelands Commission Meeting in VYineland on
September 6 I spoke to you briefly about my involvement in Suxface
Mine Restoration and Reforestation (i.e.Rescurce 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 apecial kind of reforestation. Briefly, I have got gocod results
by akipping a preliminary grass or herbaceous ground cover which
later makes severe moisture and shade competition for newly planted
tree seedlings. I have found that a weood chip mulch plus some
related technigues give the same ground protection and eliminates
some the ercsion and fertilizer pollution problems which are
especially important where a mining pond’is involved.

Since abeut 1956 I have assisted South Jersey private surfacs
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 technical and
scientific greoups when you draft changes in the Management Flan
{Subchapter 8, 7:50-6.67) and Administrative Code.

I hope that when.the Pinelands Commission meets again in Vineland
we can have an even bhetter turncut of local people 30 that they can
better appreciate your good work.

Yours truly, N

. 1 r/- f
Py Rl il
C.W. Holsworth MF SAF
Member Vineland Environmental Comm.

L8
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PINELANDS C:CDDGDGJjESEQJZCDbJ REVIEW OF
THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
MANAGEMENT PLAIN

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW
RECOMMENDATION §#

Proposer {agency, name, etc.):

Richard Kane, Director of Conservation

NEW JERSEY AUAUBON SOCIETY

— B9 F— BB RARDSILL L~ L1 07221

Topic/Issue: CONTIGUOUS FOREST CONSERVATION

Toplc/Issue is/will be of importance:

v immediately
L~ in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or;
i’ longer term (beyond 7 years)

Reasons for Importance:

1. wildlife, especially forest songbirds, long-distance migrants.

These species need interior TOrEE8T L0 MALNCT LI rmpersy

{continue on back)

Connection of Southern Forest area te rest-of Pinelands. _
Thfg { gmepihpeal—to-paintain wildlife corridor between the reglons.

(continue on back)

Water quality is helped, ss iz air quality, by the conservation
of” con i i ea metro areas,

thls igTrroriri—tssver-

(continue on back)
=ROY -

k. There is no unitary state polfzgegh statelands within the Pines with
respect to forest management practices; hence the necessity for separate
memoranda of agreement with various state agencies. A ¢lear policy on
contguous forest on state lands would make it easier to deal with such

issues as clear cutting, loceation of wood cuts, endangered species management,

ete,
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5. Development can be conflormed to existing contiguous forest bydesign
ir it is-thought about up front in the process

E. Related Issue ( S) 'a if any: i 2an sutting ‘q"l}rﬂv‘i ng

losstionof wnad and shelter cuts  wildljfa management  hath andapgared

. Releavant Documentatlion {list and attach if avallable any
reports, etc.): : .

Pragments

tog _mach to 1ist hers
S tfog be £ aveer N (ol = ge'{e rE g ee o
Cheec Ked reflevencer 4Fa jrelavagaTe

G. Known Experts on Issue, 1f any:
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868 PLAINSBORO ROAD, BUILDING 200, SUITE 2C, PLAINSBORO, NJ 08536  (609) 2758888  FAX (609) 2754411

 NEWS JERSEYZ:
o

'ASSOCIATION

Novembér 4, 1991

Mr. Terrence D. 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 Pinelands 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 belleve the Pinelands Commission should address. At that time we
grouped our primary issues of concem into five topics as follows: 1) process,

2) growth area policies, 3} the PDC program, 4) standards generally, and 5) pubiic
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,

Hc&bert H. Karen

President

Enclosure

9%t STATE OFPFICERS

AOBERT H. KAREMN
Presidens

AFFILIATES

<EGORY C. POULIOT JOSEPH RIGGS
Firse Viea Prezidens Sucomd Yice Prevident
MICHAEL R. PINK LEONARD SOLONDZ

Vice Presidens-Treaowrer Vice

Histt & Berkow Mi:h-le.Elq
Gentrad Counpr Environmenast Cmanse!
1. H. Cobm & Commpany Peschko & Potachko
Audioars Fimancial

“Na man has thae moral right o witthald his sugport from an araani:

& Nutional Association of Home Builders ¢ Atantic Suiiders Associgtion of New
Jarsay ® Homae Builders Agsocistion of Cape May County ® Centrai Jersey Builders
Aspsocistion * Builders Association of Metropolitan Mew Jersey & Builders Associstion
of Northern New Jersay ® Home Builders Association of Northwest New Jersey
® Now Jeraey Shors Builders Asiocistion # Builders A iation of S &

Morris ® Builders League of South Jerssy @ Builders Political Action Committes
of Now Jersey ¢ Homs Ownenn Warranty Corporation of New Jersey # Insursnce
Trust of tha Naw Jersey Builders Assoc. ® Inatitute of MultiFamily Housing

at = striving to imdrova eanditiona within hia trade sphere ™ — Thandnre Ansepuait
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101 MORGAN LANE, PLAINSBORO, NEW JERSEY 08536 @ (609} 275-8888 @ FAX (609) 275-4411

March 27, 1990

Ms. Anne Auerbach

Chairman, Public Participation Committee
The Pinelands Commission

P.O. Box 7 :

New Lisbon, New Jersey 08064

Dear Ms. Auserbach:

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 concems into five
categories as follows: 1) process, 2) growth area policies, 3) the Pinelands
Development Credit Program, 4) standards generally, and §) public participation.

| .These concems and suggestions were identified by an ad hoc committee of
builder and consuitant members experienced with the Pinelands Comprehensive
Management Pltan {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 should not present the Commission staff with an additional
opportunity to request information not requested in the initial Istter of
incomplieteness. -

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 lsiter of
inconsistency can be issued. At the applicant's option, the application should be
allowed to proceed through the local approval process. The Pinelands Commission
would have every opportunity to participate in the hearings before the local board.
Further, the Pinelands Commission has call up authority for locat approvals which it
believes are inconsistent with the Comprehensive Management Ptan.

1990 STATE OFFICERS AFFILIATES
WAYNE L. KARNELL -
m H. KANEN GREGORY C. POULIOT @ National Associztion of Homa Buikiers @ Atlantic Builders Association of New
. Vice Presdemt Sercond View Sresidens Jersay ® Home Builders Associatios of Cape May County ® Central Jersay Builders
mm, Hm? View ;2“" “:u-o“‘ _Amociation @ Builders Association of Metropolitan New Jersey @ Builders Association
:E:EIT_SWB_INDEII PATRICK, §. O'XEEFE T of Nonhern New Jarsey ® Home Builders Association of Northwest New Jepsey
““:M-MM &::unmm-;:t ( Ni ¢ Now Jersey Shore Builders Associstion ® Ruilders Associstion of Somerset &
G--Uc--ul v . m‘“"‘“""_c;__; Morris @ Builders Leagus of South jersay # Buiklars Political Action Committae
1. H. Com & Compaay Peuchis & Peschko o of New Jersay & Home Qwners Wumanty Corporstion of New Jersey ¢ Insurance

Truss of e New Jersey Builders Assoc @ Institute of Muiti-Family Housing

"NG man has the maral right 1o withhold his suppart from an oraaniza A S sirving o Imarave enndiftane within his tradn cnkara ® o Thandnen Ooana -



March 27, 1990
Page Twe

‘The Pinelands shouid not review each application for issuance of a building
pemnit in developments which have been subject to subdivision and/or 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 pfanning board or zoning
board review.

We suggest that the Pinelands Commission discontinue its review of 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 of 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 of the Pinelands
process. More flexible ways to accommodate waivers of standards which will result
in overall improvements of existing problems should be encouraged. '

Developers are experiencing a difference of opinion between Pineiands 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 of the number of

dwelling units actually built in each designated plan “"area." Further, the current
development potential of each area should be determined as compared to
projections prepared when the CMP and local plans evoived, It is our opinion that
some growth areas have experienced significant down-zonings where certain areas
(l.e., wetlands and buffer areas) have been removed from density calculations
aithough these areas had initially been inciuded when gross development potentiais
for these areas were caiculated. 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 on the
developable portions of regional growth area land and to increase the development
potential of rural development areas. .

Design standards in growth areas shouid 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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March 27, 1990
Page Three

character are requirements for total on site retention of storm water and their
resuiting drainage structures in urbanized village areas and the use of vegetation
indigenous to the Pinelands when this vegetation will probably not survive under
developed site conditions and is out of character with the landscaping pattems of
the area as it has evoived.

Sewer effluent standards of two parts per million nitrogen are an unreafistic
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 wastseful 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 exampls, 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 (afferdabie) dweiling units required by (the Commission’s policy) be available at
approximately the same rate as is non-required housing®. We wouid maintain that
one acre density is far from promoting affordable housing opportunities.

Expansion of existing sewer systems operating at reduced standards should
be pemmitted 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 bensfits 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 Pinelands Development Credit Program be
discontinued. Despite statistical manipulations which are smployed to put a
favarable "spin” on the PDC Program, it is not viable and it is not working voiuntarily
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 pian, development of the growth areas shouid be permitted at the
higher PDC densities by right.
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In addition, sfforts to utilize the PDC Program run inte a variety of obstacles.
Due to the design constraints on most sites, it is not feasible to utilize PDC’s. In
fact, Pinelands analysis shows that most sites are deveioped 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 PDC
program, it should strive to maximize the PDC allocation by minimizing the sstimates
‘of wetlands acreage on properties. Higher PDC ailocations would potentially provide
greater compensation and serve to encourage more itransfers.

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

STANDARDS, GENERAL COMMENT

Under Pinelands interpretations there is no such thing as an isolated
wetlands. All wetlands are contiguous. Some wetlands areas are of such small
area (l.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 elsewhers.

The requirement for two feet of free board between septic systems and
groundwater causes continuous difficuity. There is apparently no accepted
methodoiogy to evaluate and determine seasonal high water tabie. 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.

49



‘March 27, 1990
Page Five

It is suggested that basins be permitted in buffer-areas. If thers is concemn
that a certain distance is necessary to filter the outflow, a sufficient discharge swale
length can be accommedated by careful desiqn of the basins. .

The landscaping requirements should permit species that are similar, but not
necessary native to the pinelands, espscially grasses and evergreens. This wouid
accompiish the same goal, but wouid give flexibility that would provide more
diversified and attractive iandscaping. The use of the similar species would not
detract from maintaining or preserving the natural appearance of the pinelands.
Flexibility 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 pemitting buffer averaging similar to the New
Jersey DEP. This couid provide more flexibility in design without adversely affecting
the environment. :

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

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 fieid is the only portion of
the system that discharges efluent into the ground, it wouid be more practical to
locate the tank pump chamber closer to the building. This could eliminate a
potential source of problems dus 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 shouid
allow paved drives at parking areas.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

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 staft 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 NJBA
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 concems 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 Pipeiands. _

Please direct any comments and questions on these concermns and
suggestions to Joanne Harkins, AICP/PP, Director of Land Use and Planning for the
New Jersey Builders Association. '

WK:JH:kp
itrjh12
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DEC 4. B8

RKCHARD E. SQUIRES
CQUNTY EXECUTIVE

Cties v 1 ATLANTIC COUNTY

DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT

1333 ATLANDIC AvENLC
CATLANTIC 2ITY M. 38401
(5G%) M347C0

(FAX. 323-2202)

(ITY- 248-5554)

AVA 1 GOLCMAN

DEPARTMENT HEAD

December 5, 1991

Terrance D. Moore,
Executive Director

The Pinelands Commissicn
P.0O. Box 7

New Lisbon, NJ 08064

Dear Director Moore:

Enclosed are six major topics that we recommend the
Pinelands 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,

N m"\:cl,@nﬂ,——/

Timothy G. Chelius, P.P.
Director of Planning

TGC:kcow
encl:

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

t.”*?
_f& . DMSION OF DIVISION OF OMSION CF OFRCE OF
g PAINTED MM QECYNLED PARER PANMING o HIMET DEVEL O PMENT EMITINFERING CULTIRAL & HERTAGE 4FFAIRS

HUMAN SERVICES
Bt AMMNING



53



PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF
THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
MANAGEMENT PLAN

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMMENDED FOR_REVIEW

RECOMMENDATION #

Proposer (agency, name, etc. }: Atlantic County Pivision
of Planning -

Topic/Issue: Pineland Developmepnt Credits - how to

increase thelr use

Topic/Issue is/will be of importance:

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

Reasons for ImﬁbrtanCe:

1. More use Qf PDQ's from existing supply is needeg

to demonstrate value of PDC's in addressing land

EQUlt! 1ssua§

{continue om back)

(continue on back)

(continue on back)

--aver-
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PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF
THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
MANAGEMENT PLAN

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMMENDED FOR _REVIEW

RECOMMENDATION #_2

Proposer {agency, name, etc.): Atlantic County Division

QL Plannlng

Topic/Issue: Water Supply - how much Pinelands water

can be used

Topic/Issue is/will be of importance:

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

X
X

Reasons for ;mpcrtances

1. Water demands ffom regional growth areas, Pinelands

Towns and sSurtounding areas are increasing.

{continue omn back)

2. Water withdrawls can have a negative environmental

hopact.

(continue on back)

(continue on back)

-over-
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PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF
THE PINELANDS COMPRERENSIVE
MANAGEMENT PLAN

MAJOR_TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW
RECOMMENDATION # 3

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

Topic/Issue: Air Quality

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)

Reasons for Importance:

L N | :

{continue on back)

2. ; ) be i
~emplovers for non-compliance

{continue on back)

(continue on back)

--Qver-
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PINELANDS COMMISSTION REVIEW OF
THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
MANAGEMENT PLAINT

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW

RECOMMENDATION & 4

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

Toplic/Issue: Pinelands Infrastructure

.Toplc/Issue is/will be of importance:

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

2
X

Reasons for Importance:

1. Strict environmé&ntal standards must be met.

{continue i back)

2. Wastewakdr treatment and waste disposal are expensive

(continue on back)

(continue on back)

-Qver-
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PINEILANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF
THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
MANACEMENT PLAN

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW
RECOMMENDATION §_5

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

Toplic/Issue: State Plan - what is Pineldnds relation
te State Plan

.Topic/Issue 1s/will be of importance:

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

Reasons for Importance-

1. The State él&n‘a;iss;5_;hg_5uxznunding_ngn:zinalands__

area

(ccntinue'oﬁ-back)

2. There shéuld be coordination between State Plan
and Pinelands Plan

{centinue on hack)

{continue on back)

--over-

62



63



PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF
THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
MANAGEMENTLT PLAIN

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW

RECOMMENDATION % 6

Proposer (agency, name, etc.):

Atlantic County Division cf
Planning

B. Topic/Issue: Stormwater Management

Topic/Issue i1s/will be of importance:

immediately
X

in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or;
X longexr. term (beyond 7 years}

Reasons for Importance:
1.

Stormwater ﬁanagement affects environmental quality
and ground water recharge

(continue'on back)

The gg;ﬁbrmanceaof stormwater management may decline
gver time

{continue on back)}

{continue on back)

-Qver-
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| € 11 199y
PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF

TEHE PINELANDS COMPREHEHENSIVE
MANAGEMENT PLAXN

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMMENDED FCR REVIEW
- RECOMMENDATION §#

Proposer {agency, name, ete.): Richard W. Bentz
NJ Bureau of Forest Management

Topic/Issue: The Pinelands area needg a gincle forest mapagement strateqy
which defines best management practices, annual Iimits for permanent forest
loss (development, road building, etc.), annual limits for forest repewal,
eriteria for reforestat;on and afforestation, forest protection (insect,

cisease and fire) limits and methods, acceptable practices, alsc salvage

Topic/Issue is/will be of importance:

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

X
X

Reasons for Importancs:

1. Rather than policies for individual components (rare glgg;;,'guimals,

game species) a plan would produce a more holistie approach to
ecosystem management.

{continue on back)

2. Would give a basis to assess permit applicatjons and the impact of
forest practice measured against total strateqy, —

{continue on back})

3. Would aid permittee or other parties involved in understandj is
needec for an application and ACtiviLies. MunlClEalltlgg could

administer farmland tax laws better
{continue on back)

-Qver-
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Continued:

B. strategies. It should alsc include strategies for other
intagral portions of the resources.

67



E. Related Issue(s), if any: Impacts, both positive and negative on all

facets of ecosvygtem, Acceptabls managemant Dractices and alterpatives better
direction for research development,

F. ﬁelevant Documentation (list and attach Lif available any
reports, etc.):

G. Knewn Experts on Issue, 1f any: NJ Bureau of Forest Management
with assistance by US Forest Service and Societv of Amexican Foraster

accredited college or university faculty members.

9/91
CP4B
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INREPLY PLEASE REFERTQ

State of New Jersey

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

THOMAS M, DDWNS 1038 PARKWAY AVENUE

S M 8620
COMMISSIONER TRENTON, NEW JERSEY 08628

December 6, 1991

Mr. Terrence Mocre
Executive Director
Pinelands Commission
PO Box 7

New Lisbon, NJ 08064

Dear Mr. Moore:

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
Qctober 1, 1991 letter. Since they are rather diverse and involve
several units in our Department, I suggest that you c¢ontact Andy
Fekete at 530-2824 to initiate discussions on these topics. He will
ensure that appropriate people from DOT are involved.

Sincerely,

« Johnson
Commissioner
Pelicy and Planning

Enclosures

New Jersey [s .An Elquai Opportunity Eniployer
70
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PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF

THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
MANAGEMENT PLAIN

MAJCR TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMDENDED FCR REVIEW

RECOMMENDATION # l

Proposer (agency, name, etc.):
Sogyth Jersay Transportation Authority

Toplc/Issue:
Atlantic City International Aj M i o

Engineering/Enviranmental Fyvaluation

Topic/Issue is/will be of importance:

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

Reasons for Importance:

1. _A two vear effort will begin in earlv 1992_t0 jdentify a 20 vear
dev 1] i
-Master Plan data and preliminary engineering,
(continue on back)

{continue on back)

(continue on back)

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

F. Relevant Documentation (list and attach if available ang

reports, etc.): _Request for proposals from consultants currently
i i i t this time.

G. Knewn Experts on Issue, if any:

—y st

9/91
CP4B
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INELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW CDE?
THE PINEILANDS COMPREHENSIVE
MANAGEMENT PLAIN

. MAJCR TCRIC/ISSUS
RICOMMENTZED TOR REVIIW
RECCIENDATION F_. 2

Frepeser (agency, name, etc.): _NJ Deparrment of Transporration

-

Toplic/Issua: Coordination with the State Development & Redevelopment
Plan ~ The Interim State Development & Redevelopment rland has recognized
the New Jersey Pinelands as an ‘area ol critical state Concern . Lae rlan
declares its acknowledgement of statutory treatment ol Lhe New Jersey
Pinelands under the Finelands Protection Act and its reliafice upon the
"(continued on back)

Teple/Issve is/will e of importance:

immediately
X in the short term {next 5 to 7 years) oz:
longer term (beyond 7 years)

Reascns for Importance:

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

(continue cn zack)

{continue on zack)

(centinue con zaek)

-gver-.
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(cont'd.)

plans and regulations of the New Jersey Pinelands Commission to fulfill the
objectives ¢f the State Development & Redevelopment Plan. Therefore, we
recommend that the Pinelands Comprehengive Management Plan similarly incorpe-
rate language stating its intent to carry cut the cbjectives of the State

Development & Redevelopument Plan.
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. Related Issue(s), if any:

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

G. RKnown Experts on Issue, 1f any: Bob Kraml - NJDOT

- T

8/91
CP4B
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C.

PINELANDS COD@diSSION REVIEW OF
THE PINELANDS COMPRERAENSIVE
MANAGEMENT PRPIL.AIN

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW

RECOMMENDATION §_3

Propcser (agency, name, etc.):_ NJ Department of Trangportation

Topic/Issue: Air Quality - Part IX of the Pinelands Comprehensive
Manage_ment P}an 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.

Topic/Issue is/will he of importance:

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

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)

(continue on back)

(continue on back)

-Qver-—,
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9/31
CP4B

Related Issue(s), if any: _State Development and Redevelopment Plan

reports, etc.):

Relevant Documentation (list and attach 1f available any

Kncwn Experts On Issue' if any: John Elstom -~ DEPE & Bob Kraml -
N.JDOT

v —
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PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF
THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
MANAGEMF NT PLAN

MAJOR TORIC/ISSUZ
RECONMMENDED FOR REVIZW

RECOMMENDATION & . 4

Propcser (agency, name, etc.): NJ Department of Transportation

-

Topic/Issue: Use of treated sewage sludge as landscape material on
transportation projects.

Teplce/Issue is/will be of importance:
X immediately
A in the short term (next % to 7 yvears) or,

loenger term (beyond 7 years)

Reascons for Importance:

1. Treated sludge has been approved by DEP as acceptable material for

gsoil additive on DOY projects, It represents an inexpensive source
of organic material for successful plant srowth/maintenance,

(continue on back)

2. Ban of ocean dumping of sludge requ &

an_dumping of sludge requires creative & environmentally
benign disposal methods. This igs 3 reasopnable disposal/reuse

mechanism.
(continue on kack}

(continue on back)

-QoVer-.
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9/91
C243

Related Issua(s), if zny: _Reuse of soil contamipared with

petroleum hydrocarbons-on transportation projects.

repeorts, ete.):

Relevant Documentatieon (list and attach if available

any

Known Experts en Issue, if any:
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PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF
THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE

MANAGEMENT PLAN

MAJOR _TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW

RECOMMENDATION #_.5

Proeposer (agency, name, etc.): NJ Department of Transgportation

-

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

Tople/Issue is/will Pea of importance:

X inmediately

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

longer term (beyond 7 years)

Reasens for Impertance:

1.

DEPE has allowed this in other parts of the state. Cost savings

can be significant without compromising environmental protection.

{continue on back}

{continue on back)

(continue on back)

-over-~.
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Related Issue(s), if anv: Treated sewage sludge application

a5y

48 landscape material em transportation projects.

Relevant Documentation (list and
reports, etc.):

attach 1Z

available

any

Kneown Experts on Issue, if any:

[ R
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PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF

THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
MANAGEMENT PRPLAIN

| MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIZW
RECOMCGNDATION § .6

Propcser {agency, name, etc.):_ NJ Department of Transportation

Topic/Issue: DOT maintenance facilities located in Pinelands.
Manag-ent plan should provide flexibility for expanding and const:ructing
“néw DUT maintenance facilities.

Topic/Issue is/will be of importance:

X immediately
A in the short term (next 35 to 7 years} or;
X longer term (beyond 7 years)

Reaseons for Impertance:

1. DOT has a need to maintain, update and occasiopallv build new
maintenance facilities that servjce state roads in the Pipnelands.,

{continue on back)

{continue on bhack)

(continue on back)

-Qver-~,
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Related Issue(s), if zzny:

reports, ete.):

Relevant Documentation (list and attach if available

any

-

Knewn Experts on Issue, if any:
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. C |
DEC 11 1981, DEC.S idu;

PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW CDi?
THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
: MANAGEMENT PLAN

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW

RECOMMENDATION #__ 1

Prcposer (agency, name, etc, ) Alan W. Emmons
4 Wenatchi, Browns Mills, NJ 038UL5
plUy=8Y3-6300

Topic/Issue: Forestry/ In the CMP for the New Jersey Pinelands
it states that forestrv will be an encouraged activity, Undex the

current policies now being implemented b he Pinelands Commission
Staff, forestry in New Jersey has been repressed and is a dying

cultural entitvy,.

Topic/Issue is/will be of importance:

X immediately
in the short term (next S5 to 7 years) or;
longer term (beyond 7 years)

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 ¢n back)

2. The management of our natural renewable resources within the
Pinelands is important if we want to maintain the stature of
the Pinelands. The Pinelands are a man-made entity; witpout
{continue on back)

3. Forest creates a variety of habitats which results in a
THealthy, biologically diversified forest ecosystem.

(continue on back)

=-Qver-
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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 Issue(s), if any: Harvesting of trees (clearcutting),
i ilvicultyural methaods)

spegies diversity, traditional Pinelands T'T'FPS-C)L‘LﬁT_TJlL__.'
encouragement of rare and endan ered species (Loblolly Pine and
White Pinei

F. Relevant Documentation (list and attach if available any
reports, etc,): Sections of CMP, Audubon Society Nature Guides
Eastern Forests (EIbert Little Jr.), page 357-355; Ortho Books All
About lrees, page 95; Gommon irees of N.J. by Joseph 8. Lilick;
[89Y State Geologist Report om Forests - Lob %oIIz_Pine, page 237,

White Pine, page L85 and Z24/; and many other Dooks amnd records.*

G. Knewn Experts on Issue, if any: Elbert Little Jr. (Trees);

Joseoh S, Illick (Trees): Richard Tverson (Pesricides):
Rave Marquis (Silviculturalistsd; L. C. Vermeule (Boranist);
John Benton gNJ Forester);: Paul Schajrey (Schairer's Sawmill).

2% Additional documentation can be furnished upcn request. o

"}
it
3
[ X3¢

Pineiands Commission Notation:

Supplemental material {p.95, .ortho books; portions of
the CMP) is on file at the Commission and available
for review.

9/91
CP4B

ag
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New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate ASSOClatIOH

770 River Road ® West ITrenton * New Jersey 08628 o _ (609) 771-0099
FAX (609) 771-1729

Decembar 10, 1991

Mr. Terrence D. Mcore
Executive Director

The Pinelands Commission
P.O. Box 7

New Lisbon, N.J. 08064

Dear Mr. Moore:

The NJCAA represents the ready mix concrete and
surface mining interests throughout New Jersey. Many
of our members maintain facilities 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 Committee (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 addition, 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 continued to this day.
It is estimated that in 1988 the non-fuel mineral
proeduction for the state was 824206 million. Empioyment
in the industry directly is around 2400 people with
related industries who depend on ocur products averaged
at about 165,000 people. g

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 aof 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 pinelands region.
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Page 2 - Dec. 10, 1991 ;ua
Mr. Terrence D. Moore 1991

Major uses were for concrete aggregates, asphaltic
concrete aggregates, fill, and roadbase and coverings.

Nationally, New Jersey ranked ninth in industrial
sand production in 1989. Industrial sand production
in New Jersey also accounted for more than two-thirds
of the Northeast region's production, which included
the six New England States, New York, Pennsylvania, and
New Jersey. In 1989, a total of 7 companilies operated
18 pits in 6 counties and produced 1.8 million short
tons valued at $26 million. 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 cof the NJCAA extract sand, gravel and
crushed stone, for use in construction and industrial
products. While the overwhelming majority of .
"aggregates” are used for construction purposes, there
are other significant uses, including 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 ultimate use, economic imperatives dictate
axcavation or mining in cleose proximity to the site of
use, In the case of sand and gravel, which are
unconsolidated rock materials, close to 50% of all
commercially viable deposits are in the alluvium or
floodplain, and under current definitions, are located
in "watland" 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 wetlands. 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 topscil, and transperting,
redepositing, or stockpiling it at or off the site:
(2) mining --- removing the material 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 grawvel 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
quantities of watér, and by curbing the velocity of
flood water; (3) help to maintain water quality by
filtering ocut pollutants and sediments:;

(4) control erosion by trapping soll washed f£rom 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
tc do this in a manner that protects and enhances
watland functions and values without undue economic
impact devoid of environmental benefit, the NJCAA is
preparing te 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 ocur industry i1s 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

No Call Up Approval .
Pursuant to the above request, the renewal date

should be consistant with the "No Call Up
Latter Date." ) :

20 Acres Development Calls

" 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.

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
should continue for new applications.

Depth Of Excavation

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

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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Dec. 10, 1991

Mr. Terrence D. Moocre

3. Wetl

A. -

We
requests
document
support

Sincerel

«(,ﬂf,gt_ﬁa

William

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.

ands

Mitigation

Institute a plan for mitigation as per federal
regulations.

Wetlands Definition

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

Buffer Relief

Allow 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.

Wetlands & Buffer Permit

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

would appreciats your review of our industry's
, and the opportunity to make a fully

ed presentation to the committee to factually
these requests.

Y,

pem— ? :
o S Clews

.L/‘"‘

J. Cleary, CAE

Executive Director

WJC:pvh
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swsatomn FILE Doy

FIRST THURSDAY
Taen moum. RDZ Egg Harbor City, NJ 0

7:30 P M. PREVAILING TIME

WASHINGTON TOWNSHIP

{(BURLINGTON COUNTY)

MARGUERITE KEATING
HUNICIPAL CLERK

CERTIFIED MAIL LOWER BANK. N.J. Recember 10 19 91
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Terrence Moore
Pinelands Commission

P.0. Box 7

New Lisbon NJ (08064

Attn: Ms. Lois Cristarella

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 included 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 c¢opy 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.

Very truly,

Z mv///ﬁéw.&,

William $. Haines,
Enclosures (3) Mayor

cc: Burl. Co. Planning Beoard
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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 Pinelands CMP, its
administration, and related State programs upon community viability
and residents within the Preservation area.,
C. Topic is IMMEDIATELY important.

D.1. Preservation regulations as applied to privately-owned open
space, severely restrict’ land use and reduce real-property valua.

2. Reduced value and utility cause private owners to sell PDC's,

or sell property to the State Green Acres program.

3. Munic¢ipal 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 Plnelands
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 Pinelands homeowners, because the
municipalities have 1limited alternate sources of tax revenues, either
from commercial-industrial properties or from prospective new
development.

6. Green Acres acquisitions, as endorsed by the Pinelands 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 acgquisitions 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 ratables. 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
Pinelands residents.

E. No related issues.

F. Washington Township tax-bill samples: 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 COMPREHENSIVE MGT. PLAN

Recommendation # 2

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

B. Fallure 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 leglslated
payments and refused municipal vouchers for the $1 per acre payments.
€. 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 existing 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 te 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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REACLITLION 1991 = 23

A RESOLUTION OF TEE TOWNSEIP OF MASEINGTON, COUNYY OF
BURLINGTON DEMANDING THEAT THEE NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL FROTECTION PAY THAE AMOUNT OF $1.00 PER
ACRE OF STATE FOREAT LANDS AS PFAYNENT IN LIXU OF TAXES
AS REQUIRED BY N.J.8.A. 13:iL-7 AND DIRECTING TEAT
sonn“or TEIS RESCOLUTION BE YORNARDED TC INTEREATED

WEEREAS, the New Jarsey Legislature passed Publlic Law 1389,
Chapter J47, eodified am N.J.8.A. 1311L-7 concarning state parks
and forests; and

WREREAS, this legislation provides that if the Naw Jerssy
Dapactwent of Environmental Protsction soquires or owns titls to
more than teo acres of land in a monicipality, the Department:
shall annually pay that mupicipality $1.00 per acre for each acre
Pthndﬂnﬂqdrndupimtlnmuo_! taxes; and

WEEREAS, B.3.5.A. 5414-2.2(h) provides that payments in lieu
of taxes by ths Stats may be anticipated by the municipality in
preparicg its annual budget; and

WERRXEAS, on or about Fshruary §, 1991, tha Tewnahip of
Washington, Burlingtos Counnty, received an invoice from the, New
Jersey Department of Eavironmental Protection, Stats Park
Services, indicating the sunicipality would recsive $46,637.22 as
payment in lien of t::xu for 46,372.17 scTas of state forest; and

WEEREAS, the Townehip of Washington, Coonty of Burlington,
Inlied upon sald invoice from the New Jersey Departsent of
Invironmental Protaction in preparation of its annual budget; and

WEEREAS, the amcunt anticipatad to be recalved by wmuch
paymsint in lieu of taxes comprises approximately twelve (12%)
pervent of the Township’s 1991 amnual budget; and

WEEREAS, the Bew Jersey .artasnt of IEnvironmental
Protection foxwarded & chegk to .ington Township, Burlington
County, in the amount of 54,66. _—

WEEREAN, tha New J. Department of Enviromasental

Protaction has ootifled Was: .on Township, Burlingtom County,
that lastaad of paying $1.00 .r© acre, it will pay 10 cents par
aare as paymant in lieu of taxes) and
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WHEREAS, the failurs of the MYew Jerssy Department of
BEnvironmental Protection to pay the amcunt of paymsnt in lisu of
taxes &8 shown on thse Pebruary 8, 1991. invoice will craate &
deleterious weffact upon tha citiz-;. of Washington Township,
Burlington County; '

NOW, TEEREFORE, 3E IT RESOLVED that tha Township Committae
af the Township of Washington, County of Burlingtan, demands that
the New Jersey Departmsat of Enviroamsntal Procectiocn pay to the
Township of Washingtoan, County of Burlington the sxact amount of
$46,837.22 as Taflected on the invoics submitted on February 6,
1991.

AE IT FURTERR EESOLVED hy tha Townsbip Committes of thae
Township of Washington, County of Burlington, that a capy of this
tesclution sball be forwarded to the Office of the Governor, tha
State Tresasursr, the Director of the Division of Budget and
Aocoounting, the Commissionar of the New Jersey Department of.
Eavironmsntal Protection, State Senators C. William BHaines,
Lacoard 7. Conmors, Jr., William Gormlay, Raymond Zane, and
Aasamblymen Robert Shinn, Barold Colbuxrm, Christopher Connors and
Jaffzey Moran.

WHGUERTTE KEATING, Clerk WILILIAM S. EAINES, Hayor
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PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF THE PINELANDS ‘COMPREHENSIVE MGT. PLAN

Recommendation # __ 3
A. Township of Washington, Burlington County
Green Bank, RR 2 Egg Harbor City NJ 08215

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.1. 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 tc 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 labor and costs incurred by the agencies.

2. Increasing Pineland's visitation dbrings 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 bhe 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. Motorcycle 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
becoming inpassable 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 spill over 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

Route 206 and Retreat Road

% Post Office Box 2417 TOWNSHIP CLERK

) % Southampion Township, New Jersey 08088-2417 609-859-2736
ot

December {2, 1991

Terrence Moore, Executive Director

Pinelands Commission

P.C.Box 7

New Lisbon, NJ 08064

Subject: Comprehensive Management Plan Questionaire

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

Thank you for affording 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,

Joz:wegge, Chairman S S

Southampton Township Environmental Commission

Encl. - (2) Recommendations
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PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF

ﬂ?EiIE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
. MANAGEMENT PLAN

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW

RECOMMENDATION # !

Proposer (agency, name, etc,):

Sowthampton Townahep Envaronmental Comalssdion

P. 0. Box 2417

Souithampion, NJ 08088

Topic/Issue: _PUC Program

Topic/Issue is/will be of importance:

XX immediately
in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or:

longer term (beyond 7 years)

Reasons for Importance:

1. PUC_program should be compaﬁaﬁte urlth TOR and farumland wreservailion,

{continue on back)

(continue on back)

(continue on back)

=-Qver-
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Related Issue(s),_if any:

Relavant Documentation {list and attach
reports, etc.):

if available

any

Knewn Experts on Issue, if any:

. CP4B
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PINELANDS COMMISSTON REVIEW OF

THE PINEILANDS COMPREHENSIVE
MANAGEMENLT PLAXY

MAJCR TOPIC/ISSUE

RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW

RECOMMENDATION ¥ ¢

Proposer (agency, name, etc.):

Southampton Township taviionmental Cormiasion

P. U, Box 7417

Soulnamplon, NJ 05055

Topic/Issue: _Powniiled Uses in the Forest Management Area,

Topic/Issue is/will bhe of importance:
XX immediately.

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

longer term {(beyond 7 years)

Reasons for Importance:

1. Protection of envirnonmenial resounces in ecologically-sensitive

{orest neaion,

{continue on back)

{continue on back)

{continue on back)

-QVer-
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CP4B

Related Issue(s), if any: Composied Sludge

Relevant Documentaticn (1ist and attach if
reports, etc.):

available

any

Known Experts on Issue, if any:
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i SENT BYIMADDEN | 312-13-91  10:32aM ; 7891785+ 82

|
Board of Ahosen Freeholders

| ®f The County of Barlngton
OFFICE OF:
COUNTY ENGINEER MOUNT HOLLY. NEW JERSEY
LAND DEVELOPMENT JECTION
4§ RANCDCAS MQAD
MAUNT HOLLY, N.J. 08060

{90 E-5CH

Decenber 12, 1991
The Pinelands Commission
2.0+ Box 7

New Lisbon, N.J. 08064
Attan: Lols Cristaralla

RE: REVIEN OF COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN
RECOMMENDED ISSUXS

Dear Ms. Cristarslla:

In response to the letter rrom Terrence Moors to James Quinn,
County Engineer, dated October 1, 1991, I have propared a list of
igsues or topics that we would lilke to be considerad in a futurs
ravision to the Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP). We appraciats
the copportunity to give input into the review of the CMP and would
be happy to meet with you to| discuss these reccmmendations further.

Pleasa contact me 1f you would like to discuss these issuaes or
set up a naating.

Very truly yours, (n

RTJ/mch R. Thermas Jaggard
Attachment Planpning Engineer

cc: Jamas L. Quinn, County Eﬁginner (w/Attach.)
Joe Carusoc, 3.C. Bridge Engineer (w/Attach.)

Charles L. Baker, Sr. Transportation Planner (w/Attach.)
Pinelands File (w/Attach.)
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SENT Bv:MADDEN T $12-13-91 12:306M 7E01 785 i8 3

A,

PINELANDS | COMMISSTON REVIEW OF
COMPRENENSIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN
MAJOR mr:c;:satrﬁ RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW
Davenbey 10, 1991

Burlington County Engineex’s| 0ffice, Land Davelopmant/Planning
Section, Attention R. Thomas!Jaggard, Planning Engineer. The issues
discussed in this report ara| important now and in the short tarm
future. The expertsa on many of thesa issues would be NJDOT and
NJDEPE. Also, tha County Engineer’s Office in Burlington County is
very familiar with these iszayaes. Wae would be happy tc meet with you
to discuss these recommendations furthar.

' The name of the ay makinT thesa r?commandations ia the

RECOMMENDATION #1
LINEAR TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Growth in Pinelands and cther portiena of the Stata during the last

tan (10) yaears has caused a significant increase in traffic on many

‘roads through the Pinelands that now warrant improvements.

Increasad racreational tra:r%c generatad by the New Jersay bheach
resarts has caused increasaed traffic through the Pinelands.

Public improvements tc roadways is not wall-addressaed in the

.Pinelands Comprehensive Managament Plan.

RECOMMENDATION #2

ROADWAY MAINTENANCE AND MINOR IMPROVEMENTS TO SHOULDERS AND DRAINAGE
FACILITIES

Restrictions on Highway Maintanancs Departments deing normal
maintenance on roadways and {drainage facilities hampers work needed
to assura driver safaty.

Minor improvements to shouldars and drainaga facilities should be
ancocuraged f£or improved drivar safaty.

Replacament of existing draipaga facilitias and bridges should not
requira a parmit.

Safaty of tha travelling pubiic should be given a higher pricrity in
raviaw of projects where anvironmental impact is an issus.

;.Ihtargavernmental AqreementsLshauld provide mora flexibility for

minor improvementsa ts improve safaty.
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- RECCMMENDATTION 33
WATER QUALITY FROM DEVELOPMENT RUNOPFF
A«  Improved watar quality from iavelopmaht runcff is essential,

B. New metheds of previding watar quality othar than standard recharge
tacilities naad to be daveloped,

C. NJDEPE is working on new standards for watar.duality.

D. Many areas of the Pinelands have a high watar tablae preventing the
. normal recharge facilitias from meeting standards. _

RTT/meb
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PINELANDS COMMISSION SQIB‘J’JZIEVQ oOF
T THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE

MANAGEMENT PLAIN

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW

RECOMMENDATION % !

Proposer (agency, nune', etc. ) s N.J, Department of the Treasury, Office

of State Planning-

Topic/Issue: _Relationship of CMP and SDRP

Topic/Issue 1ls/will be of importance:

X meediately

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

Reasons for Importance:

1.

2.

The State Planning Act recognizes the special statutory treatment of the

rinelands by requiring that the adopted plans and regulations be used

In developing the SOURP. {OVER)

, (continue on back)

For the SDRP to be the comprehensive planning document called for in

the State Planning ag;, the CMP pust be incorporated. The present SDKP

a_Statewide Policy {ssue, Is th ;; ghc only way?
Should not the CMP recognize the SDRP?

There are State policies in the SDRP on igsues not addressed in CMP,
How ghould the CMP and Commission Tecouciie them?

{continue on back)

=Qver«
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te .
' E. Re ated hIssue(S) , if any: _The overlap of the National Reserve
and the incorporation of SDRP mapping for the CAFRA zONE CNIOURH CRE

Ccross-acceptance process,

F. Relevant Documentation {list and attach if avallable any

reports, etc.,): _Crosg-acceptance comparisop revorts from Ocean,

Atlancic, Cape May Counties.

G. Known Experts on Issue, 1f any: County plapnine directors of Pipeland

Counties, DEPE scaff (fotmer Division of Coastal Resources), OSP apd

Pinelands szaff.

D. (1) cont. The cross=accepfance process, though, pointed out a need for coordina-
tion and cooperation between the respective Commissions in regard to
planning practice and decision-making.

9/91 et 31748
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DEC 12F3?3 Ly ’:;

_ “l' ' ia
\_\ \—‘ NewJersey-Amencan Water Company

t:.-.'

" Southern Division « 700 New Road ¢ PO, Box 405 * Linwood, M| 08221
609-927-6062

File No. 050-774

December 11, 1991

Mr. Terrence Moore
Executive Director

The Pinelands Commisaion
P. 0, Box 7 :

New Lisbon, NJ 08064

H d view

Dear Mr. Moors:

With regards to the upcoming Pinelands Comprehensive Management
© Plan review, we would like to offer our comments concernjng an issue
that we feel affects ourseives and the utility industry as a whole,
These general comments pertain to the application and approval process
for utility lines and linear development.

l., A well-defined, reasonable set of eriteria should be
established for the development of utility lines and linear
developments. An established set of guidelines is neceasary,
since utility line developments are not being reviewed
consistently, particularly with regards to a demonstration of
alternatives, wetlanda 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 coat 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
scale 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 cests and often has little bearing
on the final decision by the Commission.
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Mr. Terrence Moore
December 11, 1991
Page 2

3. VWe disagree with the Commission’'s objective of determining
only 5 major toples for review, if indeed this 1s to be a
"comprehensive review”, Although only broad topics have been
requested, no information has been provided on what criteria
will be used by Commisaion staff to determine these topics,
Given that only 5 topics will be reviewed, this does not seem
to be comprehensive in scope and will certainly neglect some
topics which warrant review.

Thank you for providing us the opportunity to comment on the
upcoming PCMP review. Please feel free to contact me regarding the
copments or to diascuss the points presented herein,

Very truly yours,
NEW JERSEY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY

en, P.E,

TOB/dak
ce: H. J. Woods, Jr.
Doc. 0626D
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DEC 12 199

PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF
THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
MAINAGEMENT PILAIN

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW

RECOMMENDATION # L

A. Prcposer (agency name, et&.): dm) 5-ﬂjg={ %:!aggg E{ 'r—-'-mshx(
E:;ELW\ Bena aﬂ&t

i

q 2329 New Lsbew N 080LY
B. Topic/Issue. ]’3 10 Q‘«w - l‘my,s.‘\' 201§ (i Jﬂ.m(
st Uty gt g cdavcdimt o .WF'%
"M'[m 4.:. LAY LA g oo like Aroagss
m' i ald £ SoSyted ctyT] Mp- m i 31;:‘ /AN
4 4.' Mm. otord  of ke Lnuat &g%%s ut! ..z,w
ga..c o Jovriowall oy bl ow o Acdiad must b Infaq A -r[:.ij
c. opic/Issu@ is/will Te of imporfance: uvaliqua. swd pelica vﬁ_&m
Jtorean Yo, L)r;
\ _/ immediately @u ‘7!
X in the short term (next S tc 7 years) or;
/\ longer term (teyond 7 years)
D. Reascns for Importance:

1.

N,ow @wma_ @@*uﬁﬂw/ @m@_&_&_

2. CLH'U(!& H’Shm\f 1 So‘c.JaQ Twm.ad's

T TS '. ‘f'; c ne Syshen,
ko A'&“ng.m X

L¢P Cpauiny
Lept Boyldw z m@.ﬁﬂn
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M.- ‘l'uda)/,
-Qver-
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8. Comdan U Jows Aujed (<30 geay YK ¢
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mouth Cangprvarion Foundation
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Yics Ohwir

Rucgers Comer for Conseal
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Towovarer
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Tudith Shaw Berry
Partner, Pubrlie Policy
© Advisors: Former Chief
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W Mff’f
Author. & Lield Cuide i
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Michael Gailtway
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Siprra Club
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Erankiin B. Parker
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Jomen T.B. Tripe, Exq.
Caweral Counsel, Environ.
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Nan Honter-Walnat
Coordnator,
Pine Fareens Coaiition

ot

Pinelands -
Preservation Alliance

120048 Wnieedog Foad + Browne Ak, A/ 08075 + (005) 800-4M2
To: The Pinelaads Commissicn

Subject: Major Issues

Prom: The Pineiands Preservation Alliances Plsa Review Cammitres
Date: December 13, 1991

Ia respanse to your request, the Plan Review Committee of the Pinelagds Preser-
vation Alliance submits the following issues, ia order of i thet we urge
the Pinelands Comimission to address duriag the 1992 review of the Compreitensive
Magagement Plan:

I THEFOREST MANAGEMENT AREA

The Forest Management ares. "sxhibits many of the same critical ecological val-
ues a1 the Preservation Area” (QAPVoh.meI page 292). Yet Volume I of the
CMP givea much less to the Forest Acea than it does to the Preservation
sces. During the first tea years of the plan, several thresis to the forest area have be-
come sppereat which urgentdy aeed study, analysls and, if waeranted, changes in
the CMP.

o The geographical extent of the lota within the Forest Acea
shnﬂdbeevduneiﬁewulnumb&dpmumin.ﬁcmbeduﬁum-
ing spprovais and.the sumber of units built under this should be identi-
fied. The purpase of this study would be to determing if these grandfathered locs
pose & threst to the Focrest Area's integrity,

0 The extent of resource extraction permits in the Forest Acea should alsa be ex-
amined m daterming their poseible threst to the ares. Limiting of futare resource ex-
traction should be considered.

0 The Critical Areas Study doae in preparation for the CMP (Rogers, Golden
and Halpern), the discussion of Critical Aress in Volume | of the CMP (pages 183-
191) and the map of Ecolegical Critical Ares Impoctance Vaiues (Plate 27) describe
certain sress of the Pinslands which sxhibit significant and critical areas. Maay of .
theses sites are in the Forest Area. The 1992 plaa coview by the Commixsion should
examins the decision a0t to graat extra protection to these critical acens and set aew
standards if necessary.

o Corrent development deasities and patterns crested in municipalities within
the Forest Area are almost yure to fragment and degrade the Forest Acea. The cres-
mdldwolopmm transfer program within a smnicipality by the recent changes
in the watver provisions of the CMP acknowledges that development withia the
Forest Arex shiould be concentrated in appropriste areas while permaneatly protect-
ing more sensitive areas, The extension of a similer ttaasfer program to the whole
Forest Ares should be examined. Such & program or something similar should be
devised to retard piece meal, fragmented development of the Forext Area, an sren
thae, foc its loag term protection, must maintein (srge undeveloped areas.
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I CUMULATIVE IMPACT '

Tha CMP ie a regicnal plag that covers the almoss one milion aorey of the Pinclands Area, Ten years
of experiencs after itz implementation the CMP needs modificarings tn ailow it to continua to be region-
al plan. Currently esch application is svaluated on its own merits with little o a0 considerstion of what
exists in the lacger

Tha oaly peovision of the CMP that zitows the Commission to- address the secondery or cumulative
impact of an application is 7:50-6.7 Significant Adverse Impact. This, however, applies only to wet-
lands and the Commissicn was unwilling to spply it ia recent waivers spproved in Med{ord Pines.

. The Commisaion has no ability to address the secondary development that is likely to occur if the At-
lantic Clty Airportis to be eadically expanded. If & development is proposed that will "hook np” to a
wasts water ireatment facility that is aot enviroamentaily souad, the Comanission will spprove it, be-
cause the Commission can only review the proposed development. Over the pest few months severad
such projects bave been

The Federal and Staty legisintion that crested the Pinelands National Reserve and the Pinelands Ares
are based ont protecting & one million acre ecogystem, The Mansgement Area system of the CMP em-
hoﬂdemdmmek&aﬂmewmmwoadmmeda
plnr.hniahqinﬂn;tolmimw:lum

1 FUTURE GROWTH FPATTERNS

Ten years after the implementaion of the CMP it is important that the growth assumptions used tea
years 2go be evalusted against what actually happened in those ten years. And whae will heppen ten
yesrs in the fumre? The answers to thess two questions will be needed to address many of the issues to
be covered in this plen review.

Muyuthumuﬂowfmnthtpomhpum

0 Are the densities aﬂowndw:hekeﬁmd&mhm&wpdm?

o Have these allocation affectad the use of PDCs?

¢ Are Municipsl Resecves sill needed?

0 Should design standards be set so that futurs growth is compatible with the culture and verascaise
sechitactore thet sre charscrecistic of the Pinelands?

IV PROTECTION OF WILDLIFE HABIT

Regutatory language is needed to protect habitats of diverss commmunities of Pinelands floea and fm-
aa. Thess namural communities, which are the basts of the biciogical diversicy which charncterizes the
Plnslands, need to be identified and protactad through reguistory {ragusge. The broad lenguage of the
CMP in paragraph 7:50-6.34 is inadequars to protect these natursl communities which are essentiat o
the survival of wildtife and plaare.

The destruction of wildlife hebitat and the need ta maintsin & world wide diversity of species ias be-
::um:hmmmenvkmmenulmmmtﬁehstuym The CMP needs m recognize
The CMP, simiiar o other resource protection plans, concentrstes it protection standards on wet-
innds and eadangered species, but provides for little or a0 protection to uplands aceas that contein sig-

nificant wildlife habitat,
The CMP needs compeehensive and detziled standards to address issuey of wildlife habitag protec-
tion.

VDENSITY TRANSFER PROGRAMS

" As mentioned earlier, mw«mmm«mhMMwaum
provisions revision opeas up & whole new ares for density transfer. The Commission’s recent review of

PDCa should not prevent the issues of density wransfers to be explored during this plan raview. Severni

broad issues should be studied:

127



o Have the densities in the Regional Growth area sat in the CMP beea 20 geaerous that PDCs are
not conzidered necassacy by developers?

o Shouid PDCs be nsed in Pinejands Towns?

o Should certsin "critical sress” in the Focest Aren be allocsted PDCs?

o Does the recent decision of the Corps of Engineers allowing the conversion of wetiands to cran-
berry bogs effect the PDC allocated to the converted land?

Tha cacent amendments tn the CMP providiog for aew denvity tranafer program in the Forest aad
Rural Developmant Aress snd the importance of deed restrictions exhibited in the same ameadments
revesl the importance the commission places on the concept of transfer of density. This makes a broad
review of boch the PDC and density tranafer program doublyimpmz:bisﬁm.

VI WASTE MANAGEMENT

“The generstion and daposal af:oﬁdwm.indudinghumimwmwdsmfm of liguid
and semxi-solid waste, is an incrensingly difficult aad comples mausgement problem.” So 1aid Volume
I of the CMP in 1981. The situation bus changed but is still “difficult and complex” and is still a man-
sgemeast problem.

While 43 landfilly have bean closed in the first ten years of the plan, the contiouing inability of the
Commission to close the Cape May Landfill and the rumored spplication to reopen the Ocean County
{andfill makes it intpossibie to consider the landfill problem closed.

There shogld be & review of the 43 closed Inadfilly to determine the effectiveness sad quality of the
closures. The possibility of alternstive use of the closed landfilly should be explorsed. Can closed land-
fills, for example, be used for wildlife habitat?

The increasing need for space to dispose of sawer sludge sppesrs to he the amxt seage of the solid
wasts preblem. Unfortunately, but 2ot vacharactaristically, the Pineisnds have quickly become a place
for such disposal. The preseat inability of the Pinelaads Commission and the DEPE to conciude a
Memo of Agreement on the use of sewsage sludge in the Pineisnds is evidence of the aeed for new

The 2ature of the Pinatand's scils aod vegetation make it incressingly important that the Comemis-
sion review and strengthen the CMP standards regarding solid waste.

VII ENDANGERED SPECIES
The endangered piact species Lisc should be uvp-dated. mDEPEudmgmdspedmuudmda
should be reviewed o determine if it should be expanded to include animals specific to the Pinelands.
The diversity and protaction of ail life forms in the Pinslands is one of the cornerstones of the legis-
Ineioa establishing the Pinelands Commission and the CMP. The fact that tha endangared plant species
list bas aot be revised sincs the CMP was extablished shows that the list doex not ceflect current
knowiedge of endangered fiors,

VII1 SCIENCE AND RESEARCH

The scientific research to support the regulstory actions of the Commission is falling behind the
needs for such resesrch. The streagth of the introduction and defense of the CMP was largely depea-
dent of the studies done in 1979 and {980, The failure of any institutions to support the Kirkwood-
Cahansey Aquifer snidy is & dissppointment ta all who sre concerned sbout the Pinelands. The fact
that the comprehensive monitoriog study takes caly the small steps that the Commission itseif can
rupply iz unfortuasce.

khehoomtheCommmontoseekmamdlscﬂe les3 expensive water quality revesrch studies
for which maney might be readily available.

Seversi of the {ssues described above cry out for scientific smdies, yet our hopes sre law for the
raonsy being svailable to conduct such studies. It is likely the the quality of thia plan revisw will suf-
fer because of the lack of a research basis for the decivions that have to be made.

This void has the potantial for significantly weskening the long term protection of the Pinelands.
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Pinewsid - Keswick Rosd
PHONE: {201) 244-7400

OWN ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION
TOWNSHIP HALL N DEC 12 191 ENTAL CC
o Toy, BAYVILLE, N.J. 08721
+ 1875 “'@1:'

vl .
g %
BERKELEY TOWNSHIP

December 11, 1591

Ms. Loils Cristarella
The Pinelands Commission
P. O. Box 7

New Lisbon, NJ 08064

Re: Your October 1 Letter; Input to Pinelands CMP

Dear Ms. Cristarella:

The Environmental Commission of the Tocwnship of Berkeley has
discussed the above referenced topic and instructed ma to sent
the attached response form- indicating our recommendations oif

toplc/issues needing review.

We are pleased to have been given the copportunity to respond wit
suggestions as the Pinlands Commission begins it" s review cf the
Comprehensive Management Program.

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

Sincerely, )

¢t 2,9 el
/.‘ ig;{;/(.; [ I e it FA T -
Helen M. Richmond
Chairperson

BEnclosure
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A,

DEC 1.2 1991

PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF
THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
MANAGEMENT PLAN

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW
RECOMMENDATION #
Propeser '(agency, name, etc.):

Bevkelen "'i'own.ﬂh{!é- En Yivemen +a L Crims s SS9
Mys deien Kichwpnd ' “hdirmdn

Toplc/Issue: Selhid aate

Qil landSins <Shroid he closed NG ogterya s Denceseing eooifib oo
Shopid he bt MNetraste - erreaciing faci il Hes snsy dd he v cef
Np Franser Statiens ~f Amg tuBde. 31 Cirsed jand-bi1s Shagrd i
Clpse d h;}u EPRA +» DEPE Sfandards.

Toplc/Issue is/will be of importance:
!}_,2} 3 immediately

"in the short term (next S to 7 years) ‘or;
longer texrm (beyond 7 years)

Reasons for Impoertance:

1. Salid Wnste Manpreirent moluding Socane, Slurl -~
QPF”'CL'.‘I'MV] L ! ! ‘
1

(continue on back)

2. Minir\q in _the melahrl.q Fivest [res.

(continue on back)

3. P&\olr'c dzﬂt.‘e]rfomf‘n'f' infva S+mld+t_¢r&

(continue on back)

-over=
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G.

T

Related. Issue(s), if any: _Clage Spo . Cecan Covnpy land $i1i i
Qlrovdanes guriaa bl Fedewn [ SFafes CAupt © (V)rn o r’rzr! L fo: ke e -
Latinng st Kepla jr?loged. Prih bk o ("gH,-nA “nf f’rtr‘\ r2 phe

Pinelamde, Prehi bk mmsisr e h AR =10 fin Hheidne o ki Lk

Lensiviction ™ bu!Minn Ay adl Trhrs tlrtviwienta | o thr i <onting

Contd belew) =

Relevant Documentation (1ist and attach if available any
reports, etc.): Biailable 13 renyreted

Rnown Experts on Issue; i1f any:

prccarwus éCoS"?Sf?r;) ESF the Frnelands. FahibiF Fhe a/b/;-/,-mﬁcn
of Sewaqe Sladge and Sewage Sludge derive d}on.dudj In the
Rhel&nds.?mhb:# the. ammmn7 c‘F the aGaifer @r

e Quifers dar—;‘n,- mining o/aerahans in the Poelands.

9/91
CP4B
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P ibhm Seracn
Eacls and Qas
O T ANy

A0 Park Plaza, Nawark. NJ 07101 7 20t 430-5858 MAILING ADDRESS 7 P.O. Box 570, Newark, NJ 0710

James A Shissias - General Manager
Envirgrinenial Affairs

Dacember 12, 1991

Ms. Lois Cristarella

Thae Pinelands Commissieon

P.Q0. Box 7

Naw Lisbon, New Jersay 08064

Daear Ms. Cristarella:

PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN
REQUEST FOR COMMENTS

This is in response to your letter of October 1, 1991
requasting a listing of important toplcs and issues to be
addressed as part of the Pinslands Commission’s review of
the Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP)}. The follewing
topic is coffered for consideration:

LINEAR DEVELOPMENT

As demands on existing roads and utilitiaes increase,
axisting infrastructure will require expansion. The CMP
doas have short comings related to linear davelopment. This
tyre of development should be cne of the utmost important
topics to be considered during the review of the CMP.

* The CMP should encourags the preservation of axisting
linear devalopments {(i.a. roadways, railrcad
rights-of-way and public utility easements) to the
maximum extent practicable for proposed projects that
require the expansion of future needs. This will help
to reduce the impact of undeveloped lands of the
Pinelands area and ba in conformance with the goals and
objactives of the CMP.

* Utility lines and linear development projects,
including gas transmissicn pipelines should have
gspecific guidelinea and performance standards to
eliminate inconsistencies between project reviews.

By establishing these guidelines designs can
incorporate the concerns of the Pinelands Commission
prior to review which will result in the reducticn of
time delays and ultimately construction costs.

The Energy People
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The Energy People

YS-5003 (5N 1.

Public Sarvice Electric and Gas Company is thankful for
the copportunity to provide comments on the raview of the
Comprehansive Management Plan. Should further input be

required, please feel free to contact this office at your
earliast conveyance.

Very truly vours,

Q@Mﬁ.mu %M
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PLNELANDS COWISSION REVIEW OF
. THE PINELANDSE COMPREHENSIVE
MANILZGEMENT PLAIN

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW
RECOWDATION b

A. Propesar (aqency, name, etc.):_Department of Envircnmental
~Brosection and Fpergv (DEPE) = gite Remediation Program

B. ‘Topic/Isgue; Exclude Remediation of Hazardous/Non—Hazardous Waste
Sizes from Definition of "Develooment"

€. Topic/Issue 1s/will ke cf importance:

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

D. Reasons for Importance:

_1. Pending MOA will set forth c¢onditions: redundant or confusing
to_include criteria in development definition. '

{continue on back)

(continue on back)

(continue on béck)

Post-lt" brand tax ransmittal memo 7871 | # of pages » 4

E:rpfremce: MO "’"‘Lem e M |ler

Cupt. le Q

B Q4002 ¢, ™

Bd-29mm

---------------------
---------------------------------------------------------------------------
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MY WEMH WP MURLLULIURE TEL VUL OUYTIE4TLOUY . vec 14,81 16:39 Ng.Q1l3 P.OZ

St1ar? or New JERSEY
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTUNE .
ARTHUR R. BROWN, JR., SECRETARY

CN 230

TRANTON Q8825

December 13, 1991

Mr. Terrence D. Mcore
Executive Director

Pinelands Commisslon
P.Q0. Box
New Li

on, New Jersey 08064

Dea rea:
In Januar 8990, at the invitation of the Commission, the
Department f Agriculture submitted testimony to the
Public Participation Committee. Included in the
Departaent’'s tesCtimony were two  suggestions  which,
according to correspondence in October from Ann Auerbach,
Chairperson of the Publie Participation Committee,
required changes to the Comprehensive Management Plan
{CMP) . The suggestions concerned Commission procedures
for reviewing applications for farm labor housing and the
Commission strengthening the market for PDC purchase by
providing incentives for the use of PDCs.

Although these topics may not be considered a major focus
for the upcoming comprehensive review of the CMP, thay are
important economic 1issues to Pinelands farmers.
Accordingly, we request that they be included as topics
for consideration in the Commission's review of the CMP.

Thank you for the opportunity to address these important
1ssues which we consider ceritical to the maintenance of an
economically viable agriculture in the Pinelands.

Best wishes for the holidays.

Sincerely

Arthdr R. Brown, Jr.

¢: Lois Cristarella
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Lois Cristarella
larry Liggett
FROM:  Francis J. Banisch 1II, PRIAICP /07

DATE:  December 13, 1991

SUBJECT: Review of the Pinelands Comprchensive Management Plan
Major Topic/Issue Recommended for Review

Enclosed are seven items, numbercd P11 through PT7, which the Pemberion
Township Planning Board recommends for review by the Pinelands Commission.

We would be pleased 1o answer any questions you may have concemning these items.
or {0 provide suggestions as to how the Commission might address them.

¢e:  Betty Donelson
Bob Rogers

pe\pine. mem
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12,

Pinclands Commission Review of
the Pinclands Comprchensive
Management Plan

Major Topic/Issuc
Recommended for Review

Recommendation #PT1

Proposer {4gency, name, etc.): Pemberton Township

Fopicilssue: Waiver of Strict Compliance "Buy Seli” Letters for municipally-
owned properties,

Topw/issae is/will be of importance:

- - hamediately

- In the short 1erm (next § to 7 years)
- Longer term (beyond 7 years)

Keusans (or Importance:

i

|

Township cannot respond within 30 days and waiver aets approved, which s
getnmental to both the Pinelands and the Township.

Township must offer land at public or private auction which affects both the
time line mentioned above and the ability of the Township to sell to the targeted
land owner.

Approval of waiver because of these cirtumstances is detrimental to the
Pinelands because il promotes growth in inappropriate areas.

Approval of waiver because of these circumstances is detrimental to the
Township by promoting inappropriate levels and locations of development.

Reluted uets), i any:

Relevant Documentation (list gnd atiach if available any reports, ete.):

Known Experts on Issue, if any:
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FROM BANISCH AS30CIATES. FAX 201-782-7636 12.13.1991 16329

Pinclands Commission Review of
the Pinclands Comprchensive
Management Plan

Major Topic/issuc
Recommended for Review

Recommendation #PT2

Proposer {agency, name, elc.): Pemberton Township

Topicflssue: Regional Growlh Arca densitics - Minimum density and maximum
density permitted by CMP are the same, allowing no deviaiion.

Fopicsbssue 1s/will be of importance:
< Imindudely

- In the short term (next 5 10 7 years)
- Longer term (beyond 7 years)

Reasons for Importance:

it o municipality must continuously change its zoning 1o exactly it the
presenibed number.

2 This issue allows no {lexibility in municipal zoning te respond to special needs.
3 Continual zoning changes make for confusion and unpredictability.

Related Issue(s), if any: General review of growth projections and Regional Growth
Area densities throughout the Pinelands.

Relevunt Documentation (hst and attach if available any reports, ete.): The Pemberton
township case {ile on municipal zoning and densities is a good example of the
ssue/problem, _

- Known Experts on Issue, if any;
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FROM BAMISCH ASSOCIATES. FAX 201-732-7636 12.13.1991  18:31

Pinelands Commission Review of .
the Pinelands Comprchensive
Management Plan

Major Topic/issue
Recommended {or Review

Recommendation #PT3

A. Proposer (agency, name, ete. ). Pemberton Township
B. Topic/lssue: General review of growth projections and Regional Growth Arca

densities throughout the Pinclands.

C. Topw/lsue is'will be of impertance:
- Immediately
- I the yhort term (nexti 5 to 7 years)
- Longer werm (bevond 7 years)

D Reasons lor importance:

i, The Comnnssion’s growth projections drive the RGA dengities and the growth
projections are dated (1979 vintage) and muy misstate the need based on
assumptions that are no longer vahd, i.e. casino impact.

2. Dated or flawed growth projections may result in overstated numbers wnd
densities in some areas, i.e. Atlantic County und parts of Ocean County, and
understated numbers in other areus.

3, Growth proiections drive the land allocation system, and overstated growth
projections may negatively impact Pinelands resources.

4. Overstated growth projections may negatively Impact the Pinelands
Development Credit program by providing oo much base density in RGA's,

E. Related Issue(s), ifany: Regional Growth Area densities - mintmum and maximum are
tie sume,

F. Relevant Documeniation (list apd attach il available any reports, ete.): See OMP
Chapter 5 and subsequent projections and reports by various governmental agencies,

1A
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FROM BAMISCH RSSOCIRTES. FAX 281-782-7636 12.13.1991 16132 P2

Pinclands Commission Review of
the Pinelands Comprehensive -
Management Plan

Major Topic/Issue
Recommended for Review

Recommendation #PT4

A, Proposer {agency, name, e1c.): Pcmberton Township

B. TopiIsue: Establishing wetlands buffer standards by zonc or sub-area wilhin
& municipality or Regional Growih Areca.

C. Topic/Issue ivwill be of raportance:
- hmmediaiely
- In the short {erm (next S o 7 years)
- Longer {erm (bevond 7 veurs)

D, Reasons for Imporiance:
1 TheCommission routinely establishes wetlands buffers that represent consistent

reductiony based on certain conditions within a Regional Growth Ares (sewer
availability, impacted wetlands).

| 2%

If these standards were institutionalized in s municipal ordinance, as done in
some certified towns, it would make for more predictability and easier
administration in the township.

3. 1t would reduce the burden on Commission staff and applicants.

E. Related Issue(s), if any:

F. Relevant Documentation (list and attach if available any reports, ete.): See Mediord
Township's ordinance.

@

Known Experts on Issue, il any:

148



149



B.

D

Pinclands Commission Review of
the Pinclands Comprehensive
Management Plan

Major Topic/issue
Recommended for Review

Recommendation #PT5

Propeser {agency, hame, eic. ) Pemberton Township |
TopicsIssue: Clarilying the issuance of Certificates of Appropriateness.
Topicssue iw/will be of importance:

- Immedialely

- In the short term (next 5 10 7 years)

- Longer term (beyond 7 years)

Reasons {or Importance;

L Municipalities do not have the technical expertise to review these applications.
2. Municipality conditions any application fora Certilicate of Appropriateness on

satislying the Commission.
Refated Issue(s), if any:
Relevant Documeniation (list and attach if’ available any reports, etc.):

Known Experts on Issue, if any:
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Pinglands Commission Review of
the Pinelands Comprchensive
Management Plan

Major Topic/Issuc
Recommended for Review

Recommendation #P16

Proposer (agency, name, eic.): " Pemberion Township

Topiciissue: Conflicts in definitions, procedures, and time limits between
Comprchensive Management Plan and Municipal Land Use Law.

Topic/Issue w/will be of importance:
- Immediately .

- In the short term (next 5 to 7 yeurs)
- Longer term (beyond 7 years)

Reasons for Importance:

1. Commission should try to bring some of its definitions, procedures, and time
himits more in line with the MLUL to avoid potential conflicts and
misinterpretations.

2. Conflicting definitions cause difficully in interpretation and application review.

Related lssueis), if any:
Relevani Documeniation (list and attach if available any reports, etc.):

Known Experts on Issue, if any:
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D,

G.

Pineclands Commission Review of
the Pinclands Comprchensive
Managcment Plan

Major Topic/Issue
Recommended for Review

Recommendation #P1T7

Proposcr {(ugency, name, etc.): Pemberton Township

Topic/Tssue: Commission’s "call-up™ procedure and review of existing factual
record.

Topieissue is/will be of importance:
- lommediately '
- Int the short term (next 5 to 7 yeurs)
- Lounger term (beyond 7 years)

Reasons for Importance;

RE "Cull-up” procedures should be based on established factual record rather than

development of a new record,
2. "Call-up” procedures should mandate the review of the established record.
Related Issue(s), if any’:'.
Relevant Documentation {list and attach if available any reports, ete.):

’
Known Experts on Issue, if any: T
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THE PHILADELPHIA BOTANICALCLUB
ACADEMY OF NATURAL SCIENCES
NINETEENTH and the PARKWAY
Philadelphia; Pa. 19103

1% December 1991

31 Burrs Mill Rd.
Scuthamgpton, NJ ORCS88

Terry Moore, Directoer
FPinelands Commission
15 Springfield Rd.

Yew Lisbon, NJ 08064

Re.: CMF Review
Dear Terry:

An'update of the Pinelands rare species list i1s a priority that
should be addressed during the current CMP review pericd. AS you
‘are aware, the current plant list was based on limited knowledge
of species distribution in the seventees. OCur present knowledgs
is extensive and will alliow us to achieve an accurate listing.

Gravel wining Operations routinely should be required to perform
a rare and endangered species survey of each individual cell pro-
posed for excavation, If this is currently a reguirement it dces
not appear to be routinely enforced, ~Frequently such mining zrezas
are ideal habitats for a number of rare bctanical stecies.

Sincerely ycurs,

2 il

Ted Gonrdon, EFresident
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168 West State St.,Trenton, New Jersey, 08608 tel.(609)383-7163

December 13, 1991

Ms, Tols Cristarella

The Finelands Commission
P.0O. Box 7

New Lisbon, New Jersey 08064

Re: Review of Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan:
Proposed Review Topic

Dear Ms, Cristarella:

Attached please find the form containing our suggestion for
major tepics tHat we believe should be reviewed during the CMP
review period. cur suggestion focuses on the reguirements
pertaining to agriculture including the Pinelands Development
Credit program. It is the same as has been verbally presented to
thef Commission during past months by Ms. Fran Brooks of our
staff.

The need to maintain and preserve agriculture in the
Pinelands 1is central to the overall Pinelands program. Thus we
hope that the staff and Commission will seriously consider the
propased topile.

should you need any further details, please do not hesitate
~to call us,

Sincerely,
w.@—*
Steph J. George
President

583G/ =%
cc: Arthur R. Brown, Jr., Secretary of Agriculture
Steve Lee, III
Candace Ashmun

e —

Post-It™ trand fax transmittai memo 7671 | #otpages >

‘”Lg %w&_‘.ﬂ:foﬁ.t £e... § e -’J) ALY,
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PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF
THFRE PINELANDS COMPREIIENSIVI
MANAGEMENT PI.AN

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE
RECCMMENDED FOR_REVIEW

RECOMMENDATION 1 _ _

Proposer {agency, name, etc.): New'Jersey Farm 8ureau

e ——

Topic/Issue: Comprehensive Management Plan requlations the .
Pinelands Development Credit proqram as they pertain to agriculture, .

. ——

- —— o —

Toplc/Issue is/will be of importance:

X immediately

T in the short term (next 5 to 7 years) or;
.ﬂrm_jL____ longer term (beyond 7 years)

Peasons for Importances

1. _We have found over the last decade that certain CMP requirements

“pértaining te agriculture as well as some of the general rqujre;ﬁlfs
have made 1t more difficylt to farm, and to improve and exgang farm
{centinue on back) ‘

2. Tha PDC s'ystem and program i s the foundation of the Pinelands program.
1o data, no thoroueh and ogen di f am has_taken

place. evaluation of the program in terms of achieving PDC program .
{continue on back)

a e s ——

(continue on back) ———e——

-gQver-.
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-

F. Relevant Documentation (list and attach if available any
reports, etc.): .
G. Kaown Experts on Issue, if any: Fran Brooks and Pinelands area
farpers: NJ Department of Aqriculture; Rutgeérs Cogperative Extension;
Earm Lredif Sysiem, -
1 — m——
1. cont, -

operations. Because the maintenance of agriculture 1s one of the p;1mary
goats of the CMP, a review of these requirements and their effects on the
industry ts critical and should be conducted. .

NJEG s developing a series of problem areas and recommendations for
charge which we would 1ike to bring to the Commission for discussion,

2, cont, =

goals has not yet been conducted with a view toward remedying identified
problems. We believe that it {s necessary and timely to examine the
program's experfence,

A review of how the program is functioning with respect to such aspects

as

administration, land owner participation, credit values, development

oppertunities, etc., needs to be undertaken,

9/91
CP4B
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DET 1 8 1951

OWNSNIR_Of Medford s

FAX

00@
&07-

Division of Planning and Zoning

December 12, 1891

Ms. Lois Cristarella
Pinelands Commission
P.0. Box 7

New Lisbon, NJ 08064

RE: Review of the Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan
Dear Ms. Cristarella:

Enclosed please find comments from Christopher J. Noll,
Medford Township Planning and Zoning Board Engineer

regarding Solid Waste Management Policies of the Pinelands.

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

Very truly. yougs,

%—7{
William H. Stoop
Planning Administrator

WHS/ah

Enclosure
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DEC 16 10!

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOLUTIONS, INC.

ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERS, SCIENTISTS AND PLANNERS
16000 COMMERCE PARKWAY, SUITE P
MT. LAUREL., NEwW JERSEY 08054
(609) 235-7170 + FAX (609) 273-9239

JEFFREY P, TAYLOR, PE, PP

PRESIDENT ' #25002

CHRISTOPHER J, MOLL, PE, PP

EXECUTIVE VICE-PRESIDENT LT ---_H\
GENERAL MANAGER . - S
ANGELG J. CARACCIOLO, LS, PP é

SECRETARY AND TREASURER MEMORANDUM
| DEs 9 184

Sarmara J. FEGLEY, AICP, PP

o i e RV

wiliiam H. Stoop
FROM: Christopher J. No1l
DATE: December 6, 1991
RE: Review of Pinelands CMP

As requested by the Pinelands Commission and your office, I have
identified a topic that is of concern to Medford Township reilative 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 required by the NJDEPE. It appears that the Commission 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 ba refiected in the requlations and the CMP. The Soilid Waste
Management Policy should address at a minimum: Jleaf and brush composting,
r$cyc11ng centers, trash transfer stations and landfill monitoring and
closures.
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The Allegheny Society of American Foresters
NEW JERSEY DIVISION

FORESTERS
190

December 12, 1891

Ms. Lois Cristarella

The Pinelands Commission

P.O. Box 7

New Lishon, New Jersey 08064

Dear Ms. Cristarella:

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 foresiry 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 te the municipalities for a forestry permit is
usually through the planning board, as with a major or minor subdivi-
gion. To get a permit for forestry, the applicant pays the same fees,
and must comply with the same requiremenis 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 precedure 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 develop these
ideas. We will gladly take more time with your representatives to
discuss these issues.

Very truly yours|)
w
Heather J. cie

166  Chair-Elect
CN 404 e 501 tost Slate Street o Trenton, NJ 08425
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Part 2
Toplcs Compiled By Pinelands Commission Staff

The following topics have been compiled by the Pinelands
Commission staff from a variety of different sources, most
notably the 1990 survey of issues by the Commission’s Public
Programs Committee, various Pinelands related studies and .
reports, and experience gained in administering the Pinelands
Comprehensive Management Plan {CMP). They do not represent staif
recommendations; rather, they are intended to reflect a wide
range of topics and issues which have been raised during the last
several years.

PINELANDS MANAGEMENT ARFAS & 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.g. should a point source discharge eliminate a
large area from Forest Area designation). A review of the
criteria should be conducted in an effort to determine
whether they or management area boundaries should be

changed.
2. A varjety of Jland uses are permitted in the various

Pinelands management areas; however, some stark differences
in the impact of uses permitted within the same management
area exist. A re-evaluation of all uses in each management
‘area should be conducted to determine how well they reflect
the goals 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.g. 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 Range) and suggest that a more com-
plete examination take place of the areas where development
should be accommeodated and the types and scale of such
development.

4. There are 44 certified villages in the Pinelands and the CMP
contains guidelines which municipalities are to follow when
delineating them. Certified villages should be evaluated to
determine how well they respond to these guidelines and, if
there are major differences, the Commission needs to con-
sider whether village delineations need to be revised.
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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 growth management tool
should be re-examined and, if the approach remains a sound
one, areas which are approprlate for intensive development
in the future should be identified now.

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 significant differences exist, the Com~
mission should explore changes o the designated areas
and/or changes in the policies,

is a long standing enterprise in the
Pinelands. It doces, 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 to evaluate trends

.and impacts in this land use and consider ways to reduce the

long term potential for negative impacts.

ZONE DENSITIES AND DEVELOPMENT

10.

COncern has been expressed that the cMp provides for too

overall basis and within SpElelc Reglonal Growth Areas.
Other concerns exist that "underdeveloping” growth 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.

The CMP seeks to place strict limits on the amount of

sidenti eve e es . 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.

A number of different opportunities for residential develop-

ment currently exist in Pinelands agricultural areas. Some

concerns exist that these varied opportunities may be frag-
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11.

12.

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.

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

on-gite 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 technigque would better
promote resource protection.

SRITICAL RESOURCES

13.

14'

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. '

A ROTE ON 8§ G

When the CMP was first developed, the Commission surveyed
and considered jinnovative Jland 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.

PINELANDS DEVELOPMENT CREDIT PROGRAM

15.

Pinelands Development Credit program activity has increased
in recent years yet may not be at an optimal level. Oppor-
tunities to further improve the program in terms of
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rescurces protected, economic benefits to property owners,
flexibility for municipal planning and opportunities for ex-
panded PDC use need to be conducted.

PINELANDS DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS -

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

When adopted, the Commission’s wetlands protection program
and_other environmental controls were among the most com-
prehensive 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.

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 nitrate-
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.

The pitrate 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.

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.

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 valuakle 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.

22,

23.

24.

25.

26,

27.

The Commission maintains its own 1list of
threatened/endangered plants 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 Pinelands should be made.

The Commission’s scenic resources prodram 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.

The Commission’s gir guality 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.

Preservation of important historic resources is often ac-
complished on an ad hoc basis and is difficult to reconcile
with on-site development plans. Questions of economic and
engineering feasibility are difficult to address. Con-
sideration of other preservation alternatives, such as
provision for the transfer of development rights, to broaden
preservation opportunities should be undertaken.

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.

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 conmprehensive. The Commission should re-evaluate
these standards and consider whether changes are warranted.

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; however, a question exists as to
whether these policies properly account for other goals
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(e.g. environmental objectives). The Commission should
evaluate where and under what circumstances modifications to
these exceptions are appropriate. '

MANAGEMENT OF RESOURCES

28.

29.

30.

GCedar 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.

Fire plays a critical role in the maintenance of the
Pinelands ecosystem. However, development inhibits the use
of fire as a management tocol 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.

State conservatjon and recreatjion 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 cobjectives 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.

32.

The CMP seeks to broadly regulate land use and establish
design standards which are related to the protection of
natural resources. unj a e desj inci s
(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.

The use of patjve 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 explored.
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ENFOQRCEMENT

33.

34.

Current Pinelands enforcement policies may be significantly
broadened with the enactment of pending state legislaticn.
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.

Because of the unlque intergovernmental relationship which
has been put into place in the Pinelands, nmunicipal 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.

PINELANDS PERMIT PROCEDURES

35.

36,

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.

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 wminor
projects and whether opportunities to streamline the review
process exist.

ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING

37.

3s8.

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.

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 gquality,
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 wiability of aaricul-
ture 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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40..

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 agricultural 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.

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.

STAIE PROGRAM COORDINATION

41.

42.

43.

44.

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 shcould be explored.

Coastal Area development policies and Pinelands development

standards are generally consistent; however, differences do
exist (e.g. water gquality, stormwater management). Oppor-
tunities to make both sets of standards/peolicies more con-
sistent and effective should be explored.

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. )

Long term highway improvement and develcopment plans should
be consistent with Pinelands protection policies. State
planning efforts now underway (e.g. Route 55) should bhe
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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45,

46.

0G COORDINATIO

State assumption of Section 404 permit Jjurisdiction has the
potential to simplify administration of wetlands policies
within the Pinelands. Recognizing that Pinelands 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 ke evaluated.

Pinelands scenic requirements and Federal requjirements 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.

43,

49.

Future expansion of the Atlantic City International Airport

e a v i Administratio echnic ngineerin
CQenter 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..

The potential for givilian 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.

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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51.

of Environmental Protection and Energy, should consider
developing a set of policies to ensure greater conservation
and toc reduce interim water supply demands pending comple-
tion of the Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer study.

The CMP encourages central gsewe ci jes to service
i and the Pinelands Infrastructure Trust
Bond Act provides financial assistance for sewer projects.
However, questions arise as to whether existing water
gquality and wastewater management plans sufficiently address
both immediate and long term priorities and collectively
represent a well conceived regional approach. Current was-
tewvater planning efforts need to be evaluated and, if short-
comings are noted, opportunities 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 08083¢C

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 Drive

5th Floor, West Building

Pennsauken, NJ 08109

Cape May County Planning
Department

Central Mail Room, DN 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.0. 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
Plnelands Comm1331on after the document entltled ngi ;ng tge

15‘_1221 was completed. Thls 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 Qgcembex 16, 1991 report,
and the will

be considered by the CommisSLOn'when lt'meets ln'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 R EIE I
EVALUATION GROUP
623 Main Street, P.Q. Box 1090 106 N. Main Street, P.O. Box 895
% Toms River, NJ 08754 Cape May Court House, NJ 08210
Telephona: (308) 349-3010 Telephone (609) 463-0704
Dacembear 6, 1991

The Finelands Commission

PQBox 7

New Lisbon, NJ

Attre Terrenca Moore, Executive Director
Re: Comments Regarding PCMP Review
Dear Mr. Moorea:

Regarding the upcoming second comprehensive review of the PCMP, | wish to offer the following
comments, As requaested by your letter of October 1, 1991, the following comments have been presentad at
this point In a brief, generailzed format,

in general, these comments pertain to the appiication and approval process for utility linas and linear
developments.

1. A well-defined, reasonable set of criteria should be established for the development of utility lines
and linear dovelopments. An esiablished set of guideiines Is necsessary, since utiily line
developments are not baing reviewad consistently, particularly with regards to a demonstration of
altomnatives, wetlands, and wetiands buffers. The level and nature of the review appears to be
primarily a function cf the individual project review officer. This unpredictability resuits in significant
- time delays and cost axpenditures for projects which have minimal impact on the resourcas of the
Pinaiands.

2 An estabiished set of guidellnes are necessary which simplify the application requirements for thosa
utility line instailations and linear developments which have minimal impact. Thosa projects which
by nature of location and/or scale have minimal impact should not require the level of supporting
documentation during ihe application and review phase as do larger projects. Such infonnation
only serves to increase oroient time and costs and often has little bearing on the finat decision by
the Commission.

3 | disagree with the Commission's objective of determining only 5 major topics for review, if indeed
this is to be a ‘comprehensive raview”. Although only hroad topics have been requested, no
Information has been provided on what criteria will be used by Commission staft to determine these
toples. Given that only S topics will be reviewed, this does not seem to be comprehansive in scope
and will certainly neglect some topics which warrant review,



Re: Comments Regarding PCMP Review
Page Two

Pease note that thess comments are made in part by several vears axperience as a consultant working in
the Pinelands Area on a variety of projects, including many utiity line projects for a variety of utiity
companies. Please fesl free to contact me regarding these comments,
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§ . 4. H.CRESSON |
W | FORTY EAST SECOND STREET- JEg 14 .
MOCRESTOWN. N. J. 08057 i

DecemberAll.'l991
N.J.Pinelands Commission “ e
P.0. Box 7 : | L-&-_ wd‘Ji
New Lisbon, N.J. 08064

Maureen, please bring this to the attention of the Commissioners ASAP
re: Issues facing future Pinelands research in archaeoclogical
sampling and collection in buffer areas-

Aﬂ_isdue df serious concerm is the management, orotection and
scientific use of cultural resources in buffer, deed restricted and
set-aside parcels after Pinelands approval. This circumstance serves
to greatly impede historical énd,scientific research.

Since little regulation and no vrotection or retrival mechanisms ex-
sists for archaeologlical data inquiry after sub«division arid individ-
ual proverty ownership an imoroved nrogram needs to be imvnlemented to
both safeguard and sample these resources in the planning and applica-
tion stages as well as after construction and individual nroverty

. ownership. . . .

My recommendation is first, <o vrovide some legal and enforecement
mechanisms with’'teeth' to vprevent individual oroverty owners from
knowingly or unknowingly destroying cultural resources in these desig-
nated zones; second,  to samole all sites of cultural use and re-
source found within these zones in stage I & II archaeological surveys
and third, to establish a sevarate revository for Pinelands cultural
resources for ongaing and future scientific research s0 a more uniform
singular body of documents and artifacts are in one vlace.

An enormous potential exists for gleaning more direct, nristine and
unfettered knowledge of Pinelands history and orehistory 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 of'protection’
that in effect, to this day, denies purvoseful, necessary scientific
research from these neglected areas.

;n essence, we are only getting a minute flicker of reflection through
the window #f the past in Pinelands history and land-use.

Respectfully submitted,

. C_:""""f'-"'-‘- \-\.\VAC'U_‘T—‘-M—-—-—-

John H.Gresson . 17
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THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
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MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE

RECOMMENDED FOR_REVIEW
RECOMMENDATION #__

Proposer (agency, name, etc.):
LWUNS - Natural Rasourcss
Barbara Novick
é8 Lyrmn Dr.,

Ocean, NJ 07712

Toplic/Issue:

tranuafar of davelopment rights
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XYY . in the short term (next 5 te 7 years) or;

longer term (bhevond 7 years)

Reascns for Importance:

1.

(continue on Back)
2.

{continue cn back)
3,

(continue on back)

The CMP is a land use regulatory sustem which limits
development in the enviranmentally sensitive parts of the
Pinelands and at the same time it directs growth toc more
acceptable rmgional growth areas. The Pinelands Qevelopment
Credit Program is core of the tools for facilitating this
goal. Years of. experience with this program have proven the
nesd to more adequately ensure marketability of PCOD’'s. Ue
suggest that the Pinelands Commission study the advisability
of reducing the density standards in regioral growth areas as
delineated in the CMP in order to create a greater demand for

POC’s. Such a revision would sursly make the program more
effective and inturn meke the work of the Pinelands

Femmdmal mem mmea akmAansl., Wmlasad O e oo _
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raports, etc.): :
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" Jagk Ross

E. Related I[ssue

Staff contact time which will be required toc Facilitate
changes in each of 30 municipal master plans. Perhaps
changes could be made as each individusl master plan comes up
for mandatory periodic review - svery six y=ars,
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Ms., Lois Cristarella
Pinelands Commission
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The Wharton Tract acguisition in 1955 was one of the £irst
examples of direct state interest in water rescurce
conservation. This purchase was to provide a ground water
presarve for the future water supply needs of South Jersey.
Forastry and racrsatiocnal uses conasistant with the primary
purpose of protaction and eventurl development of its water
resources ware allowed by the Department ¢£ Conssrvation and
Developmant. '

The 1955 Survey of New Jersey Watey Resourcss Development
issued by the Leagislative Commissicn on Watsar Supply identified

the Kirkweod Cohansey aguifer as the primary supplemental source
for Atlantic City and Camden inn the event that the developed
wallfields in those areas became contaminated by saltwater
intrusion. Recant water rescurce investigations conductad by
the United States Geoleogical Survey and the NJDEFPE indicats the
threat of salt watar intrusicn has increased for both the Camden
and Atlantic Clty water =upplies.

In 1980, pubhlic policy regarding the Kirkwoed-Cohansey aquifsr
changed and presarvation aeafforts- emphasized the ecosystam 9f the
Pinelands Reserve over water supply development. This policy
was polidified in tha New Jersey Pinelands Comprshensive
Managament Plan adoptad November 21, 1980. It stated that the
axportation of ground or surfacs water from the Pinelands shall
net be permitted., It also placed aevera restrictions on the use
cf watar within the Pinelands Reserve. ' The implicaticna of this
policy on the South Jersey communities that planned for decacdes
2o utilize the Kirkweod Csoshansey watar supply were net '
adequataly reviewed or sufficiently discussed in the Plan.

The original and primary purpose of protecting this agquifer
systam over the last csntury has been to insure a safe and
adequata water supply for the citizens of South Jersey. As salt
wvater intrusion continues to threatsn the health and safety of
the residents of South Jersey, there is an increasing need teo
develop new watar supplies. The Kirkwood Cohansey aquifar has
alwvays been considersd to ke tha primary scurcs of these
supplies. ’

The Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan has had profound

implications on water supply planning and development in all of
South Jersey. The Commission’'s review of the plan must review
this impact and detarmine Now to balancs the water supply needs
of the region with the preservation of the Pinslands ecosysten.
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MANAGEMENT PLAN 77

CR_TCPIC/ISSUE
RE OR EW

REWATION | NS
Preposar (agency, name, ctc:) :w A REDE

Topie/Iasue: watar ) -
ip

‘ 1t ‘ _ oy [l 'qu nﬂndw-mmﬂu
Topic/Issue la/will be of im:o:tanca:
immediataly

¥ in the shorc'tszm (next 5 to 7 years) or;
longer term (beyond 7 years)

‘Reasons for Importance:

1.

(continue on back)
2.

(coatinus on back)
3,

(continue on’ hack)

-over-~
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Related Issue(s), if any: NIDEEE inisiative on beneficial e’

] (11 implicar o i nds - J¢ yeipe ~hermicsai
r Tar - v 7

Relevant Documsntation (list and attach Lf avallable any
raports, ets.): m._ch_«!_am&_u_eumms fram rhmonular

gress and 3 _repocrs frgqn B

ublic attention 19 th m.

Known Experts on lssue, LlI any: ery Motz £s Universizv °

Pinelands Commigsion Notation:

Supplemental material to this submission was not received
bdt has been requested, and will be on file at the Commission
available for review.
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FPINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW oF
THIEI PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE

A.

B.

MANAGEMENT PLAN

C ? 188
Q. OR_REVIEW

RECOMMENDATION #_ !

Propeser (agency, name, stc,): NJDEPE, Division of Sciencs and
Research _

Topic/Issum: Use of Soil Amendrents in Pinelands Ecosvstem

Toplc/Issue 13/will be of impozrtancs:

X immedliataly

in the short tarm (next 5 %9 7 years) or;

longer term (beyend 7 years)

Reasons for Importance:

1.

2.

3.

Citizens concern about restoration of mined sjtes using rracerials

that might teroorar(lv alter matuyra] ecosvitem hut derive .ong-term

benef|ts,

{continue on dack)

Citizeny bout perceoti '
durping ground rather thap 35 3 unique envicorranst,

{eontinue cn back)

Confimmation Sr‘ rafysation of currens sgeicyltural and re~‘omation
practices n rinelangs includ:ng use ot ferviiizers and sludge derived
materials through needed ressarch. (e.g. what ar *ual nitrogen racuire
{cantinue en Back) for plant coamunities in Pinelands).
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Y e s,

Relevant Documentation {l1ist and attach if avallable any;
rapores, evc.): Attached are series of articles fron the sonular ‘
Qosss and 3 ceport {rom Pinelands Presecvazion Allianca fecamending.

48 ar 1 on Pln i
gubglc attention Rs! Ihii TRIter.

Xnown Experta on Issus, if any: _Harry Motto, Rytgers Universisy

b

Pinelands Commission Notation:

Supplemental material to this submission was not received
but has been requested, dnd will be on file at the Commission
available for review.
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THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
: MANAGEMEN‘I‘ PLAN

RECOMMENDATION §_2 _
Proposer (agency, name, .u.)l_wmmf Sgipnea amd

Resgarch

mtc/ Issue: w

Botable Wolls _

Tepic/Issus ia/will be of inpe:tmos

M lrmedlately
in the short -term {next S to 7 years) or;

longer term (beyond 7 years)
Reasons for Importancs:
Le

+e f)z A nab‘

A rCUTY CL rrer“v Peira detec-ed

2. [Ecological effects

{eontinue on back)

3. lian enic, may migrate 2o cthar wei's,

{eontinue on back)

~aver-



r.

9/91

Related Issue(s), it any:

_..un.mmu_u;_us {e.q,

Cther contamirants which ray apoear
W - — "

Relevant Decumentation (list : attach LS availablo any
. has

reports, ets.)!.

LU LN B XY T A——

=y
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A.

PINELANDSE COMMISSION REVIEW ofF
THIE PINBELANDS COMPRENENSIVE
MANAGSEMENT PLAN

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE
RECCIMYENDED 7OR REVIZW

- RECOMMENDATION #__2

Propesar (agancy, name, ets.): NTEPE, Divisien of Scjemca and

Research

Topic/Issum: _Croundwater Contamination (Nitrate)

Toplc/Iasus Lls/will ba of impertancs:

X Ammediacaly -
in che shors . term (next 5 to 7 years) or;
longar tsrm (Cayond 7 years)

Reasons for Importancs:

.l. te T esch * Qu « i ch fialds or from
hama/comarcial use of forzilizars,

p
(continue on bBack)

3.

(centinus cn back)

-Qver-
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E. Relatsad Issue(s), if lnY:'gnmnéigmgguijﬂusnggvlgmﬂLwhh

: s, WOy,

f. Relavant Documentation (list and attach if available any
TOpOrts, ete.): Nitrate in drinking water wells in NJ; P - Maprcar

a0d Burlington Counties and Part 11 - Ocean. Salem and Gioucester

Counties,
G. Known Experts on Issue, if any: Opyid Paker. Heidelbers Collece.
JLittin, CH

/81 -
CP4B
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A.

PINEZLANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF
THE PINELANDS COMPRENENSTIVE
MANAGEMENT PLAN

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE
co I
RECOMMENDATION #_ &

Proposer {agency, name, ete.) : NJCEPE. Division of Science and
Ressarch

Tepic/Issue: Cngoing concern a e water quantlty issue i~ <
Pinelands - both the hydroiogic impacis of water withdrawa| frem <he
Kirkwoed - stential ' ' .

Topic/Iasue is/will be cf impertancs:
inrmediately
X in the short term (next § to 7 years) or:;

longsy tarm (beyend 7 yvears)

Reascns f£or Impertancs:

1. Sigpificant water shortages couid start ocqurring mpre frewyusntly,

({cantinue on back)

2. Iroact on agricultural operations in the Pinelands.

(eonciave cn back)
3. May cayse Wetlands to di r.

{cantinue on back)

-ver-
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E. Rtll.t'ld Iiauc(s), L2 any: _Apparenciv, the Comnission jg 3lready

v ‘ : n is jasuye, i.e., the need Dgs bean established,

. Relevant Documentation (list and attach 4if available any
repores, ete.):

G Knewn Experts on Issus, if any:

9/91
C¥4B
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PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF
TN DPINZTLANDS COMEREHEINSIVE
T MANAGEMENT PLAN

RECCHMENDATICN §
Pzopeser | ., DARDS, etz )':Nw Jersgg Department of Envirormental
Protaction Enersy, Scisnce and Te c TOSYEMS. - Mupisigal (/e rtusater

<Alsiirayce &gz

Topic/Issues Intarbasin and intrabasin-transfer of water: what level
of transfer is consistent witn [omg CETW maintanance. O Pijelancs

Tepic/Issus is/will be of Lﬂpo:unca:

ot imsedliately
* Lnthoshantm(m!:m?m:!ar:
» icnger tam (beyend 7 years)

Reasons for Impostancs:

l. The stated "4. cy of the Pinelands Comprehensive Maracemenr P1a

NOL to parmit naw fac: @ veloiell-y.an.e EEOUNAWALAL QR Jumefara tape
rmteﬁemr*%WM'magwﬁhummﬂmuumum
(continus on & turn over pleasa.

2. Pa!t de D b L S SESYLLINE WRSTFEWRL# B A TR " LS aar  arc apmpd~

m_.‘, el T ' el ) - aisllle I N b R oo “Faleint.
aci . '_'_ Wl VIR R "4 attiyan ) ol Blalul i in i npas _-. 4 o

(ceneinue on Sac }tum over plsase.

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

7. Reslevant Documentation (list and attach i2

reports, ets.)s The Pinels

I =301 NS prtnse

available axy
. ln o]

to the raferenged CCMIA S
G. Known Experts on Issus, 1f any:

1. (cont'd) natural hydrology via long intsrceptors comveving wastevater to tha
ocean have tha effect of interbasin transfer and should be scrutinized. Fur-
ther, projects have been spproved, with caxiiricrs;, allowing for seme interba-

- 81 transfsr of watey (most recently,
project).

i. (cont'd) reach capacity and as new are
have to be made regarding the acceptab
the use of these facilities. It will
and decision criteria to support this

3. (ecent'd) to accommodate this project,
. of water which may be exported, subjec
It will ba necessary to determine what

Camden County MIA (COMIA) Atlantic Basin

as continue to devalop, decisions will
1lity of contimuing and/or expanding
be necessary to develop a methodology
process as tha needs arige,

4 cap has been placed en the quantity
T to the results of a monitoring study.
level of confidence will be raquired

before determining that thers hag been/will be no - adversa: effact from the
transfar befors an informed dacision can be made regarding requests to inreses

9/91
CP4B
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':‘apie/:lm i8/will be of Lupo.nucos

irmediately
in the lhert‘tn.m (mat 8 eo 7 years) oI

g: 1::9:: tazm (bomd years)
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Related ISsue(s), 1f any: /) 7k suclit off grownd -vasts

ol 44 - A, ) ¥ hvte 2ol " : ‘ d
nt /aendl® i o Y Y B VTV Ly
) AL gSemp o ol Volooid o iatir Shoyea 9 R /

Relevant Documentatica tnu m attach if avallakle any
:npam, otc.)z ' At 2e/00, 02l Sundiy e

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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THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
MANASEMENT PLAIN.

Tepic/Iasue u/wi.'l.ll be of importancs: |
immediately '
in the short'term (next 8 to 7 years) or;
' longer term (bmnd 7 yu:s)
Reascns for Impoztancu

- =-YeT-
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Einelands Commission.Notation:

Supplemental material to this subm1551on was not received
but has been requested, and will be on file at the Commission.

avajlable for review. ¢
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SINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF

C THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE
DMANIAGEMENT PLAN

OR TOPIC/ISSUE
RECOMMENDED FOR REVIEW

RECOMMENDATION #§

Froposar (agency, name, 6tS,):_Naj jeser Ceclcpioet Sovey

Tcpic/Issua ! Deelccmmt of 2 sl Sescurce nwmmm Pinelyice oontains extansive nzeiral

Topic/Issue is/will be of impc:tahcu

immediately
X in the shert‘tarm (next 5 to 7 yea::s) oz;
- lonqer tarm (beyond 7 years)

Reasons for. Impo:ta.nce:

1.  eter Resurces very in quality sd qumtity toth in the Srfae auifers and the desser syeems. Seolog
matardals ontxol the distouibatio of Cems water resayees, 4 inventiey woull provide te s of

the iTY WAter rwe rves, : '
- (cantﬁue on back) |

2. The dast-irutim of arficial smd ond gevel ad its Giemical copoition antrels the tyre of lnd use,
AR L

anmeMmtuwmnt m1mmmw

{cantinue Pl Y Tt B A1




>

i
"‘ji'
-t

Related Igsue(s), if any: Conflicts in multiple purpese land use

%
¢ould de more easily resglved once the. total inventory is knownm and prioritized
At to the auality af shat mamedon) N

I iy

Jalevant Documentation (list and attach if avallable ar
Teports, ete.): 1) A copy of GSR20, Inventory of Sand and Gravel i3 attached,

- - lal ]

by - [ .

snown Experts on Issue, if any: _Mumercus DEPE agencies. New Jersey

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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: COMMPN -J-Iryhn’l
mmos |
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#‘4 Al Aty & sl o) T —
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‘Topia/Issue is/will be ef l.npor?.mu

uundiaul
: i in the short‘tazm {next $ to 7 years) or;
. 1cam tearm tb-yend 7 years)

’

_ Reasens for Importance:
3. b4l Salswi TS s e a tv Aad o 8EAE
) I .

(continue ea &ck)
2. o ite ’ﬂ“’:{ »wd 4‘:/ [’-’/ E‘.nqaf Ay v

{continue on Dack)
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E. Related Issus(s), if any: Love
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TOWNSHIP COMMITTEE: TOWNSHIP OF EGG HARBOR _ e

McCU \ TOWNSHIP OFF :
mﬁﬁgonmw% ngg B.D. #2A BOX 262 « BARGAINTOWN ROAD PETER J. MILLER, mMINlS'mTO:
O HEtL R EGG HARBOR TOWNSHIP, N.J. 08221-9621 A e NER
JEROME STAMBLER 609-927-5000 MICHAEL SCHREIBER, SOLICITOR

January 7, 1992

Ms. Lois Cristarella

The Pinelands Commission

P O Box 7

New Lisbon, New Jersey 08064

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,

Very truly yours,
'1/4

Ay

Maria T. Bohle &7L-
Deputy Mavyor '

Enclosure
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PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW OF
THE PINELANDS COMPREHENS I VE
MANAGEMENT PLAN

MAJOR TOPIC/ISSUE
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RECOMNDATION #
Proposer (agency, name, etc.): MARA BoFie —

- Topic/Issue: &g‘#?f‘ /55:};@ = ,ngﬁb{‘ ;gie;; gh Vi Q;Z
han P =3 2o a Baing,
R i g e

ey

'I‘opic/Issue is/will be of importance: ,d"}

/ imed:.a.tely
7 _ in the short term (next 5 to ‘7 years) or;
v___ longer term (beyond 7 years)

Reasons for Importance: _
1. _ -7, A [ ujg,‘ll:er‘ U dad /P_ das z{er_n L q/ﬂ‘r‘dp'é"q/
o -

I
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(continue on back)
3.

(continue on back)
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E. Related Issue(s}, if any:

F. Relevant Documentation (list and | attach if available any
reports, etc.)s '

G. Known Experts on Issue, if any: 8/4 I/(/f gwfl‘?m /q/méw_r]"
' .Q_Smmﬁ STATE™ _Ag-utrb v 7 - -
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