CA — GQeennt 9/ 1547

Q.ew o%sb\m ,meu\ NwM gmwww
| (J‘N«uu Yla~

Q-
s — WLL*WW@

(4 0o 134D



CA001134D F ~

MEMORANDUM , ﬂ[
WZ

T0: MiddZesex County Planning Boaxrd

FROM: Comprehensive PLanning Seé,téon

DATE: September 15, 1977

RE: Proposed New Jersey State Development Guide Plan

This review of the proposed New Jersey State Development Guide Plan,
now available in complete draft foxm, éxpandb on the neview presented to the
County PLanning Board on August 9, 1977.

| Several basic issues with negard to that plan were identified in the
earlien neview. This review comments at somewhat gneater Length on those and
othern questions which the stags feels qaée/nve considenation by y the Beard, and
suggests necommendations which the Boa;u;l may wish to make to the New Jersey
Department of Community Affains. '}

We suggest that the Board review the stagf's gindings during the period
prion to the October Planning Board meeting, with the objective of approving or
amending the proposed recommendations a,t that time, and then transmitting Lis

)
o

necommendations to the State.
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GUIDE PLAN SUMMARY: STAFF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CHAPTER T - NEW JERSEY 1976 ' .

This chapte)r. presents background maternial and a brief analysis of
the problems facing New Jersey at this time. Basdic planning needs and their
nationake are Ldentified, and most Likely "projection for the future are
glven. ‘

Related population profections, broken down by County, are presented

in the appendix. These, and comparable Tri-State and County profections are

shown below.
POPULATTION PROJECTIONS - YEAR 2000
State County TSRPZ
1 11 111 IV Plan Trend Adopfed  Froposed

706,635 748,590 778,025 588,500 820,000 §93,7147 §70,000 820,000

"most Likely" 8| | .

i o

Based on a variety of analyses and projections made by the Middlesex
County Planning Boand staff during the period June 1975 - June 1977, we believe
that the State's "most Likely" profection of 748,590 is too Low, given Middlesex
County's growth histony and its accessibility to all pants of the State. Middle-
sex County presently is the second 5@‘2@541 growing County in the State, with
much developable Land remaining, even 4,5 stnict deve!.apﬁeni: consthaints arne
applied %o enuvwnmen/ta,&y-bemu;évé a/LeaA and prime fanmland, We would further
note that the most recent analysis, doné. by _tha Middlesex County Planning Board
staff in an attempt to develop a single "most Likely" population projection
reconclling ourn past profections, 208 profections and municipal expectations,
has yielded a 1'995 projection of 817,000 people.




we nécognéze that ahy profections forn the Year 2000 are Likely
to prove fallible, and thereforne that excessive concern at this time may not
be warranted. Howeven, on the basis o4 the above analyses, and on the close
concuwuience between the County's and Tai-State's sepanately-derived projections,

we recommend that the State give serious comsdiderations fo adopting as "most

Likely" a figure in the area of 820,000. This figure will provide all three

agencies with a common basis fon planning.



CHAPTER 11 - GOALS

This chapter identifies the following State goals for planning:

1)
2

3)

4)

Maintain the quality of the environment

Presenve the open space necessary for an expanding
population '

Provide space and services to support continued economic
expansdion

Enhance the quality of Life in wiban areas

The staff's previous neview noted that in the confext of the nest o4

the State Plan, Goal #3, to be implemented predominantly in the identified "Growth

Arneas", tends to imbzy a continuation of the established trend to scatter housing

and fobs.

This issue will be considered in monre detail Later.

CHAPTER TIT - GUIDELINES FOR PLANNING

This chapten identifies the following categories of areas to be considered

An planning Land use:

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
10)

Agrniculture

Publicly-owned Lands

Slopes - 12% +

Wetlands N

Surface water and related storage and watershed areas
Sewered areas

wwtbc supply - public and private

Highway and rail facilities

EmpLoyment intensity

Existing development




The Middlesex County Planning Board Environmental Systems section notes
. the following deficiencies in these categonies and related maps.

AGRICULTURAL SOTLS

The staff is 41 general agreement with the bfuiéﬁ description of agrni-
cultural soils. However, the detail provided on Map 1 showing the extent of
such Lands in Middeesex County, and in particular Monwroe, South Brunswick and
0£d Bridge is quite a .bi/t Less than necent Environmental System maps of such
80480 classes. This would of cowse have implication as to the amount of Land

available fon development in these areas.

MAJOR RIVERS AND LAKES

ALthough iacluded as Map IV no description 48 provided on evaluation made
as o tﬂé Ampontance of the State's nivers and Lakes aside from theirn water
supply potential. These natural features themselfves and the Lands immediately

. adjacent to them provide not only a scenic and recreational area but serve fo
enhance water quality and thenefore buffer areas around all such Lakes, rivers
and streams should be neserved from development. Funthermore, greatern detail
would be necessary in onder. to map Map TV truly representative of Middlesex

County's waten resounces.

WATER SUPPLY RESOURCES

Chapten 11T has not made any mention of the impontance to the provision
0§ water supplies provided by aguifer rechanrge/outcrop areas.

With much of Middeesex County and New Jersey relying upon groundwater
aquifers of the Atlantic Coastal Plain physioghraphic province, the importance
0§ protecting the quantity and quality of such a supply sources is critical,
As a means of insuring such supplies for future use the protection and preser-

. vation of such recharge/outerop areas should remain a high prionity and be

included as one of the state's more critical natural resouwrces.
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Lastly, Map V does not nepnesent all of MiddLesex County's impontant
watershed areas. The more obvious exclusions include the Jameébungb Park Lands,

the Duhennal Lands and Burnt FLy Bog.

RECOMMENDATTONS

The staff necommends that the above deficiencies be corrected in

subsequent dragts of the State Guide Plan, with particufar attention to the

mapping of aquifern nechange and outcrop areas vital to the preservation of

Middlesex County's water supply.

CHAPTER IV - THE CONCEPT MAP

Chapter TV and .its accompanying Concept‘ Map are the heart of the State's
~ Plan. This chapter identifies and maps the following categories of anreas:

1) PublLic Open Space

2) Agricultural Lands 4

3) Limited Growth Area
"~ 4) Growth Area

5) Unban Cities

Public Open Space areas are Lands to be kept free from devu’_opmen,t because of
thein nole as necreational areas, waten supply areas, military areas, and the Like.
‘The Plan assumes and necommends that these areas willf continue to remain 4in

public ownership.

Agrnicultural Lands nepresent a portion of presently farmed areas with prime

aghicultural s0iks. The aneas so0 mapped are to be potentially included in
the State's farmland preservation effonts, and nepresent a judgement negarding
areas wherne agriculture can be economically preserved overn the Long team.
Small pard of Mowroe and 0Ld Bridge Township are included, but Large presently-

farmed prime agricultural Lands in Cranbuny, Plainsbono and South Brunswick

; °*
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Townships are excluded,

Limited Growth Areas are Lands on which growth-promoting pubfic investments

such as sewen, waten and majorn noads are not necommended in the foresceable

futune. Whene public {nvestment is deemed necessary on desinrable on these Lands,
the State Plan necommends that it be designed and sized to serve on&y' present
development. Pontions of Monroe, Cranbury, PLainsboro and South Brunswick Town-
ships -are Ldentified as Limited Growth Areas. Limited growth areas are seen

as the State's Land neserve for growth agter the year 2000,

Growth Areas anre Lands identified for most of the State's gnowth to the yean

2000. Several "gﬁowth cornidons" are -ide_n,téﬁed, with most of MiddLesex County
galling in the "Centrnal Connidon”. Pants of all County mumf.oépaLLtéeA are
Ancluded in this cowddor. The Growth Area 48 not differentiated with regard
Zo denAi’,iy 04 type o4 development.

Unban Cities are older centens, and include New Brunswick and Perth Amboy.

These areas would be the targets of the State's wrban strategy, identigied
in terms of conservation, rehabilitation and nedevelopment Linvestments. They
are not given prionity over the "Growth Arneas" in future State invesiments,

but are seen as subject to diffenent kinds of investment than the Growth Areas.

COMMENTS & RECOMMENDATTONS

1} The State's Concept Map and Plan u Ldentified as a "generalized
gramework” within which inve&tment decisions would be made and more specific
County and municipal planning are expected to take place.

In mdny nespects, this 48 an appropriate approach for planning
at the State Level. The State, in essence, would set the general boundaries
for futurne Land development, Leaving the tailorning of precise fand uses, and

b
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the {dentifdication of development \)A. | non-development areas to Lowern Levels
0§ government, v

The principal §law in this approach &8 that the guidelines and
aslternia for the mone precise determination of Land uses are not specified,
non is a process inswring thein proper {identification at the Local Level made
clean. |

Unless mone specific ernitenia forn development within the Growth
Areas are identified by the State, and unless the State Plan explicitly states
that the designation of Growth Areas in no way intends to ovewride Local plan-
ning and zoning effonts, the State Plan can become a potent tool in Litigation

between potential developers and munéc,épa/&(/téua. Developers already have begun
to use it as such, claiming {mplicit State backing in attempts to override muni-
cipal zoning for Limited growth Lir environmentally-sensitive areas.

 Fon example, the State Plan states that very Low density development
48 appropriate forn some parnts of G/LOWIIlE_A/LQM whene énvao;ma;me cenditions

)
dictate (p. 78) but does not specify what these conditions to be observed are.

The burden of prood of Legitimate deudgpmen,t constrhaints thus L8 Left on the
municipality, with the State's Concept Map apparently supporting a carte blanche
approach. | |

RECOMMENDATTON

1

A8 a minimum, the State P!.a‘n:‘ should explicitly List the environmental
gactorns which qualify as Legitimate d'e.vdopmewt constraints within the identified
Growth Areas, and further explicitly state that the broad identification of
Growth Areas is in no way intended to exclude the fLegitimate application of more
precise delineations by municipalities.

Funthen, the State Plan should explicitly state that municipal and
County effonts should consider the identified constraints andseek to insunre

appropriate development (orn non-development) 05‘ areas which meet the defined

&




|
This approach would indicate more clearly how the State expects
municipalities and counties to cavy out the detailed planning which 48 cited
in the State Plan, and would provide explicit duppont forn Local units of
government gaced with developerns seeking to use the State Plan as a tool
against Local egéow to shape growth in accordance with sound environmental

and othen policies.

2) The identification of Limited Growth Areas, as applied to Middlesex

County, may not be adequate to substantially support municipal desines Lo pre-
senve prime agricultunal Lands in that ‘eéonomi.c use. Desdignation for "Limited
growth" means that mafjon State and Federal investments should be withheld, and
nelies on thu sthategy to keep these Lands grom developing. Unlike the arecs

designated for agnicultural pne&uva,téon, the Limited Growth Areas, even though

they might contain sizeable and. ecanomc.,a.uy -viable thacts of prime faumland,
would not qualify forn the State's 6a)nm£and p/ce,éejwajxon program,

The State's rationale fon r.h,m approach in Middeesex County As
clean: Limited Growth areas, despite thein present use as farmland, are deemed
ZLoo valuable as potentially developable Land to allow the feasiblLe purchase of
deve!.opment nights. _ 1

While it {8 true that the Lands here in question--principally in
Plainsboro, Cranbury, and South Baumuzégfz--Ahow a stnong potential fon develop-

'-ment,’ and thus command high prices, it us precisely these Lands that are most

4in need o4 urgent and concrete action if they are to be preserved, and develop-

ment to be shaped around them,

Our analyses indicate that thene is more than enough non-agricultural
Land 4in Mi.ddﬁeae# County (including presently agricultunal Land already approved
fon development) to meet the development needs of the next 25 yeans and beyohd.
Except in isolated and very Limited instances, these Lands simply are not
needed to provide eithen jobs o housing.

G




Pldémbono, Cranbury and South Brunswick have repeatedly
. stated thein desine to heep thein best aghicultural Lands--some of the best
in the State--in production, and to withhold development. Howevern, they will
need State suppont in this effort.

The proposed State Guide Plan would offe. some support to these
effonts, by withholding growth-inducing Linvestments. However, Lange-Lot
nesidential development, in parnticular, may not be effectively precluded, or
any othen development supported by privately-funded provision of utilities.

Very Lange Lotagrnicultural on nural zoning may be one way fto
discourage development of agricultural fLands, without State investment on Aach
Techniques as Transfer of Development Rights, and this zoning technique has been
necommended by the Trni-State Regional Planning Commission. However, without
explicit support {rom the State Plan, municipalities will be very reluctant
Lo use this technique, even as an interim measure, because of prossurne from

. Large Local Landowners and speculatons, who almost certainly would §ight
substantial down-zoning for agricultural purposes Ln the counts. Nonetheless,
agriculturnal zoning, 4§ accompanied by adequate amounts 105 Land zoned to meet |
goreseeable development needs, could be a valuable tool, if suppornted by the
State. |

We would furthen note that the boundaries 046 the Limited Development
area in Plainsboro, Sdu,t_}z Brunswick and Cranbury need furnthen delineation to
conform Lo Local plans. This will mean reducing the boundarnies in some areas,
and extending them in others. A map with the necommended new delineation 4is

| attached. a |

RECOMMENDATTONS

. We necommend that the State Guide Plan delineate the area presently
shown as "Limited Growth" in accordance with the appended map, and that it

/0



nedesignate the anea as "Agnicultural” to qualify fon State programs to preserve
agniculture. Funthen, we necommend that the State Plan explicitly recommend .
the application of agricultural zo;;u'ng Zo Limited Growth areas where the predom-

inant characten of the Land is agrnicultunal, and where municipalities desine

to withhold these areas from development in the foreseeable future.

3} The Middlesex County Planning Board staff and other cnitics,
among them the Regional Plan Association and the Tri-State Reglenal Planning
Commission, have observed that the extent o4 the State's identified Growth Areas
eawmarked for future public investment is s0 great as tg simply incorporaie
"urban sprawf” as a State planning policy.

The State's own analyses, included in the Plan, indicates that
the development density of the Growth .A)LQ.M, analyzed in the Light of the "most
Likely" profections, is much Lower than cwwent average population density.

This does not mean that the State is exp.ucj/t?_lj encounaging a .
policy of Low-density Ap/zawz;l'the text of the Plan suggests otherwise. Howevenr,
the State Plan implicitly encompasses the possibility of continued Low-density
Aprawl as one highly feasible, Lf axpem,é\)e, alternative,

There are several serious degiciencies in this approach. Finsi,
extensive continued development in presently suburban or nural Growth Areas
will completely undermine the State's go},e 0f Amproving and sustaining the older
Unban Cities. Thus, the .Sta,te'é Plan, as embodied in the Concept Map, may
well make unban nevitalization, with its many soclal and economic benefits, a
virtual impossibility. Quite simply, the Plan is8 at odds with {tself. In this
regard, Lt accwm,te,(y reflects a Lack of will at the State Level to make signifi-
cant changes 4in gthe established trends of development in New Jensey, NIDCA's
staff has indicated that this is indeed the case, and that they do not deem it
politically feasible to propose a State Plan which gives older urban areas : .
prionity oven the Growth Anreas,

//




Such a policy, oﬁ nathen Lack of policy regarnding urban New
. Jersey, 4is understandable but highly questionabfe at a time when real economy
and efficiency in future development vatterns seem Aimperative. 1§ Limited
public funds are to be most effectively used, 4§ Limited enengy resouwrces
are to be conserved, and if affordable housing and access to jbbA 45 to be
available to most citizens, the trends of development must be altered.

A necent study by the Regional Plan Mz;oc,éa,t{on reganding the
balance of the neceipts versus Federal investment in the New York metropolitan
negion indicates that this negion contributes economically to the growth of
other areas of the United States, while itself in an economic decline. Unless
this imbalance of taxes vernsus revenues from Federal spending 4s Aubzs/tdm‘,éa&y
altered, the health of much of New Jersey will depend in Large measure on
dmeressing the investment effectiveness of the funds we recelve. This can only

‘ be done by carefully prionitizing the State's investments for maximum edfect.
Among othern ihings, this will require maximum conservation of existing public
Anvestments in infrastructune and services. ,

The State PlLan gives hope forn this only évefc the Long temm, if
even then. Presumably, at such time as the Growth Areas are fully developed,
Lack of furthern space for development would suppont the nehabilitation and re-
development o4 more Mban a/zé_a,é.

Even then, however, Lif ihe Limited Growth Areas arne viewed as a
"gand neserve” to accommodate eventual ghowth needs, as indicated by the Plan,
the opening of these areas Zo development could prolong the trend uniif such
areas are fully developed.

‘ Consequently, the proposed State Guide Plan seems Likely to make
Little change in the way New Jensey is developing. 1§ it is generally agreed
. that New Jensey's present development thends ane beneficial and approprniate, or |
at Least unavoidable, then the State Plan seems to support these, implicitly

/e



L{§ not explicitly. On the othen hand, £i{ :wa!iéchangu are deemed necessary
and prudent, then the State Plan does not formian adequate base to support a
shift grom the trends.

RECOMMENDATTON

We recommend that the State Guide Plan Ancorporate a stnategy
of prionity for the conservation, nehabilitation and redevelLopment of wiban
areas, through prionity of public investment to these CULe.aA, with a mone modest
prionity of investment to non-urban portions of the Growth Areas. Such a
prionity to wrban areas should include older suburbs as well as "urban cities "
with the emphasis on making maximum use of existing infrastrwcture and available
public services and public tramsportation. We furthern recommend that the extent

0§ the designated Growth Areas be fae-exa.mned at Least in Middeesex Ccun,ty, and
that portions of these be redesignated as additional Limited Growth Area or

Agrnicultunal Area. This 4is consistent with the recommendations under Comment #2,

CONCLUSTON

We have noted here what we be‘%&éeue to be the principal degiciencies
in the proposed State Plan, as it nelates to Middesex County. At the same
time, however, we wish to observe that it is in the main a well-wnitten, cogent
and honest effornt ata §inst State Pf.an_f;‘ Untike many p!ian/s’, it does not over-
state what it ba&éevu L5 possible, on what it is attempiing o do.

Despite these virtues, Lts p)wb!,emé are many. Without monre
" detailing and specific guidelines 50& deue,&opment it A8 a potentially dangenous
tool in Ihe hands of develLopers seeking to thwa/bt Local effonts at onderly
and envirnonmentally-sensitive growth. u:hou,t a mone explicit policy of invest-
ment prionity to ofden unban areas--suburbs as well as cities--Lt may serve Lo
promote the wzbaﬁ sprawld Lt seeks to contain.

We taust that there will be a "cross-acceptance” period similar %o

that of Trni-State. During this period, we would ask that the State enter
actively into furthen discussions with the Middeesex County PLanning Board and
with oun constituent municipalities, with éhe obfective of making improvements



¢o the Plan which will nesult in its becoming cl,; document more supportive of,
ard not counter '/to, Legitimate municipal and county plam and policies, 1In
this way, we believe that the State Plan can become a more effective and valuable

{rameswork for future growth.
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