MIDDLESEX COUNTY

STRATEGIC PLANNING PROCESS

SMART GROWTH TASK FORCE MEETING MINUTES

GROUPS 1 & 2

SEPTEMBER 9, 2003

Planning Board Meeting Center

IN ATTENDANCE:  William Kruse, Middlesex County Planning Department




 George Ververides, Middlesex County Planning Department




 Matthew Flannery, Middlesex County Planning Department




 Alex Zakrewsky, Middlesex County Planning Department




 Freeholder Camille Fernicola

 G. Frederick Semoneit, Middlesex County Planning Board

 Ed Cohen, Township of East Brunswick

 Carl Perlin, Township of Edison

 K. Kelemen, Township of East Brunswick

 Roman Clark, Middlesex County Board of Agriculture

 Dawn Corcoran, Township of Piscataway

 Craig Marshall, Township of South Brunswick

 Ted Choplick, Middlesex County Improvement Authority

 Bryan Bidlack, Township of South Brunswick

 Seth Richter, Rutgers University

 Frank Greco, Edison Open Space Committee

 Jack Molinaar, Township of Plainsboro

 Michele Arminio, Township of Monroe

 Khalilah Stewart, Township of Franklin

 Roger Dornbierer, Borough of Dunellen

 Mike Hompesch, Borough of Middlesex

 Robert von Zumbusch, Village of Kingston Advisory Committee

 Colleen Mc Gurk, Township of Old Bridge

 William Harrison, Office of Smart Growth

 Paul Drake, Office of State Planning

 Chuck Latini, Office of State Planning 


The meeting was called to order at 5:35 p.m. The Pledge of Allegiance was recited before the start today’s meeting. Mr. Kruse welcomed the attendees and thanked everyone for their participation. Mr. Kruse stated that since representatives from the Office of Smart Growth were present, that the meeting would slightly deviate from the proposed agenda so they could begin their presentation on the proposed rules governing the endorsed plan process and the next round of State Plan Cross Acceptance. One of the major objectives of the effort of the Task Force is to develop strategic plans that have been identified in the County. It is hoped to have the plans accepted by the municipalities and the County and ultimately submitted to the State Planning Commission to be approved as an endorsed plan. 
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Mr. Harrison of the Office of Smart Growth explained that in July the State Planning Commission proposed amendments to the State Planning rules to improve the Cross Acceptance and Plan Endorsement process. Those proposed rules were published in the September 2 issue of the New Jersey Register. There will be a 60 day public comment period which will end on November 1. In December or January the State Planning Commission will adopt the rules. The State Planning Commission is planning to release the preliminary State Plan in March to start the next round of Cross Acceptance. By statute, the State Plan must be readopted every three years. The Office of Smart Growth had requested from the other State agencies that are heavily involved in land use to submit to them plans and maps which will be sent to the counties and municipalities in November for review and comment. Recommendations and comments made will be considered for incorporation into the State Plan Policy Map and State Plan policies that are related to mapping changes. 

The State Planning Commission realizes that many counties, including Middlesex County, have received a Smart Future Grant and have been diligently working on strategic plans which will be seeking plan endorsement. The new regulations break plan endorsement into a two step process. At the time the initial petition for plan endorsement is made, if the petition is substantially consistent with the State Plan, you will be entered into a Plan Endorsement Contract. The contract will set forth a schedule when the County will do certain things, when the state agencies will do certain things, and if there will be additional planning funding available. In addition, there will be some additional benefits from other state agencies which will be available at various steps in the process. Such benefits include various funding programs and regulatory program priority, such as streamlining the permitting process. Counties or municipalities with endorsed plans would be given priority for these programs. OSG hopes to have a tentative list of benefits available for review by the end of the month. Once the final petition for plan endorsement is approved, the state agencies with their own capital programs, funding for county and municipal projects, and the regulatory process will be tailored to facilitate development in the areas that are identified as smart growth areas. OSG is trying to make the process a  partnership between state agencies, counties, and municipalities. 

Mr. Choplick asked how the new regulations would impact on designated centers. Designated centers will continue. The proposed rules state that priority will be given to county plans, plans of regional groupings and municipalities if the county is not a player, and municipal plans that are in an endorsed county. OSG is committed to several counties who have been working on plans under the Smart Future Grants to complete the plan endorsement process in a timely fashion. There are also some towns that had center petitions pending for a long period time that OSG would like to work with toward the plan endorsement process instead of the center petition process.

Mr. Drake explained that OSG is on the horizon of Cross Acceptance III. The staff of OSG has been working on a Cross Acceptance Manual. The manual will contain an overview, the roles and responsibilities of the involved agencies, a public participation element, and 
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guidelines for preparation of the cross acceptance report. A short presentation containing some highlights will be presented at tomorrow’s Plan Implementation Committee meeting. It is hoped that The County Planners’ Association could assist in reaching out to municipalities. A major effort will be made to outreach and participation. Members of the public do not understand the concept of Smart Growth. OSG is looking to link the cross acceptance and plan endorsement process. It is also proposed to restructure the mapping criteria. OSG is working with DEP to collaborate the elements of the State Plan Policy Map and the BIG Map. The Cross Acceptance process will begin in March 2004, but prior to that preliminary work will be done in regard to mapping and issues on policy changes. There will be an opportunity for mapping changes during the plan endorsement process. It is also important to note that the State Planning Commission rules essentially empower them to make mapping amendments at any time. In the future, there will be a lot of important information posted on the web site which will be useful to the counties and municipalities. The information will be updated frequently. Each state agency has “Smart Growth Team” members who will diligently work on cross acceptance issues. Mr. Lantini encouraged the municipal representatives to get involved in the strategic planning process. There will be many benefits available for municipalities who are part of endorsed plan areas. 


Mr. Kruse made a presentation on principals governing smart growth that are community oriented rather than the regional context that were discussed at previous meetings. The idea is to come up with plans that allow for smart growth to occur that develops communities in Middlesex County. The State is now talking about “Smart Future” instead of Smart Growth. He covered some new terms that are being used such as “the new urbanism, contact sensitive design, neo-traditional design communities, unsprawl, and mixed use and sustainable development.” It is hoped to achieve the integration of regional community and neighborhood planning through the strategic planning process and ultimately through the State Plan. 

There are a number of principles that have emerged through the experience that has occurred in various areas of the country. They are the following:

1. New development should be planned and designed to reflect the social, economic, and physical character of the surrounding area. It should be done with input from the current residents and policymakers within the community. It is important to hold visioning sessions with the public to obtain input. 

2. The neighborhood or community should have an easily recognized center. 

3. The dwellings within the community are within a five minute walk of the center. 

4. There should be a variety of dwelling types that serve various age and income groups. 

5. There should be shops and offices at the edge of each neighborhood to meet local needs. 
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6. Permit the construction of ancillary buildings within the backyards of single family homes to be used as rental units or place of work.                   

7. Provide for an elementary school not more than one mile from the farthest home. Ensure a greenway or sidewalk network that leads to the school.

8. Playgrounds should not be more than 1/8 mile (660 feet) from the farthest home in the community.

9. Neighborhood streets should create a connective network allowing safe, controlled movement of vehicles and pedestrians.

10. Residential streets should be narrow and shaded by trees.

11. Buildings in the neighborhood center should be placed close to the street to create a strong sense of place.

12. Parking lots and garage doors do not front on the street.    

13. Prominent sites should be reserved for civic buildings. 

14. The neighborhood should have a formal association that governs maintenance, security, and physical change.

Mr. Kruse explained that there is an example of this type of development in North Carolina. The development is 12 miles north of Charlotte. It has over 400 acres with mixed use (apartments, row houses, and single family residential, commercial and civic uses). It is proposed to be served by light rail transit to Charlotte. There is a former mill on an adjacent site that is in the process of being redeveloped as a commercial center. Mr. Greco was concerned that bikeways were not included in the example. Plans could be modified for this inclusion. Ms. Arminio stated that open space was not included. A specific principle calling for open space for recreation and environmental resource protection should be provided. Mr. Kruse stated that it would be up to the community to decide what their needs would be. A key component is involving as many interests as possible in the design process. 


Mr. Kruse gave an update on the status of the strategic planning effort. In terms of the Group I plan status, staff is working towards completion of the report. Staff had received input from OSG which encouraged incorporation of a centers, cores and nodes component into the SPA Report. There are five center types that are identified in the State Plan (hamlet, village, town, regional center, and urban center). Also there are two components within a center (core and node). Cores are the traditional downtown areas providing a broad mix of land uses and activities (served by mass transit;) and where pedestrian and bicycle movement is encouraged.  Nodes are large single purpose areas including shopping centers, industrial and office 
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parks, airports, seaports, regional cultural, educational and entertainment facilities and housing developments. Staff is endeavoring to incorporate the concepts of centers, cores, and nodes into the Group I SPA Report. A preliminary delineation was presented for the Task Force’s review and comment (attached). A map was also available for the municipalities who were represented. Comments on the map and report section are due to the County by Friday, October 3, 2003. It is hoped to have municipal and county endorsement of the Group I SPA Report by the end of December. 


In reference to the Group II SPA area, staff has been meeting with the municipalities over the last several months. Staff is in the process of putting together the planning objectives and infrastructure needs that were identified as a result of the municipal meetings. This will be presented to the Task Force at a later date.                   

Mr. Kruse announced that the next meeting would take place in mid to late November or early December at 5:30 p.m.    

The meeting was adjourned at 7:25 p.m.

lak

c/word/my documents/strategic planning/minutes/090903

MIDDLESEX COUNTY

STRATEGIC PLANNING PROCESS

SMART GROWTH TASK FORCE MEETING MINUTES

FEBRUARY 17, 2004

Planning Board Meeting Center

IN ATTENDANCE:     William Kruse, Middlesex County Planning Department




 Matthew Flannery, Middlesex County Planning Department




 Alex Zakrewsky, Middlesex County Planning Department

 Chuck Latini, Office of Smart Growth

 Carmen Valentin, Office of Smart Growth

 Ted Choplick, Middlesex County Improvement Authority


 Bruce Sadowski, Borough of Middlesex

 Ken Baudendistel, Borough of Middlesex

 Craig Marshall, Township of South Brunswick

 Bryan Bidlack, Township of South Brunswick  

 Seth Richter, Rutgers University

 Jack Molenaar, Township of Plainsboro

 Debra Rainwater, Township of East Brunswick

 Leena Basnyet, Sheehan Consulting

 Colleen Mc Gurk, Township of Old Bridge 

 Harvey Moskowitz, Township of Cranbury

 Andrew Kerekgyarto, City of Perth Amboy

 Curtis Stollen, Borough of Spotswood

 Frank Greco, Edison Open Space Committee

 Robert von Zumbusch, Village of Kingston


The meeting was called to order at 6:05 p.m. Mr. Kruse welcomed the attendees and thanked everyone for their participation. He expressed Freeholder Fernicola’s regrets since she was unable to attend this evening’s meeting. The minutes of the December 9, 2003 meeting were distributed for review.  

Mr. Kruse made a presentation on the increasingly popular “charette” technique of planning for future growth. The  example shown involved a community development plan for a historic mining area in British Columbia. The effort was to encourage resident and governmental participation a redevelopment plan for  a mining operation that was no longer functioning. The area included expansion of residential, commercial, and research facilities in conjunction with the historic site. The plan recommends the restoration and redevelopment of the mining operation and the development of commercial and other land uses making it a tourist attraction and research facility. The unique location with its historical significance lends itself to an attraction type development which would allow for tourism. The plan provides for a “highway section” that allows the use of rail, vehicles, and a pedestrian bicycle path. The second component of this community is residential with additional commercial and community land uses.          

Mr. Kruse explained that the next round of State Plan Cross Acceptance is scheduled to begin on March 31, 2004. He made a presentation on this process. The preliminary State Plan will be released on March 31 which will start Cross Acceptance III which will extend from 2004 until early 2005. The State’s Objectives for Cross Acceptance III are as follows:
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1. A “more creative, more interactive, more intuitive process” with greater public and municipal participation and effective state agency participation using various techniques.

2. Creation of the “Smart Growth Resource Forum” to assist in the cross acceptance process.

3. Align the state agencies to support the State Plan – Have “100 Programs” in place to encourage consistency with the State Plan.

The Office of Smart Growth has released a key date schedule. A Smart Growth Resource Forum meeting will be held during the week of February 20 that will provide guidance on the Cross Acceptance Grant Application process. Grant applications are due on March 10, 2004. It is unknown how much funding will be available. Counties will be eligible to receive funding. It is unclear whether municipalities will receive any funding. Staff is in the process of putting together a grant application for County Planning Board endorsement. Awarding of grants and release of the NJ State Development and Redevelopment Plan will take place on March 31. Notice of participation and the final work program are due no later than May 10. A sample Notice of Participation for Municipalities was distributed. In the middle of April, the county will be coordinating Information Meetings with the Office of Smart Growth. The actual meetings will be held between May 14 and June 28. Submission of the initial Cross Acceptance Report is due by September 30. The negotiation phase will take place between October 1 – December 30, 2004. The final report and outcome is due January 1 – February 1, 2005.

The County Planning Board has indicated that it strongly supports the County’s participation in the cross acceptance process . Staff is in the process of preparing a scope of work, budget, and grant application which will be presented to the Planning Board for their endorsement on March 9. Once the scope of work is finalized, a Freeholder Resolution will be requested authorizing the submission of the Notice of Participation and designating the County Planning Board as the “Negotiating Entity” during April 2004. 

The Scope of Work Outline was reviewed as follows:

1. Use the Smart Growth Task Force already in place for public and municipal participation. Identify innovative means for distributing data, plan concepts and strategies, and information.

2. Focus on Strategic Planning Areas as the primary theme for Cross Acceptance III. (Integrate our ongoing efforts with State Plan Cross Acceptance requirements.)

3. Schedule and support public and stakeholder meetings as required to meet Cross Acceptance requirements. (Visioning)

A key factor in this round of Cross Acceptance, is that greater municipal participation is required. Municipalities must agree to participate by formal Resolution. A copy of each municipal Resolution must be included in the County’s Cross Acceptance Report. Mr. Kruse encouraged the municipal representatives that were present to begin this process. A formal letter will be sent to each municipality requesting the consideration of the resolution. It is unknown if there is an incentive for municipal 
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participation. Mr. Latini indicated that the county can include some pass through funding for the municipalities who agree to participate in the county‘s grant application. This is encouraged. 

The Office of Smart Growth has provided a Data Base for Cross Acceptance Mapping. Comments and corrections will be compiled and submitted to the Office of Smart Growth. This will be discussed later in the meeting.

The following required elements must be included in the Cross Acceptance Report:

1. Identify level of consistency of municipal, county and other plan implementation mechanisms with each other and the current State Plan

2. Identify the degree to which municipal and county plans have incorporated “key concepts and policy objectives” from the Preliminary State Plan

3. Comments on the current and proposed amendments to the State Plan (Inconsistencies between municipal, County and State Plans)

4. Identify policy changes required

5. Description of Smart Growth Plans especially those funded by DCA/OSG

6. Identify the degree to which designated centers’ Planning Implementation Agendas (PIAs) have been implemented:

7. A discussion of all issues to include:

a. The State Plan recommendations with which the County, municipalities and regional entities do not agree

b. Assessment of state agency implementation performance

c. Infrastructure needs for transportation, energy, telecommunications, wastewater, water supply, stormwater, solid waste, shore and flood protection

d. Changes to municipal and county plans “to create a higher degree of consistency”

e. Other “planning policy issues such as legislation or programs that will encourage regional planning”, “.issues having multi-municipal or multi-county impact”  


f. Documentation/summaries/description of all opportunities provided to the public and stakeholders to participate and comment on County, municipal and State plans during the cross acceptance process

g. Comments made and how they were addressed (responses)

h. The “Negotiating Agenda”
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i. Delineation of all existing and proposed redevelopment areas, areas with growth potential, centers, cores and nodes (mapping required)

j. The results of at least one meeting with the OSG regarding disagreements on policy issues

k. The results of the negotiation process regarding issues discussed with the State Planning Commission’s negotiating committee (The Statement of Agreements and Disagreements)

l. (Optional) Identification of “new indicators [measure of success] and targets [measurable value] for regional, county and local plans.” (For example: Reduce traffic congestion by 30%)

Mr. Kruse encouraged the municipalities to participate. It is hoped that the stakeholders who have an interest in Planning in Middlesex County will also participate. Mr. Kruse entertained questions from the Task Force Members. Mr. Choplick asked how the municipalities would receive the information on this process. Mr. Kruse stated that the municipalities would receive letters to encourage participation. Mr. Latini stated that the municipalities have already received information on the cross acceptance process. 

Mr. Marshall asked how the mapping would be handled since some municipalities do not have GIS capabilities. OSG stated in the past that there was a way to access the mapping through their web site, but it doesn’t seem to work. Mr. Latini will follow-up with the OSG staff. He also stated that some municipalities that do not have GIS capabilities have contacted OSG to receive hard copies of their maps. Mr. Kruse stated that the paper versions of the maps are not very useful to actually review the information that is provided. Staff has reviewed the data layers that were provided by OSG. They have identified those data layers that have information relevant to Middlesex County. Staff can provide the coverages to those municipalities who have the capability of utilizing them. If paper copies are requested, they would have to be obtained from OSG. Mr. Latini stated that the preliminary maps were already forwarded to the municipalities in a PDF format. Another mailing will be done to the municipalities on release of the Plan in March. The Task Force members reviewed each of the data layers. Improvements or changes until the year 2025 should be identified for transmission to OSG. Ms. Valentin encouraged the municipalities to forward their comments on the maps to OSG since the comment period has been extended until 

February 28. A copy of the comments should also be forwarded to the Planning Board staff. It appears that there will be updated coverages to be reviewed. Staff requested that the OSG forward the updated data as soon as possible so a thorough review can be done. The municipalities will be notified when the updated data is available for review. 

Mr. Stollen questioned if neighboring communities would have input on projects in his community. Mr. Kruse explained that the cross acceptance process is to reach agreement on the policies and recommendations of the State Plan. Also, a component is to come to some agreement on the planning issues and infrastructure needs that are of a regional basis. The plan does not intend to get down to specific local issues and concerns that don’t impact the region. 

Mr. Kruse gave a status report on the strategic planning process. Staff has updated the Group I Plan to reflect a recommendation by Perth Amboy regarding an urban center delineation. The document was provided to OSG to initiate the process of moving toward plan endorsement for the Group I Strategic Planning Area Plan in the near future. In respect to the Group II Plan, staff has begun to receive 
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comments on the project mapping that was distributed to all the municipalities in the Group II area. Staff is in the process of reviewing the comments that have been submitted.              

Mr. Kruse updated the Task Force members on the East Coast Greenway Route Proposal. A report is due to be released by the Consultants hired by DOT within the next month. He explained the proposed route. The involved municipalities have been asked to review the route corridor. He encouraged the involved municipalities to review the proposal if they have not already done so.                           

Mr. Kruse stated that given the limited resources, staff has not initiated the Group III SPA activities. It is hoped to begin activities within the next few months.   

The next meeting will take place on April 13, 2004 at 5:30 p.m.     

The meeting was adjourned at 7:25 p.m.

lak    

MIDDLESEX COUNTY

STRATEGIC PLANNING PROCESS

SMART GROWTH TASK FORCE MEETING MINUTES

APRIL 13, 2004

Planning Board Meeting Center

IN ATTENDANCE:     Freeholder Camille Fernicola

 William Kruse, Middlesex County Planning Department




 Matthew Flannery, Middlesex County Planning Department




 Alex Zakrewsky, Middlesex County Planning Department

 George Ververides, Middlesex County Planning Department  

 Ted Choplick, Middlesex County Improvement Authority


 Craig Marshall, Township of South Brunswick

 Bryan Bidlack, Township of South Brunswick  

 Seth Richter, Rutgers University

 Jack Molenaar, Township of Plainsboro

 Debra Rainwater, Township of East Brunswick

 Robert von Zumbusch, Village of Kingston




 Carl Perlin, Township of Edison




 Alan Godber, Lawrence Brook Watershed Partnership




 Rebecca Kushins, Lawrence Brook Watershed Partnership


The meeting was called to order at 5:30 p.m. Mr. Kruse welcomed the attendees and thanked everyone for their participation. The minutes of the February 17, 2004 meeting were distributed for everyone’s information. Copies of the latest Strategic Planning Newsletter which included the agenda for tonight’s meeting were made available. Also, WRA 25th Anniversary Celebration and Seminar brochures were also available. The WRA program will be held on June 9, 2004 at 9 a.m. and will include presentations on Stormwater Management Utility Creation and the NJDEP Stormwater Management Rules.       

Mr. Kruse made a brief presentation on The Center for Disease Control’s (CDC) Walk and Bike to School Initiative. The CDC had recently come up with some statistics that focus on obesity as a health issue. There are a number of agencies including the CDC who are promoting smart growth as a means of addressing this major health concern. One aspect of the issue is to create an environment in which walking and bicycling to school is as a major option and is promoted. There are a number of barriers to walking and bicycling to school, including community design, safety, time, and convenience. In the Year 2000 more children rode in a car or school bus to school than walked or bicycled for trips one mile or less. In terms of health risks, the prevalence of overweight children has tripled in the United States. There has also been a major increase in Type II Diabetes in children. Pedestrian injuries among children have increased over the past 15 years. 

There are many reasons to have a walking and bicycling to school program. It increases physical activity; improve pedestrian skills and community design, less reliance on the automobile, decreased neighborhood school traffic, reduced fear of crime, more social interaction, and increased independence among school children. There are a number of programs that have been started to increase walking and bicycling to school. Some programs are a Walk to School Day, Walking Wednesdays, Walking School Bus, establishing a Safe Route To School Program, classroom learning about walking and pedestrian activities, a no idling campaign in the school district, and the Eyes on the Street Program. There is also an 
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International Walk to School Day. There are a number of states working on legislation to promote safe route to school programs. Communities are being encouraged to come up with their own programs and to

 incorporate this concept into local decision making and planning. Tonight’s presentation is available on the CDC web site for community use.              

Mr. Kruse gave an update on the next round of State Plan Cross Acceptance. The State Plan Cross Acceptance process is scheduled to begin on April 28, 2004. The preliminary draft, revised State Plan will be released by the State Planning Commission at its meeting on April 28.  The State’s Objectives for Cross Acceptance III are as follows:

4. A “more creative, more interactive, more intuitive process” with greater public and municipal participation and effective state agency participation using various techniques.

5. Creation of the “Smart Growth Resource Forum” to assist in the cross acceptance process.

6. Align the state agencies to support the State Plan – Have “100 Programs” in place to encourage consistency with the State Plan.

The Office of Smart Growth has released a key date schedule. A preliminary Cross Acceptance Grant Application meeting was held on February 20. Grant applications were due on March 31, 2004. Middlesex County submitted its grant application on March 11. The State Development Redevelopment Plan will be released on April 28, 2004. Announcements regarding the grants will be made on 

April 21. It is hoped that the grant agreement would be signed in early May. The Notice of Participation and Final Cross Acceptance Work Program is due on June 12, 2004. On April 1, Middlesex County passed their Notice of Participation which was submitted to the Office of Smart Growth. Information meetings with the Office of Smart Growth will be held during the month of May. Staff will be working with OSG to organize the Statutory Public Information Meeting which will be held on June 8, 2004 at 

7 p.m. The Cross Acceptance Report prepared by the County must be submitted by October 21. The negotiation process will take place from October 22, 2004 through February 28, 2005. The final report and outcome is due by March 2, 2005. The remainder of the calendar was reviewed with the attendees.          

The County Planning Board has indicated that it strongly supports the County’s participation in the cross acceptance process. A Freeholder Resolution was executed on April 1 which authorized the submission of the Notice of Participation and designated the County Planning Board as the “Negotiating Entity”. 

The Scope of Work Outline was reviewed as follows:

4. Use the Smart Growth Task Force already in place for public and municipal participation. Identify innovative means for distributing data, plan concepts and strategies, and information.

5. Focus on Strategic Planning Areas as the primary theme for Cross Acceptance III. (Integrate our ongoing efforts with State Plan Cross Acceptance requirements.)
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6. Schedule and support public and stakeholder meetings as required to meet Cross Acceptance requirements. (Visioning)

A key factor in this round of Cross Acceptance is that greater municipal participation is required. Municipalities must agree to participate by formal Resolution. A copy of each municipal Resolution must be included in the County’s Cross Acceptance Report. The County Planning Board sent a letter to all mayors and a copy to the municipal administrators along with a model resolution which encouraged adoption of the resolution of participation. To-date, six resolution have been received (Carteret, Dunellen, Jamesburg, Middlesex, Milltown, and Sayreville). It is hoped that the other municipalities will also submit resolutions of participation. He encouraged the municipal representatives present to follow-up with their mayors and administrators. Freeholder Fernicola asked if the municipalities were going to receive any funding for participation. Mr. Kruse noted that the scope of work that was submitted to OSG allowed for each participating municipality to receive a minimum of $1,500. If the scope of work is accepted by OSG, this funding would be available.   

The Office of Smart Growth has provided a Data Base for Cross Acceptance Mapping. It is hoped that all municipalities received mapping that was distributed by OSG. To-date comments were received from South Brunswick. Mr. Kruse asked that if the municipalities submitted comments to OSG, that he receive a copy of the comments so staff could reflect the comments in the Cross Acceptance Report.  

The following required elements must be included in the Cross Acceptance Report:

8. Identify level of consistency of municipal, county and other plan implementation mechanisms with each other and the current State Plan

9. Identify the degree to which municipal and county plans have incorporated “key concepts and policy objectives” from the Preliminary State Plan

10. Comments on the current and proposed amendments to the State Plan (Inconsistencies between municipal, County and State Plans)

11. Identify policy changes required

12. Description of Smart Growth Plans especially those funded by DCA/OSG

13. Identify the degree to which designated centers’ Planning Implementation Agendas (PIAs) have been implemented

14. A discussion of all issues to include:

a. The State Plan recommendations with which the County, municipalities and regional entities do not agree

b. Assessment of state agency implementation performance

c. Infrastructure needs for transportation, energy, telecommunications, wastewater, water supply, stormwater, solid waste, shore and flood protection
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d. Changes to municipal and county plans “to create a higher degree of consistency”

e. Other “planning policy issues such as legislation or programs that will encourage regional planning”, “.issues having multi-municipal or multi-county impact”  


f. Documentation/summaries/description of all opportunities provided to the public and stakeholders to participate and comment on County, municipal and State plans during the cross acceptance process

g. Comments made and how they were addressed (responses)

h. The “Negotiating Agenda”

i. Delineation of all existing and proposed redevelopment areas, areas with growth potential, centers, cores and nodes (mapping required)

j. The results of at least one meeting with the OSG regarding disagreements on policy issues

k. The results of the negotiation process regarding issues discussed with the State Planning Commission’s negotiating committee (The Statement of Agreements and Disagreements)

l. (Optional) Identification of “new indicators [measure of success] and targets [measurable value] for regional, county and local plans.” (For example: Reduce traffic congestion by 30%)

Mr. Kruse explained that one of the key elements of the cross acceptance process is to obtain municipal input in terms of the key elements of the planning process. The Task Force must develop an efficient way to getting comments regarding various items that are components of the cross acceptance planning process. In the past, checklists were distributed to the municipalities. However, this was not the most efficient means. Staff is recommending using general categories that include the planning goals, visioning for the future, specific objectives for the future, growth targets, implementation issues and mechanisms, infrastructure needs, regional projects, local projects with regional impacts, and targets and indicators for measuring plan implementation. The municipalities would be asked for comments in regard to issues and concerns relative to the general categories. Staff resources available would make it difficult to meet with each municipality individually in the short amount of time allocated for the process. It was 

recommended to distribute the questionnaire electronically to the municipalities with a firm reply date. Unfortunately, many times the information goes to the municipality and is never returned. Follow-up telephone calls will be made as needed. Results will be brought back to the Smart Growth Task Force for review at the July meeting. 


Mr. Kruse gave an introduction to some areas of concern in terms of the cross acceptance process. The state is moving toward the designation of an additional special planning area for the Highlands area. There presently exists the Pinelands jurisdiction and the Meadowlands district. A substantial part of the state which is designated as the growth area will be located in Middlesex County. If the Highlands is 
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regulated and controlled as envisioned, the central part of New Jersey will be essentially the major growth area in the state. It is important that this be taken into consideration during the cross acceptance process.     


Staff is in the process of finalizing the Group II Strategic Planning Area Report. Mr. Flannery indicated that about four to six weeks ago staff sent out project lists to the municipalities in the Group II SPA areas. Responses have been received from six of the 11 municipalities in this group. The five remaining municipalities will be contacted for responses in the near future. Additional data will also be needed in regard to financing and assistance from the county and the state. Once the Group II mapping is completed, staff is recommending posting public library displays as was done in the Group I area. Staff is also recommending holding one public visioning session. Staff will be contacting the municipal representatives to work out the details. Plans for the Group III areas will be discussed at the next meeting.       

The next meeting will take place on May 11, 2004 at 5:30 p.m.     

The meeting was adjourned at 6:45 p.m.

MIDDLESEX COUNTY

STRATEGIC PLANNING PROCESS

SMART GROWTH TASK FORCE MEETING MINUTES

MAY 11, 2004

Planning Board Meeting Center

IN ATTENDANCE:     Freeholder Camille Fernicola

 William Kruse, Middlesex County Planning Department




 Matthew Flannery, Middlesex County Planning Department




 Alex Zakrewsky, Middlesex County Planning Department

 George Ververides, Middlesex County Planning Department  

 Janki Patel, Middlesex County Planning Department

 Bryan Bidlack, Township of South Brunswick  

 Seth Richter, Rutgers University

 Jack Molenaar, Township of Plainsboro

 Debra Rainwater, Township of East Brunswick

 Robert von Zumbusch, Village of Kingston




 Debbie Mans, NY/NJ Baykeeper




 Megan Callas, NY/NJ Baykeeper




 Dawn Corcoran, Township of Piscataway




 Kerry Brown, City of New Brunswick




 Bruce Sadowski, Borough of Middlesex


The meeting was called to order at 5:30 p.m. Freeholder Fernicola welcomed the attendees and invited them to join her in reciting the Pledge of Allegiance. Mr. Kruse stated that the materials for this evening’s meeting were distributed by mail in advance of the meeting. Extra copies were made available. The minutes of the April 13, 2004 meeting were distributed for everyone’s information. 

Mr. Kruse made a brief presentation on NJDEP Stormwater Management Rules. The State of New Jersey through the NJ Department of Environmental Protection had adopted as of February 2, 2004 new Stormwater Management Rules. The Stormwater Management Rules were promulgated as an aspect of the Federal Clean Water Act requirements to deal with nonpoint source pollution. The Stormwater Management Rules responded to a federal mandate that all of the states meeting certain criteria were to have in place Phase 2 Stormwater Management Requirements as of 2003. All municipalities were impacted by the rules. The major component of the rule requires planning that reflects the relationship between land use and water resources. Under the new rules, the municipalities, counties, and all levels of government in NJ have to address stormwater management from a water quality and quantity standpoint. There are two classes of municipalities. The rules have the most impact on all the municipalities in Middlesex County. The rules require that each municipality prepare a stormwater management plan and ordinance. The plans must be in place by April 2005 and ordinances by April 2006. 

There are now permitting requirements related to the NJ Discharge Elimination System Permitting Process that covers stormwater discharges. Any entity with a significant road system must obtain a permit. As part of that permit, they must have a stormwater pollution prevention plan and implement a number of strategies that are identified in the plan. All government owned complexes of two or more buildings with at least 1,000 people also must have a stormwater permit. Under the rules, the counties have the responsibility for reviewing and approving municipal plans and ordinances. Each 
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county must establish a process to receive and review the stormwater management plans and ordinances that are required by the rule. The rule also allows for the preparation of regional stormwater management plans. If a regional plan is prepared, it must be adopted as part of the area wide water quality management plan. 

Middlesex County is in the process of establishing its stormwater management program. The County will play a major role in coordinating the implementation of the rules in Middlesex County. The rules set forth specific goals for reviewing stormwater management plans and ordinances. The Middlesex County Planning Board has recommended to the Board of Chosen Freeholders that the Freeholders adopt a resolution designating the County Planning Board with the input of the Lower Raritan-Middlesex County Water Resources Association to review and grant approval/conditional approval/or disapprove municipal stormwater management plans and ordinances and to develop criteria and procedures for review. The county will be convening a Middlesex County Departmental Stormwater Management Coordinating Committee. All the county departments and agencies that are impacted by the rule will be part of this committee. A county staff person will act as the County Stormwater Program Coordinator. The following objectives were reviewed:

1. Provide guidance to the municipalities to assist them in meeting the requirements of the rules. 

2. Prepare and distribute the stormwater management plan review criteria to the municipalities 

    and other stakeholders.

3.  Monitor and evaluate implementation and encourage a regional drainage basin watershed  

    approach to the stormwater management plan development process.

4.  Encourage the pooling or sharing of county and municipal resources to prepare and implement   

    the stormwater management plans.

5.  Investigate mechanisms separate from the County’s Operating Budget to fund future  

       stormwater management planning and implementation.

The county had also applied to the DEP for a regional stormwater management plan grant for the Devils, Shallow, Cedar and Cranbury Brooks Watershed in the amount of $286,200. The DEP has indicated that they are recommending funding, but final authorization has not been received to-date. There are certain requirements for regional stormwater management plans that were established by the rules. There are also selected priority watersheds. The proposal that was submitted does represent a priority watershed in terms of the future growth potential and activity in the area. A watershed committee will be created for that area. Municipal support for the committee has already been obtained. Middlesex County will serve as the lead agency for the project. The committee that is formed must be officially recognized by the DEP. A data base will be created as part of the project as well as development of best management practices for new and existing land use. 

Once the county program is in place, criteria for municipal stormwater plans and ordinances will be provided. A key factor will be monitoring and maintenance of anything that is implemented. Nationally, Low Impact Development (LID) is emerging. LID moves away from traditional, conventional stormwater collection and discharge systems toward an alternative approach that has less environmental and fiscal impact. LID recommends bio retention, depressed lawns, roof gardens or green roof 
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construction, parking lot retrofit, and rain gardens. There are also new subdivision and site plan standards that could be incorporated as LID techniques. Examples are narrow streets, encouraging retention or

additional trees to be planted, retain natural drainage features on site, and provide for new inlet designs. There are some significant benefits to LID. There are lower infrastructure costs, less construction of stormwater control facilities, reduced stormwater runoff, increased groundwater recharge, more attractive, provides potential for greater habitat value, and provides the benefits of more trees and vegetation. However, there are the costs of increased maintenance. There must be extensive public and landowner involvement and education. Monitoring and enforcement is also required. There are some accessibility constraints, reduced roadway widths, and lost parking capacity. The design of these techniques is more complex and requires more detailed site specific design that may add to design costs. 


Mr. Kruse entertained questions from the members. Freeholder Fernicola asked what the penalties were for violations of the rules. Mr. Kruse stated that once permits are approved by the DEP, the penalties that apply for violating water discharge permits would apply to the stormwater system. It is unknown how the DEP will deal with the municipalities and counties who do not comply with the rules. The Lower Raritan-Middlesex County WRA will be holding a seminar on Stormwater Management on June 9 at Sir John’s Restaurant. Brochures were made available to anyone who was interested in attending.                                       

Mr. Kruse gave an update on the next round of State Plan Cross Acceptance. The proposed revised State Plan was released. The public information meeting will be held on June 15, 2004 at 7:00 p.m. at the Planning Board Meeting Center. Resolutions of participation have been passed in 12 out of 25 municipalities in Middlesex County. Resolutions were received from Carteret, Cranbury, Dunellen, Helmetta, Jamesburg, Metuchen, Middlesex Borough, Milltown, Old Bridge, Plainsboro, Sayreville, South Brunswick, and Woodbridge. Staff has followed up by telephone with the municipalities who have not submitted resolution of participation. 

Mr. Kruse turned the meeting over to Mr. Flannery who made a presentation on the proposed municipal questionnaire. A copy of the proposed municipal questionnaire was distributed to Task Force members prior to today’s meeting. The questionnaire asks each municipality to write a brief paragraph to evaluate the degree to which the content of their plans and ordinances agrees or disagrees with the goals of the State Plan. Where there is a difference of view on goals, the questionnaire enables a municipality to bring up its conflicts with the State Plan in preparation for their possible future resolution during the negotiation phase that occurs later in the Cross-Acceptance Process. The questionnaire also includes a list of concepts which are important to the planning and cross-acceptance process. These should be considered when answering the questionnaire, where appropriate. Responses to the questionnaire will be due in early July. Comments on the questionnaire were welcomed. There were no comments from the Task Force members. 

Ms. Rainwater asked if members of the public would be allowed to comment on the proposed State Plan. During the last round of Cross Acceptance many residents did not agree with the Planning Area designations. She asked if they would be able to revisit this issue. Mr. Ververides pointed out that the public is invited to attend and comment at the meetings. A questions was asked if the county should be contacted regarding mapping boundary issues. She asked if the county would be handling these issues. Mr. Kruse stated that the input process is done through the Smart Growth Task Force. Staff will be advising the Task Force of any discrepancies or inconsistencies in the mapping or the proposed State Plan. Municipal and stakeholder input is always encouraged. Information on the inconsistencies will be collected and submitted to the State. Freeholder Fernicola mentioned that the Governor is setting high 
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standards across the State for protection of the water supply for millions of people, especially in the Highlands area. Mr. Kruse pointed out that the implications for protecting the Highlands may transfer potential growth to this part of the State.          

Mr. Kruse stated that Middlesex County applied for a Cross Acceptance Grant. A grant in the amount of $50,000 has been offered which was less that originally proposed. The exact dollar amount of the pass through grants to the municipalities will have to be reduced and will be determined in the future. 

Mr. Kruse reported on the strategic planning process. As far as the Group I Plan Report, it was submitted to the Office of Smart Growth some time ago and to-date no response had been received. It is hoped that a response will be received in the near future. In respect to the Group II Plan Report, a draft Table of Contents was distributed with the materials for today’s meeting. Comments or recommendations were welcomed. Mr. Flannery added that project lists and aerial photographs will be forwarded to the municipalities within the next couple of weeks for completion. Mr. Kruse stated that the public outreach effort is set to begin. Displays are being assembled for placement in the public libraries in each municipality. A sample display was available for review. A visioning survey will be available for completion by anyone who would be interested. A response box will also be included for return of the surveys. The municipal representatives were asked to contact their libraries for space availability. Displays will be kept in the libraries for approximately one month. The Group III process will begin in the near future.              

The next meeting will take place on June 15, 2004 at 7:00 p.m. This will be the NJ State Plan Public Information Meeting.     

The meeting was adjourned at 6:45 p.m.

lak    

Minutes of the Middlesex County Cross Acceptance Public Meeting

June 15, 2004

Provided by OSG and are not available in an electronic form

MIDDLESEX COUNTY

STRATEGIC PLANNING PROCESS

SMART GROWTH TASK FORCE MEETING MINUTES

JULY 13, 2004

Planning Board Meeting Center

IN ATTENDANCE:     William Kruse, Middlesex County Planning Department




 Matthew Flannery, Middlesex County Planning Department




 Alex Zakrewsky, Middlesex County Planning Department

 George Ververides, Middlesex County Planning Department  

 Bryan Bidlack, Township of South Brunswick  

 Jack Molenaar, Township of Plainsboro

 Debra Rainwater, Township of East Brunswick

 Megan Callas, NY/NJ Baykeeper




 Dawn Corcoran, Township of Piscataway




 Bruce Sadowski, Borough of Middlesex




 Craig Marshall, Township of South Brunswick




 Tom Clark, NJ Transit




 John Chadwick, Borough of Middlesex




 Harvey Moskowitz, Township of Cranbury




 Guy Gaspari, Township of Edison




 Andrew Kerekgyarto, City of Perth Amboy




 Elaine Flynn, Township of Old Bridge Planning Board




 Alan Godber, Lawrence Brook Watershed Partnership




 Chris Hellwig, Township of Monroe




 Colleen Mc Gurk, Township of Old Bridge




 Ted Choplick, Middlesex County Improvement Authority  

 

The meeting was called to order at 5:30 p.m. Mr. Kruse welcomed the attendees and invited them to join him in reciting the Pledge of Allegiance. Mr. Kruse stated that the materials for this evening’s meeting were distributed by mail in advance of the meeting. Extra copies were made available. The minutes of the May 11, 2004 meeting were distributed for everyone’s information. 

Mr. Kruse made a brief presentation on Achieving Connectivity in the Development and Redevelopment Process. A copy of the presentation is attached to the minutes of today’s meeting. There are two parts of the connectivity principle. The first being environmental (ecologic) connectivity and the second being transportation (community) connectivity. Concerns about safety and security are leading to more isolated development patterns. These factors are more gated communities, less ability to move between neighborhoods, more traffic congestion, more sprawl, and more fragmentation of environmental resources. The public really would like the following factors in their community development: privacy, safe places for children to play, quiet neighborhoods, ability to walk and bike safely, eliminate “cut-through” traffic and speeding, easy access to work, schools, shopping etc., and nearby open space. It is possible to increase connectivity and meet the public’s expectations. There are some existing examples. In Fairview, Oregon there is a 137 acre development with 40 acres of open space, 600 residential units, 50,000 sq. ft. of office space, 10 acres of commercial/retail development, and a new post office, town hall, and public library. This development creates a downtown with civic uses. It provides connections to residential areas with varying densities, integrates “big box” retail, provides significant, connected open space, no cul-de-sacs, and a walkable community. 
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Connectivity can be achieved by creating land development ordinances that encourage this concept. A connectivity ratio should also be considered. However, a connectivity ratio for environmental connectivity has not been developed or proposed to date. Another example is the land use code of the City of Fort Collins, Colorado (See copy of presentation attached to minutes for text). The Fort Collins, Colorado land use code also addresses natural habitats and features. There are basically two choices that are being used around the country. One being a mathematical computation which may not achieve desired objectives or goals/objective oriented performance standards and criteria. Unfortunately, there are some conflicts between what the public desires and what the proposed ordinances will produce. In some areas, new development is possible that begins to address a number of the public’s concerns and avoids the concepts of cul-de-sacs and gated communities. There are other smart growth concepts that offer traffic calming techniques that would discourage vehicular traffic, but allow for pedestrian and bicycle travel. Mr. Moskowitz felt that when good planning techniques are used there are places in good neighborhood design for cul-de-sacs and a hierarchy of streets. The approach is to get individuals to look at alternatives and to develop new development and redevelopment that reflects more than one approach.          

  Mr. Kruse gave an update on the status of municipal participation for Cross Acceptance III. Perth Amboy is doing a resolution of participation. To-date four municipalities (Highland Park, North Brunswick, South Amboy, and South Plainfield) have not submitted resolutions of participation. A portion of the State Cross Acceptance Grant was allocated for municipalities who have agreed to participate in the process. Staff will make one final attempt to obtain resolutions of participation from the last four municipalities. Due to the small amount of funding available, municipalities who received direct Cross Acceptance Grants from the State will not receive pass through funds from the County. Cross Acceptance Surveys were distributed to each municipality. To-date six municipalities have responded (Carteret, East Brunswick, Perth Amboy, Plainsboro, Sayreville, and South Brunswick). The deadline for submission of responses was set for July 30. 

Mr. Kruse gave an update on the State Plan Policy map. The map was received and was shown to the Task Force members. There are planning area one, two, four, four a, five, parks, and critical environmental site designations in Middlesex County. There are no planning area three designations. Paper copies of the map were offered to Task Force members who were interested in obtaining them. Mr. Moskowitz recommended that any preserved land should be highlighted on the map. Ms. Callus indicated that it is really important for each municipality to carefully review the map to ensure that all the boundaries and areas are correct. Comments on the map should be submitted to the County for inclusion in the Cross-Acceptance Report. Deadline for submission of this information will be August 20. 

Mr. Kruse reviewed the remaining Cross-Acceptance Schedule. The Cross-Acceptance Report will be released on September 24, 2004. A public hearing has been scheduled for October 5. The deadline for submission of the Cross Acceptance Report to the State is October 22. 

Mr. Kruse opened the public comment period. Ms. Callus, who represented the NY/NJ Baykeeper, discussed the NJ Fast Track Bill. Every area that is designated in PA1, PA2, Urban Enterprise Zone, Urban, and Town Center will be subject to Fast Track Rules. Developers, not municipalities, will have a say on where development will go and how it proceeds. There are permit by rules provisions, which means that there are no public notice requirements when it comes to wetlands permits, sewer extension permits, etc. There is only a 45 day review period for DEP, DOT, and Department of Community Affairs permits. There will be an Ombudsman appointed who will bring these permits through the process a quickly as possible. The lines on the Cross Acceptance mapping will determine
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where and how development takes place in each municipality. It is critical for the municipalities to take time to carefully review the Cross-Acceptance map for any errors prior to the end of the cross acceptance process.                                        

Mr. Kruse gave an update on the Strategic Planning Process. The Group I Plan has been submitted to the Office of Smart Growth. Comments have not been received. Work is continuing on the Group II report. Staff is in the process of identifying centers, cores and nodes. Municipalities involved in Group II will be asked to review and comment on the map with the next few weeks. Mr. Flannery indicated that seven out of 12 municipalities have returned their project lists and PIAs. In terms of Group III, staff met with Cranbury Township. Meetings with the remaining municipalities will be scheduled in the near future.       

The next meeting will take place on September 14, 2004 at 5:30 p.m. The Cross Acceptance Report will be reviewed at this meeting.      

The meeting was adjourned at 6:40 p.m.

MIDDLESEX COUNTY

STRATEGIC PLANNING PROCESS

SMART GROWTH TASK FORCE MEETING MINUTES

SEPTEMBER 14, 2004

Planning Board Meeting Center

IN ATTENDANCE:     Freeholder Camille Fernicola

William Kruse, Middlesex County Planning Department




 Matthew Flannery, Middlesex County Planning Department




 Alex Zakrewsky, Middlesex County Planning Department

 George Ververides, Middlesex County Planning Department  

 G. Frederick Semoneit, Middlesex County Planning Board

 Debra Rainwater, Township of East Brunswick




 Craig Marshall, Township of South Brunswick




 Harvey Moskowitz, Township of Cranbury




 Guy Gaspari, Township of Edison




 Andrew Kerekgyarto, City of Perth Amboy




 Alan Godber, Lawrence Brook Watershed Partnership




 Colleen Mc Gurk, Township of Old Bridge




 Ted Choplick, Middlesex County Improvement Authority  




 Frank Greco, Edison Open Space Committee




 John Leoncavallo, Borough of Sayreville




 Michael Gross, Giordano, Halleran & Ciesla




 Robert Speigel, Edison Wetlands Association




 Kelly Mc Nicholas, Sierra Club




 John Brunetti, Jr., Developer




 Peter G. Calafati, Developer




 Betty Marshall

The meeting was called to order at 5:40 p.m. Mr. Kruse stated that the materials for this evening’s meeting were distributed by mail in advance of the meeting. Extra copies were made available. The minutes of the July 13, 2004 meeting were distributed for everyone’s information. Mr. Kruse explained that the agenda for this evening’s meeting will be devoted to discussion of the Middlesex County Cross Acceptance Report. Staff and the Smart Growth Task Force are continuing to work towards preparing the final Cross Acceptance Report which would be officially transmitted to the State Planning Commission.

   Mr. Kruse explained that the report is a result of the actions of the Middlesex County Board of Chosen Freeholders and the Middlesex County Planning Board in regard to the County’s acceptance of responsibility for the cross-acceptance coordination process. The County desires the process to be inclusive, to involve all municipalities, other key stakeholders, and the public. The Planning Board agreed to participate in the cross-acceptance process at its meeting of December 8, 2003. The Planning Board was designated by the County Board of Chosen Freeholders on April 1, 2004 as the official negotiating entity for the County. The Planning Board extended a formal invitation to each municipality to participate in the third round of cross-acceptance on March 9, 2004. Each municipality was requested to adopt a resolution to participate. As a part of the cross-acceptance process and to facilitate municipal input, the Planning Department prepared a municipal questionnaire regarding the proposed State Plan which was distributed to the County’s municipalities. The questionnaire was reviewed by the Smart Growth Task 
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Force and was distributed to all municipalities on June 2, 2004. A follow-up letter was sent on August 26, 2004 to the municipalities that had not yet responded to the questionnaire. The Smart Growth Task Force initiated discussions regarding the cross-acceptance process at its meeting of September 9, 2003. The Task Force provided input on the development of the County’s scope of work for cross-acceptance and has continued to discuss State Plan related matters at its meetings in 2004. 


The Cross-Acceptance Report will be organized as follows:

Part I provides Middlesex County’s comments regarding the proposed State Plan. In addition the population and employment projections recommended by Middlesex County will be included in this part of the Report.

Part II provides all questionnaire responses and correspondence received from municipalities, other governmental entities, and other organizations and stakeholders. Municipal responses also include the municipal cross-acceptance participation resolutions received to-date.

Part III provides all State Plan Policy Map changes recommended for consideration by the State Planning Commission.

Appendix A includes all minutes of meetings held relating to the Middlesex County Cross-Acceptance process to-date.

Mr. Kruse presented a summary of municipal and stakeholder responses received as of 

September 14 at 5 p.m. Map changes received will be covered in detail later in the meeting.  

Carteret – questionnaire received – Recommended that the State Plan include a transit goal and an air and water pollution reduction goal. 


Cranbury – questionnaire received – Recommended a new planning area that represents preserved farmland. 

East Brunswick – questionnaire and map changes 

Milltown – questionnaire received

Old Bridge – Map changes and specific implementation issues received

Perth Amboy – questionnaire received

Piscataway – questionnaire received

Plainsboro – questionnaire and map changes received – Recommended transit/transportation goal be included in the State Plan   

Sayreville – questionnaire received
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South Brunswick – questionnaire, specific implementation issues and map changes received 

South Plainfield – map changes received 

Middlesex County – Mobility goal and transportation related goal recommendation and map changes received

NJ Water Supply Authority – map changes received

NY/NJ Baykeeper – map changes received

The Brunetti Organization – map changes received

The Task Force members directed staff to outreach to the municipalities who have not responded to the questionnaire. 


The proposed map changes that were received were reviewed by the Task Force. 

The first map reviewed was of the Borough of Carteret. The proposed changes were recommended by the NY/NJ Baykeeper. It is proposed to change areas that were indicated as PA 1 to unsewered PA5 or Critical Environmental Sites (CES). Carteret did not recommend any map changes. The Task Force members asked if the Baykeeper informed Carteret of their recommendations. Ms. Mc Nicholas indicated that a representative from the Baykeeper was unable to attend tonight’s meeting. Ms. Callus asked Ms. Mc Nicholas to submit her original letter to the Task Force. She indicated that one of the major goals of the Baykeeper is to recommend redesignation to PA5 of wetlands areas and areas that currently service urban habitat and are adjacent to other PA5 areas. 

The Task Force members indicated that it should be the organization’s responsibility to notify the effected municipalities of their proposals. Mr. Flannery reminded everyone that the draft report will be sent to the municipalities for review and comment. Comments on the map changes will be incorporated into the final report. Mr. Kruse stated that the ultimate decision on any proposed map changes will lie with the State Planning Commission.

The next map showed the Eastern part of East Brunswick. The proposed change which was made by the Baykeeper indicated that a PA1 area be changed to unsewered PA5. Ms. Rainwater indicated that the area is the Historic Village of Old Bridge which has just been designated a village center by the State. She indicated that there are conservation easements in place along the South River. Ms. Rainwater was disappointed that the Baykeeper did not initiate discussions with East Brunswick prior to this recommendation. Mr. Spiegel indicated that many environmental organizations are joining the Baykeeper in making these recommendations. He indicated that they are willing to meet with the municipalities to make necessary adjustments. 

A map of South Amboy and Sayreville was reviewed. The Baykeeper submitted proposed changes to unsewered PA5 or CES. Mr. Leoncavallo indicated that part of the area is going to be designated as wetlands. However, there will be some redevelopment slated for the area. Mr. Leoncavallo recommended that the proposal be reviewed with representatives from Sayreville. 
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The next map was of the northwest corner of Metuchen and Edison. The Baykeeper is proposing to change an area to PA5 or CES. This map must be clarified for accuracy. 


A map of Northern Edison was reviewed. The Baykeeper is recommending that sites be changed to PA5 or CES. The State Plan showed some of the area as PA1 with some CES areas in the northern end. Some of the areas are already developed. The Task Force recommended that the Baykeeper reach out to Edison to work out the details.      


The next map shown was of northern Woodbridge. Again, the Baykeeper recommended areas be changed to PA5 or CES. The State Plan shows the area as PA1 with some critical environmental sites along the stream corridor. Again, this needs to be reviewed with the municipality.


A map of Perth Amboy and Woodbridge was reviewed. The Baykeeper recommended a PA1 area be changed to a PA5. Again, this needs to be reviewed with the municipality.


The next map presented was a map of the southern part of East Brunswick. The municipality is recommending a currently sewered PA4 area be changed to unsewered PA4 and a parks and natural area be changed to unsewered PA5. 


A map of the southern part of Edison was reviewed. The Baykeeper recommended a State suggested CES designation be changed to PA5. 


Maps of South River and the southern part of Woodbridge were presented. The Baykeeper recommended changes to areas that are designated as PA1 and CES to PA5 and CES.


A map of South Plainfield was reviewed. South Plainfield is proposing to change a proposed sewered PA5 area to unsewered PA5. The Baykeeper is proposing to change areas indicated as PA1 and CES to PA5. 


A map of the western portion of East Brunswick was presented. The municipality is proposing to change a currently sewered PA5 area to unsewered PA5. 


The next map shown was of the western part of Sayreville. The Baykeeper is proposing to change the State suggested PA1 CES areas to PA5.  


A map of Cranbury was shown. The municipality is recommending that the preserved farms be given a special planning area designation. Mr. Moskowitz recommended that all encumbered land be shown as a separate category. Mr. Kruse indicated that parks that are over a square mile are shown separately. Mr. Marshall indicated that in South Brunswick the preserved farmland is not in one concentrated area and he would prefer that the farmland be used as an overlay rather than a planning area designation. Mr. Moskowitz indicated that Cranbury would consider accepting the overlay concept. Ms. Mc Nicholas felt that it was important that preserved farmland be given planning area designation because under the new fast track law there are new processes that can be reviewed on an expedited basis, especially Green Acres diversions. Mr. Moskowitz stated that if a landowner goes into the Farmland Preservation Program, they cannot submit an application to develop the property. Ms. Mc Nicholas stated that the Green Acres program does have diversion processes. Mr. Moskowitz indicated that this does occasionally occur, but the process is very difficult and time consuming. 
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A map southern Monroe was presented. It is recommended that the preserved farmland be indicated. The overall concept would be needed to reflect the area.


A map of northern Old Bridge was shown. The municipality is recommending areas currently designated PA2, sewered PA5 and State suggested CES be changed to PA1 and PA2, a currently sewered PA5 be changed to CES, currently PA6, PA7 and PA8 be changed to new preserved open space, and a proposed village center. The Baykeeper also recommended changing a PA2 to PA5 or CES. The Brunetti Organization is recommending an area that is currently a PA5 be changed to PA1. Mr. Gross explained that when he saw that there may be a proposed change to the Brunetti property he approached the State Planning Commission to inquire why the change was being proposed. They indicated the only reason for this change was because the State DEP wetlands maps indicated that a change was needed. However, the Brunetti Organization has letters of interpretation from the DEP which show that the wetlands on the site are much less extensive than shown on the State maps. The Office of Smart Growth representatives stated that the LOI definitely supercedes the mapping because they are much more specific than the mapping. The Brunetti Organization is requesting a map correction because the basis of the designation as PA5 is incorrect. The State Planning Commission advised the landowner to write a letter to the County Planning Department requesting a map correction. A copy of the letter was also sent to Old Bridge.


A map of the northern part of South Brunswick was presented. The municipality has recommended that a currently sewered PA5 be changed to a PA2 and an area that is currently PA1 be changed to unsewered PA4.


A map of Plainsboro was shown. The preserved farms were outlined and may constitute a separate planning area. The municipality has recommended State suggested CESs be changed to PA2. These sites are either already developed or in the process of being developed.


A map of the southern part of Old Bridge was presented. The municipality has recommended that areas designated as PA5 be changed to PA1 and 2. 


A map of the southern part of South Brunswick was shown. The preserved farms were outlined. The municipality has recommended an area be changed from sewered PA5 to unsewered PA5 and an area be changed from sewered PA5 to PA2. 


A letter and map that was received from the NJ Water Supply Authority were reviewed. Essentially, the Arthur Kill/Rahway or the Raritan Bay are not in their jurisdiction. The map contains the riparian corridors of the Raritan watershed in Middlesex County. They are recommending that there be consideration of critical environmental site designation for all of the riparian corridors indicated on the map. 


The next steps to the process were outlined. Staff will contact the remaining municipalities to obtain responses, comments, and map changes. The County Planning Board has scheduled a Public Hearing on the draft Cross Acceptance Report which will take place on October 5, 2004 at 6:30 p.m. Notices will be mailed in the near future. A public notice will also be published in the local newspapers. The Smart Growth Task Force will be meeting on October 12 to review the results of the public hearing and discuss any issues that need to be addressed. The deadline for submission of the actual report to the State Planning Commission has been extended until the end of November. It is hoped that the County Planning Board will review and approve the report at their meeting on November 9, 2004. The report will then be submitted for Freeholder approval on November 15, 2004.            
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The next Smart Growth Task Force meeting will take place on October 12, 2004 at 5:30 p.m. Mr. Moskowitz will be making a presentation at that meeting.      

The meeting was adjourned at 7:45 p.m.
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MINUTES

PUBLIC HEARING

THE MIDDLESEX COUNTY CROSS-ACCEPTANCE REPORT REGARDING THE PROPOSED 2005 REVISIONS TO THE NEW JERSEY STATE DEVELOPMENT AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN 

HELD AT THE

MIDDLESEX COUNTY PLANNING BOARD MEETING CENTER

NEW BRUNSWICK, NJ

October 5, 2004

6:30 p.m.

IN ATTENDANCE:

George Ververides, Middlesex County Planning Department 

William Kruse, Middlesex County Planning Department

Matthew Flannery, Middlesex County Planning Department

Alexander Zakrewsky, Middlesex County Planning Department

G. Frederick Semoneit, Middlesex County Planning Board

Jane Tousman, Sierra Club

Robert Spiegel, Edison Wetlands Association

Kamaile Nichols, Edison Wetlands Association  

Peter Tolischus, Monroe Township

Peter Calatati, Developer

Debra Rainwater, Township of East Brunswick

Alan Godber, Lawrence Brook Watershed Partnership

Debbie Mans, NY/NJ Baykeeper

Greg Remaud, NY/NJ Baykeeper

Mark Hommer, Lawrence Brook Watershed Partnership and No. Brunswick Environmental Commission

William Schultz, Raritan Riverkeeper

Craig Marshall, South Brunswick Township

Richard Cramer, Woodbridge Township

Harvey Moskowitz, Cranbury Township

Michael Shakarjian, Milltown Environmental Commission

Robert von Zumbusch, Kingston Village Advisory Committee

Alice Tempel, Borough of South Plainfield

Guy Gaspari, Edison Township

Ron Yake, Plainsboro Township


Mr. Kruse called the public hearing to order at 6:30 p.m.
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Mr. Kruse:  
I call this public hearing to order at 6:30 p.m. on October 5, 2004. This public hearing is required by, and the date of October 5, 2004 was set by, the Scope of Work as approved by Middlesex County and the New Jersey Department of Community Affairs, Office of Smart Growth for the conduct of the State Plan Cross-acceptance process in Middlesex County. “Cross-acceptance” is the process required by the NJ State Planning Act, through which municipal, County and State plans are compared and coordinated; with public and stakeholder participation. This is the 2004-2005, or third round of State Plan Cross-acceptance triggered by the release by the NJ State Planning Commission of proposed changes to the State Plan. 

Sitting up at the head table this evening, I am William Kruse the Assistant Planning Director for the Middlesex County Planning Department, Matthew Flannery from the Comprehensive Planning Division of the County Planning Department, Mr. Fred Semoneit, a member of the Middlesex County Planning Board and George Ververides, the Director of the Middlesex County Planning Department.  

Notice of this public hearing was published in the September 24, 2004 editions of the Home News Tribune of New Brunswick, The Courier News of Bridgewater, and The Times of Trenton newspapers. Notice of this hearing and a copy of the report were also sent to the municipal clerk and planning board secretary of each municipality in Middlesex County. Copies of the report are available for review in the Library of the Middlesex County Planning Board and in addition there are some copies of the report that are available this evening in the back of the room. 

The Middlesex County Cross-acceptance Report is intended to be developed through an inclusive process involving the municipalities, other key stakeholders, and the public. The process was initiated by the Middlesex County Planning Board at its meeting of December 9, 2003 and the County Planning Board was officially designated by resolution by the Middlesex County Board of Chosen Freeholders on April 1, 2004 as the official “negotiating entity” for the County. On March 9, 2004 the County Planning Board sent a formal invitation to each municipality in the County to participate in the third round of Cross-acceptance. Each municipality was requested to adopt a resolution to participate. 

A questionnaire was distributed to each municipality. It was distributed on 

June 2, 2004. A follow-up letter was sent on August 26, 2004 to all municipalities that had not yet responded and a third letter was sent on September 28, 2004. As a major element of participation in the Cross-acceptance process, the county elected to use the County’s Smart Growth Task Force to provide for discussions regarding the Cross-acceptance process. The Task Force has met regularly throughout the process to accommodate comment and discussion regarding the State Plan. 

The Middlesex County Cross-acceptance Report is organized as follows: Part I of the report provides Middlesex County’s comments regarding the proposed State 
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Plan. In addition population and employment projections recommended by Middlesex County to the State are to be included in this part of the Report. Part II provides all questionnaire responses and correspondence received from Middlesex County municipalities, other governmental entities, and other organizations and stakeholders. Municipal responses also include the municipal cross-acceptance participation resolutions received to date. Part III provides all State Plan Policy Map changes recommended for consideration by the State Planning Commission by the County and the participants in the County’s cross- acceptance process. Appendix A of the report will include all minutes of meetings held relating to the Middlesex County Cross-acceptance process through the date of submission of the Report to the State.

As of September 14, 2004, the following municipal and other stakeholder responses were received regarding the State Plan Cross-acceptance process:

The Borough of Carteret provided input regarding a transit oriented goal and an air and water pollution reduction goal.

The Township of Cranbury recommended a new preserved farmland planning area.

The Township of East Brunswick recommended certain map changes.

The Borough of Milltown responded with their questionnaire response.

Old Bridge Township requested map changes and specific implementation issues and their questionnaire.

Perth Amboy responded with their questionnaire only.

The Township of Piscataway also provided their questionnaire only.

The Township of Plainsboro recommended certain map changes and a new transit/transportation goal and provided their questionnaire response.

The Borough of Sayreville responded only with the questionnaire. 

The Township of South Brunswick provided the questionnaire plus map changes and specific implementation issues.

The Borough of South Plainfield made recommendations regarding map changes only.

The County provided a questionnaire response and recommended a mobility goal and map changes.

The New Jersey Water Supply Authority responded with a request for some consideration of map changes.
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The New York/New Jersey Baykeeper made recommendations regarding map changes.

The Brunetti Organization also recommended map changes.

Additional comments have been received as of October 5, 2004 at 5:00 p.m. and are to be added to the report. The Township of Edison by letter of 

September 23, 2004 recommended addition of a transportation goal and regionalization of municipal services and provided the questionnaire response.

The Township of Monroe by letter of September 16, 2004 identified that there should be a new planning area for preserved farmland and recommended some map changes and provided their questionnaire response.

The Township of South Brunswick provided additional information by letter of September 29, 2004 regarding population projection changes.

The map changes that have been requested by Monroe Township are illustrated on these slides. Essentially the identification, this would be a consideration of a farmland preservation area and this is a critical environmental site that is proposed to be changed to unsewered planning area 5. This is in the southern part of Monroe Township, there are two preserved farm properties that Monroe requests be specifically identified. This area is recommended as unsewered planning area 4 and this would be changed to planning area 2 (the Route 33 Corridor from planning area 5). The other changes are as they were discussed at our meeting on September 14. The two areas identified in Monroe were not included in the report since they were not submitted in time to make the report. All these illustrations will be included in the report. 

At this time we would open the floor to public comment regarding the County’s Cross-acceptance Report. Please come up to the podium if you are going to make comments. Please give your name, municipality and or affiliation and position. All comments are being recorded. If you have written comments we would appreciate that they be submitted at this time or as soon as possible so that we can compile everything and get it into the report. At this point the floor is open to public comment.

Ms. Tousman:
Jane Tousman. I have a couple of affiliations. I am not speaking officially for these groups, but I am on the Executive Committee of the Sierra Club for the State of New Jersey and I am also a member of the Edison Open Space Committee. I wrote a letter to respond to the Middlesex County Cross-acceptance Report and it was to Mr. Ververides.

Concerning the Cross-acceptance report for Edison. I would like to see the following sites protected from development into perpetuity. I believe the designation is PA5. I understand that even though these areas may have been listed as Critical Historic Sites in the past, they are still on 
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the endangered list with this new State Plan and also with the fast track legislation that the state legislature has put through.

They are the Ashbrook Swamp site in the northeast part of town adjoining Union County, the Beaver Crossing site which you will find listed as parkland; the Open Space of the Dismal Swamp; the J.P. Stevens Preserve; recently acquired property of the Alfieri tract near Metro park; and the priority wetlands of the Raritan Center. Each of these sites are vital to our future for water supply and each qualifies as a CE-HS from the former State Plan.In a letter by the Township Planner, Mr. Guy Gaspari dated March 25, 1999, the Township Planner said that he had no problem with The Ashbrook Swamp Property. The Beaver Crossing property was still in negotiation then but has since been acquired by the township and is currently considered “Open Space” as part of Edison’s Master Plan.

According to the Reconnaissance Report done by the Army Corp of Engineers – New York District: Dismal Swamp is an extraordinarily valuable, fast disappearing natural resource. Dismal Swamp is one of the largest contiguous undeveloped wetland areas in Middlesex County and is generally recognized for its values to fish and wildlife as well as its positive influences on water quality (filtration of sediments and pollutants) and water quantity (flood water retention). The New York District, Corp of Engineers was authorized by Congress in May of 1991 to implement the reconnaissance study to include improved flood control storage capacity and wetlands habitat enhancement, via acquisition and management of the Dismal Swamp and that was directly from the Reconnaissance Study which I have a copy of and I believe it is also in Middlesex County’s possession. 

This means that no infrastructure should be placed in the Dismal Swamp. The map I have shows that even though this area is classified as PA5 Environmentally Sensitive Planning Area – there should be no sewers as shown on the proposed map. Proposed infrastructure will only result in depletion of a very important resource – priority wetlands. The area is listed on the Master Plan of Edison Township and should remain as such. It is also a part of the legal settlement between the organization known as the Save Our Swamp and the builders of the Edison Tyler Estates as well as the Township of Edison.

Other areas that should be kept as open space are the J.P. Stevens Wildlife Preserve which contains the headwaters of the Robinson’s Branch, a river which supplies and serves water to parts of Middlesex and Union Counties according to the N.J. Conservation Foundation. An area which contains a great abundance and diversity of wildlife. The N.J. Natural Lands Trust received the conservation easement for 57 acres of the Stevens Wildlife Area under the ownership of Edison Township. This area is preserved because it provides a good mix of habitats for wildlife including, mature hardwood forests, wooded swamps, small streams and marsh areas and open upland fields. This area is particularly important to wildlife considering the intensity of the surrounding community.
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Another area of main concern recently was written up in the Annual Report of the NJ Land Use Trust. They call this an URBAN OASIS. The 71 acre preserve is the headwaters of the South Branch of the Rahway River. It is composed 


mainly of forested wetlands, providing a critical urban wildlife refuge. Based on a study by the N.J. Audubon Society for the N.J. Conservation Foundation, this area was designated as a “priority wetland” by the U.S.E.P.A. This area is under consideration for a State Park.

The last area I will allude to is the “Raritan Center Priority Wetlands” Many others in this room have far more expertise on this particular site. However, I have looked at the Environmental Inventory done by Schmidt Co. in January of 1987. In the inventory it clearly states that much of the southern part of the study area is within the 100 year floodplain of the Raritan River. Prospective wetlands were identified from aerial photographs. The plant cover suggests wetlands which can be determined. A map of asserted wetland jurisdiction at Raritan Center as of 1986 was issued by the Corps of Engineers. Corps regulated wetlands and other waters occupy about 31% of the study area. Only about 2% of the study area, however, is subject to the jurisdiction of the N.J. Tidal Wetlands Act of 1970.

All of the above jewels can provide infinite resources to accommodate the growth of our county and each deserved to remain as open space. Our county is growing. According to a recent article in the Star Ledger, 2,306 building permits were issued in one year. That would show us to be about third in the State when it comes to building permits. Control over wetlands with global warming is something you should all be thinking about. Also water supply is not infinite. We saw that in Cape May County last year.



Signed:  Jane Tousman



If you have any questions, I will be happy to answer them.



There were no questions.

Ms. Tousman:
Thank you very much for the opportunity to be heard today. I hope you will look at my recommendations and consider them very seriously. Thank you.

Mr. Godber:
Good evening. I am Alan Godber, Vice President of the Lawrence Brook Watershed Partnership which is based in Middlesex County. I have a four page letter which our group has prepared within the last two weeks. I have made 30 copies for the members of the public who would like to have a copy. There is one attachment with this document which I have supplied to Mr. Kruse. It is a map of open space in Milltown and it is referred to in the text. I guess I should just read the letter. It is addressed to Mr. Kruse. 

The Lawrence Brook Watershed Partnership is concerned with protecting the Lawrence Brook Watershed, which as you know, includes all of the Borough of 
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Milltown, and portions of East Brunswick, New Brunswick, North Brunswick and South Brunswick and is all within Middlesex County. Accordingly, we have great interest in the current NJ State Plan Cross-acceptance process. Our organization is in a unique position to offer a regional view with attention to the environmental features of our area.

We have discussed the outline of what is requested with most of the Environmental Commissions in the watershed and thanks to you have provided each with a hard copy of the map of the proposed plan for Middlesex County and a CD-ROM of same. We have found that much work remains to be done at the level of the Environmental Commissions, and we are concerned at the extremely short time schedule provided for what should be an extensive review, particularly in light of the intended purposes of this report in the future and the recent changes in legislation which impact the different planning areas. In view of the most recently stated delay in the deadline set by the State we feel that more time for input to this cross-acceptance process should be provided. 

It is my understanding that the State has made a statement in the last week that they will accept input until December 30.

Mr. Kruse:

It is November 30.

Mr. Godber:
It is my understanding that this had been revised one week ago. I was told that two or three days ago by a gentleman from ANJEC who knows what he is talking about. 

Mr. Kruse:
The official communication that we had from the State Office of Smart Growth was that we have until November 30 to submit our draft report. Then the State will review it and indicate whether there are any changes they would like to see. Then they give us until the end of December to submit the final report. We have to have our “draft” report to the State by November 30.

Mr. Godber:

Okay, thank you for that clarification. 

Our general comments on the Proposed State Plan are:

1. Parks.  We think that parks should be included in the State Plan at a much smaller size than 1 square mile. The minimum size should be discussed, but we feel it should be similar to the minimum size for other areas such as Critical Environmental Sites. Right now the State Plan doesn’t include all of the major parks. There are many, many, many parks that are not included at all. If the plan is going to be useful, then I think it needs to show areas that are 50 acres or less.                  

2. Preserved Agricultural Areas. We support the addition of designations of preserved agricultural areas, as proposed by the Townships of Cranbury and South Brunswick. The designation needs to be able to identify farms which 
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are relatively small in area and not contiguous with other farms, as well as those farms which are contiguous with one another. In other words, this would be more like a Critical Environmental Site designation than a PA designation, but it must have an understanding of permanency, regardless of its size and have the same status as a planning area.


3.  Agricultural Areas. We propose the addition to an agricultural area  


     designation for Middlesex County, as an overlay to any other current Planning 


     Area designation, in the same manner as currently used to identify Critical 


     Environmental Sites. A minimum size to be identified needs to be determined 


     and should probably be similar to the CES. 

4. Completeness of the State Plan Mapping. This is a general comment, but specifically related to items 2 and 3 above. There is not much purpose in having a State Plan if that Plan does not reflect what is actually in existence. If it becomes necessary to obtain other documents from communities to complete the picture of what exists in any particular land area, then the State Plan has failed as a planning document.

5. Critical Environmental Sites. Many areas are designated as Critical Environmental Sites, but there don’t seem to be any details as to what they represent. Clarification is needed on the definition of a Critical Environmental Site and then each area needs careful study, including site visits.

6. Reasons for State Planning Commission Specific Changes to Plan. There should be a way to find out from the State Planning Commission as to why each specific proposal for change in the State Plan was made. It is important to understand the reasons for the proposed changes. We wrote that because  we feel that some of these are obvious and other ones are not obvious at all. 

General Comments Regarding the Lawrence Brook Watershed


1.  Riparian Areas. The Lawrence Brook Watershed has been a drinking 

    water supply since the 1850’s and still is so. This accentuates the need for  

    environmental protection of the waterway and all of its tributaries. Dr. Daniel 

    Van Abs of the New Jersey Water Supply Authority has supplied a map of the 

    Lower Raritan Basin showing the riparian areas of all of the waterways 

    including the Lawrence Brook. This map should be consulted and an 

    appropriate distance from each stream in those waterways need to be   

   delineated and designated as Critical Environmental Sites.



          2.   Unnamed Tributaries. There are some small tributaries which may not be 




   shown on any of the maps, and some have no names and as a consequence, 




   may not receive the protection they require. Also, portions of some streams are 




   not shown on most maps, and the full length of those streams needs to be added 
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to maps and to be studied for appropriate protection. The riparian corridors of 




all of these streams should therefore be verified. 

Some that we have identified include: Milltown, East of North Main Street which doesn’t have a name and it doesn’t show on any maps that I have seen. It is about  ¼ mile downstream from the Main Street bridge; North Brunswick. East of Ryders Lane, running parallel to Ryders Lane there is a stream (unnamed) which is adjacent to Rutgers Gardens. That stream, we believe, comes from the Cook 


College area. It is not shown on any maps that I have seen; Southern end of “North Brunswick Township Park”. There is a stream which flows in there. It comes from the direction of Route 130. We did manage to find a name in some rather obscure document, but it does not show on most maps. There are streams entering Dean’s Pond. There is one that is identified, but there is at least one more, possibly two others that are not named, but there are streams running into Dean’s Pond. Of course as we know, most maps show Dean’s Pond as having a dam. All the maps are wrong. The stream at south side of Davidson’s Mill Pond Park and pond; unnamed, and not shown on all maps. There may be other small ones as well, but those are the ones we have identified.    

3. Historical Sites. Some clearly exist in the Lawrence Brook area. We know of 

at least one or two in the Milltown area. Details need to be examined carefully to determine if any of these areas should be designated for protection.

4.   Encroachment by Sewers. There seem to have been proposals from the State 

      
      Planning Commission to designate a considerable number of unsewered areas 

            to be sewered. We do not understand why this is being proposed and we 

            support the positions of our watershed communities of East Brunswick and 

            South Brunswick in opposing these changes. These areas should remain 

            unsewered. The area in East Brunswick and South Brunswick between the 

            Lawrence Brook and the New Jersey Turnpike extending from Milltown 

            south to Pigeon Swamp is designated by the NJDEP as a wildlife corridor, 

            and it is inappropriate to potentially degrade the corridor, as under present 

            rules. Adding sewers promotes development.




Issues for Specific Communities.

Milltown – Not everyone has a copy of the map of Milltown so I will have to describe it. The document that I have provided to Mr. Kruse is an open space plan that the Environmental Commission prepared two years ago. It lists all of the current open space and it lists potential open space as well. There are about 70 items all together. So the only ones of concern here are three possible ones. Two that show on the map and a third one which is not truly open space. The first one, Property # 41 (North corner of Milltown, adjacent to Lawrence Brook). This is a portion of land right next to, anyone who knows Milltown, next to the railroad which crosses on the high bridge and comes across Washington Avenue right next to the Borough Hall. The piece of land is on the north side of the river. 
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It is fully wooded and has very steep slopes. Very steep like 1 and 2 in some cases. We think that needs to be carefully examined to see if it should have a CES designation. Property # 50 (Center of Milltown adjacent to Lawrence Brook) right behind the bank which is on the north side of the river right against the river crossing on Main Street. There is a pharmacy there and there is an open piece of land behind it that is about 6 ½ acres. At the rear left of that, looking from the street which as I described here. A portion of property 50, adjacent to areas 49 and 25 is wetland, immediately adjacent to the Lawrence Brook and should be so designated. It doesn’t show on any of the maps right now. In the South part of Milltown which is the south end of Mill Pond there is an area of


Bog Brook, just before and where it meets the Mill Pond are wetlands and deltas. These areas are partly in Milltown and partly in East Brunswick. The East Brunswick portion is shown as PA5, part of their environmentally sensitive area. The Milltown portion does not show anything. It is shown as red -- PA1. So clearly there needs to be an amendment of that.    

East Brunswick – We agree with and support the report of East Brunswick that the area between the Lawrence Brook and the NJ Turnpike, which is shown as sewered should not be so shown, as the Township has no intention of sewering this area. It is an environmentally sensitive area, PA5, and is very important for maintaining the water quality of the Lawrence Brook. The second area, the area in the tidal portion of the Lawrence Brook below Weston’s Mill Pond Dam, we are concerned about that because it has some very steep slopes on the East Brunswick side. Not quite as steep as the ones that I was previously describing, probably 1 in 3.  We feel that this whole area should be inspected for steep slopes. It does not show on the current plan. 

New Brunswick – The first sentence here talks about the other side of the same stream area in the tidal portion of the Lawrence Brook below Weston’s Mill Pond Dam. This has some fairly steep slopes on the New Brunswick side. The whole area should be inspected for steep slopes. It varies, some are quite steep, and some are not very steep. Again, it is not marked. We have questions about the PA5/PA1 area adjacent to the Lawrence Brook-Raritan River intersection. The reason stated on the map for change is certainly not apparent. Now comes the Rutgers – Rutgers Gardens and the research farms on the Cook Campus appear to be designated PA1, which seems to be an incongruity with its use and that of the surrounding area. 

North Brunswick – Similarly again, Rutgers and Rutgers Gardens and the research farms on Ryders Lane, and on the Cook Campus appear to be all designated PA1, which seems to be an incongruity with its use and that of the surrounding area. There needs to be a riparian corridor in North Brunswick along the whole length of the Lawrence Brook and its tributaries (including the whole length of Farrington Lake), because of possible damage to environmental water quality. This riparian corridor does not seem to exist for significant portions of the Brook and Farrington Lake. The area in North Brunswick from Route 130 to 
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Farrington Lake, on the East Brunswick side of Farrington Lake, there is a large PA5 area. No such area exists on the North Brunswick side. While the Brook and Lake may be the approximate boundary between Coastal Plain and Piedmont geology, it does not exactly follow that water boundary. There are still serious concerns for the protection of water quality in the Brook and Lake. We feel that most of this area should be redesignated to PA5. We have concerns about large wetland areas around Oakey’s Brook, which is the Township boundary with South Brunswick for a considerable distance. This area needs to be investigated and appropriate protection provided. Some existing PA1 in North Brunswick is in this area, it possibly should be PA2 or PA5. 


South Brunswick – I had a meeting with the planner from South Brunswick last week who is present in the audience. We went over his letter that was submitted on May 21. In general we are comfortable with the recommendations that he made. However, we have a couple of comments about some of the areas down there. Area A, which is in the Monmouth Junction area. The railroad is one portion of it. There is a wetland area which is the source head waters of the Lawrence Brook to the south and there is development along side the railroad between there and Route 522. A portion of that area was proposed as a change in South Brunswick. It is their position that it should be put back to the way it was. We feel that it is probably okay, but would like to study the details more carefully to see if the boundaries are appropriate. Generally, we are in agreement with South Brunswick’s position. Area B – I don’t think we quite agree to the same extent. This is in the area where the Great Ditch reaches Route 130. We are concerned that Great Ditch is an area of concern ecologically. It has, as I think was mentioned in the last meeting a month ago, an area which has a C1 classification because of certain endangered species that were found there. That was upstream, however, our members have looked at the I Map of NJ and wood turtle habitat has been identified in that area. So we are not quite sure whether we feel that this is appropriate to go back to its original designation. The State Plan proposed a change to PA5. I guess our feeling is that this needs more investigation before we would agree with South Brunswick on this matter. Area G is in the northern part of South Brunswick. It is almost at the North Brunswick border, but not quite. If you take the Davidson’s Mill Road traffic light on Route 130 and you go down Davidson’s Mill Road to Oakey’s Brook. There is a little triangle of land between Oakey’s Brook and the Lawrence Brook. That is the area that this is describing. Right now this is Rural Residential. There are a few homes on there. It has an important tributary which is Oakey’s Brook to the Lawrence Brook and it has the main stem right there. We are very concerned about that being PA1 unless there would have to be some clear safety provisions to protect the streams. In general, it is our feeling that this should not be a PA1 or PA2. It should be a PA4, PA4.2 or PA5 depending on the determinations. It needs to be studied. Now we have some additional concerns about the areas around Dean’s Pond and its tributaries in terms of water quality protection. I mentioned the unnamed streams before. There are some concerns which need to be inspected more carefully, but we do have some concerns about the designation for that area. Then the last concerns relate to similar areas that I mentioned in 
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North Brunswick which is the wetland areas around Oakey’s Brook and Cowyard Brook. Cowyard Brook is in South Brunswick and Oakey’s Brook is the boundary between South and North Brunswick. We are concerned again as those are important tributaries to the Lawrence Brook with all the designations that show on the map right now of critical environmental sites that this needs to be examined carefully to see what its designation should be. Whether CES is sufficient or whether it should be different.  

We will be pleased to discuss all of these items in more detail, but it is clear that more investigation is needed by us and the community involved before a proper determination and recommendation can be made about some of the locations.


Sincerely, Alan S. Godber, Vice President, Board of Trustees, on behalf of Lawrence Brook Watershed Partnership, Inc.            

Does anyone have any questions?

There were no questions.

Mr. Godber:

Okay, thank you very much.

Mr. Gaspari:
Guy Gaspari, Edison Township. I am the planner there. I generally agree with Jane Tousman’s remarks on the various critical environmentally sensitive sites. I would like to say in regards to Edison, I had a little bit of a problem meeting with our Administration. I finally met with them about an hour and a half before I came here so there are some issues that we would like to discuss or to revise specifically to the map. It has to do with the Raritan River. Although most of the Raritan River is environmentally sensitive, there is a vision of the Administration to do some development along the Raritan River. Most of it is PA5 at this time. There is about 1,000 feet near the border of Woodbridge that is PA1 so there is feasibility to do some development there. The vision as I see it and as our Administration sees it has to do with the possibility of ferry service which was studied a few years ago, the possibility of a marina and some active, and mostly passive recreation. We would like to have a couple of days to review this and see where the map is and how we would revise it. 

The other issue has to do with the three landfills that we have that are in the process of closure. Since I only had the meeting recently with the Administration, I would like to look at those and address them to the County and the State at some point and also some of the industrial areas nearby specifically Heller Park and also Raritan Center. My understanding is that Raritan Center is doing a wetlands study presently to see where their uplands are near the Raritan River and that will kind of work into the situation. I also have some minor changes to our questionnaire that I handled in a week ago which I will hand in tonight. That is basically it for us.

         

Thank you. As I said, I will probably have something ready for you by Thursday.
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Thank you.  Next.

Mr. Hommer:
Good evening. My name is Mark Hommer. I am the Chairman of the North Brunswick Township Environmental Commission. I am also a member of the Lawrence Brook Watershed Partnership. I am a Water Resources Specialist at the Rural Community Assistance Program. Just a couple of comments, I have nothing written at this time, but I would like to discuss North Brunswick specifically here first off. Starting with Millstone Watershed, there is a small portion in North Brunswick. They have produced a GIS overlay map booklet of both the watershed and North Brunswick’s position. I don’t know if anyone has seen it. It is very nicely done. It does outline critical areas of habitat, of aquifer recharge, of wetland areas. I think in general that report and that booklet should be looked at to see if there are any conflicts within this proposed plan and what


Stony Brook proposed and see how those can be resolved. Comparing their data with what is currently being proposed. I am in the process of now getting with them to do that. Just to let you know where I am going with that. 

Also in North Brunswick Township the shoreline along Farrington Lake as I am sure you are aware, is critical habitat for that waterway. We, the Environmental Commission, are working towards having that redesignated to a C1 waterway and having that upgraded to a C1 waterway because of the fact that it is a drinking water supply as Alan had mentioned. Also, any of the riparian buffer zones along the tributaries to Farrington Lake need to be looked at closely. Of special importance, just last weekend I was up there looking at it, marveling at the headwaters of the Lawrence Brook which are located in South Brunswick Township. It is a very critical area. There is some intrusion very close to that right now with houses and stormwater. Of course, any pollution in that headwater area of the Lawrence Brook is going to continue on potentially throughout the entire water system. Those areas in South Brunswick Township need to be looked at very closely and they deserve whatever type of higher protection would ensure the quality of water going into that system. Thank you.

Mr. Moskowitz:
Thank you Bill. My name is Harvey Moskowitz. I am representing Cranbury Township. I would like to just preference my remarks with I think one of the benefits that the Cross Acceptance process has produced and whether it was designed for this or not I don’t know, greater opportunities and interchange between the County and the local municipalities. It is not we, them, but opportunities to work together and address mutual problems, not necessarily in the cross acceptance items, but things such as open space, which is a cross acceptance item and transportation things. So I think that it has that kind of benefit. I don’t have any written material. This past week was the best week in terms of golfing so I never got around to writing up my comments, but I will have them for you. That’s right, hands on open space. I pointed out, I think the idea of designating preserved farmland, you have shown it in the draft, there were just a couple of minor errors and I pointed those out to you. Let me hold this up. I made some small copies of the map. There is a significant change in the designation of areas particularly around the village of Cranbury. I think, by 
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enlarge, correct changes. They recognize, for example, the area to the south an area which is now developed into an area called Shadow Oaks went into a PA2 suburban planning area which is fully developed and certainly warrants that kind of change. The only other change is in an area in the southeast in an environmentally sensitive area, 4B or 42, I always forget what it is, 4.2 which had been in a PA rural planning area and went into an environmentally sensitive area. Those were correct changes. What has taken place since the Phase II report is an area which has been shown in the draft map as PA2 for development which has been acquired, it is shown as cross hatched by the township. It is a 50 acre parcel called Fischer Acres. The county is assisting us and we are using Green Acres funding to acquire it. A 20 acre parcel immediately adjacent to that which crosses Cranbury Neck Road which we got as a result of a dedication in settlement of a court suit. So those two parcels and a small piece which is developed with some small one story offices in a very low density really ought to reflect the nature of permanent open space with a minor exception of the office 


site, but that is a relatively minor piece. An area to the west of the Village, also shown as a change is a parcel which was acquired as a result of our lot averaging provision which we will talk about next week. I left copies of the map. I know it is difficult because of the scale. It is difficult looking at Middlesex County and trying to get differentiation and then thinking in terms of the State as a whole becomes even more so. 

All the speakers so far have talked about designating on the maps farmland preservation. This is what Cranbury has managed to do in terms of farmland preservation, about 82 percent or about 3,000 acres, 5 square miles; I think something on that order. That is large enough to be shown. I think given the State’s emphasis on the policy of both Green Acres and farmland preservation some way ought to be shown to designate these areas on the State Plan. These are important areas. 

Two other minor points relatively speaking and I will have those in my report. In a small town like Cranbury, 10 square miles or so, the most fully developed or committed for development or built upon or open space, it is relatively easy to compute the holding capacity of the land in terms of new homes or in terms of non-residential development so our figures in terms of population and non-residential development differ from those contained in the plan. What we will do is indicate the methodology that we use and essentially what we did is totaled up the vacant land and the zoning and came up with numbers which I think are more realistic in terms of what we might expect at build out whenever that might take place. I think that sums up my presentation. Thank you very much. 

Ms. Mans:
My name is Debbie Mans. I am the policy director for New York/New Jersey Baykeeper. The fast track law and its ramifications have really put to the forefront the State Plan and Cross-Acceptance process. That’s why is it is so important. One of the things that we have been trying to do in our comment that was submitted by my colleague, Megan Callus, was to move CESs into PA5s because under the fast track law CESs are not exempt, but PA5s are. In order to do that we have been following the natural boundaries to connect these CESs. 
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Ms. Mans:
We were told by the Office of Smart Growth to do this to create PA5s and in that way you will create areas that are over one square mile that can fit the criteria of a PA5 and that these are ecologically defensible areas. 

I understand that Mr. Kruse spent a lot of time transferring what Ms. Callus had done and draw lines; Baykeeper does not have GIS capability so I apologize. We are not quite shoe string, but are not quite to that level so what she had done was to draw hand drawn lines on the State Plan Preliminary maps that we had gotten off the CD Rom. Mr. Kruse’s office had then transferred them to the digitized aerials map. In that translation some of the boundaries were off and that was pretty apparent, I guess, when they were up on the screen last time. The intent was to connect these natural areas and what we propose to do is to work with Mr. Kruse’s office to sit down and look at the aerials and get the boundaries correct because it is obvious that there are redevelopment areas, tank farms,

landfills, etc. that should not fall into PA5. I think specifically Carteret was brought up as an example as a tank farm or landfill that had fallen into the hand 


drawn line that Ms. Callus had done. We are not stating that it should be kept as a PA5 so I just wanted to clarify that a little bit tonight. I would like to address any concerns or issues that the municipalities had. What we are advocating is that on redevelopment parcels that there should be delineation of critical environmental areas such as wetlands, natural buffers to the rivers, and significant habitat. We have consistently stated that certain areas should be developed. They are appropriate for redevelopment, but there also should be green infrastructure components where appropriate. That is consistent with Baykeepers. We have submitted, our group along with co-signees, written comments with supporting documentation and by referencing those tonight, I would like to incorporate them into the record. They are already in the packet that Mr. Kruse’s office has put together. If there are any questions regarding those comments, I am here to answer those questions this evening. However, additionally the Baykeeper has further new comments this evening and my colleague, Greg Remaud, who is our conservation director, is going to speak to those now. Thanks.

Mr. Remaud:
Good evening. Thank you very much for all the work that has been done by the Planning Board by incorporating the comments and the maps. I am sorry. I am Greg Remaud. I am Preservation Director for NY/NJ Baykeeper. There was one area that I wanted to point out in particular, out of the packet that the Baykeeper had submitted. It was in reference to Quad 73 which is the Keyport Quad. What we were requesting is a change from several areas around Cheesequake Park, Margaret’s Creek and Whale Creek since they are all connected to move from Critical Environmental Site to a Planning Area 5. We noted that these sites were harbor estuary program priority acquisition sites and preservation sites which means that they were signed off on by DEP, US Fish and Wildlife Service as well as regional conservationists. 

In addition, the local environmental commission in Old Bridge has, and I worked with them directly on this so I know this for a fact, had identified those sites as acquisition sites, but that was listed in our comments. What was not listed was 
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Mr. Remaud:
particularly in reference to Margaret’s Creek is that it is a federal coastal barrier resource that is protected by the Coastal Barrier Resources Act. I point this out and I think it is worth noting. I think this is the same site that Old Bridge Township referred to in the opening paragraphs of their letter. I think Margaret’s Creek is what they refer to as the imposition of a coastal barrier between Lawrence Harbor and Cliffwood Beach. I am not sure, but it would be probably be worth clarifying if that is the same site in question, but I believe it is the Margaret’s Creek corridor there. The most important thing that was left out and we will submit this again, is that it is federally protected under CBRA. The other thing to note on that site, and again I am not 100 percent sure that it is the same site, is that they mention a clean up and filling. Right now unfortunately there has been some illegal dumping. The township has allowed dumping onto that site and has agreed to remove the fill. There was also a notice of violation for filling wetlands. So that site is worth noting to the Planning Board. It is probably a little bit of a controversial site. Maybe things could be worked out smoothly, but it does have a layer of protection that we haven’t previously submitted. Thanks very much.      

Mr. Spiegel:
My name is Robert Spiegel. I am Executive Director of the Edison Wetlands Association. I also sit on the Edison Township Open Space Committee and the Edison Greenways Group as a board member. I am going to keep my comments brief. I signed on to the recommendations from the NY/NJ Baykeeper. I am intimately familiar with these properties and I just want to echo my support for the properties that Megan Callus and the Baykeepers and the changes that they had put forward. I ask that they be included in the final report that goes to the State from the County. I see that they are in the plan. Also, we will also work with the County on any revisions that may need to be made on any of these properties any slight modifications of the map lines, but I think overall the recommendations the NY/NJ Baykeeper made in conjunction with the support of the Sierra Club, the Raritan Riverkeeper, and Edison Wetlands are very reasonable in nature and reflect the true properties that we are talking about. Also, I would like to echo my support for Ms. Tousman’s recommendations as I have worked with Jane on the Dismal Swamp and various other areas. She is also intimately familiar with many of these properties and so I will also put my support as the Executive Director of the Edison Wetlands for her recommendations as well. Thank you.

Mr. Cramer:
Good evening. My name is Richard Cramer from T&M Associates. I am here tonight on behalf of the request of Woodbridge Township. Woodbridge Township has not yet completed its review of the preliminary State Plan, nor has it yet submitted comments to the County regarding the Plan. It is the intent of Woodbridge Township to submit comments and the completed questionnaire to the County by October 12 which I understand the record will be kept open until that date. Thank you.

Mr. Kruse:

Does anyone else wish to comment at this time? 
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Mr. Yake:
Good evening. Ron Yake, Plainsboro Township. I am the township Planning and Zoning Officer. Very brief comments. Bill, you have received our comments which include response to the questionnaire, map changes, and a transportation language goal. There have been some recent personnel changes. As a result, I will be more involved in this program. I have taken a look at the population and employment numbers and I think I will be getting something to you within a week. Thank you.

Mr. Kruse:
If there are no other comments, I will just go through what the schedule is and maybe that will answer some of the questions that you have. If there are any questions after that we will address them. Does anyone else have any comments regarding the County’s Cross-acceptance Report? 

There were no additional comments.

We are in the process of trying to put together this report to complete it. We have asked the county’s municipalities that we have not heard from yet to get comments to us no later than October 12, 2004. We will be bringing everything that was raised at this evening’s meeting to the Smart Growth Task Force Meeting which is scheduled for 5:30 p.m. on October 12 in this room. As a result 


of that meeting we will be working to put together the draft Cross-acceptance Report. The process requires that the governing body of the County officially submit the report to the State as the County’s Cross-acceptance report. The Middlesex County Board of Chosen Freeholders meets on November 15 and at that meeting we will hopefully be getting the approval and the authorization from the Board of Chosen Freeholders to submit the report to the State. We will keep the record of this public hearing open until the close of the discussion of the State Plan at the next Smart Growth Task Force Meeting which is scheduled for 5:30 p.m. on Tuesday, October 12, 2004 in this room. We will be doing the best that we can at the staff level to compile all of the additional comments that we received this evening into the mapping form that we have been using and have discussion of that at the October 12 Smart Growth Task Force Meeting. At this point are there any questions that anyone has relative to the process?

Mr. Spiegel:
Two questions about the process. With the comments that you are receiving and with the fact that the comment period is going to stay open, how will the report reflect any conflicts between let’s say something that a municipality may want or something from other comments that might be put forth by any other parties. Will they both be reflected in the report or will the County decide to include one over the other?

Mr. Kruse:
Yes. Well, actually the decision is ultimately by the State Planning Commission. They are responsible for the State Plan. We are endeavoring, as we have in the previous rounds of Cross-acceptance, to put forward the justifications presented through our process. It is really the State Planning Commission who makes the decision as to the map.
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Mr. Spiegel:
So you would put forward the comments from the municipality and all other comments and that would go to the State and they would ultimately decide which to include?

Mr. Kruse:
Yes. The next phase of Cross-acceptance is the so called negotiation phase and where there are conflicts, those conflicts are supposed to be negotiated through the negotiation phase of Cross-acceptance.

Mr. Spiegel:
So then any interested parties who submitted comments to the State then have a chance to negotiate the process to see if there could be some type of compromise to the conflict. Is the County going to have the final say in what goes to the State Plan or do all the comments go forward to the State Plan?

Mr. Kruse:

All the comments go forward.

Mr. Spiegel:
Okay. So the public hearing at the County level which is going to happen, I don’t have the date in front of me but, is this going to go before the County Freeholders ultimately before it moves to the State?

Mr. Kruse:
Well the County Freeholders have to officially submit the report to the State in Trenton. That’s the way the Cross-acceptance process works. The handbook, or 


manual as the State calls it, states that it is the governing body that submits the Cross-acceptance Report.

Mr. Spiegel:
Is it the County Planning Board or is the next step the Freeholders? Then it will be the State? What are going to be the responsibilities or what are going to be the duties of the County Planning Board and then the Freeholders prior to these recommendations going to the State? I mean they just look at them and go okay we saw them and sign off on it or do they give input into the process? Do they make comments? 

Mr. Kruse:
It is up to the County Planning Board and the Freeholders as to whether they want additional comments included or not. I cannot speak for the Board or the Freeholders. 

Mr. Spiegel:
What are their responsibilities? Is it an arbitrary thing, like can they put forth their comments. They can pull out the people’s comments? What is their responsibility in this process?    
    

Mr. Ververides:
Basically, what has happened in the past is that both comments have been submitted to the State. They, in turn, have a public hearing on the State Plan at which municipalities and others can comment.

Mr. Kruse:

Well, that is at the last stage when the plan is going towards adoption.

Mr. Ververides:
They have the opportunity to make observations and their comments to the State at that time.
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Mr. Semoneit:
We might add something, add our comments, put something in there. It is not my belief that we are not going to decide not to send anything to the State that comes forward or is sent to the Freeholder board. We are not going to take anything out. We may add to it.

Mr. Spiegel:
Okay. At this point, it appears that and this is my first time being involved with this process so forgive my ignorance, but it appears that this process is really geared to the people participating. If the municipalities chose not to participate for whatever their reason is, they are not included in the process. If people show up here and participate they are included in the process. Right now it seems that the draft report is just a compilation of all the people that showed up for the meetings and submitted comments in writing. Is that process going to change as it goes from the County Planning Board to the Freeholders and to the State?

Mr. Kruse:
It goes to the State. The State reviews it and says okay we have a conflict here. We have to resolve that conflict or the State will say we agree with this side. It is called the negotiation phase and in the prior rounds of Cross-acceptance the areas of conflict were identified and then the State comes to the County and meets in an open forum to discuss those conflicts.

Mr. Spiegel:
Is the County going to be weighing in or are other folks in the County going to be weighing in as to what they think of the individual recommendations?

Mr. Kruse:

Yes, that is the negotiation phase.

Mr. Spiegel:
No, I mean before it goes to the State? Are you going to be adding a section into this report that says the County concurs with these recommendations, the County thinks these are valid or these are not valid. Is the County going to weigh in on the recommendations made by the stakeholders in this process?

Mr. Kruse:
The first two rounds it didn’t. I mean everything went to the State. We said here are the recommendations from our Cross-acceptance process, the municipal recommendations, the public recommendations, and the Task Force recommendations.

Mr. Spiegel:

If the County has any recommendations, they will be submitted at that time.

Mr. Kruse:

Exactly. 

Mr. Spiegel:
If there is a conflict, the interested parties like the NY/NJ Baykeeper, Edison Wetlands, Raritan Riverkeeper or whoever signed on to this, if there is some conflict which I hope there won’t be because our recommendations are very common sense, but if there are, we will be given the opportunity to be part of the conflict resolution at the State level.    

Mr. Kruse:

Yes.
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Mr. Spiegel:

Thank you for clarifying that. 

Mr. Gaspari:
I was just going to mention it appears that the County basically at this time is a conduit for information.

Mr. Ververides:

They are a facilitating entity.

Mr. Gaspari:

Exactly, they are facilitating. They are not going to give much input at this point.

Mr. Kruse:

Well, we have some recommendations that the County is putting forward.

Mr. Yake:
I just have one question about negotiations. At the negotiation stage do you ask two conflicting parties to come to the table?

Mr. Kruse:

Yes. That’s how it works.

Mr. Ververides:

They will have the meeting here.

Mr. Marshall:

You would pretty much be the mediator.

Mr. Ververides:

That is correct. The State will be here to respond to the questions. 

Mr. Kruse:
Based on the past experience, I am assuming that it will be somewhat similar, the State will say okay who has evidence that it should be this way, versus this way, and the State hears the evidence and makes a decision.

Mr. Ververides: 
There are times when they just say that they agree to disagree and leave it at that. It has occurred in the last round.

Mr. Marshall:
At some point the State will have to say this is what will go on the map. Is that correct?

Mr. Kruse:

Yes. It is the State Planning Commission’s decision.



Any other questions.



Thank you all for coming out. This hearing is adjourned at 7:43 p.m.
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