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Plan Endorsement (Implementation)
· Plan Endorsement Guidelines – Timeliness – The Plan Endorsement process as described in the OSG Plan Endorsement guidance document requires extensive submission requirements along with meetings that will likely involve from 18 -24 months to accomplish. The State Planning Commission needs to ensure a more time-efficient, less costly, and in general less onerous process to make it more worthwhile for municipalities. Monmouth. Agree.  
· Will the State Planning Commission ensure that the Plan Endorsement Process is a timely and efficient process? If so, what changes, if any, may be necessary to ensure improved timeliness and reduce cycle time in terms of the Plan Endorsement process?  
· Plan Endorsement Guidelines –  Simplify, Clarify, and Simultaneously Make State Department’s and Agencies’ Benefits Explicit in the State Plan -
The Plan Endorsement process in addition to being simplified and clarified, State departments and agencies also need to make a clearly articulated commitment to the benefits that municipalities and counties can expect to receive upon achieving Plan Endorsement. (A State department and agency commitment statement ought to be included in the State Plan.) Cape May, Gloucester, Monmouth, Hunterdon. Agree. 

· Should the Plan Endorsement process be simplified and clarified and simultaneously include State departments’ and agencies’ making commitment to the benefits that counties and municipalities can expect to receive upon Plan Endorsement? If so, what specific recommendations need to be incorporated in either the State Plan or the Plan Endorsement Guidelines at this time? Should a specific statement in that regard be included in the State Plan? 
· Plan Endorsement Guidelines – Consistency – The State Plan has to establish, clarify and refine objective standards that are to be employed to evaluate local plan consistency with the State Plan. Without appropriate revisions, the current format leads to endless subjectivity and negotiation in these regards. Morris. Warren. Disagree. (?) 

· Should Plan Endorsement develop and rely upon easy to understand and explain criteria to be employed in evaluating local plan consistency with the State Plan? If so, are there specific recommendations for what criteria might be used? 

· Plan Endorsement Guidelines – Financial Burdens – Complying with the State Plan often creates an undue financial burden on municipalities, especially those that conscientiously participate in the State Planning and Plan Endorsement processes.  Cape May. Hunterdon. Warren. Disagree. (?)
·  Is there an undue financial burden often placed on municipalities when they conscientiously seek to comply with the State Plan? 

If so, what, if anything, should the State Planning Commission and

 the State government more generally  do in these regards? 

· Plan Endorsement Guidelines – Waiver Treatment for PA-1/Built-out Municipalities – For already built-out municipalities, (PA-1), there should be an automatic renewal of centers designation since these municipalities are unlikely to have the financial resources to undergo the Plan Endorsement process. Cape May, Essex, Warren. Disagree. 
·   Should Plan Endorsement Guidelines include a waiver for PA-1 fully built-out municipalities with respect to centers designation? 

· Plan Endorsement Guidelines – Respect for Municipal Plans—The State should respect the time and money spent by municipalities and take steps to incorporate municipal plans or aspects of t hose plans, recognizing that not all State Plan concepts, goals, and policies are applicable or addressable by every municipality; and that municipalities retain primacy in setting its own direction.  Warren. Agree. 

· Should the State be more respectful of municipal and county master plans, acknowledging that not all the State Plan concepts, goals and policies are compatible with every municipality; and that municipalities retain primacy in setting its own direction?  
· Plan Endorsement Guidelines – State Regulation of Municipal Planning – The State should acknowledge that the Plan Endorsement Process constitutes regulation of municipal planning. There should be a better balance of municipal, county and state roles in terms of land-use planning. Warren. Agree 
· Does Plan Endorsement constitute regulation of municipal planning? Should there be a more appropriate, different in weighing municipal, county and state roles in terms of land-use planning? 

· Plan Endorsement Guidelines – Center Designations—The Plan Endorsement Process does not provide adequate recognition to municipalities that have already undergone the formerly established “Center Designation” process adding time and expense to this process and neither recognizing nor rewarding the Center Designation process.  Cape May. Agree. (?) Warren. Disagree. (?) Cape May. Disagree. (?)
· Should the Plan Endorsement Process be less burdensome for those municipalities that have already undergone the Center Designation process? If so, what recommendations might be made to reduce the burdens placed upon such municipalities? What is the status of centers formerly designated under the earlier process? Have formerly designated centers expired? If so, which ones? 
· Plan Endorsement Guidelines – Indemnification – County and municipal governments should be indemnified against the costs and any potential liability associated with endorsed plans similar to the protection offered to municipalities by COAH. Cape May. Agree. 
· Should OSG/SPC offer counties and municipalities some type of indemnification upon achieving Plan Endorsement status? If so, what should the nature and extent of this indemnification be? 
· Plan Endorsement Guidelines – Environmental Protection – Counties may be placed at a disadvantage with regard to its facilities when municipalities do not seek or achieve Plan Endorsement, which leads to the recommendation of creating  Plan Endorsement for county public facilities or a new category, i.e., ”Public Complex Plans.”  This situation applies in particular to NJDEP and its Stormwater Management regulations. Cape May. Disagree.  
· Should a new category be created to accommodate County facilities that may be placed at a disadvantage when municipalities in which they are located do not seek or achieve Plan Endorsement? (Should a comparable process be created for State government facilities?) 
· Plan Endorsement Guidelines – Environmental Protection -- require clarification especially with regard to a variety of submission materials such as habitat conservation plans, total maximum daily load (tmdl’s) implementation plans, source water protection plans and septic management plans.  Hunterdon. Agree.
· Have sufficient improvements been made with respect to Plan Endorsement Guidelines in regard to OSG/SPC expectations concerning submission requirements, especially those related to NJDEP requirements such as habit conservation, TMDL’s, source water protection and septic management plans? 

· Plan Endorsement Guidelines  -- Environmental Protection  --  The Plan Endorsement Guidelines should spell out in greater detail the ways that municipalities are expected to comply with the goals and policies related to environmentally sensitive lands. Essex. Disagree.  
· Should Plan Endorsement Guidelines be more specific in providing for the protection of environmentally sensitive lands? If so, are there specific recommendations in these regards that the State Planning Commission should articulate with respect to goals and policies related to these environmentally sensitive lands? What should they be?   
· Plan Endorsement Guidelines – Housing --  COAH  – The Plan Endorsement Guidelines should spell out in greater detail the ways that municipalities are expected to comply with the goals and policies related to COAH obligations. Essex. Disagree. 
· Should the Plan Endorsement Guidelines be more specific in providing State Planning Commission expectations with respect to complying with COAH goals, policies and obligations?  If so, what specific recommendations might be made in these regards? 
· Plan Endorsement Guidelines – Housing – COAH – The connection between COAH and the State Plan’s Plan Endorsement results in the loss of local control on the part of municipalities, undermining the protection initially offered by COAH from “Builders’ Remedies,” and creating a situation in which the State Plan is no longer voluntary.  Warren. Disagree. 

· What is the  relationship between COAH certification and  State Plan Endorsement? How should this relationship be articulated? 
· Plan Endorsement Guidelines –Transportation – Plan Endorsement seems to require petitioners interested in seeking transportation-related benefits to indicate the ways that their respective zoning ordinances provide land uses capable of supporting public transit services. Yet in many suburban and rural municipalities these densities are simply unrealistic at this time. Hunterdon. Agree 

· What allowances will the State Planning Commission make with respect to municipal plan endorsement in taking into account existing densities especially in rural and suburban areas that may not support public transit services at this time? 
· Plan Endorsement – Redefinition & Restructuring
· Propose a redefined and restructured Plan Endorsement Process that would be responsive to criticisms offered by counties and municipalities with regard to the Plan Endorsement Process during the cross-acceptance process that would prove to be more realistic with respect to existing OSG financial and staff resource constraints as well as constraints experienced by county and municipal governments; that would be compatible with the recently proposed NJDEP wastewater management plan rule changes serving to bring the State Plan and the sewer service areas established through that NJDEP process into closer consistency; and would  take into account a long-standing acknowledgment of the value in strengthening county planning to promote more reasonable and effective regional planning in this state. 
Should the Plan Endorsement Process be redefined and restructured to strengthen the county’s role, whereby the State Planning Commission will limit its Plan Endorsement Process to support for and eventual endorsement of county regional plans; to in turn require counties to compile, analyze, recommend changes to and when appropriate to endorse municipal plans submitted to them by their respective municipalities in accordance with State Plan guidelines; and the counties will engage in periodic audits during which time indicators and targets employed as performance measures will be applied to adequately and continually monitor and evaluate county administered Plan Endorsement processes throughout the State  and report to the State Planning Commission on a periodic basis?   
· Legislative Recommendations – The Frequency of the Cross-Acceptance Process -- The State Planning Act requires that the State Plan be re-adopted at least every three years. The first State Plan was adopted in 1992. The second State Plan was re-adopted in 2001. The statutory timetable is an ambitious one which has never been achieved. The State Planning Act should be amended to provide for a six-year cycle for re-adoption of the State Plan, which would be more consistent with the timeframes for municipal master plan re-examination and is far more realistic and achievable. Agree. Hunterdon. 
· Should the State Planning Act be amended to reduce the frequency of legislatively required cross-acceptance along with the review, revision and re-adoption of the State Plan? 
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