2 MU~ ULV, Covkever A%~ Feb -4

Veposttion 6€ Richord A, Ginman
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3UPERI OR COURT: OF NEW JERSEY
CHANCERY DI'VI SI ON- M DDLESEX COUNTY"
DOCKET NO* C-4122-83

URBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER
NEW BRUNSW CK, at al .

) .. . .+ . ©Pleintiffs, . CIVIL ACTION .

L i e b DEPCSITION GFJ
- | | , . RICHARD A Q NVAN-
" CARTERET, e% al., o ‘
« N
Def endant s« ¢
]

TRANSCRI PT of stenographic

-(not es of the proceed| ngs |n the above entltled
matter, as taken before KAREN Mt AHERN, a Not ary
Publie and Certified Shorthand Reporter of Hew
Jersey, License Nunmber 1061 at the offices of
STERNS, HERBERT & W2INROTH, 1SQS,; 136 West State
S'treet,‘ Trenton, Hew Jersey, on Tuesday» February- 28,

1984 commencing at 2s00 P. M.

APPEARANCES:

- JANET LA BELLA* ESQ . oy
Attorney for Plaintiff,
j Urban League*

BL 3. Gapgiano & Assoristes
@ertified Shorthand Reporters
999 Saritatt Road
(Clark. 53>t Jersey
499-0420 499-0431
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BYJ M CHAEL J* HERBERT, ESQ.
Attorneys. fC3f Flalatlffy
Lawr enoe Zirinsky.

©'  BISGAIER & PANCOTTO ESQ8.

BY." CARL 3; BISGAIER, ESQ
Attorney* for Plaintiff,

WARREN, GOLDBERQ k BER4AN SSQS. .
BY: WLLIAML. WARREN, ESQ
Attorneys. for Plaintiff,
Qarfield. i Conpany,.

- HUFF, MORAK k BALINT, ESGS;.
BY: WLLIAM6. MORAH, JR , EsQ.

M CHAEL P. BALIQOT, ESQ
Attorneys for Defendant,
Cranbury Townaf ciip.
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APPEARANCE 3« - (CONTINVED)
STERNS, HERBERT | VEINROTH, E3QS".

" QanbU*y Land Company, = o
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; H chard A Qnmn.
o By M . Herbert ‘F o 122

By M#: Bisgaieis- - 48

By Ms* LaBel |

a 63

By Me. W N

By M,. Balint
By M. Koran

No.

PZ-1 for 1d4.
PZ-2 for 14*

P3-Sfor 14*

FZ?-% for id.

19 PZ-5‘ for id*
2. Pz-6 for id*
T2 pge7 for 14,
23
24 P2-8 for id.

108

k County map, page 365*
k docurment entitled
State Devel opment Guide
Plan, revised draft..

k map of M ddl esex
Count y*.

Ablueprint: of s map.. -

A document. entitl ed

- Comrent a. regarding the

Revi sed State Devel oprment
Gui de Plan..

An Atlas Series Hap*

A docunent: entitled. The-
Draft State Devel opnent
Fl an dated Cctober 197?i*

A nenorandum from
Richard G nman to Sidney

128
1a7

31

33
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10
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17 |
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21
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23

24

?z-é .rw« 1§.ﬁf,gp» i
N rz#—iﬁf for 1,;“],
pz.il for id*

- PR for id*
P2-13 for id*
) rm% f'or Id

i 0*1 fowr |d#

£ 'E fir 5 (g@mm i
Exh|b|ts SR

,.‘;;Wllls dat ed June 2nd,

1977 consisting of
si xteen pages™

- A docurrent - from Donal dis o o

Stansfield to all County
Planning Directors elated.- -
Septenber 29t h> 1977»

Process dated June 29t h»

1979 aeonsiating of Seven

th

A mermrandum from

Kat her i ne Poal osky and
Mary: W nder consi sting
of three pages*

A docurrent entitled
M ddl esex County Tri-State
Regi onal Devel opment Qui de:

:and St ate DeveI oprrent Gui de* ‘

A docurrent entitled
Status of the State
Devel opment . Gui de Pl an.
wi th respect to plans of
ot her agenci es.

- A docunent entitled rei

New Jersey State Devel opnment-
Qui de Plan Revised Draft,
May 1980..

A brochure-entitled
S} ate Devel opnent Guide
Pl an.

3

%
i b
. 4
e A SRS EEESEEE

b
82

&5

60
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© MR. HERBERT; Hark t S
(A County map, page»365 was» mar ked _,
P21for i dentification*) | :
(A docunent entit! ed State |
o Devel'opmantl Qu d* Plan, revi sed draft vvas
rrarked P2-2 for |dent|f|cat|on) o
R (A map of M ddl esex 00unty was

marked PZ-3 for identification.)

IVt s e (&blueprint of.. &nmap was-marked: ., _»

F2- %for identification*)
- - (A docunent:-entitled CoBaaents: -
regarding ths Revised State Devel opnent
Gui de' Fl an was- marked P2-5 for
“identification,)
RI CHARD A* Gl NMA N,
- Hingoes;: Kew Jersey,. first being duly sworn,. -
testifies as fol l owst.
DIRRCT EXAMINATION
BT MR, HERBERT:
Q Good afternoon, M* G nman, | know that

you' ve been iwdXyet in a nunber of oourt proceeding* and |

i y#«'v# testified at. depositions* is: that.correctt

A Yest.
| Q | *mKi ke Herbert of the firs Sterna,. I-Ierbertju

I Weinroth* \W*re counsel to Lawence Zirinsky, one of
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I airuaan: i reetw;/

18 |}

2]

BY MH. HERBERT:

t he: ptalntlffs |nthe matter of ! -
Zirlnsky, et al« versus Townshi p of Cranbury In & eau |
that S now sIat ed or has been desi gnated: to be handl ed

by Judg* Serpentel | | pursuant, to the Munt Laurel. |

e QU deli NS 2 >e B e ok e e N ey e e ]

“Wth e today or with —I|t the. roomtoday

“"ia Carl Bi3gaier representl ng one- of the plaintiffs,

Cranbury Land Conpany and Counsel for —.
. M3s LA BELLA! Jartet-&La;B«I ;I__a#.»,‘é;_,‘

Q- Janet .Label | a,. Counsel. for- the Urban: League,}.

one of th® plaintiffs and WIIiamI\/bran the attorney for-
the defendant. township council of Cranbury along with hia
partner -- .
| MR. BALINT: Mte Balint.

BY MR. HERBERT:

Q I wi |l b« asking youft number of ‘quest.ions:
related to the"-mcvase, and i f you don't understand the:
question, please indicate —please ask - nmto repeat.
the questlon or toclarify it* So, Iot S proceed

| Flrst of all, Ivt Gnaan what is your

. present.position* .. . . .-

") oo " L B

A | *m presently enployed by the New Jersey Depart nment

of Treasury-, O fice of Management ant Budget, Division of |

Pl anni ng* Forrrerty at |east during preparation of thm

oo St
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. Ginman - direet

-State-and- Regional Pl anni ng in the New Jersey Depart ment

Stat e Devel opnent,,v? Guide Plan,. | was the D| rect ortof

of Conmunity Affairs* |icensed professional planner,

T I $’\ | H©V\/‘ S|r how> Iong wer e yomwtteth#
“think the Department of Oonservatlon and, Esonoai e..

Devel opment - and thereafter the Department of Comunity

Affairs? -

—

DIVISI on. of State and Reg| onal Pl anm ng W|th|n the ftrst , ”

A Since 1964, which would be about —1st's see. UM~ ==

to *67 — was that when the DCA got |aunched?

Q A Yes.

A Three years and than renainder- of the period until
—1 still haven®t actually formally transferred although

| ve been working on assignnment in Community Affairs in
the Departnent of Treasury.. [|'m still formally still
enpl oyed by t he Depart nent of Commnity Affairs*

-4 \Men did you assume your- responsibilities
wi'th the Departnent of freaanryf |

A About two nont hs ago*

Q So, it would be correct. to say that you weng-
working full time with the Division of State and Regional |

Flaaai Hg, first with the Department of Conservation and” |

Econom ¢ Devel opnent, then, the Department of Commnity
Affairs from1964 to at least the end of 19&3f -
A Yes.

R T R sz S SR e e A L K A S i ot L i e T ey e T e T S e g r e
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B

-~ Division:of State: and:- Regi onal - Pl anni ng?y. CE e

 eed! ‘*4'N'ear,lyt,e&nyeap&ﬂ" ‘o

- & ..  That's correecte.... . -

k Yea,

- decision of the Supreme Court.in Southern Burlington.

inmm: *dl rect SR R
Q‘ | That vvould be a perlod of I\/Ia tee_a years?

A Yes. ek o
| Q Now; si‘r- dtiplng the ninet één y'ear s't».vxf'cati:

period of tim d|d you B*rfmas the Director of the

Q. What period of time would that be, please?
4 ~ About: nineteen —late 19721 | bel| eve;

Q% *I the ea¢ of If83t .
4 1 was repI aced tmthe Spring of '83 by another

appointment, . - - ..

Q Wuld It he correct to say just for purposesf
of expediting the record that during that period '72 throughf
*83 you were Involved in the fornulation of the State

Devel opnent Sul de Pl ant

Q ~ Wile It was devel oped by the Division of
State and Regional Planning, you had overall -supervision

of devel oping that guide plan?-
Q Ckay* | Sir, I'maure that you have read the |
County: WA, 4«C, F« versus Munt Laurel sited 92N J.153,1933f?

A Yes* |'ve conmitted it to memory*

Q Now, Sir, withinthat text to that decision]|
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G rmar* ~ d| rectr,__f,ir" PR S . A

speoi fical [jr- 92N.J. 223 t o 2"3 there's an xtensr ve

SDAP?

A Yes. o

Sl QS “"'th‘e"re':‘s' al so, a reference in that "

decr si on at 92N J. 365 to the eounty rrap,_ vr,hr ch i > part of

t he SDCP* 1 show you that page fromthe decr si on whi ch |
has been raarked Exhibit. PZ-i. Take a | ook at-thati:

71 pleaser. Nows have you studied that exhibit?:
10

A . Yﬁﬁ.&‘ ,

‘I P— v- Q@ Now, airy I' showyou a copy of a docunent'

whi ch- has been marked as PZ-2 and represent to you that
thia Is the State Devel opment Quide Plan revised draft:
dated May 1980, and X show you page 125 of PZ-2 and ask

you --. which purports to be the County sap of M ddl esex

- County, airs-. Looking at. the decision of the Suprene:

Court specifically page 365, PZ-1 for identification and-

now page 135 of P2-2, the SDOP, are they one in the same. |

map?
A | ‘_Ye3.

Q | take it.the only difference is PZ-2* page |
13% of the SDOP ia a |arger-version: of the map than-thate | '«

contained in the court decision!
A Yes -
% Now, air, what document —where did PZ-2,

di scussr on about’P the |tat* Devel oprrent Gur de PI an or the_
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page 13f come: frorrP In;ot her'*’WQr_ds;-:,'vwa

upon whi ch: it was-based!" 5 |
4 ‘Since the begi nni ng of- the preparatlon of the

Qui de Pl an, V\hl ch began somewhere in 1975, there was a-

- continual  record whi ch-M :: Bi sgai er: acqmred a contlnual e

record at a seal * of one inch equals anle OR the Urt$

" Jersey State Atlas, Series which —the: oti ginal mp of |

whi ch was prepared by th& Departnent of — probably the

Department  of Conservation and. Econom c: Devel opment; but. |

at the tine maintained by the Departnent of Environnental
Protection*. W prepared. oa those-sheets: existing .- -
devel opnent and,  al so, outlined the extent: by the use of
tape |ines, fch«extent of each of the categories of the
State Devel opnment Cuide Flan fromtheir inception and as

they'were amended up-until the. 1930 draft.

i t.. .. MR* HEEBIBf* Mtffe till*.

(An Atlas Series Al\/hp; was marked PZ-6
for identification.) ’
BY MR.. HERBERTI
- Q Sir, | show you what has be#& matrked for
|dent|f|cat|on mm PZ~6 and aa& you V\hether or not — |
4 . I*mreferring to.the map oa the other site of the
marking since we've marked the reverse side.
Q s that the map that you have just ‘been

describing?
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_ ‘G nrran * dr reet .. T , T B ot
A Yes It shown the Iovver part of Mddl esex Oounty,r
which is outli ned in: green, and it* al S0; shews Sone::
. ot her count i: es,. b‘utﬁfo'r'a-_t he rrt)atu part-, ,I.,_ thr nk we' re:;\:-;‘

I nterested in Sout hern M ddl esex.. . It showsthe .

75"_'":‘ dei i gnatrons of the yellow | ine of" t he ext ent: of " the™
| 6'"1 | grov\th area rreanr ng thr S area here betvveen the tvvo yeI | ow
Tl itnes. o o
a4 't Could I just |nd|catethat M. ai nan, | ;
,, ‘9 " you' ve indicated.a.yel | ow'liner*. | $&&%E$ th# 1fJiifi:A A
10 line —would it be-fair to say the yellow |in« depicts -
| the' separation between. one zone-and: anot her?
= A | f doaa;. _ o
B Q | notice that right in the niddle of the
1 ~ side ef ‘the map, P2-6,. is an area that is designated by
b a yel low |ine, which extends north to south and gets
16 larger-as it goeav north.  Wat: woul d be-within that- xone? | -
1 A It's designated a linited growh area*.
Bid Q ° Ckay* Juat above that; sir,. is another
1 : circunferenced area desi gnated by yellow Wat woul d
.“,2,O ~ that area bet -
A A That, also, is alimted growh area*
20 % - Nows= within those-two areas-that-are-
= circunscribed by yellowlines are withina |arger zone,
2 it woul d appear extending frost northeast to sout hwest s
25

What - zone-woul d that be designated as?
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Ieast on FE 4 that - within the’? general - ar eas desr gnat ed

A O the two:we just described;. yea::

. Environmental Protection were no longer circulating.inthr

Q nrran - dr rect

JL[ | aat's agrovvth* |

Q . Veuldit be correct toflay, 's'rr 'that at..

by yel low that- we've just identified — 'eney are either

& muth area or limited growth areaf? -

Q M* Gnmn, £ showyou a nap which has bees|

identified aa P2~3* (Gould you identify what that map ia,
leascf = |

A Subsequent to the Suprene Court decrsr on, it

- became obvious- to the Departnent-of Community Affair*.thaf:. ..

reproduci bl e maps at least at the scale that we had
mai ntai ned the ori ginal information* aa at |east equal im
quality to PZ-6 would be an order* . As mresult, we

contracted with the Departnent of Iranaportation and

we're at. the present time preparing naps at the identical.|. -

seal e; one inch equal* amle for eaah county of the
State* -.They were nmuch inproved maps fromthe original |
since they were better detailed and. prepared in such a
fora as to be reproduci bl e.

Since the original naps prepared are maintained by

publia domain, we transferred the information appearing or
PZ-6 to the new Departnent of Transportation. maps and as

they have been nade. available, have transmitted themto
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X ‘@n nrraa —d| rect

7 as s far as. the derrarcatron of the: Irnes , the zones' ;

%m Chr ef Justrce of t he Suprerre Oourt forﬁ_‘ 2

it “":'i"' o

-;.;» Irtrgatron* - They re; aI SO, avarIabIe | belreve through

the; Departrrentr of Oomrunrty Affairs*

Q How; woul d it: be correct: to say that PZ 3

Jtr T

‘deprctrngthe varrous areas grovvth area,. Irmted grovvth

area and what not is-identical.to the aones depl et ed on-

PZ-67

A The¥ are intended %nbe-and:|-assume:that -they:are.}«

Q Okay:  So,. would it therefore be correct-

that PZ-3°-~ designations on PZ-3 as far as zones are

the same as the desi gn'ations on page 133 of the ~* | am
sorry* 125 of the 3DQF,. PZ-2 and page 365 of the Munt
Laurel |1 decision, PZ-1 for identification?
A Yes. |

Q7 % Now,” H» Qnman, 1 'beI | eve a nmonent: ago
you were going into sone of the background of howthe
ori gr naI bat e map, PZ-S upon V\lm ch eventually we had the
pronul gation of various jmaps %M&% you' ve: descri bed
i ncl udi ng the: one in.the Supreme Court decision, how
that process oarae about* Quldi. you basically indicate
whet her -t here was- any conmittee that you were reporting
to, that is the Departnent of Comunity Affairs, your
division within the Departnent of Comunity Affairs!

Was. there a cabinet commttee?
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Gmaeer t dir'e‘ctitf’" ;
oA I\/Iaybe I better go back a I|ttleb_

r—

- i %" J’>Ieas## < RS - }[ -
.. A . As|.sai d earI ier, the process. started in. 1975 at:

_V\hlch tlne we: soI|C|ted al | of the countles of the

State: for the|r thoughts and feeI I ngs about how a pI ans:

,shouI d. be. deveI oped which thef did* and we,.then, ~ -
ci rouI‘ ated in 1976 our opinion of what we thought that

translated to before we went public,- and-in fact t'hef |

date of ‘that circul ation was exact |y ‘Cet ober of | NI

| Fromthat map, we then nmade certain rTDdIfI cati ons
and creat ed the 1977 draft St at e DeveI opnent GU| de PI an
and between the period of that draft and the 1980 draft,.
the governor*a Ofice created an office of policy and
pl anni ng headed by Don Linky one of the trusted counsels
of the Governor's Officel

0" Lei-nkey for the record?

‘ 4_ Yet*,, Ttm O fice of Policy and PIann| ng felt that

It was inportant to have an Advisory Body to the office

and create —the Chief of Staff Robert Milehay and

~Donald Linky — -~
Q “Hu-1-c-h-a-y for the record!
A Yes. Xbelieve so* |

—organi sed a cabinet commttee on devel opnent
policy and projects called the Cabinet Devel opnent.

Commttee for short. The purpose of the commttee was to




o I’:nsiga\“nb > d| eot“-V/v- “- fj{-'vAt/.Ac;‘ iy
revi ew si gni f| cant deveI oprrent pol i ci es t | at ‘m ght errerge
~ In any departnent: or ‘out si de of the St ate Governnent -
‘that ths Sate? Gover nnent shoul d. be avvare of OJt* of the
|ssue3r t hat - they took up was the questlon of the St at e:s i
Devel oprrent Qi de Fl am and V\hat Its ul t| rrat e appear anjf:e:"
N " shouI d be and certal n responS| b| I|ty for the materl al that]i;
7 . went Into the pl an*. '_ | | t
° _ Each one of the participants in the: Cabi'net Committpe
9 - were given: copies- of drafts between 1977 and t hot ne,-an | e
s 10 publication in 1980 of the text* |t was-reviewed, and
: S inthe May neeti ng of the Cabinet Devel opnent. Cormittee, | -
':é = May of 1980, was authorized that the SDGP be rel eased to
: B the public.
“ Q ~Who authorized Its rel easet
i 15 | A Wel |, precisely it would be Donald Linky as
: S Chai rman of  t he Cabi net Devel opment Conmi ttee*
1 9 1 take it he did so W|ththe authorlsatlon
R of - the Cabl net DeveI opnent Conmttee’? N
19 A t ea*
20 . Q  Was there a specific directive givento the |. __,__
} 2l Di vision of State and Regional Planning, which you headed
- within the Departnent  of - Cormunity:-Affairs.to formally = -
23 | ssue that SDGP? |
24 A AsM t he question again,
2 Q te% me shorten it.
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Was there any- speci fio d rectives f’rrom»_t hat|

cabinet eesailtteei at t'a* aane tima«rt#.ta# 3feXeaa# or |

di sseni nation of th© SDQP?

yel eaa* theipl anse Mo * - . . e Ny

& ' Vo 'V\Bl’e you to release it tot~ -
& The public*

Q D d yiou do so? .
A Yes.

Q . Is that SDGPthe same SDaP that wa* referred:-.

t.o- by the Supreme Court in-the Munt Laurel deci sion at
92N, J. 223 through 2°8?
A Yes*

Q fromthat date In Kay 1980 until the

~present tine, has there been any nodification by the |

Cabinet Commttee of that pronul gated SDGPT-

Q Now, sir, did there sone atine that the

Department of Community Affairs solicited comrents. from

various pl anni ng agenci es throughout the State concerning|

that May 1980 SDQP?
A Yes.

Q - Howdid you do that? Sir, howdid you
solicit 3ueh views*

A Vell, there were a nunber of ways.:. Since we had

A . .1 was directed. as the Director of the Division tosls |
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Gnmaii - direct:

had ntvery heavy" nall out to aII public agenC|es that ue

‘m,tfcould;th|nkaof.pf There were & number: of publis. and...
‘>nallglist. We received comments fromthent. We discussed |

"' at length with County Planning Boards* Qur intent was™ “|*

to try to work through plan changes as nuch as possible

"uk - Yes}

had public hearings on tbmplan: and u@~té k testlnony
at any public: hearing that wa:attended* we: hate recelved
letters am comments fromthe public at large and from. .,,l;

off|C|aI agenC|es both as a result of our nall out ~ ue

private am quasi public agencies that were, also, on the

unth County PIannlng Boards

Me, al so, began a process which actually began
prior to the release of the 1930 draft of a cross
acceptance process between the Tri-State Regional
Pl anni ng Comm ssion and each of the nine northern Hew
Jetseyvaunty'PIanhihg Agencies, and ours were a three-way
plan comparison process with the result. of a report
| ssued Illustrating the conparison approximately late
*79 and it's a contenporary of the Hay 1980 version*

Q- Woul d one of the nine northern county-

pl anni ng agencies be the Mddl esex County Planning Agency?

Q Okay. X didn't mean to cut you off, Mr
O | man*
A Yeah*
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7“5»aanmau direct

15 i

P 1333@ &

A was‘going;to~add subsequent,togthef1930adraft}5».:'

neécontinued~thatfprocessfand‘0urvintention‘was to~think: n

about - the plan and process as a dynanlc one: that nes

fgl!constantly subject to the change In faot nhat We: Wer e,

‘,attenptlng to do nas to get as nuch consensus as possible. |

with the idea or the State Executive Branch taking. some

maj or action ntth,regard to the plan and a nunber- of

<« alternatives were discussed at the same time that a

nunber of additional changes were belng dlscussed to

" the 1980 draft*

Q Now, sir, | show you a docunent: which has
been. marked. for identification as PZ-5 which is |abelled
or has a cover, Comments regarding the revised State

Devel opment Guide Plan, and it indicates it was prepared

T

by the Division of Planning in the New Jersey Departnent

,._Pf Communi ty Affairs on January ifSl.. | showyou that

docunent,'sir* Was that document prepared by the
Di vi si on under your Jurisdictten?
A - . Yes.. |

Q VTould it he fair t# say that that

incorporated a nunber of comments that were made by these |

various planning agencies and citizens and other groups
concerning the May 1930 SDOP?
A Yes*




N

—gno n— A

Al

12

13

14

LR

v Loe L
;‘i-tothe&plan
. and maki.ng reconmendat’i on*,

} _‘}‘,,,_::.;‘3-3*},

v,O’r : Bld- th«l’ Middlesex* County *fi/v’m ‘|"|‘|f g
Department mate certain. comments about. the SDOPt

Lyl «:,;: A E ".,
_~. -

Nwo-

made by the M ddl esex County Pl anni ng Departnent. wer e-

. ..one of a nunber of corment a made_by ot her pI ann| ng
~ agenci es. throughout He* Jersey?

Q Now, air, PZ-5 contains 1 believe at
Section 1 in its Arabic nunber 1 --

Vm sorry*  Ronman

nuneral 1-1 under recomrendation 1-2 —
A Te»#
Q —i t indicat es -—“vvoul d you sinply read
~that recommendation, please, for the $mBvé&t
A Reconsmendation 1-2, "The M ddl esex County Plannin

Boar d suggest ed expansion of the agricultural areain the |

Sout hern part of the county including portions of
\'Cr anbury- and Pl ainaboro.. This area |Is characterized by
fine agricultural soils and active agricultural activity,
al t hough, de\)el opnent pressures do exi st in,.wt he. ar ea*
and %» area is relatively small* Staff recommends the

amendnent shown on nap f on? based o& apparent |ocal and

county interest in nmaintaining agricult ur.,g’f'-t;-? _I\/hpf-three'

They were & continual discussent in our revision* |
“Theywera al ways. very: active: i n-partici patlr

Wul d=it- be fair-to say t hat t he contaent a:’ |

(s

- 'Hp
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19

~the SDQP marked for .identification as FZ-2?

A . Yes,

i : J‘!QB . : ] N . o
R A e e smwe note T gogane Ty omes o i ke
R H©vvt was that document submtted inits

: -tﬁth‘aty BY %he st aff «t the Department <<f cmity

Claaan dlrect

ShOWS that the county has presented in the eurrent
draft,’
Q Now  sir; on the »ext page after .
A Two pages after. C e SR e g R
Q . ®we pages. Im sorry, there Is amp
designated as. -~ ’ S
"‘1‘1“'00 pages, Map three.and the State
current draft. V\bul d that mep be the same map .as you' ve |

testified to earlier whichis represented on page 125 of

A Yes,

Q Map four the recomrended chenges | take It
were those yecomendations aade by the M ddl esex County
Plamning pepartent ‘which are menorialized in

recoi amendat i on Boman numeral 1-tf -A>-:A & - -

Q" v Nowx sir, this dooument within which ‘that |
recommendation I~\|, that is Y%te mznmmtB regarding the
revised State Devel oprrent CH de f 3 @, appears to He a

JERRET SAeTes, L)

aeeumnt at aheut a h\mﬁma pa.ges. aonld |hat %e cm»t?

Affalrs meanl ng the D|V|S|on of PI ann| ng V\tt|||n the




2046

. FORM

PENGAD CO.. BAYONNE. N.J. 07002

.10

1

13

14

15

16 ||

17
18
19

20

21

22

~ 23

24

25

12

ll

Glrosaai. - dlrect

k : Yes.

Q When it}was ‘subni t’vt edv». | take| tt was.

submltted on or about’? January 1931 to tha Mhine'e

amﬁtteef
Q V\hen It wa« aubmttea ta th« cabl net =

. eemitﬁe&, what - di d. t h# cabi net: ocoa’i ttee do-in. respons*

te its receipt?
A- Vel |, each departnent took & oopy back: andfhad_a.-
itistaff review the proposal's, and ther« were text =
changes to the plan aa well aa apeoifia 0h&n®>$ aa th«.
ones Wi i d| scussed today ant it was. d| scussed further R
Q Ckay. Were you present at the cabinet.
conmttee when those discussions took placet
A - Yas.
Q Dd you, also, reviewmnutes of the
cabinet conmittee meet| ngjs? | | |
k  There were-mnute* kept, yes. |
Q Tou have: revi ewed those mnutes since their
actual production during the Spring of 1981 | take itf
& %» 4 t h# one* | have.

Q Ckay.. X take it that you presently do not

have mcopy of any of those minutes duri ng that period of

tine of the cabinet coomttee?

A 1 have some copies: of some mnutes. It never
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n,

fGim'\— d| rect

“occurred to me: |t vvould be that: |npor'taht;.=

to retﬁwal n them |

-1 assune: t hat. got al|. the ones that pertal n

specifically to the gui de pl an.—f

Q | d I|ke to request of you I\/t Q nman,.

|f you couId furnl sh mhthh a. copy of any of those B

__mnute‘s,* ;;,VI A . <°,. LT 3;'.,

BIR. HERBERT;. 1wl representtito:
Counsel | will provide to Counsel‘ copi es
" . of that doeument...
MR MRANs OFf the record.
* (Wiereupon a dl scusai on. was: held
off the record.)
BY MR. HERBERT:
Q Counsel have conferred and what we woul d
request of you, M: Qnman, is that you ascertain vhaM

m nutes you have available concerning the cabinet

comnttee and onIy those mnutes dealing wth the SDGP

st artl ng back V\henever its first consideration was
undertaken b} the cabinet commttee up to and including
the Spring of 1981.  |'d request.any mnutes dealing:
with that area* |
| ~ MB* BISGAER" If | can interrupt,
| make it all inclusive, whatever you have
fromthe tinme the cabinet committee first

started considering the SDGP until the tine
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1% ceased to exist |f you:haT»#
mnutes, | R PR
 THE nTnSBt  Eve® if the SOQF was:

not on t he agenda’?

';""*“'"Jl(]« IXS@XI B H#f~1||* "‘Dscussmn

relatlng to the SDQD
- THE WTNESS Ob okay
MR, HERBERT: O f thc record*

<= (\Wereupon a diseussicn was held:i<::

of f- the record.}

° BY MR: HERBERT; ~

Q M* Q nman, when the coments were submtted|,

that is PZ-5 were subnmitted by staff to the cabinet
comttee in January 1981,  you indi cat ed that various

departnents studied the document. and nmade apparently some

I nput *--- Woul d you-just describe whatdepartnents you' re* :
referring to, please? Are they cabinet |evel departrrents

of the State Government 7

A Yes, and they for the nost part include those
concerned with devel opment*  For exanple, Community

Affairs, Transportation, Environnental Protection,

that was before Commerce, but it would have been the
group that Ia nowin Commerce. Agriculture, there may

have been a couple of others that X Just can't think of*

’,

- Treasury, Labor-or-atsthat time, | guess; there-was.~*-" |
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& (Hassan'«* directs

_ Q’t | G<ay‘.i. How rrany evasi ons 0

9, -r,:c:

commttee were held at. which tlne the connents here»

'»co‘a5| deredt - i - 'i'*’ :
k. 1 domnt know To me, it seems I|te it was eternal*égig'
*but I'htsure 't wasn't that: Iong, lwbseened like we here ; W

;Vconstantly dlscu55|ng thent but . | meuld probably say a

hal f dozen* t
Q  Wuld it be correct: to say at least a hal f
4 this is a guess«
QA leaatf’
A |"d. have.ta ook it up*

Q Al right* Would it be better to say
approxi mately a half dozen meetings were held of the
cabinet commttee to cohsider t he ooranent sf
A See, Vmrunning together timea when we probably
sat not to discuss specific connents but what. to da
about the GUlde Plan as. well* |t was sort of aII caught

up in the sane discussion. The anendments were really

~thought. of as. part of mprocess of finalising the CGuide:

Fl an*
Q  Now, sir*—w' |
A At Ieast to make & status report of the: Gulde Plan*
Q After however many neetings there were

concernlng coments, would it be correct to say that there
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- any such changes7 o f " \,57

A- © ] don't th|nk | t was a consci ous deC|S|on not to

;, adopt them= It was ]USt no de0|5|on was, reached ek
uhyw'i %J ‘: hbuld |t bo therefor* fair to say that the;f
_qun;'xgae SDGF. 1dcntxfieé as pz-z is,. Ehnrefart, the only [~

pronulgated;State Qui ds PIan.by~th|s cabinet committee?

A - As far as the staff was concerhedf the only thing |

“ that<we- felt had any status was the May of 198¢ arages |

since Wt were not authorlzed to release any asher*
doeumsntsa . ‘ | |
Q So, | would take it that as far as the

Division m Planning is concerned, the only docunent that

- has official. status even as & today is the Hay |1f80 SDG?

| dentified as PZ-2?

MR MRAH hject to the fora of h
the question, use of the termofficial.
sfatus. There's been no testinony other
than —fromthis wtness other than the
fact that the conmttee authorized the
rel ease of the Plan* \ether or not that
confirms official status has not been
est abl i shed*

MR, HERSEHT: Could you go back to

hi s answer f

B
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‘ (V\hereupon the requeste, portr on-
Vas: read back ) '
BY MR. HERBERT:

Q When you talit about status as far as the

staff'is concerned could you just quali fy that -a. IrttI e
- bit better? What do. you mean by status?-

I - & fiat' wiJAL' tad&#alittle expl ai ni ng* ‘Vté‘beganthe_e-- -

process in 1975 W hadexperi enced' | think what the

Planning Division felt was a serr ous set back |n not

" having a prevr ous effort “call ed the I—brr zon PI an not

| reach sone point where it could have-at |east.publicl.s

reI ease There were a | ot of reasons why that didn't

happen.  So, we felt that we had to have a new start in

~the Cahill Administration* There was an attenpts to | ook

~at how planning-was organi zed.

Now, a plan.was produced> W felt at this tine, .

per haps, rather than have the argunent as to how pl anni ng

- shoul d be organized to State Government, we shoul d maker -

an attenpt to organise the plan to see what a plan woul d
| ook I'ike, work it out with nunicipalities* If we had
consensus, naybe the organi zation woul d fol | ow. f

So, we were building frontmhatghe thought was a.
very.tentative base* The first discussion with counties
was a draft plan that really had very little status*

By the time we got wth the 1977 plan, it started
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5f_fst||I pretty nuch a draft plan put together under

dr rect

"?;fnnhatever Ieagues authorrsed the [)vrsron of Plannrng to;a'éi?
ﬁ'fiauthorrse pIans and crrculate thent. | . :»;“ |
o | | The goaI nhrch ne nere strrvrng for was IrteraIIy-.é}gf ;
:f*f'sone type of gubernatorral pIannrng process* Thrs |

should be- the pIan the adntnrstratron should get behrnd*{dfi;

Vhen e got to t he pornt of gettrng a cabinet

developnent contwttee organrzed |t was —the nhole

|dea of the cabrnet conntttee and the vaernor S Cftrce |

of PoIrcy and Plannrng was. not very far fromwhat the

Cahill State PIannrngaTask;Force,reconnended* At Ieast_'

't was inthe direction. |
| Vhenrthey began to ook at the plan in a serious

way and took the responsibility of authorising its

‘rel ease, we felt_thatﬁthe plan started, to gain sone

status*. \% were not about to jeopardise that by running

~around releasing plans by the Division. So, we were nm
“in Iock step* At least we thought. we were in | ook step‘
“5 anrth the Cabinet Committee and Governor's COffice and we-

"nould take direction fromthem.

1 I see. 1 don't want t<* bel abor it, but as

far as a docunent with "status' is concerned, would it'bef

farr to say that. that termin your mnd woul d be offrcral a

status as far as the SDGP I's concerned,- that the onIy

G 'ﬁ‘r H
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that | asked you to draw & line designating the

wt Bt AV -

W dCeunen*; |at&at" ares would be the l\/hy "|I8|| iiif t"v .

Mlt« MORANi:  Agai n, I obj ect to the.

formof the question when you re talking:

- about official status* | don't even know | -

© TNy - what tliat mease*. . ... e gk ""rw_' R
MR. HERBERT' ’V\ell N thi nk th|s |
St ate off| o aI of ni net een years mght be
able to answer that question.. The
~objection of Itr> Mran isYjaofed at the>.. e

reeord.

BT MR, H RBECTi

Q You can answer the question*
A Vell, our interpretation of what status neant at

that time was to have the Cabinet Developnment Commttee

take the responsibility for whatever docunment was to be

I ssued:  The only one that we have firmy any record of -
their taking a positive step is the Hay 1980 version*
Q M. ainmanj today X brought with me a map |

of Cranbury Township and on that map —it's rather largen

la sizer On that map Is depleted the various |and

hol di ngs V\het her they be actual purchase properties or

operation properties of various litigant*-in this matter, |-

and they're so Identified* Wuld it be correct to say

- separation between the [imted growth area and the grovﬁh:\‘i
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§||VV>> 00 d|rat|" oo : "w"lfr: | 1. AAgAN '(Ip |
area as” shown: onthe I-ay 198t SDQ:f ! IJ1H||§If SRV |

LET *es#. - e . T A ' - ) RS Zi;,“ ”
Q. You-have so drawn that . line* have you nott

k .o test . " " | '

ANCEE (1 en W)ul d it be correct t#sgr that" tharis sa"f

approm rrate I|ne and IS not of p| np0| nt accuracy’?

A Yest

Q Ckay: . Now, sir* X show you the map which

4 has been identifi ed,aax PZ-4 ‘?‘”d;', woul d asLt{ youf,,_si\ [
10 |

A1

to sinply indicate —you can wite right on the asp ~~
which side of the line is the-limted growth area and- |
which side of the line is the growh area* |
H * HERBERTS O f the record.
(Wer eupon a di scussion was hel d of f

the record.)

CBYMR HRBIRS* .

Q Now, let the record reflect that M. G nman|
has witten the words growth area* That ia the area
generally to the east of the red line that he had.
earlier designated on PZ 4, and the area W|th| n Cranbury

Township to the. west as the I|mted growt h area* Wuld

- that be-correct, M* Q nmanf.

4 Yes*
t M- dnraan, based again upon the May 1980

8DQW is there any ér ea of GranDury Townshi rpﬂv\hl eh is
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deS|gnated other than Ilntted gr owt h area or gromth area??i‘

e A “don' t know the Township, nt

MR~ HERBERT: Off the record*
. (Wereupon a dlscu55|on was hel d:-
| off the Teserd.). o L
MR HERBERH Read back ny question*. | .
| (Vhereuhon the requested portion 1
was read back.)

Q And the answer: 1st
A Ne. R

Q t take it, therefore, there 1* no atea
within Oranbury Township according to the 1980 — May
1980 SDGP which is designated as agricul tural ?

A No.. ’
(Wiereupon. a break vaft taken*)
BY MR, HERBERT*

Q M. G nman, going back to the I|ne of
denmarcation between Hal ted growth and growth area which
has mmbeen Identified oa PZ-4, .the:large map of
Cranbury, do you recal | discussions that were held prior
to the pronul gation of the May 1980 plan with the
hAddIesex County Pl anni ng Agencyt
A fex.

3 Wa» that |ine of demarcation predi cated upon
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”v;(Uer~dHemf{l'

| a®m under pi nni ng rational e?” liet rn>reﬁhpé$é}Fhé

:;}?‘upon any’ ki nd of pol i cy JudgnEnts as far as the []VISIOH

-~ of PIannlng was concerned?

'ﬁfhe Southern part of the County was & position that was

question*

Ws' the separation, that [a tha |ine

>separating linited growth fromgrow h:area, was t hat baaed |

Aﬂ‘“ Vel | * the notion of redu0|ng the gromﬁh areain

wel | maintained by the: County for aorae tine, and-our: . | o

reaction to that was to create a linmted growth area In
thia region, and the arguments were:put' forth by the-
County Planning Board la a nemorandumto:-us. Actually,
| guesa it was a policy statenment which | think | have
gi ven you copies of .

| Q Let nme see that, please* ‘
A . . | think |'ve gives themout* 1 don't: have a copy.. |

Q Wuld It be fair to say that the designation*.

>

of- Hal t ed growth and growth area for Mddl esex County
specifically as It affects: Granbury was the result of

t hat |nterplay between the M ddlesex County Pl anni ng
Agency and your Division of Stats PIann|ng?

A. Also, in the Tri-State Regional. Planning.

Comm ssion, | have several internal nEnDraﬁda that have
addressed that subject. Shall 1 share those with you?

Q Sure,. Can we have whatever docunents you' ve|
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N Directors that want aI ong Wi th.the: *77 draft mwins

6h&ns“ as a result of di acussi ona, one of *vrhioh e

,ifurefmoa-'t* i mM14AUM& C@nt ri

. S 31, i
brought V\nt&yfnt pI eaaet A o

4 (411 rightt. I'n June —thls | S that 1976 versi on*
‘ In 77, there was a regor%' ttov al | . County lening

Q Now first-of all, could we have the 1976
docunent identified aa P2S7 pleas«? It's dated Cctober

(A docunent entitled The Draft
- Stat e Devel opnent Pl an dat ed- Cct ober: 1976 -
was marked P2-7 for identification*)
BY MH. HERBERT:
Q Now, P2-7 which %ncaptioned at the top The
Draft State Devel opnent. Plan consisting @ eight pages
contai n* at: page-two & concept nmap;- does-it not?
A Yes.
Q ~ Now, on that concept map* there is a *g'eneral
area desi gnat ed- "Devel opment - Area** in crosshat Ghi ng?
A Aeahr o o
Q Wuld.it be fair to say that all of Granburjj
| ooking at that concept map- waa at that: tint designated as"
"Devel opment &&@&*t - |

A Yea. - The termwas actual |y synonymous with growth

area* \\ just changed the designation aa a result of

N
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Ctema betterte oo L

PR S AT

 ecommendat i o'r_i‘s:“vve*had,s recei ved that .t hej'dréjﬁi”keﬁdl t':‘hei et her
Q Coveuld it be fair to say that initi aI‘ | y?"ft he

first version |f youvaI of the State —what was Iater

« torbecomert he- St ate Devel oprrent Gu| de Plan; this Draft
~ State Deve oprrent Plan* deS|gnat ed as PZ-7 whi ch was E

:eirculnted?

A To aII County Pl anni ng Directors.:
Q ~In Cctober |f7%designated.Canbury; as: a

growt h area?

Q Now. after this vvas; sent out, what was the
next document that you brought with you as far as the
evol ution of tfei* SDOFf
A - Al right.. At aresult of the coismentB we

receivedy. we were- engaged.to the. procea*. of: plan-

conparison.with Tri-State Regional Planning CoBaai d#ion

and M ddl esex County, which is referred tointhis

docunent of Juno of *7%

: . ME¥ HERBERT* May wo_haye this.

| o docunent which is a sixteen-page |

menor andum f r0o. Ri chard i nxi an,. Dii *ect or;t-.
to Sidney Wllis, Wi-1-1-i-s, Assistant
Conm sai oner - of tho Department of
Community Affairs dated Juno 2nd, 1077




|dent|f|es as H~8.

nr———ey,

(X nenor anduBi - from R| chard \G nman.
to-S dney Wllis dat ed-Juae:an,. 1977 -

consi sting of sixteen pages: was marked:

ciiv- =B ow i denti fication, ' fon"r -t ek

| BY MR, HERBERT:' | :
e : Q - - Sir, referring to PZ-8, “woul d you basi cally “
8 I _

expl ai n-what that. docunment - |a?

] &-‘ | 1%V\MF ver attest t* brief the iMatottt- <™ ">

104 Oorrm sal oner of the status of our planning conparison

ﬂi . process. that was.ongoing at. the tinme as &general - -

. FORM 2044

di scussi on the mant two- page neno that aeconpanies

13 the county by county survey, and there*a a di scussion:
1 dealing with Mddlesex County starting with nunber ten,
15

and tea is correlated with the map that appears right

- PENGAD CO.. BAYONNE, N.J. 07002

LB - af ter the discussion*. The.pages are not.nunbered; but. -

17 nunmber - ten, eleven and. twelve appear on the M ddl esex
- 180 =~ County map-a* areas of “di scussion..

= - Q Now, X notice |ooking at the map of

200

M ddl esex County that it's |abelled "Myjor Areas of

o 2 D sagreenent  bet ween Regi onal . Devel opneﬁt Gui de and
7 2 t he Bt ut mDevel opment Gui de Plan** Wuld,c you describe-
23 what you mean —what Regi onal Devel opnment Quide is,
2 please? | |
Bk awrright. Inthe text --
|
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VR HERBERT: Off t :
(Ver eupon a di scussi on: ‘;heldf'
, Loff'the record. ).
BY MR.. HERBERT: ‘

Q. It says the same thing*

Ay_' Vel l, the text:prior tathis: that s headed

- M ddl esex. County outlines the issues:that were concernedss|=- -

and correlated with the map* First one isvregardingp
"Lower M ddl esex Cbunty anng Route X |n South Brunswi ck- |
an PlalnsborC)TOMhshlps extendlng to the main lines of |
the fenn Central to the east and into Somerset Cbunty,ut_
and the Reglonal EEVeIopnent dU|de which is the | f
Tri-State docunent, Tri-State Regional Planning Comm ssion
points out, "Mich of this area is classified as
appropriate for rural devel opment | ess than point five
dmelllngs to the aere*** The GUIde Pl an says. that ®This-
area is C|aSSIerd for developnent supported by public
investment,” and shall | go on and read the di scussion?
Q No* | think the discussion speaks for

Itself. _

There is an allusion at the |ast sentence

of that discussion where It states, ''It should be noted

" that the Division has preV|oust articulated its
p03|t|on.regard|ng devel opnent in SouthernthAddIesex

County to the Standing Commttee on Land Use,
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° | Q. Do you recal | what that'nennranduntbasicalty:”
| addressear- . | i
Ol 4 Her |

- QDo you know what - the Standing Comittee on= |
12 Land Use, Environment and Ehergy 1st- "‘
Bi A | think it*s a Tri-State Comittee,. Probably what
1 It was was a technical advisory commttee to the Tri-State5
1 organi zation so that when they were in the<process-af'r
ol . adopting various plane and policies,: they-had sone-

17

t18

19

20

22 1

23

24 |1..

25

Gtnmaw - djrect:

 Bavironment and Energy:in a menorandua at.Januatyﬂ7th;ta* s

1977.%

Kk ~ Yes.

Q~Aw Vbuld you have a copy of that nennrandunt |

QM*‘A*” have no |dea where that is;: didnﬂttringiafbetfi E

recomendations.. So, |.have no ides where that communiea~

tion went* o : . . e

Q Ckay*  Now, ]ust for the sake of identifying

this, PZ-6, the June 2nd, |f?? menorandumfromyourself |

to Commssioner WIlis, we*re now zeroing in on

M ddl esex- County,.. You' ve identified issue nunber-tent . |-

and you' ve indicated that issue by the location and
you' ve- Just: spoke to, | take it, a disagreenent between

ydut staff and the -

~

B e
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;:C(gmmn mrem JVtT'”

".; 1§t - \W've outI|ned there is a technlcf

a|smeamm

oy

“and the reasons for: the difference of opi ni on bet ween: the’;;'

two agenC|es and number eleven is ~relates to

Cranbury-Townshi p-and. it in effect. dlsntsses th# very
TfSMEthUmtmm'm QMeHaansfmrwm

ia‘ developnent and we: sail for developnent and»the =

di scussi on. says See- above dlscu33|on,.nh|ch.refers to

itemten* So, the same basic argunent: prevails and them |

- on:twel ve, it's Mnnoutfc Junction and w® go on with- = |

anot her i ssue,
Q- I'seet Wuldit be correct to say, M. - |
G nman, that the only section of this June Y& *7?
nenmor andum PZ-8 for identification, dealingwth

Cranbury is the map and itenms tea and eleven in the

page after that map? |'m&S$rv?* The page before the map?

- X There |I's an observation'in,the mai mtext that was.
a concern betneen the definitions. of the Tr| State Plan

Jthat they had alot of smll little areas shonn as gronth

centers or sonething like that. W didn*t, and we

~assuned. that .there would be alot of small:-little

existing villages la the State that would continue to
grow despite what they were designated whether they were
limted growth, and that's covered in the cover, but
there's nefspecifictreference toghﬂddlesex.cbunty* Shal |

| go oafnl




© otoman - aﬁé&e‘ff'

Fol | owi ng- that was a subni ssion. that ivre_?‘ aI ong:f

wi th:.the new draft, the original draft I should say of-

'the St ate Devel oprrent Quide Plan in, Sept enber - of ' 77, =

,and for each county,. we hi ghlrght ed. what . the changes. -

were, what. e’ had’ decr ded to do fron the *’?$ version*

" n Mddlesex County |t refers to —

Q Before we have any further testr rmny of

’ this docunent, it I's mSeptenber 29th, 1977 docunment fromj}

9_ it Donal d. Stansfield,, Chief- of. th© Borough: of Statew des:. . 1
. 0 Planning within the Division of State and Regional.
l 1 Planning to all County Plan Directors; ret Changes in. | it
2 a State Devel opment Quide Plan Concept Map consisting of
u B rr Si X pages* |
' 1 | On. 21ERBERT:  Mark tills«
S ® (A docurment from Donald Stansflaid
B Rl B ~-to-all County Planning Directors dated

Z | Septenber 29th, 1977 was marked PZ-9 for

I dentification*)

o BY MS. HERBERL?J

» ) Q  Gkay,. Looking at that docunent, would you.
i 4 explain what that docunent is, please?

. 2 A~ It-is imeffect an advanced copy to:-the County"

= Planning Directors, and this is the conpany nenorandum

24 and It> al so,. highlights what we've done by and |arge

25

to accomodate their concerns, and M ddlesex County tm

\
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T be fair to say themthat originally in 1fJ$ the first

18

22 |

hﬂimm ‘ﬁmeﬁt “

referred m on the bemm: pam eme»gm& the -

stat ement - goes: on;.. "Tuwo Iarge parceI a of Iand bet ween:.

Rout e’ 1 and the New Jertt«y Turnpr ke. |n Pl ai nsboro

| Cpanbury ant South BrunavrrcIO/ Townshrp are recI asarfled
wf’froa a grovvth area to mIrmted growth area*i Tvvo Iand
w—;_%_areas armsepar at ed by * narrow growth area, | nth*

~ Mbn&out h, Junction, Dayton area, ‘which South temsvl ek

has: establrshed as & high density drstrrct*, The limted

- growth cl aaarfrcatron has been utilized:in this areato

reflect. the active agricultural Tand in Plalnshoro and
Cranbury Township and certain environmental sensitive .
fl ood plans and swanp |ands in South Brunsw eJc*"

Now;. there's another paragraph that refers to
Monroe Townshi p..

Q Just - stopping you at that Juncture, would it}

‘Devel opment Cuide Plan as It was then called, Stats

Devel opnent Plan draft had recommended all of Cranbury
Township being in a growh area and that as a result of
input- fromthe Tri-State Regional Devel opnent: —I am--
sorry* Tri-State Agency and ot her agencies that that:
was thereafter changed to be partially growh and

partially limted growh?

A Yes* wit&ths on# provision. X don't want t#

suggest that somehow vtmhad targeted or outlined,.specific
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I

tovvnshrp or nuni ci palrtr es: for one desrl'gn'atfr on or:

~anot her ~Ama result of the way tha pI an vvas

constructed vvrt&%growth corrrdor runni ng literally froa‘-*j -

New Brunsvvr ck to: Trent on t he designation of such

v.~';‘~_¢:_/_,corrpl etely: enveI oped » tn# result of té&at enveloped..
<. Oranbury: Townshi p*. It was. snat. we | ooked at. Cranbur'y-«

-and- aay-t hi‘s,;rtovmshi p. shoul d be- i n: grow hy -

Q Getting to that growh corridor -«
4 Tes* ’ |
Q  -dol take It that the line of

derrarcatr on bot waaa t he growth area ant the limted gr owt ht

'area ai the BMVas it . gees through Oranbury Township |a

ext endi ng out fromthe growt h corridor centered on Route 1|
goi ng between Hen Brunswi ck and Trenton? |
A - \ell, we considered not only Route 1 hut other
paral | el rout es. like- 130 the_ﬂ Turnpi ke, the Conrail.
mai n I|ne and SO on*

Q . Xguesa what.I'mgetting to is the growh:-
area constitutea a growth corridor X take it generally

fdllowi ng major transportation networks In the State and

“inthis case Route 1 and 130T

4 Yes. | o .
Q Ckay. You have anot her docunent beyond
Sept enber - 29t h,, 19777

4 tealu Myving right along —I hate % bury you

0 a e em Fo
3f RS S
PR N A
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. v~e%ﬂkeinﬂa“3 q:ree@

its pap«p——th« next page op docunent

aomparisoa:Praecas‘ﬁhaﬁ»r believe was tinnlisséljunﬁ%;-

beforeﬂthe'publioatiOn,of'th«¢1980,docluaantuf fher*,are;*7f

thr“efparts toit, one of which is: an exHftnatlds by one

- A.ot,OULLStatffneiaberafcalledtPIantCbnpariaou;ProceSSeJuatmf@*nf
to describe what-it is* It'a the descriptive form. The- | -

~+ second itemia a nenorancium fromthe two principal -

persona at Tri-State in our office that worked on-this.

t i,docunent and. the meno |s to Tr| State the persoa |n

w:oharQO*of the effort in Tr| State and ayaelf descrlblng

thia process: and, then, the major ttnmis the actual.

plan conparison report —

Q Let's have these ~~
A --- for Mddl esex Comty.
V Q Fine.

MR . HERBERTI 1'd |liKe to have these
docunents marked in chronol ogi cal order.
First; the-Pl an Conpari son Proceaa - - "

consi sting of seven pages dated June 29th,
1979* I'd like to hawIt marked as P2-10,
' please. o we
(A Plan Conparison Proce3a dat ed |
June 29th, 1979 consisting of seven pages
was narked PZ-10 for identificationr)

MR. HERBERT: Now, the nenmorandum
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13

14

from "Cat herlne PoaI oeky and I\/a

VPI anni ng~, HewJersey Departrrent of

ComTunity Affairs to M Gnman and

T e Iy sorry To the Dlrector of the
TR "jh‘rri-St ate Economi ¢ Devel oprrent “and Land

Use Division and to the Secretary of the-

Environment  and. Energy consisting of three

et VK. - pagesmar kedasnAVk* <h- oo\ ek T T
(A memor andum f rdrtt Kat herine Posl osky:

sad Mary W nder consisting of three pages

was marked PZ-11 for identification.)

marked ~~ | am sorry.
BT I\/R* HEHBERT*

Q |s there s date on. that docurrent M. G nrrani'

k ... Probably vari ous. dat es dependi ng on:- resol utions:-
passed-and so on. It is generally late <79«

Q Ok&"i
k Early '86.

Wnder PI anner* With th« D| VI SI on of o

i *the Di rect or and” Secr et ary ‘of the Tri-State

15 MB.. HERBERT:.. the fairly volum nous

'16. .+ -w = . document. | abel | ed M ddl esex: County 5ri-3tat ef-
17t Regi onal Devel opment Cuide and State

ol ““Devel opient Guide, I'd like to have that

19 '
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1 ‘There*s an indication-on Eég<<r-:fouf";;‘_'
Cctober’ 15th,: 1979 Woul d that be an approxi nate date: -

- as to when-it was issued?

Say t_he date aga| n*

LR 1
BEEN

e eetabw 15@&, 19791

That aeund& good- te ne. - sr"

VR HERBERT: Mark this.

- (A docunent entitled Mddl esex Oounty

Tri St ate Reg| onal Devel opnent - Oui de and
State Devel opnent Gui de was narked P2-12
‘taw identificationt) o
BY MR- HERBERT!
' Q Now, if we may go back, PZ-1Q this docunent
apparently,. was authored by & Mary Wnder, Wi-n-d«-e-r.
Could you- descr i be vrho she waa, pI ease’? I\/ary W nder, vvho

|s sh» pleaae?

A Bhmwas & Staff Planner enployed by the Division

working i n the Bureau of Statew de -Planning. under M*

Stansfield.. Her prime responsibility waa carrying out:

~+ this gross acceptance proceag between: the plans along~

W th. Kat herine Poal osky, and she saw fit to author this

‘menorandum that  descri bed thi s whol e?preeessﬁ'@“

There'a: am specific reference to Mddl esex County.
lt*s Just aa overall description of what 1%is that we

are —or what it is that | submtted regarding. Mddl esex.

9
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again, is authored by Ms. VVnder as mall as NB*TPosIoskyrt ;_

dated:Januaryf16th,:1930; Cbuldzyou describe what that:

| B document is,. pl eaaeT | -
w. A oow-Tea AT of these counti«i were being reviewed --- | = §
“and coaapar«d and anal yzed about the same time, but-th«ys

s haVeadiffetentﬁaatee:eh the’cehﬁietiOn}of‘that'pfoeeéefﬁ%  ¢

Thi's menor andum was prepared and sent-out to myself

) and the responS|bIe partles of Tr| State in effect

sz e T OE
AlvEhimat o e 7o

_finalising the process at Ieast for thls* That's turn

12
13
14 l

15

16§

17

18-

19

obaem co S

. overalls oovep.' geatyn\ph-. , . | -

Q Kow, | direct. your attention to PZ-12,.

- whi ch appears to have been issued on or about October 15th

1979* Could you explain what that document is, pleasef
A Yeah. The first sheet Is mmap and in fact
several . sheeta. beginning —are maps-of the fri-Stat©

Plan, which is prepared in a grid fashion for square nmle

‘grids, and these are designations of densities and so

torth that are conmpared with —the first map at |east
has Ilnes frontthe State Developnent Qui de FIan

superlnposed over it to try to |IIustrate t he conparlson

. betmeentthe»different\policies~__

There are accenpanying menoranda or actually they
are resol utions on M ddl esex County Pl anning Board in the

Tri-3tate Rogional Pl anning Commi ssion indicating their
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20|
o1 |

22

23

24
25

15

17

2 Grnnan dIreetAT""h"ivt'. S

acceptance or agreement to disagree regardr':ff;

ei ther the Regional. Devel opment  Guide- Is wcrded That‘S:

1 ; the: Tri~Stat©'docunent;or;the State_DeveIopnent Guidem
"‘Ptan or Countyfpolicres .and~the finaI accenpanying item
“is a chart at: the end that Irsts al I threenof the poIrcrerf“ ¢

i"“of tha. three agencres and what they have sard about each '

B of the areas that we wer e concerned wrth 1 thrnk the

conclusion was that we were reasonably consistent with

_three, ageneieswitheachother. ... . A s

9 How, |ooking at the [ast page of PZ-12, whio

“is the document: you- just-described with the grids and so-

forth and comparing that with page 125 of the SDGF marked
as P2-2 for these depositions —
A Yes.

Q — would It be fair to say that the lines

. of demarcation between the - limted growh area and t he~

growh area are identical? I*msorry* Let ne correct

“that* Are identical. as they affect COranbury?

A It would be hard for me to make the conclusione |
think there is a great sinrlarity in the war the maps
were drafted. Vhether t hey precisely reflect the exact
| ines woul d be-very - difficult for ne.tQ say.. .

Q M* G nman» do you have any ot her documents
beyond the grid @& docurent, PZ-12, which predates the
May- 1980 SDGP documents that go to the, If youwll, the
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em- dmw

T.:,;evoltnr on of tnrs plant

K Yea... In January we prepar ed a'sté ug:f;parg;v,

regardrng the drfferent agenci es and the —verther the

plan'conparrson‘process or- what ever does |ncIudeAaone-*

- State agency plans and County plﬂnAFaﬁ eamparaé.e Thcrc% g
is a reference to M ddIesex County;, |

WR. HERBERT: |»d |ik» to have this | |

docunent,. which i* a caption "Status of
the State Devel oprent Quide Plan with
reepect.to pl ans of other agenci es*

- o~ prepared hf tte- Bureau of. StatOw 4"r: -
Pl anni ng,. Division of Planning, Departnent.
of Comunity Affairs dated January 1980
marked for identification as PZ-13*

(A docurment entitled Status of the

State Devel opnent. Gui de: Plan.with respect. .|

to plans of other agencies was marked PZ-13
“for-identification,}"
BT MB* HKHBERTI
Q Sir, would you |dent|fy that? 1 know |

Just indicated the title. Wat basrcally s PS 13T

A...  Well, if is astatus report, which was used t#; 1
believe, t$ brief the Cabinet Devel opment. Commttee on
our progress on drafting the plan*

Q l'mturning now to page two at the bottom
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G nrran d| recta

e 10 S

v

There |s an aIIusron to - “and tovvard tﬁﬁ of

i 45

page three to M ddl esex County

A Yes.

‘d| scussi ons held with Tri-St ate and Oounty staf f*.
 Basic plan compatibility achieved and ‘the SDGP mapm

rmdlfl ed accordl ngI y How vvorkr ng toget her In measurr ng

the populatron drstrrbutron that vvould result If the

~Year: 200Q Pl an were reali ,sed._“ Sevverage;i I nventory, now.

under goi ng i nhouse. revi ew prior to submission to the

County- for review - Issues remaining include the validity

of the popul atron target.
Q Now, sir, d|d you draft thls document
PZ-13, the last docunent. we've referred tot |

A |'msure it went out over n$ signature, | personal

‘did not.put.it-together:. - The staff did*+

Q You approved it as the Division Drector?
A tea |
N Q It states as you' ve just read that "Basic:.

o pllar] conpatibility achieved and the: SDGP saps modified

accor di ngly.** Now, sir -~
A Yes.

Q A wouldthat basically capsulize the

Q W)uld f&mfor purpose* of the record Si rrply;f‘ .
" ':"_read that short stat enent there, pI ease? F
AT LM ddl esex‘u part: of Tr| - St ater Regr on,, ext ensi Ves:
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2 |

i 4s..‘;',,.qh,'~.,, L E

anm1~ mrem . 3??‘55:

process: that was ongoi ng fron11976 as. represented by

I-tfl which Is the first draft State DeveIQ>aeat fIm

mto PZ-13,1the status-of‘the SDCP on- January 19807

, Perhaps the questlon —

Wbuld that baS|caIIy capsullze hhat had B |

!: taken pIaee fro» 19TS until January I$8tf that is the*.-

~attenpt-to reconcile differences: with various agencies?

k Probabl y from'77 since we had antlnterlntnap

..or: |nter|n1plan publ i shed:in- 77*r~

§ And & nodification of the saps so as to
“reflect, | take it, some klnd of consensus with thesev
agensies? o
A Tea* W were trying to illustrate where we were. at

any point intime. If | were ever to suggest we had
conplete: unanimty la opinion In any one select point

at tinme woul d be m sl eading yout W tried to get maxi mum |

part|C|pat|on maxi num consensus and move fromthere to

contlnue totry to resolve these Issues* That's what we
did for-the 1930 draft. ‘ |

Q  the May 1960 SDGFV.mhiehtIs referred to
by the Suprene Court to Munt Laurel Il as if deals

~ with.Mddiesex County, specifically 92N J.365, therefore,

isqthe end product if you will of an ongoing diatogue
with M ddl esex County Pl anning Agency and Tri-State

over an approxinmately three-year period of .time* Is that
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Q nrran d| rect

semotf ﬁ
| ko I mtroubI ed- by the use: of the vvord end product- ,
| never--* | don't think w# could ever say wi# reached

) Van end product Oerta'i nly aofe vv| th M ddI‘esex, or- any:

v mia mni 1 n - n

J It was a contl nui ng d| aI ogue but at that poi nt N

consi stency at.least sufficient enough consensus to go

Q That plan was thereafter released with the

authorisation of the Cabinet Giuraittee to the public in

Hay 19807
4 Yes.
- MR- HERBERT! X have nothing further.
| think we've — X' w agreed subject: to
approval . of plaintiffs* counsel and M*
Moran —M .- Bisgaier asked to go second
.ylf that meets with everybody s approval *
CROSS EXAM NATI ON
BY MR, Bl SQAIER .
Q M* G nman, what sis® was the staff that wai
wor ki ng under you at- any given tinme on the plant”
k Well, it was contained to the Bureau of Statew de
Pl anni ng that probably had sonewhere between eight and tei

personnel assigned to it which were supported on occasion

in t| me, | th| nk it was our opi nion that we had reasonabl ¢

= LT B SR L A

waheadwith t.,hat'lp:articul Ar phaits- = = oty o e eeeme of A AL é -
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fronistaffs frontsone of the ot her bureaus on speC|f|c

|ssues espeC|aI|yS aa we got into sone of the questlons“;'hﬁﬁx

of -housi ng and so on.

Q. CNer ‘the period of years that you ware-

4,cont|nU|ng to evaluate t he aui de' Fl an desi gnati ons,:
I take 1%t here were many instances of staff -~ e- o —""

,reconnendations*that ultimately were not ~» did not find

thenBeres into the actual consent mp that Is found in

“ the Nhy 1980 Stat e Devel opment Qui de Plam s that net

correct?

AA%( | Teah. W hadvnany different |evel conversations

with County Planning Boards. On occasion, a delegation
of maybe two or three staff personnel would go out to
theACbunty and have & neeting and sunmarize the events
as to what the County reconnended what we thought ue
shoul d recommend and so on and, then there woul d be a
staff deliberation with the Bureau, and If it was a
serious |ssue where thsre vas sone difficulty, | might be
drawn into the matter*

So, Hﬂmm%%ﬂwwsﬂme%eMmmtheﬁaH‘
woul d resol ve' these Issues In the field* They woul d-
dISCUSS themand sonetines their p05|t|ons wer e not
aceepted..

AQ Now, in that context when you say what we

thought we shoul d recommend, you're referrlng to the
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i ndi vi dual staff rrenbers V\ho luppom to: b

.

the Comty or’ at counﬁy meet i ngs who woul d them

tallcing to |-

memorialize ima meno. to you their pgmongz ugmmg as.

to V\het her to accept or not to accept a County er

* anot her agency s recomendationi: is that: not eerrestt” * | ;

A masts correst.

Q0  The other vvay though» V\het her- t he DIVISI on |
of State and Regional Planning && a Di vi si on adopt ed or:
d“ivd? _n,Otf~-ad°pt¢;_av.59?.ci,f:iC_ staff member.reconmendati on.

woul d be to ook at the actual consent map as fount in

the May- 1980 St at e- Devel opnent. Qui d© Pl an. and: t hat - woul d-
2|

teII you what the uItljaate deci sion was of the Divisioni
I's that not correct?

A Yes. ‘

| Q |'s there any way to know at any given tine
aa.tof whet her: a, specifii c staff recomrendation aa may be:
found in a given nemorandumwas the recommendation of |
the entire Division or tvvas. the recommendation of individual
menbers of the ataTf? |

A %coul dn't say nowlt woul d be*

Q The Hay 1930 docunent. whi ch ertbodl es st aff

recommendat i ons, I_take It you previously testified that-|

that document or those recomendations were di scussed

‘with the Cabinet Oormit}teej I's that not correct?

A Yes.
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- Mnmaa-v cross

Q You testlfled that- the Cab| het:. Oomnttee

- neither adopted nor - Juafc di dn' t- act: on t hose. reconnendae;.\

t|ons7

.A‘Ai Tha scorrect AR L 'A' I

PO e 3 R L

'Q; Ialttruetosayor howwouldyou

. ehar aet erize. those recosi i aendat i ons? ver e.t hose recoaunenda-

t|on3 of the D|V|S|on7 614 |t have the |rrpr|natur

- of- the D|V|S|onI Were the; —was the DlVI sion actlng
~as'a eondmt for recormendatlons from (bunty Pl anni ng

' AgenC| es? V\&s It the final vvord 50 to speak of the

e

D|V| si on op vvan the D|V|S|on |tseIf open to di scussi on-
with the Cabinet Oonm'ttee- as to changes?. Bo you know

what |'magetting at? In other words —

A Ve were playing two roles* Since we were noving.

. O‘A’afd*f the‘docjunent,‘ that was hopeful Iy going to take

on a nore official inprimatur- of State Governnent,. we

,vvanted to demonstrate the. fact. that it. _Was; an. open.-

prooess.) So,, we began to |ncI ude, to try to accomodat e

to those recommendations that became persi stent anong:

~Counties, and M ddl esex vaft not the only County that = °

hat |ssues that We. vier e not able to resoI ve on a technl cal.;_. :

baS| s* There vvere SonE that vve probably did not raise

because we felt they were frivolous* but where ther# wer# |

serious or where there was & Iegitinate difference of

technical opinion, we felt it was |nportant_t0sbr|ng
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- W A* ‘r‘:.‘;

,those forward and have those aired and dl&OU§S£d

e t hat cones tomndis a—I"11 use am

":'f i1lustration* Not in M ddl esex County, but there was a

| et of'concern"ever the Great” Swanp and whether that

%r:wiarea shoul dn’ t be S|gn|f|cantly enlarged to protect i O
%7&&*&* border* of the wildlife area V\e saw t hat

there was a trenendous anount of |ocal support for thls

for the ides of chang|ng the map, but we were, al so,

eognizant‘ofithe?factﬁthat‘there was.a need, al so, -at

the same time of map changes that there be sone |ocal:

“ " policy denonstrated to try'to protect ‘the area, sone

kind of a - | hate to use the words Pinelands North,
but sone kind of & movement to that effect, and we
reconmended that to the Cabinet Conmittee and they, also,

considered that at the sane tine they considered a map

- change. -

So,'we were trying to move in the direction of
i you seriously think about making changes of major
policy, also, think about how they may be inpl enent ed
and we were trying to get that—trying to begin that

as a reqgul ar process for the Cabinet Conmttee to deal

withs

Q How woul d you characterise your state of
mnd presenting these recomrendations to the Cabinet

Comm ttee? Would you characterise it as more or |ess
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fixed that this vvaa your r ecommendat i on an you wer e’
reconmendi ng that for approval or woul d yé'u‘ cihﬁar acteri se
It aa somewhat 'open for di scussion purposes with the: -

Committee?

'Aj nht 1% 4 probabl’y ‘have fe# say'thelatt«r "1 saw rryselzf

. aa m)re or Iess of an offr cer: carryr ng out: an. assi gnnent :

of br| ngi ng thr S process al ong rat her than tryr ng to-
instill my own: views*

Q . Now. you made a distinction before aa a.
result of mcolloquy between M, I\/bran»and.vlvr* Her bert
as-torthe status of the two docunents» the My 193a:=: -
docunent . and the January 1981 docunent, and you
characterized, 1 believe, the 1980 docunment &t approved
for publication and 1981 not approved for publication*
Wiat  toes that meant What dild that nean vis-a-vis the
way -t he- State. i ntended t hese. docunments, to. be: vi ewed or
uséd?r | could put it another way*

A Let me.try and answer it. Prior to the Mount

Laurel Xl decision, we had viewed the State Devel opnent

Guide Plan as a device purely to assist State Governnent

t o maki ng policy decisions about capital investnents, and|

we: had hoped that the 1980 document woul d nove —and |
think most of the department heads who found it useful

had hoped that it would nove from & status —|I forget: -

‘what the title ia across the front of it —Statie
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"‘le)an - Cross
Devel opnent - Qui de- Pl an, Rav&se&’Brafs'

~a docurents with any air ef finality about it, and they

A,tkher« anxi ous. to see thlS bemxa« a mgjor State ‘Gover nnent -

pelier dﬁcumah

\Mfawﬁy- SGr that*a- what- wi# wer e movi ng- ta and-t hat *s the

A Vell* nore than that since they deci ded not to

A WoH, it |ooks nmore final, |

e e TS e e ek e iR RS e AN 45 P 5 e e T 1 T SR o A S R R R, R R T

kind of document we hoped to achieve,: sonethlng.that had

an |npr|natur on-%bof the State aovernnent»

Q" Now was it your understanding of the actionj &

of the Cablnet Cbnntttee Vis-a-Vvis the Mar 1980 draft that/”

|t had that |npr|naturf
h | can only measure it in m&% w of degree.
Certainly nmore so titan any previous docunent.

tit How would you compare it to the January 1981

docunent7

take any «~well, there was no decision. It was an
abeence of action on the part: of the Cabinet Commttee,
anil they did not take action on thia, aIthoughjhaving
di scussed-it at-least:for several neetings*

Q You indicated previously that. this: document,
the January 1931 docunent was not approved f or
publication. Was it approved for any purpose what soever

by anybody?

" Most departmnnt heaﬂ&ffett ife did not sound IIk«e» |

‘yth?n7if probabl y-
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Gwnhmt--cross A -
‘was intended, but we had put |f together In such a. form
to circulate anong the cablnet of fices;. ‘So; It was

~ prepar ed in that sense,and,,apparently,:others Wer e awar e-

of It and‘tnquired,about it, and the Attorney CGeneral's

“and I, then, advised, the Department of Community

Affairs to print these up in vol ume because they would

probably be demanded by ot hers that woul d be interested.
w“" He« HERBERTL1 Off. the record.
(Wer eupon there was an of f the
"‘:*'t," o pseo?€ di scussion.) / o, N

BIhM? Bl SGAl ER

Q Now, when you say the Attorney General *a
office indicated to you it had public status, you're
referring to public status in the sense of the Sunshine
—i-n the sense of the-public docunent. lav requiring:

rel ease to the publlc upon public inquiryi is that

“correct?

A | think literally like any or the docunents |'m
relating to, it's not something we were hol ding or
keeping fromthe public, and 1 asshne it woul d have —
that thewwoul d be a | arge demand amstetet“eA”#eeﬂaeéhd,
Xerox these things everytine the Depertnent went and |

printed them —

Q The rel ease was subject to or as aresult of]

TR 'fizi,

"4btfice‘advisédiuefthat;it:did;have in fact public status ‘| - ¢

e g




of fice mhlch.y|elded;the op|n|on-that thféxmaﬁgaA.*

i publfc'docunent'mhichiyou mbr«Jrequired;t&\réleaéé;~f
n;’ - 4¢£_ upon publlc request7 | | '_ |
',%,i;;Zk;,Jk.... tfcdfma»ﬁtwpanumwrybyanmtonmyﬁe#‘,:;,&
g berdingTbmnshlpmf ' A T . P o
! g S Q However; - | appre0|ate t hat;, but: coul d" you:
l — 1 would |1k« a y«» 0" nm w what ever —s
’ A Ye3d.
gr S0 ;“kwé,, Elitd;thé duéhfiaﬁ
: ﬁ‘i? . A Yea,“ | Juat wanted to p0|nt out the Depart nent .
: 12

r didn't Juat aII of a sudden deC|de upon to do-this* it

i 5 wa» an inquiry that led to the diseuasion of the docunents
% ¥ Q | f X understand the chronology of its
% ® release; it was Initially prepared by you? It was
‘ k"}G — preggnted —prepared by your -staff! It)mas preaented
Y by you to the Cabinet Committee?
o Q No actibn was taken? Tomwere not authorize®
? to publish the document* You, then, received an inquiry
™ 1 troman attorney in Harding township to release the
‘wzz'l‘ document * You,'then, inquired of the Attorney CGeneral's
» ”office and got the opinion that you were required to
“ releése it and, then, you released it?
25

A Yes.

q :;L; v e
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_in Cranbury whi ch demar cates an area for- Ilmted f"rov\th

‘personal knowl edgev or are there any documents that woul d.

of the [ino* I thi hk the in y peopl e that could answer

Q The speC|f|c line of" derrarcat|on that
exists-in the May 1930 plan which is indicated on PZ- 3

and an area for grovvth do you personal | y have know edge:

I|mted grow h &t opposed to growtht Do you have any:

" “reveal the specific logic to the exact:location of that«- |-+ &

“What I'mgetting at laif doesn't appéar to| "

followa road, 1%doesn't appear to fol |l ow any natural
terrain or topography?

A | recall the debates between the County staffs and
our Planning staff* and | don't know what caused. the

staff to at |east come to some consensus on the |ocation

that woul d bo the specific professional staffs that V\Ofk*ﬂ‘# |

on that*

-~ Q. The lines that are drawn on the various maps-

appear to have no specific continuity* For exajaple, the
lines that are drawn on the overall consent map in the
May- 1980 plan ant the linos that are drawn Oxl the County
maps in certain particular areas appear to bo sonmewhat

different* The State map is, you know,ﬂseengdt_o bowth

ot her than the general anal ysi s of ‘why an area shoul d fee
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" .Q nman —cross

“"aI nost therr geonetrrc Irnes and what 1" m aski ng. you-

|  |s nowrs howdo you artrcuI ate Wi th specrfrcrty anyvrhere

as to the exact desr gnatr on: of a Irne’> Wtat |s your-”

;source for knovu ng vrhet her or not * Irne s |n one pI ace

':'»»"v:versus anot her - pI acet  Xs that the Al as sheet that you

| initially pea nar ked? Xs that your onIy source7

A | The Atlas sheet as a record and reaIIy relied
) nost heavily on the S ate as a V\hol er whi ch appears on
page 44 of the I\/ay of 1930 Quide Plan* As the policy

‘for precrsr on of line, it referred to the Atlas sheet*

$ br oader stroke* There are round area

TN

You get-to the County naps and they re very preci se of -

A ~ Vell,. the source.-that. | rel y on the most.i» thes- |

full statevu de mep that appears in the pl an since e
then e pr epar ed the County naps for conveni ence and,

then, kept this as a record of what we were doi nge.

Q. This you're referrrng to as-the Atlas sheet ¢

Q» So, the onIy way one woul d know precisely

‘Wwhere & line is located with regard to the Hay 1980 draft |

woul dtoeto refer to the Atlas sheet or what you' ve now
produced as PZ-3, the new County maps?"
A 7es» |
Q |'s that correct?
A Yes.

ndm urved ar eas-fi |

trred to deal wrth thrs froma statevrrde perspective an&y |




L ’E':f

ffG nnan i cross

Q' | :
and specrfrcally Wi th regard to the rrap four, 1
recomended change whi ch shovs M ddl esex County — 3

S o S to your know edge is there anything™ |

. m:corrparable to the Atlas sheets |n order to ascertar n vrnth o
o e f‘;:.-{‘;;-'w;ijrv 7 7 », e )

. precrsron V\hat was ber ng recormended in map four Q\Nr s
8 |t
‘ that painted vvit,h a broad stroke and that's —we have
s heL¥ the only base’ map. that we could go by*

A lad this been offici ally adopted, we would have,

- FORM 2048

* then," adjusted these record copies to reflect that p"“"‘m““

Q The record copy, agar n, you're referring to

Is the? Atlas sheets?
. A Atlas sheet s*
U b Q Havi'ng net been adopted and having not dona
? . that,:the adjustment on-the Atlaa sheetay then,-there is
o po e
CBE AT There s no record.”
B Q There is no record*
@ A Gher than that | |
: | Q |f dlrke youtorefer to adocument t he
. Sept enber 9th,: | f3f M ddl esex County Planning Board

docunent which X don't recall what it has been marked as.

VE* BISQNEBi Of the record*

(Wer eupon a discussion was held
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" ©ff the reserd.) |
MR BISQA ER". Mark this:

docunent, the second full paragraph* Wuld you Just-

S ‘i:': \
L Ee
=

(A document entitlo<. mt New Jersey-
4 Stata Devel opnent Cui de Pi an Revi sed:
5 ... to»|ty Kay 198@wa* aarke” f 0/quk.tOr.n;;.l,,_,-.,,. hocozs |
6 | identification.) L
<+ Jl. bY mm. BIsearmRy -
8 %‘_ Q Take a look at a docunent. that' S been nmarkec
9 ?z-ﬂ and see: |f you can |dent|fy that - for the record*
10 ‘A This is a stat ement ‘that we received fromthe
i - Mddlesex County Planning Board. W received this In a .
nunber of forns* 1 think we received if early on with a
cover letter fromthe County Planning Director and> then,
1 i nmore formally this way after it was adopted, and it is
b a coment on thei r-opinion of the 1980 draft*
“ = Q ‘ Th|s |s a eommnt that, obviously, was
e prepared subsequent to the Hay 1980 draft and prior to
18 the January 1931 recommendations?
B Iﬂ & Yes*
D0 - Q It was received by you and your staff?
A1 A Teer
21 Q X& that correct?
B A Yes. i
2 Q Now* | refeff you t© pag® two of that
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”i#}(mnwmn * cross ‘”f[f}f[f; s
“ read thaI to yoursdf9

A Yes.

Q I;],aleoylfefer:you to*page‘JQTbeforeeI ask: |

you t hat qUéSinhf there's, apparently* a three-pagea
f,\;qenprandUﬂyhere{and_ fheq%_it?s,follomEd by: a nenorandum. |- ..

" dated July- IMh, 1980, Do you see that, what would be. |

: *ybage#our o f  fdeat: o, e e 'L e leswes . k' _mo
& Yes,
Q It's a docunent that was,“apparently,

~prepared by something called Comprehensive Planning. Do

you know what that is? | S
4 It's an organlzatlon mnthln —it's: a staff of the
Cbenty Pl anni ng Board..

Q Now;. 1 refer you to page eight of that

docunent.. You'll have to count* X ask you to read to

~yoursel f the second paragraph of that.

A ’Yes,. | read it.

Q. Now* it appears to ne and | ask yamif it -
appears to you frora readi ng that that the recommendations
that are contained in this document refer only to
changes.in the area in Cranbury designated [imted growh
and there i s no recommendation in here to any area la
Cranbury deS|gnated gr owt h? That* apparently fron1the
face of the document in any event the Planning Board'a

reconmendation was to change some areas designated
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”71'||n1ted gromkh to agrlculturaI‘ and;theiﬁ,‘;hbthing S

) hetter*

~ contained in here whi ch appears to reconnend*any of the

- grovwh ar eas- be changed to: agrlcultural*-ﬂ

‘The-bottom line of the quest|on Is do you

_have any recollect|on whet her - t he: change. betheen the may .|
“f7:1930 draft. andf(ﬂu<reconnendat|ons in the January 1981

_;_er amwere |ntended to change. areas. deS|gnated for growth -

in Cranbury to agricultural or sinply-to change areas.
designated |imted growh in Cranbury to agricul tural ?

A | &oa*t recall other than what the docunent say*« | &

Q You. have no personal recollection a» to

“whether or not there. was. am at t enpt to change gromﬁh

areas to agricultural purposes as opposed to limted

growh areas to agricultural?

A 1ldon't.recall. Incidentally* 1 notice thla one

has & few :h"nkd . -pagei. | don't. know if X%was &

ski pping of our copying nachfhe”CF:the”other copies are

NRV HERBERT: Lef the F«@r€ reflect
the two blank pages —

MR BI SGAIERS- Three* -

MR.. HERBERT* Three bl ank pages are
’sihbly”thef. ‘They're al | the document
OF al | of the pages that are? typed are
inthat drafte Wuld that be correct, e
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" BY MS. LA BELLA:

| THE WITNESS The other one shows |t
| asanne? That's it.

MR BISQAIERS X denlf have any

Q M, Gnman, you were referred several times

. to the Cabinet- Conmttee's neetings when they arrived at- |

no action* the decision to take no action on the 1981.

revisions, proposed revision.. \Wat exactly happened!s.. =f- .~ %

1 nean hew does. soneone arrive at a decision to take no
action?
A Maybe- X should clarify that.. There wa» not a

decision to take no action. No action was taken if" |

~may:try to.clarify that.. It was a continuing discussion-

and It literally was: dropped.

Q ~ ~ Heir did that come about that it was dropped?

k Vell, aa Xrecall early on, there was a great deal
of concern. that the revision process and any f|na
dlsp05|t|on er ——flnal dlsp05|t|on by that | mean some
formal . adoption er aone formal. designation of the plan.
by the adninistration is concerned that that should be-
done early on before the primary season got into fall

SWi ng.

further questtons* $fcaate## R O
‘cnoss EXAMINATION -
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3 G nrran WGW

i t},h_<2v,;~f | ami ncl udi ng: t h#- 3t at «- agenci es. waa. netjﬁ; resol ved: :

vroearly» and It- did drift Into-this period:nINor# there wa*:

“diacuaaionst

A | don"t knowthere vas &dem sion to drop. ~There

"_made after that* |

- simply stop meeting? .

k The Cabinet Comttee had other itess to deal with,
| Q It stopped considering all aspects of the
A Itd|dntc0m3 up on the agenda(]ilfltdld

| t was & concor N that th|s nt be‘cone an '| ssue

but would suffer the eonaequeneea of a polltlt:al debat e*,ﬁ:y

- Unfortunately,. the argunent S or t he: ‘d| SCUSSI on*.thatfv\e,aaaa-

hed' with th* di ffetents parties that wer® Intereated i n

a gr'eat‘- deal of: concer'n:a«"- to what+this would do or how
tliia would fare in the political. arena#

Q V\hose deC|S|on then was it. to drop furthervr

was a deel aloa as 1recall i€ | bel I eW—It aay hav#
even been fornmally nmade by the Director of Policy and
Plaaning t @t h# Governor &mt” one of aev«ral alteraative4

he woul d recomtend* 1 don't recall a decision ever being

Q What happened’) 014 the Cab| net Oorrmttee

m ght have been a status report by the Director of O fleer
of Policy and Planning, who may have said and not adnit

anything nore than that*
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Q hbfonéaattenpted:to revivégdqscussion*~-

A Y owre mere,different.cabinet office*,j»

"\j that tookfa,bigger interest in the flan than others..

‘The: Conm ssi oner - Canpaseny (phoneti c): fron1the

ﬁ’Departnent of Transportatlon vaft very |nterested in the

. plan as was our own departnent That dldn,tynecessarlly;'

mean. am answer woul d be forthcom ng*

Q Going. back to the original designations of

growt h:areas,. limted growh. and-agricultural, could you:

expl ain what  factors your staff and you considered

in designating an area as growh as opposed to |inited
growth and limted growth as opposed to agricultural?
A Just a brief sunmary* Well, there are general
criteria listed in the Guide Flan which.!e 11 have to find,
this deals, | guess —begins on page 28, guidelines for

pl anning and tal ks about ten different criteria, five of

whi ch are devel opment inducing we believe and five of

which are nore restricted in nature suggestihg ei t her

agricultural conservation or limted grow h*

~The distinction between the three becones somewhat-.| .

difficult, perhaps; not so nuch in conservation areas as
we try to target those areas that we felt were at |east
bei ng di scussed actively in public* For exanple; l|ike
DelamareLVAter dap, the Del aware Water dap national.

Recreation area, the Skylands area and the Pinelands
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- could: belfalrly wel | defineds AN eul Ty

.12*

18 4

Sl

~-f»byf:thesfSoil‘:-Ck.‘msver‘vati‘on Service 1 think which are- = [

»areas of

areas were areas tint didn't quite neet all those

A ~Tou mean between different communites*

key of f of the blueprint conmi ssi on, on NEW%V

Jersey agri cul ture-whi ch had- targeted: sonethlng I|kmftv

tendeé t

mllion acres for —hat* to use the word: preaervation -

t;uwgecauseﬂgheylhgt#atosuse-thath but they: vanted that: tos- | - i

remain .‘agrieuttdrenv They uaed maps- that were prepared|

repeat ed Fn.pagew 29, tal k about soils potential capabilityt..
| Vi exanlned thls MAth what . we con5|dered to hm

suff|C|ent scale to sustaln agrlculture It wa»

a let of di seuasi on with the bl ueprint report. about. having..
critical laaas to support the kinds of things that?
agrisult depends on, places, co-ops, your farm
products and so on. So, we made some judgments about

where thone | ands woul d best survive. Linmted growh

criteria.<

Q - Inthis process, did you conpare different:

comnunities or different |ands that were desi gnated as

|

growth inlone section and not growth In another or

agriculture in one section and non in another?

|

Q | Betmeen.différent coiaiBunities or different

counties:o% even Wi thin the sane countyt

|

A Well, it was pointed out tous by —I'Il use an

-
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that the f?rntand distribution of agrlculture tn the|r
\S|gn|f|cantly di fferent than it was in

eumb-rlana\Cbunty, and we tried to find away to

~accommodate: to this difference.: Infact,. that: my have.| - §

been one of‘thesreconnendatlonsLof the ' $1 report. '

~—v-". So, ‘e were aware of different’ géographic areas. |

different conditions.for the sanme basic kind

generating

of activityt The: same tiling as there were dlfferent

|

“conditions justlfylng the Plnelands frontthe Skylands

|
area, but 1 don't know that we ever got down to.the .

nunicipal,lave! of conparing two towns that mght have
been htthin\the sane county as to why one is one) and one
Is another if that's the direction in your question,
| Q Yea; that is the direction.. For exanple,
|f we refertto P2 3f SMM ddl esex. County, there are areas
that are deS|gnated Ilntted growth area, Plainaboro and
goingkd0hh>tLLCIahbury and you, also?® have agricul tural
areas mainly;in Mnroe, | believe?
A Yes,

q | M&s there any rationale for that or could |
you descrlbeLwhat the rational e mght: have been?

a more of a historical evolutions Since hee

have started w th the concept of a growth corridor

running fromMNew Brunswick to Trenton literally between




| Ginmam. er\@ar'-‘; v} oo SRV e V-

the Turnp| ke and Route 1, |t had redes,,l,,t_“__‘;*_v,iﬁ_ that

corrtdor in some of the area to I|mted grovvth* V\é had

. made that u|th the underst and| ng at Ieast |n our m nds

~ that linit d grovvth was probably the nost we vere s@in& P
| tol ] keI ytosustal n T _'.' SERURNARS ','"J'

ke |nmndthatvvevvere aIso* worklngvnth

‘.' e

the Departrrent of Agrtculture for sone k| nd of avi able

: |
agrtcultural protection program which eventually energedeﬁ;;

" as ttw ~.nmgrass, rootat report % %m., Unt Merse|& AN e

Agricul tur | Bond i ssue, fifty mllion bond issue to

. protect farmand, and there is“a State Agricultural =" ~ |
5 | Developnent\ Conmttee that nmeets monthly to try to
13

I protect agricultural areas, and it was our sense or our

- PENGAD CO.. BAYONNE. N.). 07002

u | - .
.. ] udgnent at] that time that these areas within this growh
5l
corridor vvould have a harder chance to survive grovvth
16
T e pressur es than area* outside of the corridor*
17 |
Q  Didyou consider I\/bnroet then to be
BT Gutside of that corridort -
B A Yes, |
20 N T V\hat determned thatf If you look at-the |. ____
5 4 rrap where was your ori g naI designation of the growth
St | I N I I " ‘ < " o .
oo
t A R ght. down here.
4 Q What was that based on?
® A 7nas i S basically between Route 1 and the Turnpike;
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1 mean th% boundary goes both east. of th ,Turnpl ke and

west of R "t’e 1y but basi caIIy those aré he: determinants|

o |
|

fertit* mw.

Now,. prior to the time that the May 1980

draft was %lut horl zed: for rel ease by the Cabi net - Commi ttee | .

g i

you had recei ved comments. fromM ddl esex County Pl anni ng-

Board:. 1#t ha&correct? - .-- -

A Yes*,
Q \ Had: you, al so, received connente froa the
different tovmshl ps. within M ddl esex Oounty’>
A Yea. | A
| Q | V\ere those: conments consistent with the-

comrent s ttht they provided after the rel ease of th@My
80 report?\
A I"mrPt sura of the question*

Q Xn ot her -wor ds V\here the May '80 SDGP was
rel eased, vva\s M ddI esex County concerned about the
preservation of agriculture in sone of these areas that:
wer e desi gna\ ed as. limted growth and were reconmended

to be designated agricultural in the 1981 revision?

A& %V To ny know edge, 1 think Mddlesex County was

reasonabl y consi stent. with my —Iet me | ook at one

"of these thi ngs X may fi"nd a reference to that.

lit a nerm dated June 30th, 1979 —this is from
Poal osky, Wnder- and Sulley (phonetic) to Winar, G nman

t
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- @immam - grogat

and Powel | regarding the —¥thiseisburfad )“iFhfsa

document . known as: PZ 12.
| Q> r#nyou have a page number- on. that?

4 |t*# eal Xe& p&$& — XXX- refer t o —it is known

- as:MX6> and it - deal s wi th suppl ementary coments by=«- [ |

M ddl esex: County and this is: 3.1 criteria-for: de5|gnat|on:

of open | and areas* "M ddl esex Cbunty requests

clarification of a portion of the State pollcy statenent -
on.limted growth areas.. - They, also, do not. contain,. . |

concentrations of'environnental, sensitive |ands that

“are primarily: farm and which nerit specific state-attentiojn-

at this tim.

"We do not believe that this statement is accurate
as applied to portionsAin the limted growth in M ddl esex
Cbunty; for exanple, the limted grow h;:area: shown. east
of Route 130 and, north of Route 522 in South Brunswi ck. -
contai ns Pigeon Swanp which is scheduled to recei ve an
eight mllion dollar state InVestnent<bywn1C}een Acr es
Progran1for acquisition as an inportant ground water
recharge area and passive recreation area.. It will bo

a State Park* Unl ess the pollcy statement is aItered

‘this area shoul d.be designated. as. open space in the SDCP.*

A second exanpl e —you want me to go on?
Q You don't have to read it, but the second

exanple is actually the area that we're nost concerned
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. .County: by your: staff before th* pronul gation of the. . - |

staff is only humane It is very possiblée that if one is
you wi || attenpt t© %f to resolve the issue: That nay

Cokwwi.

Ginmen - cvoss: |
wit & nowt isa't that correct?

4 Ye8,

Q Hows: was there a difference in the

consi deration. of these concerns. expressed. by M ddl esex-

draft in 1930 as: opposed t# the. revised 1981 draft?
A" " "1 think we were aware of the County”™ ceneern for |
some time.

Q VWhat was the difference* %m* is the way
the drafts eam« out bet vveeh 1980 where thers was a‘
limted growh area ant |fSl where it was proposed as:
amagricul tural area? |
A X coul d say they wore us down, but | woul d be
guessing* 1 just don't know.

Q You don't have any recol |l ection of what nads|
the difference?

A It is:possible, you know, that the planning

pernsi s’t_ ent- enough and badgers often enough, eventually

havé been what occurred to this situation. 1 just don't
Q Did any of you? staff actually do inapectio»n| «

an® site visits to the land that you were designating?

A Yes, especially if it was under question.
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: ”657_ Did people fron}your ataff*or you go to theif~
ar eas: te Qranbury? LT
A';_ | cannot. certify that enlsuch and auch a day a0 and;,

so~actually appeared inthe field,. but It was standard

",bpolicysfor‘ourastatemjdeyplanning;staffetoabe»inttnatelye?#‘
- faniliar with areas under dispute. Inf act; the Bureau - |

- €8E+# took great pvi$mia knowing every town; every-

village, *VQF road, n¥v$ train line, frequency of the

mass. transit service* So, | deferred those Judgnents

pretty much to the Bureau Chi ef and b|s staff and |

~trusted their Judgment»

Q Wul d you know, for exadple, ifasite visit
vert made and a particul ar new devel opnent was, obviously,
being constructed,. woul d that cause the staff to place
that into a gromh area as opposed to an agricultural area|.
to y& think* -

4 Sot necessarilye. Everything is aisatter of scale*
| don't: think there's probafely not mpart of Hew J*r«*y
anywhere that doesn't have soaa efforts of some growth
somewhere, whether it be tha W | ds of Sussex Cbunty or
Cape: I\/ay or Sal ent | H

~ There is a sort of a planning Judgnent'thatzhas‘toe
be nade) whet her you think that's a persuasive argument,
does it look like it's literally mcommtted that the

chances are Xt won't be Inevitable or just an isolated
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|nstance and those are very difficult di' i sl ons' t

, .and 1 had to rely on the staff to make those Judgments
‘-A:based on what “they sawin tha field.

| Q Are itemat all faniliar with the Cear’
|| Breck Development in Honroe? 4

yen how to* get there: ™ |
© Were you aware of the role that that played

1O.I[’“U”to growth OF Ilmted growt h?

_;11 I S HE.;I;-ERBERTS O f thmreeord*
L2 | (Wher eupon. a di saussi on was hel d of f
13 the record.)
14 THE WTNESS! Let ne try and answer
b the question* | think the question you're
16 “&aslf_i_oﬁg;i‘vs out Mof d| sti‘(ngui shing betveett
different towns and,. 1 think, |'ve
: | answered earlier that-the initial stab-at-
9 the am de Plan was net nunicipality oriented
20 at all. When, | think, | ansvered in M ke
2 Herbert's question regarding the designation
)22 of Cranbury,. | saidit resulted in Cranbury
23 bei ng designated a certain way, not that we’
24 set out to desi gnate Cranbury a certain way*|
25

So, we tended to | ook at very large

. & Wey nor | know-of it. -Xaoulcli™: exactly tell. .-

in the deS| gnation in Mnroe for agrl cuIturaI as opposed |

T




i reglons of’ the State and hhat ma%

happeni ng as a consequencetln th|» area,

we identified a growth corridor.,

, 4 5 - Hecogni zi ng Monroe ia close.to the growth !

) ":'?tt., wi»;:_: corridor, we drewthe I|ne of the corrldor §
J 6*{!\!t;; i fn‘nV“f\MAthln the bounds that we, thought were

7 Ft : '%,'A_ o |npacted nost upon the criteria we were.. .. | . &

8$h' /A | ooki ng- at * | i

4 In doing so, atown |ike Cranbury
10 || | o 3 : |
A ' ‘ wound up in-that growth corridor very

simlar to atow |ike Mnroe, which

+ FORM 2046
=

. 12 . : | )
g &’ wound up outside of it* the fact it may
3 13 .
: have had substantial devel opment or for
H 14 : .
i that matter to use another illustration*
§ = : : within many areas of the State that were
) 16 designated agricultural or limted growh
17 ' C . :
were existing villages or a town maybe of
8 _ reasonably, substantial size*
19 :
It did not suggest —one of the
20 :
concerns we had fromour rural legislators
21
. was does that nmean that they were forever:
2 condemmed to not getting any State aid for
23 : ’ -
anything* It was a very serious concern,
24 and we argued and we responded to them by
25 :
| suggesting the text of the Flan ~ there's

S R
pa RO,
— g TR
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- BY MR- WARREN

. |"mrepresenting plaintiff, CGarfield & Conpany in this.

A I'mcurrently with the New Jersey Departnent of
Treasury,
- Q Prior to that you were with the?
A Departnent of Community Affairs* | was the

of the State Devel opment Guide Plan,

: | : V .15;}_?
sﬂins,to be lots of’ these?thatsztl be

peppered around: t he State but the general .-
phil osophy in this area woul d- be for

agricultural preservation or conservation

yoe O limited growt he o et oo ot ree- -
MS. LA BELLA Ckay, | don't- have
" any further questions.
CROSS EXAM NATI ON

Q H» Gniaan, ay name |sthII|as fr« Warren, and |

litigation*
I*ia sure you answered tills one question,
but Just refresh ny recollection if you would. Wat is

your current position?

Director of the Division of Planning during the preparation

- Q  Wen did you leave the Department of
Community Affairs!
A 1 haven't. really left officially.. I"mon

assignment with Treasury, but probably will be transferred;




||aff|’\"> .’\>"a’1| s; - ";’-‘:irl;i " eSeees - u \ | , ’\A ’\J" £ :
Q < you teII me Whether SO+Ot"|nr X9§t Ia
aakteg 4ee|S|oa» the Department of C0|ffI|a10|# Affalrm

mum rely upon the-State Bevelopaaiat Qulte Flaaf -

A 3ay that again. During what perlodf
e T During 1982 and 1983..
° - & - Yes. ST .
: n7 o Q me Te t al ki ng about : the thy 1980 States
8 Devel opnent Gulde Pl an*
9| A . Wuld thntdepartnent rer onlt? |
. h 10"1 o Q" Did It use that as one of the bases for
2 u what ever concl usions or deciaiona OF recoranendatlona?ttaeet
§A 2l pager - | ]
f B A |"mnot exactly aura X understand the question. Iﬁf
14' you are saying that ~
B Q Let nmrephrase it.
§ 16 A ~ Go ahead.
17 Q0 Touhat uae In 1932 and 1983 did the
18 Department. of Community Affairs put the My 1980 State:
19 Devel oprment Qui de Pl an? |
20 A X don't Kknowt
5 A t ton don't know?
| 21 A No*. I'Il explain the reason.. The Department's ~” ¥
2| prvi rrar‘y operational function t hat deals"~ that coul d h
24 possibly relate to the Quid* Plan ware in a couple otf .
25 |f o

b areas, one of which was housing investnent bf the




7046

- FORM

07002

NE, Rilg

an

BA,

PENGAI_Z"..

20

21 “

2
23 |

24
25

;; they re conblned now into an organlzatlon they caII
{n HANPA House and Nbrtgage~F|nance Agency

- Concei vably, investnents by t hat agency neuld be 1o
f$5wnthingronthtareas of the' Gui de-Pl an* anever**for the' |-
- nnst part those are hlghly urban-areas anynay ~h

wouldn't ever expect a najor conflict nnth that agency

The ot her function of the‘departnent‘that carries

~oninthe sotmmof reviewing |arge seals devel opnent

~ proposal s and conmenting t0'nunicipatities and, also,

revi ewi ng proj ects-under the-A95-system |t's a Federal -
Project Review, and»bcth‘of t hose areastnhen t he

Di vision of Planning existed —it would coment emthe
suttability of either large scale devel opnents to

nuni cipalities OF the suitability of federal funds being

..acquired for some particular infrastructure |ike sewerage| . -

projects or high-riée, comrents in regards to the Quide

Ptan* but when the Division of Planning was elininated,

those functions were spun of f* ChC>nas'spun of f.
I"mnot sure what the person |s doi ng, that IS,

other than C|rculat|ng the: documents. | doubt they are

- doing an? serious evaluation, and the other function was-

Just being recorded because there was no way —there was
no staff to do any Serious reviews.

Q when was the Division ellntnated7
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@ Hﬁ untit the Division vvan olminated in

1983, you were asscclated with it?T

A Yes.

o a e

Q- \Men you woul d conment. on. proposal s. V\/m ch

‘ wer e submtted to the Division, would the basis.for.

your comrents be the Hay 1980 State Devel opnent- Qui de
Plant
A . Tes¢ - B T

Q Wul d the basis for your comrents be the

~ January 1981 comment's whi ch X think have been rr&rked aa

PZ-5T Wul d you base your comments on the proposal s on
the docunent PZ-5?
A PZ-5 is what?

Q That is % mcomentse. Let nmshowit to

you* Ths January 1981 conments,,
A I »don't-knovv.- 1 assune that our conments woul d

“have been from 1980; but | don't know for sure. [It's

concei vabl e that a comment nmay have been drafted based

on the othew ==

Q As far aa you know, they were based on
May WSOt | - |
A Let's say | assume that they were since | did not

personal |y review each and *ver? project, but took

the responsibility for probably signing the-.doe‘.gaent* t

R
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|

2‘}”hav0,baaed it on th* May 1980 —

s et e plaRE- .
oA But 1 cannot verlfy that that happened,.

~ A 1have no idea* - | knowthat it'a.several . tines*

had assuned they more*

Q If you had.reviemed~ityou?éelf,youtmbu|di

k Yes,

Q f You' re not aure mhat the others did, but
you yourself as the Director woul d have based it on the
My 19$# plan; is that aoweetf
A Yes*

Q X's: | ooking at the My 198a pl an=whi ch-was |
printed up by the departnent* is that correctt
A TH#s«

Q How many printings has it gone through
do ydu know?

It was a big wave after the Munt Laurel decision*

Q So, It was printed up in 1983? There was
another printing — was there a printing in 19$2?
A | don't know exactly* 1 know that there are
several that la fact —I know there were several different
covers available* One was blue, one like that with white,|
one without that kind of cover at all* X knowthere's at-
| east three.. There may be four or five* |

Q Wer e the January 1981 comments, PZTS#
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printed up by the Department?
A | teat . | ‘"‘-‘-,'"

Q How nuch printing did that go through?
A To ny:knomﬁedgg,.onyy_one; o
Q - That was at the time it was originally.

-produced: presunmabl y around January- 198l t*

A "Il revise ny conments.: When wo initially prepared -

it, it was not inthe nnm*mor printed* |t was Just

‘ Xeroxed coples but there were sufficient cdpies to

distribute to the departnent heads. So, there were
probably no nore t han fifty copies.

Subsequent to the discussion with the Cabinet
Conmittee and.in fast nuch latex' when it was subsequent
to the Munt Laurel [l decision, when it was di scussed.
by Fhrdlng Tomnshlp and t he. attorney for Fhrdlng Townshi p
|an|red into |ts avallablllty It was,, then, prepared,
1 guess several, hundred copies. X don't know how many -
al | together.

Q How many copies: of the State Devel opnent
Quide Plan, May 19@ pl an were prepared?

A Several thousand*

Q The January 1981 comments,- PZL3;1mhs t hat
distributed to |ocal planning agencies and ot her
interested parties generally* |

A Ne.
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4 D d you receiveAconnentS‘oheyt_g;mmg’
interested parties?: | |

A No.> It was not circul ated.:

Q Were there hearinga on.it? -+~ -
- Yo | Lo | R
| Q , Cbrfect'né‘hdeif |'mwrong*. 1 had the

| mpr essi on mheh}you were testifying about.the January 1911
comrent*, P2-5, that your testinmony was that that.
essentialIy/enconpassedhthe:nonfrivolou*:request**»

suggestions or- recomendationa of various planning

"~ agenci es around the State to whomthe State Devel opnent

Gui de- Plan had been submitted?
A And/ or there were some private agencies as well
that chose to coment, and there nmay have been a few of
these that were, also, equally neritorious..

Q  Aml right la ny understanding that.

essentially the: function that you or your group played

was in elimnating the *frivol ous* conments and

suggestions calling themout fromeverything that had
been presented.to you and putting. the rest in.the form
of thia January 1981 commentt
A 1think that*5 a fair statement. " ~

Q Then, do | understand that essentially your:
group or you were acting aa a courier as it were of the

nonfrivol ous suggestions, you were taking,these




Ginmar . /(55 |
nonfrivol ous suggestions. that had been presented and.
“ submtting themto theﬁcablnet,Cbnnttteefforfhhatevera
| actions the Cabinet Conmttee sought to take? ‘
4_L A Probably more-than courier,; but courier and. .
| 5|‘ f profesS|onaI adV|ce | wouldn't want-to. [imt.it to Just?
I courier; but it's certainly-part of the-function. W
! tried not to inpose too nuch of our own personal
| 'JudgnEntS; Ve~tr|ed to let the Cab|net Cbnntttee sort
o9 - Y%i » out * L e o
: 0 Q | asked that because | notice that t he
% T docunent has a nunber of "recommendations.** Wul d you “
g . consi der- that these are? recomendations |a the sense
f B that we normal |y understand recomendations?
§ “ A - Well, 1'd have to say < ' d have to take the
g b responsibility as the preparer of the document sthat the )
: 10 reconhendatioh‘inplied that it was a tecohnendation ot
é?? .. the Dvision,. . L
B 0) ell, what I'mtrying to get at, based on
B your testinony hero today, did you mean by recomnmendation
2 that we recommend that -you consider this or that, ny
5 A ~staff reconmends that this be adopted? o
C 22'{ 4 1wishl could drawthat distinction. The conditions
» under which this was prepared hereééertainty.Changed by |
21 the mcrkt Laurel decision. 1 don't know that wo \
consciously even gave that serious thoughtvasatoils this
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a reconnendatron of the Di vi si on- or: 1& thrs |
reconnendatron that we gain: consensus. mrthrn our agencies.. ‘h'

| f nrnot:aur« meftrrad*to‘nakeea drstrnctron*. I thrnkvhe

- vere tryrng to represent the vorce of reason or sonethrng o
like that and;mhether~that constrtutes# our~takrngaw

. responsibility. t®&ifc, | talnMI| hav%to.-take-tlw.. -

responsrbrlrty since it"s a docunment- we prepared | ''m
not. sure X ansver ed your questron*

" Q'" " Didyouintend the comments to essentraIIy 1
be a consensus securrng docunent7
k “think frontthe begrnnrng wWe were in questron of‘
that, that probably unreaehabl e goal, but‘that certainly
was what we were | ooking for* In fact* | think we had —

it follows if we were ever to get close to consensus,

we probably would elimnate a |ot of discussion about

what the'spans-are state* coUnty and | ocal .

Q Wel|* then, you said —do the coments
represent recomrendation that acceptance of the comments
woul d inprove the State Devel opnent Gui de Plan or 40
they-represent'reconnendation that acceptance would go a
Iong way towards obtaining consensus for the State
Developnent Ghrde Plan without throwing it of f the tracks
too much? _

A 1 think the latter. | think we were attenpting to

try to find the path of |east resistance consistent wth.
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" Ginmam - cross’

the overal | integrityjof the'Stere; tryrng;tbihéve~30ner.
krnd of control  of Its deatiny.. e

Q As. X understand t he State Developnent GU|de
Plan; the Nhy/l980.PIan represents H* the,abstracts
V%en‘l'sayfthe-abstractv ignore for:a nonent pquc*

rel ations and consensus and Justs Iook at - |t strrctly as:

as opposed to the reconmendation and the coisnents which

tend to be nore of a conpromsing nature.in order-to.

secure a consensus*

A. | wishit were that sinple.. Xm fact, Xthink it
was probably much nmore of an evol utionary process where
we started with sonething very eoarse, refined It In
1977* refined It again in 1980 and probably hoped f or

anot her revision refinenent at sone point-in the future*

‘W were working lathat direction and we were, also,

straightening It with increasing commtment* fromthe
Admini stration, and me‘mere at the point where we were
asking for a major conmtment to support a plan and the
Adninistration was | ooking for more consensus.

o Q X So; art yeu telling mthat after the
devel opment of the Hay 1960 Plan & major: function of your
group wes consensus bui | di rig?
A Yes*

Q Around that plan or some nodification that

a technrcar docunent; the preferred approach,of your-group |
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Q nmane-- Cross: - -

coul d bé accept ed?
A Tes*. | ] |

’ . R WARREN  No fl_Jr,ther quest i ons*»‘
CROSS EXAHI KATI QM-

BY MR, BALINT:

Q .- M*.Qniaan -la. name is H ke Balint; - Ilia -
a partner of Bill Mran, who ia the Township Attorney
for Cranbury. W're both going to be asking questi ons. -
So, | will try to be as concise as“possible and, then,” ~
let Bill piefc up anything | didn't cover*

You testified that you have been i nvol ved
in several ether State planning projects. including one
project called a Horizon Plan* Wen did you specifically
begin work on the Stats Devel opment Cuide Plant
k Let me clarify that slightly* | became Director:
after the Hori zon—£ was on the staff in the Bureau of
Regional Planning, Director to the Chief of the Regional
Bureau when the Horizon Plan was underway when | Joi ned
the staff* So, | personally did not take part Init*
al though | was- aware of it and certainly know edgeabl e-
of its features. |

After | becane Director, there were a eouple of
factors influencing our decision to undertakgf a planni ng:
effort* The noat obvious one of which is the

legislative landing which calls for the Division to




Ganan cross 86 :
cont i nual I y“ maintain and update a conprehghsi"yléff;gui de
. plan. " v did not want to shirk our duties* So, we felt
~that s;)ne’ resurrection of the Horizon Planni ng effort”
was in order*‘ LT |
T A second factor was the faet e vere federally o
| - funded to ,t_he tune of, perhaps, . three quarters of our . |
; staff ware on federal payroll, and In order to su'ccessfully'
. conplete In federal funds, one nust neet certain f.ederal |
e “ requirenents and one-of the federal requirenments for all** |
0 recipients of the federal planning assistance funds was
- ~ preparing a housi ng and | and" use' el ement * V\hat
3 constituted & hous; ng el enent and what constituted a |and
y use el ement probably varied fromState to State*
y V& concluded that the land use element In Mew ‘m'“f
5 eoul d best be served by our resurrecting sonme kind of
. - State planning effort that would result In a graphie
s deplk_e_.tic‘)n of designations of sore sort. \\ began .
o di scussing that with the Admnistration* ,
% Q At the tinme that you becane the Director» '
" was there in fact a conprehensive State Guide Plan? Was '-—
" thatl inaffect for the Departmentt
8 - Nb* o : |
“ % Wien was the legislative plan date that you
21 referred tot \hen was that |egislation passed!
A 1961,
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A
O et

6

Q In the int erim there had‘%{beent_seli%/efal
proj ects- including the Horizon Plan whi ch.h'ad‘hever
reached total fruition* Is. that éorrect? B
A~ That:is correﬂct’é’

Q The Stfét e Devel opnent Qui de Flan vas

Initially —the p'rpj:'i‘ect was initially begun —was It |

begun ”strictly- vvitﬁijn the Department of Comunity Affairs

or wars you directed to begin the project by the

. Cabinet Committee? =

A Ti m Cabi net Conmttee was not In existence at the
time. 1 had Informal contacts with the Governor's Cffice
as we always had maintained even before the Ofice of
Policy and Planning was set up. There were Governor's
Counsel s who were nore interested in |and use problens
that cane up, and we woul d discuss themfromtine to time*

|'msure that | made nmention of the fact we were undert aki

this project, but it was a pretty nuch inhouse comunity |

affairs effort at that tiste when It was first conceived*
% What was the actual purpose for the

devel opment of the plan as far as DCA was concerned?

A V\& were- keeping ourselves eligible* W kept

three-quarters of our budget* Well, | thi nk as

professionals In a State Planning organisation and since

the title of the division was the Division of State and

Regi onal Planning, we felt a great responsibility that

B
RRCH S
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we contlnued to: try to meet the State nandat I‘mbuldi

R’-" o

have to say that was probably our overrldlng concer n*

Q Was this project; M.. Gnman* keyed into
any financing prograns that the ®CA or other agencies-
mi ght be i nvol ved. wit h?- | ‘

A Well,-indirectly it was* As the Departnent of
Housi ng and Urban. Devel opment, the Federal Departnent
that those were the people that were funding us» 4s they
pregressed.in_their strategy of how to: fornulate planning: |
nationw de, they entered into what was known as

I nterageney agreenents-w th. out:Federal agencies:..

Those agreenments called for consistency in plan
maki ng, consistency within-- let's say transportation
pl anni ng and environmental . pl anni ng and, al so, consi stency
between the various |evels of government they were
fundi ng thensel ves*. For exanple, the Tri-State Regional
Pl anni ng Conm ssion was being funded by Federal DOT and
Federal HUD, Housing and Urban Devel opnent, and it was
their objective as well to coordinate that planning effort
Wi th us and,. of course, with any other recipients |ocal
and county es wel | *

So, there was that kind of subtle coordination; *
al so which carried over into the Ofice of Management: and
Budgets, circular A95 which called for us reViemtng

certain projects that were to be funded out of the
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budget or partly funded by Federal fundstt
consistent~htth;State«planningt
Q Now, in the-course of develbping t he Planf

you had testlfled earlier that you had kept a aerles of s

sheets that you had narked hnth colored tape as to the
outline and extent of each,of,thevcategorles?

A That's right*

Q You kept those sheets 0I* those charts from
the-inception @? the: pretests i« t hat right? T
A Yes.

Q t bel i eve you referred tohthehtat Attae haps

1 couldn't renenber what you told ne»
A Y®3*
Q X believe there was a question asked of you

concerning the 1981 recomrendations and the fact that the

"Atlas mep that you have with you today did not delineate

the areas as set forth on the 1981 recomendations* is
that correct?

A That"s egrraet*

Q | believe at that time you had stated that -|

the colored lines as shown on the map were taken fromthe
nost recent —were taken fromthe 1980 Qui de Hap and
that ultimtely showed we had been accepted by the
Cabinet Conmittee; is that correct? |

A Yes. Al though* perhaps, couldn't qutte~put It that

¥

R S
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Qnraan ~ cross®: - e
way.- 1 think | said 1relied on policy on th_yjrrap that'*"
shows the State as & whole in-the Quide: Plan, and that

we had kept the precision of the linear on that At as

series, |'mnot sure anyone woul d be techni caIIy capable L :

of * | ooki ng at- that: little S by 11 State nap and. maki ng |
those lints that we had-on the other map. X thlrnk_vv‘e;“uaef?j»l
'th‘at in our:techni cal 'di scusst‘dns W t;h counti es when Wek'tre]'
di scussing the extent of the Iine, and they hat

conparabl e maps: at simlar scal e where-there could at
| east he some rough conparison*

Q M. Bisgaier had asked you about the-

recomended changes and why they were not on the map* |

believe your answer to that had been had these changes

~ been officially adopted, and X have that quoted, and X

don't- know that that is a direct quote, we woul d have

adj usted the Atlas sheet* The question X hat was what
were the other |ines representing, the earlier |ines that
were shown on those Atlas sheets? |

A What were they?

Q Tea*
A These were t&mlf?f) I ~Rel i eve*
Q  Had any official action been taken or any

adoption of the 1977 plan been made that resulted in |
placing those lines on that sheet?

A Ne. \l didn't have a structure to* that at the
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17

-‘/°*'ei§§g&?T”?“‘
vime. The Cablnet Cbnntttee didn't - exi st

- d i Mhat mms th» reason for pIaC|ng ta# Ilnos :

ot the ., - t’tT_?K et e e

A It»was their first formal lino record X gueas. - :}

L Thatts whenfwa atarﬁaé;

_"&fi \Men d|d t he Cablnet Gmnwttét COﬂE |nto
 existence? -
k X would be;guessing, X probably have- mdate, |

i ght - have that:record as. part of those-Cabinet  Committee*

m nutes that were requested earlier..

| Q. - Can'you give me<an approximate year! "~

A Somehow: X don't know whether It's late '7§ or

early «TJ* X would be guossins* * really oaa't remember.
Q When did the State Devel opment Quide Pl an

first come under the jurisdiction or the review anyway of

the Cabinet Committee® ...~ -~ - - = -~ -

A Vil, it was inplicit In the organisation of the

Cabinet Committee that anything, any department that was

of interest in a devel opment sense be brought to the

Cablnet Comm ttee;, and |t was ObVIOUS to us that this

‘certalnly nmet. this crlterla

w .. So,.literally it may have been at: the first:or=
second meeting that was brought to their attention and
ot her departnents had ot her kinds of projects that they

woul d brint¢

S'L{.u.- 2
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publlc neetlngs and meotinga with Oﬁrnty officiala pr|or

d1& you continue to conduct any public meetings?

of the plant is that correctT
- A VWhen we first started with the plan, we began with

- the County Planning Directors to get their feel for it*

Gi nmaa:- -cross - B o M= ; e
Q At the time that the Cabinets® Committee vas? |
created, - you were already fairly deeply in the projeet |

of developinthhis pl ant

-9 H&ﬁ\ycugalrtaéx eonﬂuatcﬁ some: of'yeuv

to the creation of the conmttee?
A Yes.

Q ~  Subsequent to the creation of the committee,]™ "

A I"d have to Say that X view that area?—tfééyr
particul ar peribd as a continuous. process of neeting
goi ng and continuous consensus goi ng* So, X don't think
It ever stopped and started fromthe nonent we started
with the process*

% sees to recall Just an endl ess succession
of meetings and appearances* |

Q X believe you, also, testified earlier in
the day that at the time the project was undertaken you
wote to various officials at various |evels,: County |evel,

nuni ci pal |evel, private sector concerning the developnent

When the '77 draft came out, we then circulated it to al
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e nnan ~ cross R L

of the ki nds — broadest spect r um we could th| nk or from'ﬁfif

Public Service Electric and Gaa to the? Great Srvarrp W:tter-
Association to — | *msurer Cranbury: Townshi p and every;- |
nunici pality lit the State, Industrial, Devel oprent . |
Gemitieu, lwge,"ermuaﬁionl';' small arga.nizaﬁionm |
L Q v V\b* there any type of stasr&rt coverlng
Ietter or’ correspondence t hat acconpani ed the FI an

expl ai ning what - Its purpose was?

A The-'7? draft waa.prepared to tw# formae. One was:

the? long fornt which was the docunent. we were referring
t# earliere |
MR* HERBERTS Off the record,.
(Wher eupon a di scussi on was hel d
of f the? record*)
THE WTNESS: There were two forms*

One-was this form which was the long fornt |

ant there was a brochure that was | say
fol ded up* It was about this big fol ded
up. Mich of it was said In here with sone
graphi cs. and statements and goals and

whatnot* It was a more popular formfor:

t he- publi G which we had literally-thousands |

of which wo woul d hand out at public
nmeetings, et cetera*

Bt HR. BALINT:
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T

ai mpan - Cross:

Q Did any of the correspondence with the -
nunicipalitieseorithese*other‘entities»indicate precisely"a

what the DCA was' planning to use t& s State Flan1for7

,45! Gee, I don't reeall. I don't havc;& copy at‘thﬁ

B

transmttal - - 1 woul d have to look for-one» X gues»«. -
“Could yoi$ se#--nn
A X doubt that it would have very extensive
di scussi on. because: X thought it. was pretty nuch |
seLerxplanatofy;especiaIIy the one that was the brochure|
fornt  The nunicipality would get it,. both the brochure
fora énd this. one*.
Q Can you check to see it there are any copies
of $hm brochure forn?
It There are plenty of those. There's one*
ME* HERBERTf Cam X have it marked?
MR. BALICOT:- Sure* Your nmarking or
you want to use mne?
(A brochure entitled State
Devel opnent Quide Plan was marked D-1. for
i dentification.)
Bf MH. BALINT:
"~ Q  DI4 you have any particfpation;in the
preparation of this brochure personally?
K Yes*
-Q  To the best of you? knomjedg§;~g§ide from
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Gr nrran cross

' descri br ng the proj ect vrhr ch the DCA rrm,atﬂmting 8@

: undertake,.v did the brochure stats? with any particulari ty«

what it-intended to do with this Plan when-it was.
compleﬁadt

& thr nlc there s a section that tal ks about how the?:

| ,f_y?hn vvoul d ber ||apl arrented* It's back here on this page

hers.

Q Was this plan as presented at that stags

to the State at- large a plan that was designed to- = | -

encourage conpatibility in direction, in financing and

coordi nation of devel opnental efforts? ” |

A That was a goal* | don't know whether | can say

honestly that that point had been reached at this point*
Q That was a goal, a goal of the Plant

A To find at: |east common purpose and direction wthjj

the various |evels of governnent with regard «—the major

expendrtures* 1 think the difficulty was that it was

hard to translate very precise planning Judgnents at the
|l ocal level to the State level and there were sone
m sunder st andi ngs,. | think, between municipalities. and

the Stats because they were dealing with fins zoning and

~zoning-very specific parcels, and we were talking of

fairly large, extensive areas. So, that became a little
bit. of a difficulty to overcome*

Q Did the Cabinet Comittee share that goal
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* Cross

with the DCA one# the Cabinet Cormttee becane invol ved

this project?

others* faos« departnments that were seriously inpacted
by capital construction costs |ike the Departnent of
Transportationwere very nuch concerned or very much
interested in a plan that would begin to prioritize how
the State was going to spend its ever dw ndling resources,
Q To the best of your know edge, did tilt
Cabinet Commttee at any time during its review of the

Plan conduct any public hearings concerning the Plant

A The Cabinet Committee itself?
Q Yes,
A No.
Q Bid the Cabinet Conmttee itself solicit

any opinions fro® any other governmental bodies at the
County level or the nunicipal level or was that all
channel | ed through your departnment?

A Mostly channelled through ny division* However*
there were different interest groups such as various
Chanbers of Commerce organisations and different groups
that are interested in economc devel opment were certainly
making their interests known through Conm ssioner Horn

to labor and industry*

| woul d assune that because of the kinds of



