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Honor abl e Eugene D. Serpentelli
Qcean County Court House
ON 2191

Tons R ver, NJ 08753
Dear Judge Serpentelli:

M ease accept this letter in place of a nore fornal
brief to support a cross-notion for judgment on the pleadi ngs and

In opposition to Plaintiff's notion for summary judgnment on Count

Four of the conplaint filed in this matter. In the pleadings and
in its brief in support of partial summary judgnent, the Pl ain-
tiff nakes but one point: the notices given by the Defendant
Canbury Township Planning Board of Master Plan hearings held
during the summer of 1982 were so legally insufficient as to void
the Master Plan and the zoning ordinance |ater adopted. Specif-
ically, Plaintiff finds fault with the adequacy of the notice
because it ‘did not alert individual property owners that their
property rights mght be affected by the on-going public dis-
cussions preceding the adoption of a new Master Plan. It is the
Defendant Planning Board' s position that the proceedings were
regular in every respect, that the notice conplied wth the
requirements of the statute, NJ-S-A— 40:55D- Il and 13, and that
GCount Four of the conplaint nust be dismssed for failure to

state a claim upon which relief can be granted against the

Def endant Pl anning Board and Township Commtt ee.
I The cross-notion for dismssal and opposition to
Plaintiff's summary judgnent notion can be supported by the sane

argunents. No material facts are in dispute. GCount Four is ripe
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for judgnment and should be disposed of to sinplify this litiga-
tion.

PO NT ONE:  THE NOTI CE A VEN BY THE PLANNI NG BOARD FCR

| TS MASTER PLAN HEAR NGS WAS LEGALLY
SUFFI A ENT

PMaintiff's notion should be denied and relief granted
Def endant Pl anning Board because there is no law to support any
other conclusion. The plaintiff surely has failed to cite any
authority for its position.

O July 25, 1982 the Planning Board adopted a new
Master Plan, recommending it for the Township Commttee's consid-
eration and eventual enactnent. Al the procedures followed by
the Planning Board and leading up to the action taken on July 25,
1982 were strictly in keeping with the nandates of the Mini ci pal
Land Use Law - NJ.S A- 40;55D- ~et seq... Because:-this._-is -so,..
Count  Four - -nust be -di sm ssed. That this- is so-is anply
denonstrated by Plaintiff's own novi ng papers.
The published notices of the three public hearings
convened prior to the adoption of the Master Plan appear in
Plaintiff's brief at p. 4, 5 and 10. The statutory requirenents
(NJ.S A 40:55D-11 and 13) are recited at p. 9, and are clearly
sati sfied. PMaintiff clains the P anning Board's notice was
I nadequate but fails to cite any authority which requires differ-
ent or better notice. There is an intimation that Plaintiff
woul d have the Court equate the adoption 61‘ a Master Plan with

nortgage foreclosure actions, requiring personal service or its
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equivalent on all parties (P aintiff's brief at pages 12 and 13

and especially references to Township of Mntville v. Block 69,

Lot 10, a foreclosure case.) There is a hint that the notice
must list all properties affected by revisions to the Master Pl an
by owner, by Lot and Bl ock nunber, by address. There is no law
‘to support either of these specul ations.

The Appellate Dvision case, WIf v. Shrewsbury, 182

NJ. Super 289 (App. Dv. 1981), cited by Plaintiff in a foot-
note, is not apposite. There the Township Committee adopted an
ordi nance rezoning only three tracts of land. The owners of the
three tracts brought a prerogative wit action claimng the
publ i shed notice of the intended |egislative action was vague and
I nadequate. The pertinent section of the notice reads:

The main objectives of these revisions are to conply

with the:requirenents-of said Minicipal Land.Use Law by -

conformng-to the -provisions of the-Master:-Plan of the-

Bor ough - of Shrewsbury, prepared by Candeub-Fl ei ssig and

Associ ates, dated Decenber, 1973. (A 292.)
The Court found the governing body's notice did not conply wth
the provisions NJ.S A 40:49-2.1 requiring "a brief éumrary of
the mai n objectives or provisions of the ordi nance."

Hearings on the adoption of a Master Plan are obviously

di stingui shabl e fromhearings before a governing body prelimnary -
to the enactnent of a zoning ordinance or revisions thereto. The

requirenent stated by the Court in the WIf case is that "a
notice of a proposed change in the zoning |aws nust be reasonably

sufficient and adequate to informthe public of the essence and
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scope of the proposed changes" (at 296). The Quanbury notices
which are the subject of this litigation neet this standard. The
first two notices clearly specify revisions to the Master M an

and adoption of a Farmiand Preservation Program as the subjects

for discussion. The notice for the third and final public
hearing was even nore detailed. It spelled out what the Board
was contenplating: "... possible revisions ... specifically in

the high density planned devel opnent, mddle density village,

industrial districts and for properties on Dey Road, south of

Station Road and north of the proposed dd Trenton Road, Master
Plan Road in the agricultural district.* The notice given by the
Planning Board is legally sufficient, and judgnent should be
awarded to Defendant P anning Board.

Wien the Legislature discerned a need for... personal

service -on property owners, it has so provided el sewhere Tin the -}

statute. Thus 40: 55D 12 requi res personal service or service by
registered mail on all property owners within 200 feet of |ands
proposed for developnent. to.J.S.A 40:35D15 requires the sane
notice by personal service or certified mail for hearings when
ordi nance changes or capital inprovenments may inpact on other
government entities. That the Legislature never intended .
40:55D- 11 and 13 to be construed as urged by Plaintiff is clear
because the statute is constructed to require different sorts of

notice on different occasions.
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The public policy inplications of Plaintiff's argunent,
were it articulated and accepted by the Court, are profound and
far-reaching, for what Plaintiff appears to say is that every New
Jersey nmunicipality must identify and notify every property owner
whose lands mght be affected by the adoption of a Master Plan.
The inplications for |ocal governnents are staggering: planning
departnents and tax collectors would becone intinmates, planning
costs would sky-rocket, and lawsuits would proliferate because
the probabilities are soneone would not be noticed despite the
new-found intinmacy. Paintiff's argunment nust be taken to its
| ogi cal conclusion; and that conclusion, like Plaintiff's notion,

nust be rejected.

PO NT TWO - THE PLANN NG.BOARD HAD.-NO LEGAL COBLI GATI ON-
TO HE- OPEN' THE'MASTER PLAN HEARINGS. -

The other argunment offered by Plaintiff is that a
property owner who is affected by the adoption of a Master Pl an
and who fails to notice the notice should be entitled to a
speci al hearing before the Planning Board even after the adoption
of the Master Pl an. In this case the Plaintiffs apparently
realized too late that their properties had been affected by the
M anning Board's action on July 25, 1982. They sought a heari ng'
after all the hearings had been held. And this despite the
plethora of public neetings at which various elenents of the
Master Plan were discussed. The issues were wi dely debated fo}

over 14 nonths. The press gave full play to OGanbury's |and use
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and zoning nmatters. Between May of 1981 and Septenber of 1982,
articles appeared not only the the Granbury Press, but in news-
papers with wider circulations like the New Brunsw ck Hone News,

the Trenton Tinmes and the Princeton Packet.

Attached to this menorandum and incorporated herein are
copies of news articles relating to the adoption of the Master
Pl an. See Exhibits A These are but a sanpling of the many
articles, editorials and letters which appeared. Copi es  of
M anning Board agendas are also attached to support the con-
tention that the adoption of the Master Plan was wi dely di scussed
and publicized for many nonths. The agendas were regularly

submtted for publication to the Hone News and the G anbury

Press. Conplete mnutes of the Planning Board neeting held on
May 14, 1981 are also attached-.as Exhibit C This was the-first -

public_neeting-at which Jthe -Mister- Tl an was di scussed*

Finally, the verbatimtranscript of the M anning Board
neeting held on April 21, 1983 are attached as Exhibit D.  The
di al ogue between M. Litwin and the Board and its attorney is
instructive, for it clearly reveals that the Board consi dered and
rejected M. Litwin's request that it re-open the hearings.
After 14 nonths of hearings and after the Master Pl an had been.
adopted and referred to the governing body, it was not unreason-
able for the Board to refuse Plaintiff's request.

Plaintiff is now attenpting to set aside the entire

Master Plan process over which the Board |abored for so |ong.
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The proper path is an application to the Planning Board for
re-zoning of the Plaintiffs® properties. This the Plaintiffs
have not done. Wat P aintiffs asks is for the Court to set in
noti on a perpetual process whereby no |ocal government could ever
finally adopt a Master Plan or enact a Zoning Odinance. Plain-
tiff's argunent nust be rejected.

The Oranbury Township Master Plan was adopted pursuant
to the statutory requirenents: the process was open, the issues
were publicized and debated, and the formal notice was proper.
The Plaintiff's notion should be denied and the Planning Board' s
cross-not ion for summary judgnment should be granted for all the
reasons herein contai ned.

Respectful ly submtted,

Jani ce JL ._St onaker - -
Attorney for Defendant .
Qranbury Townshi p Pl anni ng Board -

Dat ed: Decenber 22, 1983
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. * Planner offers land use ms:ghfl o

CRANBURY—The township h|red a
~full time.planning consultant last month
. from"the - Princeton-based, "firm" of’

Raymond. Parish, Pine-and Weiner: The
* appointment could not-have ‘come a a*
more appropriate time; it seems— in the-
midst-of the controversy surrounding the
proposed new zoning ordinance. < -

Tom March, the representative from
the firm serving Cranbury. offered some
comments on and insight into the ordi-
nance which has prompted a small battle -
between large. landowners-.and- the’
Township-Committeg in this otherwise
tranquil and friendly township:

The committee introduced the ordi-
nance in May and it is currently running
its course through the Planning Board be-
fore it will make its way back to the com-
mittee for a vote. If adopted, it would
create an agricultural zone in the open
land west of Route 130. The minimum lot
size would be six acres. Obvioudly, the
ordinance and its farming limitations
would diminish the speculative value of
the land since developers could not bqu
residential units.

"The farmers who don't own the Iand

but rent it seem to be ln.favor of the
ordinance. Those who do own land arc
afraid their speculative vaue would be
diminished. In planning, what's often not
redized isthat speculation in land is like
speculation in the stock market. And it's
not the duty of the officid body -to- make
sure everyone ga| ns ' the planners.com-
mented. ;

GOING ONE step beyond the obvious
intent of the ordinance— that of preserv-
ing farmland — Mr. March explained that
the purpose of the plan is organization.
" So that the municipality can better con-
trol road improvements, the construction
of sewers and trangportation matters."

One of the arguments attorneys who
represent landownérs are using isthat de-
signating Route 130 as the dividing line

— with the agriculturd zone to the west
and an industrial zone to the east — is
"arbitrary and capricious.'/ Furth-
ermore. Cranbury won't be able to build
the housing necessary to accommodate
the industry's employees, the attorneys

"'When-you create .an agricultural

20ne, you examine a number of things,
What the township has done isto'look at

. ‘whether the'land isreasonably zoned. Are

“ there proper buffers; road access; infras-

" tructures; sewer and water lines? Route

130 and the New Jersey Turnpike lie near
the industrid zone. They are mgjor arte-
rials and an influence for intense use —
office or industrial. There would be no
traffic traipsing through town." the plan-
ner said.

Mr. March ventured into the economic

“~ "redm or the effects the ordinance could

have on farming. "If farming ceasesto be
viable, then the land would just lie dor-
mant. Every ounce of land just won't be
developed. There's enough room for peo-
pleto live.

"When the land i |s not producing corn
orwheat, it will remain initsnatura state.
When, the demand for soybeans or what-

“ever increases, the land will be available.
Over thellong term, there are indications

difference between yesterday's fanner,

who owned and tilled most of his own -

soil, and today's, who rents much of the
land he farms. "Y ou don't have to own
the land to be a successful farmer," he
-said.

Mr. March offered a few datigtics,
saying that in West Windsor about 80
percent of the farmland w”'s rented. The
figure is about the same in Plainsboro.
"Becauseof thetax structures, you donot

- needito own land. 1t's often better to lease
it," he said.

In spite of its generous amount of rich
farmland, neighboring Plainsboro has
been criticized by some in Cranbury for
sdling much of that land to the Linpro
Corp. which congtructed the sprawling
multi-dwelling units along Plainsboro
Road and attracted people often referred
to as transients.

Max. Zaitz, a loca large landowner,

* commented & one of the public hearings-

on the zoning ordinance that anyone who
moves into Cranbury wants to make sure

. he isthe last person that may do so, in-
dicating the township is not too-receptive
to a Linpro type complex.

\ Plainsboro. which Mr. March also rep-
resents, is attempting to contain that
sprawl. "The Township Committee is
studying the issue. It has two options:
Oneissimilar to Cranbury andtheotheris
. transfer of development credlts (TDC),"
" the planner said.

Skttt A

there will be an increasing demand for -
~ agricultural use." Mr. March said..." |

THE PLANNER also pointed outthe

MR. MARCH attempted to explain

the complex program through elementary
examples. "What happens’is this/Let's
assume you have atown with two zones
that are both residential. One zone re-
quires one-acre zoning. The other im-
poses transfer of development credits.
The devel oper would haveto buy oneacre
on either side, but the net result isthat he
would be alowed to build two units per
acre in the residential zone. The amount
developed is proportionate to the amount
that will remain preserved.”
" It sounds so simple. Could it work in
Cranbury? "l don't know if it could. The
conceptualists or generdises would say
it's possible, but you have liabilities,"
Mr. March said.

One problem Mr. March pointed out
was the inherent lack of harmony among
humans. "Can you think of achieving
absolute harmony between a receiver of
credit and agiver. It's adifficult balance
to achieve." he remarked.
¢+ Another problem, probably a spinoff of
the firgt, could arise if hdfway througl
the program the developer wanted to buy
up a majority of the remaining develop-
ableland, but couldn't find anyone on the

TEC side willing to sell.

"The developer may have agood case
to bring to the governing body saying he
went- through every means to meet the
requirements. 'Why should | be dep-
rived'?' :

Mr. March said he probably will be
doing a lot of work in the future revising

- Cranbury*s master plan.
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osed ordinance, which would requiresix- i
acre zoning in agrlcultural land in .die
township, iremains undértain even after
two lengthy rounds of complaints offered
to two governmg bodies by local land-
owners:

A public hearmg on d|e oontroversal

nite’'against

" CRANJRURY rthe fateof a prop- _

" Awaiting the decision of the Urban
Leaguecase placesusin adilemma, not
knowing what fhat decision will be. One
of Cranbury's arguments in the case has
been that thetownship isnot adeveloping
community. We're hard pressed to pre-
serve and maintain the farmland on one

sentimentsamong farmersand largeland- 1

owners alike, will continue before the\

Planning Board at its Thursday; June 4, 4
special meeting. Based on the results of
that hearing, the Township Committee |

could takeaction on the matter atitsJune ;
meeting.

But for now, whether that ord|nanoeW|II
*beadopted or nat isunclear: Farmersand |
landowners, in the meantime,; have |
formed steering committeesand retained

“If we don't take steps to preserve,
fhen soon there won't be any nesd —
therewon't beany land |eft to protect. By
allowing sporadic development, farm-
. land will no longer be viable in the
townsh|p

" BUTTHE mayor sstabsat reassuring
- thefannersand landowner sthat the com-

" mittee was not out to punish mem did

legal counsd to try to either defeat the . |ittle to gop the flow of comments and

measure entirely or torework|t50|tW|II ¢

read more in thar favor. .
Theordinance, which waspublished i |n.

the May 8 issue of the Press, would zone
mog of the open land lying west of Route .

130 agricultural, which would requirea ™
minimum of six-acre AS‘UbdiVisiohs\“ o

FURTHER, the ordinance dictates
that the permitted uses of that land are
primarily agricultura in nature Conse-
guently, that land can no longer by eyed
by developers as being suitable for re-
ddential use.

Mayor Thomas Wedner spoke on be
half of therest of the Township Commit-
teeat lag Thurgday night's special Plan-
ning Board meeting explaining the intent
of the ordinance to a crowd of about 50
township resdents, fanners and out-of-
town landowners.- + .

"Fird, 1 can't enphasize enough that
thisisan interim change pending a more
permanent step. The intent isto save.the.
farmland which is serioudy threatened/
the mayor said.

Mayor Wedner added that the ordi-
nance would halt any threat of scattered
devdlopment throughout the township.
Alsoin his gatement, the mayor referred
totheimpending SupremeCourt decision

in the Urban League fair share housing "'

case, which may be handed down this

fal. - J

criticismsduring Thursday night's mest-
“ing. Nor did they cease during Monday

night's Township Commlttee public .

hearing.
“Thecommitteecould nat takeaction on
- the proposed ordinance on Monday be-

. cause the Planning Board took no action
a |tsmeet|ng ThePlanningBoard had 35 -

days since the introduction of the ordi-
nance in which to. make a recommenda-

tion that the committee either adopt, re-

vise or scrap the ordinance.

Many of the same landowner s poke at
‘lenigth during the two mestingscritcizing
not only the intenit of the ordinance, but’
alsothetwogovernmg bodiesfor thesud-
4en manner in which theisslieappeared to
surface.

~ OncemareMayor Weidner assured the
" audiencethat the commiitteeand the plan-
ners were following the prooadure out-
lined in the law.

Albert " Ace" Barclay,'a Princeton
attorney whose family ownslandjnXrgji-.
bury, said Monday he Wasmterested |n ‘

orderly development but asked why the
interim zoning- measure'was needed.
"Why a moratorium which presupposes
that what wehavenow isnot very good. If
we do implement interim zoning, it will
have to deal with the gatute governing
mor atoriums which hasto be reasonable
and cannot run for longer than oneyear .

A -2

SIS, IdNUOWIers
land-l aw

MR. BARCLAY added that the pre-
srvation of farmland is " just not some-
thing that can be done via'an'ordinance
Farming is fine when the economy is vi-
able

"What if the ordinance had atlme limit
on it?" Mayor Weidner asked the attor-
ney. " Say six months to a year?"

"My clientswould beinterested,” Mr.
Bardayreplied. Mr. Barday is represent-
ing several other anxious landowners

- who haveformed the Cranbury Farmland .
" Preservation Fund.

"| wonder whether agriculture is that
viable?" asked attorney Thomas Farino
who |srepreemt|ngyet ancther group of
Cranbury landowners. " I sit viableevery
year? They may need to liquidate some
assts in order to perpetuate some other
land deemed viable."

Mr. Farino added that using Route 130
as a dividing line between indudrial and
agncultural zqnmgwasan " arbitrary and
oapnclous measure '

ADDRESSING THAT issue, Robert
Chido, a Cranbury resdent who doesnot

own land, said, " It's nat right that be-
cause a man happensto own land on the
eadt, he gets a windfall prdfit, while the
guy on the west loses his shirt."

Several of thelandowner swho spokeat
themesetingsagreed that there could beat
least a $5,000 differentia in the value of

.theland. Asfarmland, it isworth approx-

imately $2,000 an acre, but speculators

'say its developable worth is closer to

$7,000.

Oneresdent wholiveson Station Road
protesed that if the ordinance were not
adopted; Cranbury may develop in the
same "horrible’ way that neighboring
Plainshoroand West Windsor Townships
have. -

Elizabeth Wagner also avillage resi-
dent, urged the committee to formulate
some type of equitable agresment.

The committee will consider the ordi-
nance again during its Monday, June 15
meeting.



.Zzoning-ordinance limn -
;lfOposed by com

IY -lhe Townshlp Com-
' mlttee,ThuFISday nlght wasto haveoffered
tothe Plannlng Board itsproposal that the '
committee adopt a six-acre zoning ordii
nance, as planned, but' that it attach a
month limit on the'law, allowiiig for a
citizens committee to study alternatlve
plans Y .
Attempting as they have al' &dnjg’
committee members stressed, to prevent.

the scanered spread oftownshlp develop-

ment, the three-mcmber* committed de-.

cided last Monday night to-adhereto the"

original intent of the zoning ordinance..
In order to avoid potentially, cdstly

litigation and to give the township'slarge .
“ble;" and so mat final action on the issue

landowner sa chancetohavetheir planner .

meet with the township's to discuss~~"*

altgynatives, the committee said it prob-
ably will amend the ordinance so that k
would be in effect for nine months.
Hie committee also was to have sug- ,
gested to Planning Board members that
the two bodies form acitizens committee
of three farmers, three townspeople and *
three public body officials. The commit-
tee would have inputinto the Master Plan
revisions the townshlp ‘planner is ex-_
pected to be working on during the next’
six months. .
* In light of the considered amendment
tothe zoning ordinance which hascreated
a furor among large landowners who feel
théir investment potential could be
harmed by the ordinance —the commit-
tee said it probably would not take a final
voteon themeasureuntil |tsJu|y meeting.
The committee apparently opted for
this when, after.the special Planning
$oard meeting - June 4, a Woodbridge
attorney Robert Greenbaum, threatened
that his clients, a group of Cranbury far-"
mere, would take the township to court if
theordinance passed. ' | < .
Mayor Tom Weidner, the committee's
representative on the board, said that Mr.
Greenbaum also requested a 30-day
period before the committee voted on the
ordinance for his planner ‘to discuss the
measur e with thg township planner, Tom
Mar ch. _
The mayor said mat the "no." votéon'.
Monday would allow the planners the|r
30 days. o i
Township attorney Bill Moran said that
the township could adopt the ordinance
with the stipulated nine-month limit asan
interim ordinanceto bein effect while the’
land-use section of the township's master
plan is being revised. '

L.

- :Mr. Moran added that the time limit
could extend up to oneyear if the commit-

-tee W|shedIUpon its expiration, howev-
Jer, if the township planners had not come

up W|th an alternative, the ordinance
would revert to its original state, which
allowed one-acre zoning in the ques
tioned area. - .

If planners devised a viable alternative

' before time ran out on the proposed

amended ordinance, Mr. Moran said the

replace it with' the planners resolution.
Mayor Weidner suggested the junc-
month terim as opposed to ayear-long stay
for two reasons. .
V1D let thtf"flprf alld planners know-

" committee could lift that ordlnance and \

we are acting as expedltloUSIy as poss- ,

coincides Wwith next spring;-when-most -
farmers must apply to banks for credit to.

J fund their planting and harvest periods.

The'mayor added that the planner had
glven six months as a " ball park figure"
as to. when he would have studied the

- township's zoning and given his sugges-

tions for revisions or alternatives.

However, the nine months will give all

involved, the planners, the citizens com-
mittee and the public bodies, leeway in
terms of deadlines. *

The Middlesex-Somerset-Mercer Re-

gional Study Council Inc. also said it -

* would like to have-input into zoning trou-
-"bles in Cranbury. but the committee did-

.not determine to what extent the group

, would play arole.

.a -
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by Barbara Sobkomak
News Editor

CRANBURY — Once more, the

Township Committee has officidly put"

on hold the vote that would determine the
fate of the controversa six-acre mini-
mum lot zoni ng ordinance, introduced in
May.

As indicated at last week's agenda
meeting, the committee Mdnday -night
motioned to postpone the public hearing
on the ordinance until die August mesting,

but agreed- it would not vote on the mea-

sure until September:

Mayor Thomas Weidner sid the post-
ponement came as aresult of arequest by

the landowners Woodbridge attorney,

Robert Greenbaum, to alow. their planner
more time to piece together an alternate
scheme. Mayor Weidner said the planner
—had been cadled awvay on an overseas
" assignment and then went on vacation.
The Mayor added the reason he asked
' the committee to postpone voting on the
. ordinance until September is that he will
be away during the August mesting.

LANDOWNERS AND some far-
mers, up in ams when the ordinance was

firgt introduced, have been conspicuoudy- -

absent from the two most recent meet-
ings. A few townspeople, who are

|apparently in favor of the ordinance, are
: till attending the meetings to offer their
Tsuggestions.

Barbara Wahlers of North Main Street :

- urged the committee to amend the ordi-
nance to include a Sx-month time limit.
Mayor Weidner said the committee

might consider the six-month limit, but---

reminded the audience of the reaction he
received the last time such an idea was
proposed to the landowners.

"1t seemed to add to fud to the fire,”
the mayor had said after he suggested the
committee attach a nine-month time limit
on the proposed zoning law. e

Townshiplandowners areoppos ngthe

. ordinance because the 'Six-acre minimum

lot requ|rement would restrict the use of -

the land to agricultural forms, and there-
fore most likely would decresse the Spe-
culative value of the land.

The mayor said a limit placed on the
length of timethe brdinaeeis valid would
prevent the possibility of scattered de-
velopment in the township's highly rated
faim land before the zoning issue is re-

‘solved. Current zoning regulations call -

“for one-acre minimum lots.

n

ANOTHER RESIDENT quesubned
whether aevelopers could apply to use

Planning Board now to seek approval on

-construction”in the disputed area.

Township attorney: Bill Moran said that
any developer who seeksto build in that
zone now is doing so a arisk with this
ordinance hanging over him.

"Developers can apply now under the
existing one-acre ordinance,”* Mr.
Moran said. "But their rights don't vest
until they have recelved Planning Board
approval."

In other business:

— Plainshoro Road, from the Cranbury
Township line at Cedar Brook to the last
home in the developed area, will be
closed nearly al of next week, from Mon-
day, Aug. 3 until Friday, Aug. 7, while
workers repave the surface,,Bob Jones,
township engineer said Monday. Traffic
toward Princeton will be detoured to
Route 130, to Dey Road, to Scotts Cor-
ner-Monmouth Junction Road out to
Plainsboro Road. Traffic headed toward
Cranbury WI|| follow the detour in re- -
verse.

Much of the fundi ng to repavetheroad
is coming from the state's 1979 Trans—
portation Bond issue.

—The mayor announced the appoint-
ments- of two township residents to fill
vacancies on the Planning Board. Betty”
Wagner, president of the Historical and
Preservatlon Society, and Donad Pater-
son, a township farmer, were appointed
totermswhichwill expireDec. 31,1983.

:The two replace Bill Pritchard, who
resigned -for personal reasons, and Carl
Osgood, former chairman, who resigned
for medical reasons.
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" Petitiondrivelaunched

Totheeditor_\_ 'j e,

Cranbury's Town Council and Plan*
ling Board have undertaken review of the
faster Plan topromateorderly growth in

ways which will protect agriculture and
the quality of life in Cranbury.. :

At public meetings, it has been clear
that outside developers have felt particu-
larly threatened. .Some proposals have
madefarmersuneasy, aswell. Inaneffort

to defuse the Stuation and show our sup- -

port for efforts to rapidly develop and
implement a plan which can protect all

" interests, membersof an ad hoc commit-
tee have drculated the petition reprinted -

below. The response of those we have
contacted has been overwheming,. but
we havehot been ableto find everyoneat

“revised Mager

. home. Pléasecall me(at 655-1642, even-
‘ings) if you would liketo have aneighbor

bring a petition by.

2\ ’ Harvey M. Sachs
a .Cranbury

We, t.heundersigned resdentsof Cran-
bury, share a deep and abiding concern
for the orderly growth of the Township,

‘protection of its environment, and pre-
-servation of itsfarmlands. Therefore, we

respectfully petition the Cranbury
Township Committee to take all actions

“which it feels arelegally availableto it,

including adoption of an amended nine-

‘month interim six-acrezoning ordinance,

to give the Township time to adopt a
Plan for Cranbury's fu-

ture.

A=
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VOﬁe “ UnCe

by Barbara Sobkomak
NeNs Ed|tor ‘

+ CRANBURY —The Townsh|p Com-
mittee apparently ill is uncertain“over.
whedier to pass an ordinance that would,
require minimum six-acre Iot zoning ina’
section of Cranbury, to vote it down or to
continue postponing a vote until it re-
ceives arecommendation from die Plan-
ning Board.

Discussing die issue t||aI has stayed
with die memberssince diey introduced it
in April, die committee Monday night
agreed diat dié way it voesnext Monday, -
Dec. 21, may depend-on ‘Whedier the -
planners make a recommendation mis "
week. ° .. De

The planners were to have met Thurs-*
day night at a specia meeting to continue
discussing die two viable zoning alterna-
tives before them widi plann| ng consul— ‘
tant, Tom March

THE PLANNERS havebeen holdmg
specid work sessions dl fdl to examine -
die future fate of Cranbury's farmland.
The main intent of die six-acre minimum
zoning ordinance was toward preserw ng
diose lands.

However, when large Iandowners in
and out of Cranbury heard of die commit*
tee's plans, diey besieged die members
with complaints-that dieir land values
n/obably would diminish under Iarge lot
zoning. "~ .

Attempting to reach acompromlse be-
tween die landowners and townspeople
who favor die proposed ordinance, die
Township Committee asked die planners -
to review die situaion and;to come up

wih a recommendatlon '

M?(5“‘faA‘gi""’THE' Plannmg Board,

togethef with a consultant hired- by die
landowners,'and Mr. March, have stu-
died not only thelargelot zoning, but also
the transfer of development credit (TDC)

' -wstem, whichisafarily new and relative-

ly untested preservation concept in the
- State. -

Under TDC, a landowner would sdl.
~ hisrighttobuild on portions of his proper-
.ty toadeveloper. Inturn the developer is
*alowed to take that credit to die area of -
die township zoned for residentia de--
velopment and build twice die number of
units ordinarily allowed.

. Mayor Tom Weidner said Monday
night Wwere was little indication which
plan, if eidier, the board would recom-’
mend. Themayor added it was hisfedling
rhat dielandownerswereless apt to go for
dieTDC plansinceitsimplicationswould
be more permanent ran alarge lot zoning
ordinance, which could be amended in
die future should farming cease to be a
VIabIe operanon in die township.

-~ THE PLANNING BOARD has sche-
- duled aJan. 28, 1982 public hearing on
.- die township's master plan revision at

-which time it could suggest one of those -
plansifit has not made a specific recom-. .

mendation yet this week.

" Widi that degree of uncenai nly loom-
i ing, diecommittee could voteone of three
ways at its regular meeting Monday

- night. The three member body could pass

die ordinance and have it serve as an
-interim measure until die plannersmake a

-- 'gpecific recommendation, or it could vote

-‘down die ordinance and alow thecurrent
“one-acre zoning redrictionto remain in
- effect. Or finally, diey could once more
vote to defer a decision for a couple of
mondisuntil die planners have completed
studying die matter.

However, the committee expressed,
" concern diat if they let die ordinance ride
.orvoted it down, several applications for
" mindrWhdivision ‘gpprovasin die farm-
land area, could be okayed by die plan-
ners.

A

TOWNSHIP ATTORNEY William
Moran said though that even if the minor
subdivisions arc granted under the current
zoning law, once the law changed to six-
acre zoning, the landowners would have
to seek variances to build on the one-acre
subdivisions/

He explained that obtaining variances
usually requires the applicant to acquire
enough surrounding land to conform to

" me current ordinance. If die ordinance

changed to six-acre zoning, the applicant
would have accomplished virtudly no-
diing since a single residentia unit il
would have to be built ori six acre lots.
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Cranbury moving toward a

®

master plan revision scheme

by Patty-Suboleskl
Special Writer

CRANBURY — Township planning
consultant Tom March outlined the
course of action for implementing large
lot zoning in Cranbury township at the
Planning Board meeting last Thursday. -

Whether the township decides on large
lot zoning of 6 to 10 acres or large lot
zoning with the option to transfer de-
velopment credits, the following steps
will have to be taken.

In phase one, according to Mr. March,
a land use map detailing the new zoning
along with documentation will be drawn
and adopted by the Planning Board by the
end of January. The map will then be
submitted to the Township Committee for
review.

AS PART of phase two, the land use
plan revision will be adopted by the board
in mid-February. A zoning refinement,
then a final recommendation to the
township committee will follow. Mr.
March projected that the new plan will be
effective in March.

The proposed large lot zoning is being
considered as a means to preserve farm
lifeinthe area. Mayor Tom Weidner said,
"W e are doing more than preserving agri-
culture. We're preserving historic na-
ture.”

He also pointed out that the Planning
Board has been generally discussing the
subject of changing the zoning for some
time and that it is now time to hear how
the* public feels. Further input from the
public will be heard at future meetings.

- -—- '—"A,:nﬂ '



t»: The seeds of optimism were planted *
' “‘throughout the New Jersey- agriculture g

tmdustry in 1981, as voters approved alff
'$50 million-Farmland Preservation Bond o
Act designed to retain the Garden State
prime agricultural land. >

The bond vote, coupled with> 1ull in,
the development of farmland for :
non-agricultural  purposes, helped in-
vigorate a mgjor’ date industry that had '
sustained- a significant loss in acreage
during the 1960s and early 1970s. *

With a 2-1 margin, the voters signaled \
a strong commitment to the state legis- *
lature and to the new governor .that they
want farming to stay in New Jersey, and '
it is clear that New Jersey's agrlcultural
heritage will remain intact. -

A Citizens Committee for ‘Farmland
Preservation, consisting .of primarily
non-farm business and civic leaders,
vigorously ‘supported the bond, and
subsequent approval of the referendum
in al 21 counties illustratedthe wide-

spread support for agncultural retent|on
throughout the state. . 3
THE FINAL VOTE taIIy was
1,065,996 to 668,172 in favor of passr
age- -
Immediately after the Nov. 3, deC|S|on
work began to implement the voters
mandate with enabling legislation calling
for the creation of county agricultural
development boardsto initiate and main-
tain voluntary development casement
purchase and soil conservation programs
at the local level. . : .

rarmlanGv pjeseryauun, a S

‘The enabling legidation is being rc-
¢ viewed by the Natural Resource and
Agriculture Committee in the Senate and
the Agriculture and Environment Com-
L:mitteein the Assembly. Lawmakers and
| department officials are currently seek-
- ing public comment on the bill, and
;- action is expected in 1982.
1. The overall unfavorable real estate
. market, and the promise of a statewide
agricultural - retention program
. precipitated a lull in development and a
- decrease in the number of farmfand acres
- purchased for investment. Ty -

THE DEPARTMENT'S 1981

" Agricultural. Land Sales Report' shows .

- the number of acres bought for develop-

. ment dropped from 3.547 to 2,044 and

| the price of land for investment decrcas-

i ed by $597 to $3,839. Land purchased to
remain
$2,134, while the price for land for
development rose sharply by $4,810 to
$12,258 per acre.

The 1981 growing season was marked
by extremely good growing conditions
for vegetables in New Jersey and sur-
rounding areas, resulting

. production and. depressed prices for
some commodities.

Prices were above 1980 levels for hay,

© Sweet potatoes, apples, hogs, milk cows, -
eggs and milk, and below the 1980

average for field corn, wheat, rye,
soybeans, potatoes, calvesand chickens.

Part|C|pat|onmzonmgstudy
Isurged once again -

To the editor

The recent devastating freeze in
Florida's citrus groves demonstrates on-
ce more how mcreasngly precious New
Jersey farmland is.If we -allow our
farmland to disappear and if we have to
become dependent on food belts
thousands of miles- distant, we also
become vulnerable to each whim of
nature which destroys those.'areas abili-
ties to feed a whole nation.

Community participation .is vital in.

our local farmland zoning study. The

members of the Township Committee.

and Planning Board cannot detide alone
how-to preserve Cranbury's farmland.
They need to know that their endeavors
are supported and encouraged by a large
segment of the town's taxpayers.

The meeting this Thursday wilJ give

-the townspeople a chance to listen to the

proposals for the new zoning. But it will
also be an excellent opportunity for a.
show of support for our local govern-
ment and their laudable efforts on behalf
of our future.

: Me!ind.a Brickhouse

Cranbury

in agnculture stabilized “at ¢

in heavy ;

alewiue envuit

P

An iftrease in the cash 'receipts from
some crops, plus increases in livestock
and milk and eggs, contributed to a 5.3
percent boost in cash receiptsin 1980, to
$302 million. According:\g the latest
datistics from the U.S. Census, the
value of shipments from New" Jerseyi
food and kindred products totaled. $6.1
billion in 1981.

INCREASES IN the number of farms

~and farmland acres in 1981 are at-

tributed, in part, to the correction of an
undercount in the 1974 U.S. Census of
Agriculture.

In that year, the number of farms was.
placed at 7,409 and the acreage was set
at % 1,395. The New Jersey Crop Re
porting Service has since compensated
for the low figures.

The estimated number of farms in
1981 rose from 9,400 to 9,500 and the
acres increased by 10,000 to 1,030.000.
Department officials also explain that the
high interest and mortgage rates reduce
development pressure and prompt both
the farmer and non-farmer to fallow
inactive, land “to produce agricultural

i commodities. Overall, however, the
number of farms and acresin New Jersey
'have remained relatively stable for the
past several years

— -
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Cranbury plarmer contmues

to examine zoni

CRANBURY — Township planner
Tom- March is dill- adjugtingthe-fine:
tuning on Cranbury's zoning picture, so
resdents will have to wait at least.
another month before they can watch the
made plan revison show. :

Initially the Planning Board had
scheduled a public hearing on a revised

mase plan for Thursday, Jan. 28.
However, indement weather forced the
plannes to cancd ther fina work:
session before the hearing on Jan. 14. In
the interim. Mr. March decided the plan
needed further refining before it was
presented to the public.

Revamping his original scheme, Mr.
March said he will lump phase one and
phase two of his proposal together and
ubmit them in one package. Phase one.
he said, only dealt with laid uses west of

Route 130 while phase two covered the '

proposed zoning changes eas of Route

Mr March said that he was pushing®
phase one through quickly becauise of the*
growing concern among landowners
over what will become of ther land
values once the planners and the Town-
ship. Committee agree on a farmland®
preservation plan,

THE LANDOWNERS were up in
arms lag May after the Township Com-
mittee introduced an ordinance that
would. create an agricultura  zne- by
requiring six-acre minimum building
Jots “The committeecarried " toaV'or**
dinance all lag year to give the land-

ownersan oppor tunity to suggest alterna- -

tive preservation methods to the Plan-
ning Board.

What evolved Wasastrlng of meetings -
among the planners, the landowners and \

Mr. March designed to allow them to "
“sudy other plans

Mr; March said a few of those early
medtings last fall got off to a dow dart
since some were more concerned over

procedura - matters rather  than the.
ub&antiveissues at hand. That ispart of .

the reason Mr. March's final proposal
has been delayed.

1 Ancther problem that surfaced though-

was one dedling with an dternative

zoning method, the trandfer of develop-

ment credit (TDQ system.

TDC is an arrangement where a de-
veloper may build more densdly in one
part of the township if another is left

“undigurbed. Although die developer
- may buy acreage from a landowner in
© one section of the township, if that

section is the designated agricultural
zone, then he will take the credit from
that zone and use it to build ancther unit
(or units as allowed) in the properly

_ zoned didtrict.

THE SYSTEM I[Srdatively new and

. has never been tested in a New Jersgy

court, Mr.. March said. .At least two
communities; Cheserfidd and Hill-

' shorough Townships have aready im-
* plemented the plan.

While discussing its implementation
in Cranbury, however Mr. March

sumbled across the question of how to”
.. assign credits to land that doesn't perc,
.. or land that I's unsuitable for developing
because it can not support a septic’

Should adeveloper be assigned credits

“ for that land on a net basisor on a gross
.bcsis? This is the issue Mr. Mardh is.

aurrently examining. He hopes to have
an answer for the plannersthe next time
he meets with them o that the planners

‘ can present TDC as a viable means of

preserving Cranbury's precious farmland

_that won't totally prohibit growth.

7

ptions

Largelot zoning is till a consideration
in the mager plan revison scheme
though. Its use as a farmland "preser-
vation toadl is questioned because, as Mr.
March put it, the method could prove to
beto™" transtory

"LARGE ACRE ZONING usd to
be sifficient to slow development
down," Mr. March said. "But as the
values of homes go up, the land values
go down. It becomes economical to
build on large lots. The advantage of not
getting involved with the TDC
mechansm isthat it makes lifea lot less
‘complex.”

Mr. March explained that the trandfer
of devdopment credit sysem achieves
the same end as large lot zoning " but
when a trander is made, a deed regtric-
tion is placed on the land. 1t's no longer
trandtory. It becomes pemanent. "In
dther case," hecontinued, " you haveto
make reasonable zoning decisions.”

ThePlanning Board, Mr. March said,

"is committed to making a thorough

analysis of all the possibilities that lie
before them. "The planners went to
evaluate the choices in a methodical,
wdl-documented manner," he added.
Though the original public hearing
date on the magter plan-revison hasbeen
st back, Mr. March said the planners
are not losing time on the overall dead-
line since they will be bettery equipped
to answer the public's questions once
they have more input from his study.
Mr. Mar¢h said the township may -
hold one public meeting combknirig the
made plan revison hearing and the
hearing on the zoning ordinances which
will enable the mager plan change to
take effect one the gudy is complete.



Cranbury mulls
land preservatlon

,?etl‘, .
by Patty Suboleskl” ™
Special Writer \

CRANBURY — The township plan-
ner intends to pre&ent acompleted farm-
land préservation proposd to the Plan-
ning Board this month so its members
can determine which method it will

incorporate into a revised master plan. ;-
In his progress report to the planners”

on Thursday. March IK. Thomas March,
township planner. *aid -there-arc: two
mgjor proposals under -consideration.
> The first proposd is for large lot zoning
of 6 to 10 acres. The second is. [or large

lot zoning with the optlon to transfer

development credits. "What we need is
a reasonable balance of industrid to
residentid mix." explained Mr. March.

After the Planning Board meets to rule.

out alternatives to the proposal, a public
hearing will be cdled to discuss which
zoning method will be incorporated into
the township master plan.

. o

' IN OTHER BUSINESS

The Planning Board approved the
application for a minor subdivision by
Firestone Tire & Rubber Co. of Akron.

Ohio. The company plans to develop its |

site, located at Route 130 and Cranbury
Station Road.

The application was approved on the
condition that Firestone widens the right
of way dong Crﬁiihury Station Road and
increases the frontage between the roed

andbuilding. -

The application for minor subd|V|S|0ns
by E. & R."Simonson. A.V. Danser. and
Sam JulTe Were all postponed until the
next meeting of the Planning Board.

-Action on these applications is pending
_approval of soil logs by the Board of

Health. :

The two app||cat|ons made by Willis
Applegatc’ Farms. Inc. for minor sub-
divisions were withdrawn after the plan-
ners decided that they did not cl assn‘y as
minor subdivisions.
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CRANBUftTAWhat will happen to*
the farmland off Old Trenton Road and.
Plaimbore-fteadS Will it become another:
suburb, completely developed Wlth
homes?

Not if Cranbury's Planning Board can
help it. It looked a a new master plan for-
the town last week which would preserve
those farms.
A 4,000-acre agncultural préser-

vation district" is the keystorie of the-
new township master plan, which was
presented to the Cranbury “Planning
Board Thursday by planning consultant
Thomas March. So far, the new plan is
in draft stages; it is expected to be
revised and redrawn before find adop
tion.

USING A combination of 1Sacre
~ minimum lot sizes and optiond transfer
of development credits (TDC), the plan
seeks to preserve farming in the western

half of the township by shifting growth
and devdlopment to Ge eastern hdf,” -

specifically the corridor bounded - by
Route 130 and Main Street and extend-
ing beyond the turnpike to the east.

Landowners in the agricultural district
west of the village and north of Old
Trenton Road would be given ‘salable
development credits equa to the number
of conforming two-acre lots that could
be developed on their land.

These credits could be purchased by
developers to increase the number of
houses permitted in, two receiving dis-
tricts from a one dwelling per 2-acre
base density up to three or four dwellings
per acre.

THE MAJOR RECEIVING district
for development credits would be 530
acres on cither sde of Brainerd Lake
from Route 130 to the turripike. Up to
three small-lot homes and townhouses
‘per acre would be permitted if the

devel oper has sufficient development

credits from ~Agricultural district. .A
bonus of an additiona dwelling per acre
would be granted for constructing "|east
cost" housing — the least expensive

housing the private market can buildona

given tract without subsidy.

frt-S0-S6£-609
SNOHd

The other receiving district would not
provide the density bonus for least-cost
housing. Thus limited to three dwellings
per acre, this district Would consist of a

170-acre trlangle south of Station Road
between Hightstown Road and Route
130 where the township Zoning Board of

~ Adjustment recently denied a variance to
* build at eight dwellings per acre.

I

4

MR." MARCH'S FIRM — Ray-
mond, Parish, Pine, and Weiner
(RPP&W) —. began last fdl to in-
vestigate methods of preserving farm-
land in Cranbury, and, through that
investigation, evolved a new land use
plan for the township master plan.

According to Mr. March, the preser-
vation of farming in the township is
desirable in its own right and also as a
way of protecting .the village area from
traffic and commercia competition that
would be generated by "random growth
on the outside." The TDC proposal,
RPP&W Presdent George Raymond
said, "is the only way that we know of
to try and preserve agriculturd use of
land."

The magor objectives of the plan, Mr.
March said, are to conserve farmland, to
provide an opportunity elsewhere in the
township for growth, establishing a
balance between housing and industry,
and to maintain the quality of the village
historic district. " Under the plan, he
added, Zoning in the village area would
remain unchanged.

Mr. March told the Planning Board

" that minor subdivisions, a potential
source of ready cash for farmers, "be- .
come antitheticd to the agricultura-

zone" under the new plan. Because
residential development is i'ncompatible
with farming, Mr. March explained, "i

you alow that cash flow...you destroy \

6

A

the agricultural district."

Board member Chip Wright said he
persondly is in a different cash flow

* bind now in trying to borrow money with

hisland as collatera because the six-acre
zoning proposed a year ago but not

enacted has depressed farm land values.

"I HAVENT SEEN anything here
* tonight that would .get them back up,”
he said, fit's not abad deal" if the TDC
plan works, he added, but "I don't know
that | can convince the bankers that it
[the land] is worth at least as much
money as it was before.”
;. At theoretical full development under
the draftflan, up to 3,000 new dwellmgs
could be constructed in Cranbury, as
compared with 3,200 undér the current
zoning. This might yield-a total popula-
tion of 9,000 resdents~Of whom an
estimated 5,600 would ‘be employed.
The draft plan also provided districts for
"industry," "light impact industry,"
and "corporate offices and research”
that would yield an estimated 5,400 to
11,400 jobs. Although this potentia
imbalance between housing and employ-
ment ‘Wight now is not a problem,"
board attorney Joseph Stonaker ex-
plained, when the state Supreme Court
findly renders an opinion in the Urban
League case, "then we'll know what the
real answeris."

THE PLANNING BOARD is sched-
uled to continue its review of the draft
"plan a an open workshop meseting on
« June 1. According to board Vice Chair-
person Dietrich Wahlers, the board
would like to solidify its own fedings
about the plan before it" seeks public
comment, but may schedule a formd
; - public hearing on the plan in mid-June.
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. ~ (one to 3d.u. per acre) Village Commercial
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'CRANBURY'S FUTURE, as planning consultant Thomas March én(/isiong it. 4,000 acres of farmland in the westem portioh of the town
:,  will be designated for farm use only by being limited to one building, or development unit (d.u.), for every 15 acres, with various'types of
j development planned for the eastern portion, if the plan is approved by local officials.
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by Robert Bell .
Special ‘Writer

CRANBURY — Large-lot zoning is
likely to bergjected as a way of preserv-.
ing farmland by the Cranbury Township -
Committee, according to Mayor Thomast
Weidner.

Hie concept was introduced more than
a year ago as an amendment to the
township zoning ordinance which would
require a minimum building 1ot size of
six acres in the western portion' of
Cranbury. That anendment soon may be
defeated by the Township Committee at
ameeting at 8 p.m. this Monday in the
school “cefeteria

Mayor Weidner announced at Monday
night's Township Committee agenda:
session that, since the township Planning'
Board has begun work on a new Master-
Plan land use element featuring transfer
of development credits (TDC), .his "in-
clination,; and | guess'it's shared, is to

vote down the [6-acre] ordinance unless

"we hear somethi ng to the contrary a the

~ public hearing."

TDC and large-lot zoning are two
methods of keeping builders from de-
veloping farmland which the local gov-
ernment wishes to preserve.

"It's pretty much decided,” commit-
tee member Alan Danser added, "that if
the Planning Board's going to do some-
thing, it's going to be some sort of a
TDC program and not strlctly large-lot
zoning.!

‘UNDER TDC, a number of so-caled
development credits would be assigned

‘to each tract of farmland in Cranbury.

These credits could be purchased from
the farmowner by a developer .and ap-
plied by the developer to other parcels in
the township. These other parcels would
then be able to be developed at a greater
density than otherwise would be'per-
mitted, while the farmland would be

deed-restricted against any use except

farming.

A new township Master Plan, Mayor
Weidner explained, would have to be
adopted by the Cranbury Planning
Board, and not by the Township Com-
mittee.

Once it adopts a Master Plan, he
continued, the Planning Board could
draft new zoning ordinances for review
and potentiad adoption by the Township
Committee.

Hie Township Committee would not
be bound by the Planning Board's rec-
ommendations for the ordinances, but, if
it enacts an ordinance mat is inconsistent
with the township Master Plan, the
Township Committee must explain its
reasons for the inconsistency, according
to the state Municipal Land Use Law.

"The earliest you could have the
zoning ordinance in place, if everythl ng
moves expeditiously, would be in Sep--
tember," Township Attorney William
Moran estimated.

IN OTHER BUSINESS, the Town-
ship Committee learned from the state

: Department of Environmental Protection

that the township sewer system has
passed its final inspection. According to
Mr. Moran, this means that the township
can begin to settle up accounts with the
construction contractor and to complete
the find paperwork on‘the project.

The committee aso heard from Town-
ship Engineer Robert Jones that the
township -soon - will begin -to install _
drainage. improvements along Station
Road. The improvements, Mr. Jones
said, consst of extending a pipe
drainage system that Mr. Jones termed
inadequate to carry the storm water that
would be generated in a heavy rainfall.

The proposed extension would
provide adlight improvement, but would
not be adequate to "aleviate those
heavy rain storms,” Mr. Jones added.
."Theonly solution," Mr. Jonestold the
Township Committee, "is-a new (para
lle) drain starting from the brook and
going al the way back."

A

‘THIS IRRIGATION PIPING stands on land which is the subject of
intense study by Cranbury's leaders. The land, located off Flainsboro
Road, lies in the western portion of the township: now zoned for
- residential development, but which may be rezoned for farming use
only. How best to keep developers from building upon it will be
discussed in future meetings of the township's Planning Board and i
governing Committee. j~-21-1* (Jean DeWitt photo)
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IS ’ RN draft Land Use'vF?Ian element of a future
CRANBURY —The townshlp Plan- comprehensive Master Plan for the
ning Board |saI|tt_IecIoser to preserving . township. A Master Plan consists of up
farmland in Cranbury, having continued to seven such elements comprising—in .
its Teview Tuesday of what may -become addition to a land use plan — housing,
a new township Master Plan. . circulation, utilities,, community facili-
The board made-only minor changes ties, recreation, and conservation plans.
in \the draft’ plan as it reviewed the , Acccrdlng to township planning con-
various agricultural, residential, indus- . SultantThomasMarch acirculation plan
trial ‘and commercial districts and the element is a future step for the board.
plan sunderlying goals.. *. ", Mr. March said the current circulation
The board got through 33 pages ofthe plan does hot fit in with the draft land
37-pagé.text of the plan before adjourn- * use plan and would be revised " some-
ing for two weeks to Tuesday, June |S. where towards the latter part of this
.The draft plan,” a blueprint for the _ _year.”
development of the township and the
basis for a promised new zoning or- ONE PROBLEM WITH drafting a
dinance® to follow, has as its core the * circulation plan now, Mr. March said, is
creation of a 4,000-acre agricultural that the status of proposed state Route 92
preservation district. Development'that * through Cranbury **is very-'much in
might otherwise occur in thisagricultural * . flux” at thistime. The state s scheduled
district west of the village Would be -to make a decision on Route 92 soon,
shitted 10 areas east of MaJn Street’ "Mr. March said, but "Route 92 was
accordlng to the plan.- . darted in 1938-1939 so it's difficult to

get too excited about any time schedule

This shift of development from west ~of completion.”

- of the village to north, south, and east of .

‘the village would. result in nearly the \  "Part of the work that we'll be doing . .
" same ultimate population for Cranbury- this year,” Mr. March added,."is de-
as is permitted under the current zone :- veleplng..'.la single land development. ..
plan — about 7,000.to 9,000.people. ° ordinance’ - replacing the: zoning .and
- . o subdivision and site plan review or-
The limitation .of population growth - dinances of the township.
around the community is important to its Planning Board member Dietrich
stability., said George Raymond, presi- - Wahlers said the board first would
dent of the firm of planning. consultants "thrash out what we're going to give the
which prepared the plani . ' public" before hearing public comment
"If everyone who would apprecnate on the draft land use plan.
living in Cranbury were to live here, Mr. Wahlers said, however, that he
- Cranbury wouldn't be the kind of place expectsthat the board will hold a formal
“that anyone would appreciate*' MTr. public hearing on the plan about two
, Raymond explained. ] weeks after completmg its current re-
. Lo . view. A
»' THE.CHANGES THAT the board The Planning Board is expected to ¢
-made in the draft plan include shifting complete its review of the plan and
i our small lots along South River road . " schedule the subsequent public hearing
fnear Route 130 from the cor por ate office at an open workshop session on Tues-
-and research district ‘to the highway day, June | S, beginning at 8I0 m. inthe
commercial district, and finding a placé * " Cranbury School. o f.
in the plan for professional offices otv In other business this week the Plan-
smaller lots. ning Board granted final approval to
ST ot Section I1-B" of the Shadow Oaks sub-

lNEWISVdaa division south of Old Trenton Road.

Approval of this seven-lot section had

been postponed from May 20 pending a
LHHSNVHD HO « report from township engineer Robert
Jones that certain improvements had

+150-S6€-609 -sati i I . : \
been_satisfactorily completed T 'N 'AanaNvao
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CRANBURY — Last minute touches
are being added to Cranbury's

long-awaited Master Plan draft Which ~

aims to preserve fannland through trans-
fer of development credits.

A public hearlng on the draft was to be
et Tu&day but the Planning Board first
wanted to incorporate some changes in
the plan which will give the municipality
more erX|b|I|ty when" drafting or-

. dlnancqs to conform to the Master Plan.

July 8, however, was mentioned as a
possible date for the hearing.

"1f we act promptly, with any Iuck,
we could get the Fourth of July”
hearing date,

;o

The changes the board is rewewmg

.were prepared by consultants Thomas
. March and George Rayniond in response

) noted board Chalrman‘
- Donald Swanagan.' ,

to input from the board at its meetlng on ’

June,1.

One change is .to Sate that the mini-
mum’

lot size in the 4,000-acre-

agricultural district would be somewhere --
between six and 1S acres, with the exact -- -

number to be determined at the time the
zoning ordinance is enacted. By provid-

ing a range, the plan would permit the -

township to pick the most defensible lot
size based on the law at that time.

Mr. Raymond told the board, "six
(acres) has a badts in gtatute because the
Farmland Preservation Act says six and
it seems to us that that's something to
latch on to as a floor." The draft plan
orlglnaJIy fixed a 15-acre mlnlmum lot
size.'

The plan relies on the Trander of
Development Credits (TDC) to preserve
farmland. Under this proposal, de-
velopable land in the western portion of

the township is given salable " develop-
ment credits" which can be bought by
developers and applled to increase hous-
ing density in " "receiving 'districts."
Once the credits are sold, deed restric-
tions would be placed on the fannland to
prevent its use for any purpose other than
agriculture.

Planning Board members Thomas
Harvey' and John" Toscano expressed

concerns about assumptions the plan DJO .

makes about the TDC mechanism.

vdid

A/S

"You're working on atheory which is
great, but suppose it doesn't happen,"
Mr. Toscano said. Because portions of
the agricultural district are un-
developable due to poor soils or flood
hazard, the number of development
credits projected in the plan will never be
realized, Mr. Toscano said.

"You're building up a nfce’picture
here with- TDCs, but if they can't
develop the land they don't get TDCs,"
Mr. Toscano told Mr. Raymond. If the
TDC plan is enacted, "we're going to.
stop development or at least slow it
down to a dead 'snail's pace.”

Under a TDC plan or under conven-
tional zoning, "if they can't develop the
land they have nothing to sell, that's the
way the cookie crumbles,” Mr. Ray-.
mond replied. He said if there is a
market for hqusing in Cranbury, it
should develop faster under a TDC plan.

Mr. Harvey .pointed to a potential
imbalance between the number of credits -

that might come on the market from the
agricultural district and the number that
might be absorbed by the reeiving dis-
tricts. He proposed a greater surplus
capacity in the receiving digtricts to
ensure that there is a market for all
available credits.

"If you have these excess credits on
the west side with no place to put them,
you could, | think, potentially have a

court void the whole plan,” Mr. Harvey
said. Jf, on the other hand, there was a
greater capacity for credits than there
wer e credits available, Mr. Harvey said,
"theresult of mat would-be at worst...

that a court will say well, he can develop .

anyway even without the credits." .
The plan should generate some 1,500
development credits and be able to
absorb from 1.630 to 2,130 credits, but
any imbalance that develops over time
can be corrected by adjusting the zone
lines, Mr. Raymond said.
~ "Neither the Master Plan nor the
zoning ordinance are cast in concrete,"
he explained. "We're not dealing with,
science at all.”
"That sounds good to me, it seemsto
- make sense/' Mr. Swanagan com-
mented. " Y ou haveto continuously fine
tune this as you see how it’ sworking."
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by Robert Bell
Special Writer ,

CRANBURY — Public opinion could
have an important influence next Thurs-
day, July 8, when a new Master Plan for
Cranbury's future is given a formal
public hearing. The plan, now in its draft
stage, will be aired at a meeting of the:
township Planning Board at 8 p.m. in the
Cranbury School on Main Street.

The hearing will be the first opportuni-
ty for public comment on the plan since
it was unveiled in May. =~ *

At the core of the draft plan is‘a 4,000
acre agricultural district ™ west “of the
village and north of Old Trenton Road.
That land is being set aside for farm use
only through a combination of two land
planning techniques: large lot zoning and
the optional transfer of development
credits (TDC).

UNDER THE TDC PLAN, a number

P
L e

iets firs t?

lan

ing |

. V
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where between 6 and 15 acres, the exact
size depending on the state of the law at
the time the zoning ordinance is adopted.

THE TDC PLAN WILL work, ac-
cording to township planning consultant
Tom March, (whose firm drafted the
plan) because * "it's comprehensively
thought out" but is " not an anti-growth
measure."

But some Planning Board members
were not as certain as Mr. March of the
plan's future success when asked their

- Opinions recently.

"1t looks to me as if it's reasonable
that it would work, but | can't guarantee
that,” Mayor Thomas Wcidner said,
while board member Eric Norland com-

of "development credits' -would be --mented;-"| can't say definitely that it
assigne d to each-tract of farmland based--==“would work,- but it would be nice if.it
on the number.of 2 acre lots that could be--=- would."

developed -on-the ttact. Thesé Credits—:

could be purchased from the farmowner
by a developer and applied to other
parcels in *'receiving districts" 'south
and east of the village.

Parcels in the receiving districts to
which credits have been transferred
could be developed at.up to 3 or 4
dwellings per acre — a greater density
than would be otherwise permitted —.
while the farmland from which the
credits have been transferred would be
deed-restricted against any use save
continued farming. ’

To encourage the sale of credits, land
in the agricultural district would be
zoned for a minimum lot size of some- ¢

"1 wouldn't vote for it;"-board mem-
ber Thomas Harvey explained, "If 1
didn't think it would work, and | don't
know how I'll vote."

A ¢

Board member Christopher Wright
said that he also did not know if the-plan
would work. *

"1 hope it -works, but I-Jiave- my
doubts.”~ he said. "Your answer will
come at the public hearing."

IF THE DRAFT Masge Plan is
adopted by the Planning Board alter the
hearing, it would form the basis for a
new zoning ordinance for the township.
The ordinance would contain details
such as uses permitted in the various
industrial zones and housing types in the
residential zones, as well as require-
ments for setbacks, buffers dnrinapc

and utilities.

Mr. March told the board two weeks
ago that once the Master Plan is adopted,
he would complete the first dratt of a
zoning ordinance within /< to 2
months. '

Mayor Wcidner said that he hoftcd that
the ordinance could be enacted within .
the year.

. "This process," he said, "has bcon
long enough."




Help vplan Cranbury s future

7- 9. s’ 2~
To the editor.
/

The Plannmg Board's public Work- A

, shop mesting is dated for Thursday, July

‘8 in the Cranbury Elementary Schooal at-

8 p.m.

The proposed land use plan for the

township (it's available for examination
in the public library right now) will be
- discussed. The need for farmland preser-
vation will be reviewed. The concept of
the trander of devdlopment credits will
be reviewed. Hie plans for the future
development of Cranbury — housing,

Mayorseeks
public voice

To the editor. . -

On Thursday, July 8 at 8 p.m. in the

i

offices, industrial — will be discussed.

It is critical that we all attend and ask
guestions, shareour worries, expressour
'reservations or support.

Every one of us has a dake in the
outcome of this megting — from the
fanner who wants to farm and needs
protection from cregping development to

'v the farmer who owns land which can't

support development but who counts on
the value of his land for his retirement

nest egg. -
Homeowner swho own houses close to

aroad that could be widened to 4 lanes .

and brilliantly lighted as a main traffic
artery should be concer ned.

Property owners in the Higoric Dis-
trict who want to safeguard the integrity
and ambience of the area should be
concerned.

Taxpayerswho will bg shouldering the:
finandial burden of increasng communi- -

Cranbury School cafeteria, the planning - -,

board wUl hold-a public-hearing on a

=

proposad plan to preserve approximatey . ---

4,000 acres of farmland in the township

through the use of trander of develop-

ment credits (TDC).

| urge the citizens of Cranbury .to

attend this meseting, ligen "to the

proposal, and, if desired, express your

views on the plan.,

Thomas P Wedner4

Mayor Cranbury Township

ty facilitiesand services during and after
development should be concer ned.

Real estate speculators and developers
who are anxious to extend the
Plainsbor o-type devdopment right up to
Main Street, Cranbury, will be presnt at
the workshop along with ther attorneys.
Ther voicesareloud. They will push for
every advantage they can get, safein the
knowledge that no matter what they do

to Cranbury they won't have to pay for it
a" livewith it!

- Cranbury will not remain asit is now.
It isgoing to change and grow. We, who
live here, can inaure that the growth and
changes are orderly, planned, well man-
aged and fair to all — but only if we
participate in the planning and decisions.

Please. Attend the workshop on July
8. Share your ideas and opinions.

* Marilyn Green

Cranbury Neck Road
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by Robert Bell
Special Writer '

CRANBURY — More than 100
people crowded into the cafeteria of the
Cranbury .School - last week for a public
hearing on a new township Master Plan,
but htc few who did comment on the
plan said "nothing new." according to

the head of the township's firm of

planning consultants. . .. :'%:

"There was not a single comment
made that we hadn't heard repeatedly
before." said George Raymond, pres-
dent of Raymond, Parish. Pine &
Wecincr. "They're the same comments
wejve heard for the lagt year."

"1 cannot think of any pointsthat were
brought up that-we did not consider,"
‘Planning Board chairperson. Don
Swanagan agreed, "but-we will
probably e, .jn our discussion; re-hash
what-was said."

The Planning Board has scheduled:a
second public hearing on the draft Mas-
tor Plan for Thursday, July 29 beginning
at 8 p.m. in the Cranbury School -

MUCH OF THE OPPOSITION was
voiced by an attorney who said he, spoke
for others as well as for himself.

"The proposed TDC experiment is
immoral, illegal, improvident,
premature, and grossly unfair, said Al-
bert Barclay, Jr., a Princeton attorney
who owns “land in Cranbury. Mr.
Barclay said he spoke for himself as well
asfor several other landownersin oppos-
ing the keystone of the draft plan: the
trandfer of development credits (TDC) to
preserve farmland.

The plan provides that, in a4,000 acre .

agricultural district west of the village
and north of Old Tr‘enton Road, develop-

ment crédits equal to the potential
number of buildable 2 acre lots on each

“* farm be given to each farm owner.

For each credit bought from a farmer
owner by a developer who is seeking to
build in areceiving digtrict east or south
of thé village, an additional dwelling up
to three or four dwellings, per acre may
be built.

* Onceadevelopment credit issold dnd
tranderred to a receiving digrict, the
" fatmland from which the credit came
would be deed-restricted against any use
other than continued farming.
. Mr. Barclay maintained that th|ssys
tem isillegel because " there's noway to
know whether or not therell be anyone
able or willing to buy credits" and that,
‘without a market for credits, the plan
unfairly reduces farm land values.
A fund would be established by the
- township to buy credits if necessary in
order~to *'guarantee-that thereis an
~orderly market/' Mr. Barclay said. The
township would thereby "pay its fair

-~ share of the costs of this experiment."

hetoldthe board, adding; " if you have a-
stake as large as ours there's-a much
better chance of the plan working."
The TDC plan, is immoral., Mr
' Barclay asserted, because its purpose is
to stop development in Cranbury, not to
save farming. Referring to Twin Rivers,

. a mgor housing development on Route
33, he called the plan-improvident be- .

cause "it will create a 'Twin Rivers
North"' in the 530 '-acre receiving
. digrict east of the village.

This-area is proposed to house up to
5,300 people or 57 percent of the
projected population of the township at
hypothetical full development.

The plan is also premature, he added,
because Eagt Windsor is about to try a

somewhat different farm preservation
plan. Mr. Barclay urged the board to
wait until East Windsor's plan is tested
in the courts-so that Cranbury could
avoid adopting and having to pay to
defend an indefensible plan.

"A little patience,” he. advised,
"would save a lot of money."

BUT THE PLAN was praised by a
representative of the, Middlesex County
Planning Board, John Sully, who said
that the county board " strongly supports
the "badc concept (of the plan] .
accomodating both the need to pr&eerve
agriculture and the need to accomodate
development.”

"You can't very well do one in the
long term without doing the other," he
added.

The draft plan, Mr. Sully said, con-"-
formswith the Middlesex County Master
Plan, the State Development GuidePlan,”=

“and plans of the Tri-State Regional --

Planning Commiission in providing for
development in-the eastern half of the: -
township while discouraging- growth in'
the western half.

James Faffney of the Stony
Brook-Millstone Watei"heds Associa-
tion called the plan "a bold initiative"
whose time has come.

"The need has...never been greater”
to preserve farming, Mr. Gaffney as
sured the board, because New Jersey,
although it isknown asthe Garden State,
"now derives 42 percént of its fresh
proudce from outsideitsborders" result-
ing in "a dependency...on food produc-
tion areas beyond our boundaries and -
increasingly beyond our control." -~

See FARMLAND, page 2A
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Farmland——
| (Continued from page'lAﬁ) :

Gaffney and Linda Bentz, who
represented the =~ Middle-
scx-Somerset-Mercer Regional  Study
Council, both -suggested that fanning
also be preserved in prime agricultural
areas in the indugtrial districts east of the
village. Mayor and "Planning Board
member Thomas Weidher said that that
was "a very interesting concept" but
that " we have to do firgt things first" in
preserving the larger area west of d|e
village. ,

Andrew Masie, who said that he spoke
for many residents of the Station Road
area, told the board that, while those

one-acre lots instead of the plan's™ three
dwelling units pe acre with wide
latitude as to- housing types/ Mr.
Massie told the board.

Township planning consultant Tom
March replied that the area between
Route 130 and Main Street south of
Station Road "is one of the more
obvious places where development
should or could occur."
~"What were proposing for Station
Road," Mr. March explained, "is the
-existing zoning of the village."

Max Zaitz, an East Windsor resident
with extensive area land holdings, ob-
jected that Mr. March had included some
poor land and excluded some good land
in drawing the agrlcultural digtrict

resdents generally support the draft *boundary.

Mager Plan, they "are concerned with ~

the density.. .and the type of housing that
would be built" adjoining the existing

neighborhood...[and] are distressed by

the vagueness of the wording in the
present plan.'

The Zoning in the area between Station
Road and the proposed extension of Old
Trenton Road should- permit only
single-family, detached houses on

"HE CAN DRAW LINES, but he
doesn't know land," Mr. Zaitz told the
board, referring to Mr. March. "You
ought to get somebody to help you to
show you where the good land is and
where the poor land is: | think your
wholemap is out of whack." .. .

. About. 74 percent of the agricultural
digtrict hasClass 1 farm soils, Mr. March

A7

replied. |f some parts of the district have
poor soils then " so be it," Mr. March
said, because " the most important thing,
when you take a look at how you provide

these broad districts, is
having.. .continuity."

The plan provides no mechanism for

slow, small-scale growth in the town-
ship. North Main Street resident Mark
Berkowsky said.
. "The whole concept of TDC is saying
it'sgot to be alargedevelopment. That's
one of the major concer ns! have with the
whole concept,” he said. "Very little
mechanism exists for the one, two', three
lots a year."

MThat's really true'™ Mr. March
agreed. "We have not in depth made a
congderation of how to do that. Instead,
quite frankly, we have concentrated on
how to soak up (development] credits.”

Mr. Berkowsky also urged a reduction
in the minimum lot size proposed for the
indugtrial and research-office digtricts,
but Mr.
minimum- is appropriate. -

"Today in the market,” Mr. March'
said, " you can zone for whatever, and it -
rally makesno difference" because there
is drong demand for larger lots.
Small-lot zoning permits types of de-
velopment which discourage "quality
development," Mr. March said. "Let's
go for the best."

The draft Mager Plan would be
"more successful,!" Mr. Berkowsky
said, if more people had " constructively
hclp[cd) the board develop the plan*’
instead of "come out tonight and JUSt
complain."

"l don't think enough of th",,towns- .
people have come out in 12 months
of...the planning and the development of
these docurhents," he added. ‘

Copies of the draft Land Use Plan and -
Agricultural Conservation Plan elements

. of the township Magter Plan are avail-

able for purchase or for public review at
the Cranbury Township offices. The
purchase pnce of the plan is $10.

March said that the 10 acre - --



Thursday is TDC
day in Cranbury

2%

Next 'I_'hursday; the people of Cranbury will have an
opportunity to directly affect ther township's future. That
meansthe qualrty of lifei in this town could be bater or WOor se,
dependrng on what is said and done.

B'ut as Iocal horneowners and farmers discuss the planning -
board's draft of one layer in- Cranbury's proposed new Master
Plan —the land use element—their listeners will not only’ be
those, Wrthrn townshrp boundarres ‘

Other towns in New Jersey will be watching and listening.

. The idea of tranderring development credits (TDC) to
preserve farmland and encourage development in other areas
frwhere residents would prefer to see congtruction is not well
v "eﬂablrshed in New Jersey. TDC has not worked in some cases

A— yet it seemsto be the only major alternativeto uncontrolled

loss of farmland in the state.:

Nerghborrng East Wrndsor among others, has been wrestl-.- -
ing with srmrlar farmland preservation ideas.

* To help tarIor ‘their town's future Cranbury residents no
doubt will attend this meeting, as two letters on this page —
one from the mayor — urge. Some will even sudy the plan
before Thursday, and to the extent that they do, they will aid
their fellow citizens on the planning board all the more. '

Mogt of aII itisa tough job to stay reasonable and yet be
creative in problem solving. By making that effort during the
next months, however, Cranbury resdents can improve not
only their own future, but that of many other New Jersey
resdents as well..

et
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by Robert Bell
Special Writer

CRANBURY — The second publlc
hearing on the' draft township Master
Plan was re-scheduled last week for
Tuesday, Aug. 3. C >,

The hearing, originally announced for
July 29. was moved back five days by
the Cranbury Planning Board because of
another commitment that developed for
township plannlng consultant Tom-
March. : e

If the' plan were to be sgn|f|cantly

amended by the board as a result of the

hearings, normally till another hearing
would have to be held for public com-
ment ort the changes. ;M
The board, however, is séeking to
avoid the need- for further hearings
beyond the one on Aug. 3 by providing
public notice of possible changes in the
plan based on comments heard at the
first public hearing on July 8. ;
"What they want to do," board at-
torney Joseph Stonaker explained,
- they want to have the notice in as broad
terms as possible so that people-will be

aware of the fact that there: will be.

THIS CHANGE FROM the
proposed'three dwellings per acre had
been requested at the first hearing by
Station Road resident Andrew Massic as
being more in keeping with existing
housing in the area.

, Although the zoning in the village is
for 1/3-acre lots, Mr. Masse had sad
that some of the lots near Station Road
are larger and should have larger lots
adjacent to them. He also had requested
\hat a buffer be required between ‘any
new development and the existing homes
on Station Road. f

The board may consider deletlng the
area along Dey Road from the

" agricultural preservation district, as was

- fying language -in the plan that may =
- require-development in the two highest™ ™~

certain areas in the plan that may be-" -

considered by the board for change.'

The Planning-Board is not necessarily
going to make any of the changes
mentioned in the notice of the hearing,
but listed whét it deemed to be the ones
possible to consider among those it
heard.

The board also may place atime limit

on public comment, at the hearing so that *

it would have time for discussion after-

wards. Hie board will accept written -
comments before the hearing, "but ‘plans *
to cut off the hearing & 10 p.m. unless -

new comments are belng made.
'if you end up." board charpereon
Don Swanagan said, "with a lot more |

people saying new things, that you E
didn't know was going to happen, then

well have to change our plans.” .
The board directed that the. notice of
the hearing mention that it might con-
sider changing the zoning of the area’
immediately south of Station Road to

acre.

W S0-S6E-609
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permit no more than one dwellmg per .

Al

requested by landowner Max Zaitz. Mr.
Zaitz had said that the poor soils’in the
area make it unsuitable for fanning and

therefore suitable for- housmg develop—. -

mentsr'- -
The board dso may consder modi-

" dengity residental digtricts to be cither at
. the base dengity of one dwelling per two

acres or a the maximum dendity of three

..or four dwellings per acre, but a no

.intermediate value. / *

These two districts —one 170 acres
south of Station Road between Main
Street and Route 130, and the other 530
acres east of the village between Route
130 and the turnpike — are the receiving
ditricts for the transfer. of development

" credits (TDC).

The plan provi idesthat devel opers may
bqu a"the -higher densities in these
d|str|cts if they have purchased develop-'*

‘ment cred|ts from landowners in the
4.000 acre agricultural district wesr of
the village Once credits are transferred,
the farmland could not be developed

-This change was suggeﬂed by board
member Tom Harvey because of what he
termed serious lega problems with
prohibiting i ntermedl ate densm esin the
districts.. ", A . L.

) 'A, reduction of the maximum density

. in these aregs may also’ be considered.

‘Resident Albert Barclay had said at the
July 8 hearing that the larger areathe
one cast of the village* would develop
into a "Twin Rivers.North."

The residents of thisarea. Mr. Barclay
said, would eventually wrest political
control of the township from current
resdents. The Master Plan in fact pro-
jects that if Cranbury is ever fully
developed, this zone would hou.se abut
57 percent of the township's population.

i .

ANOTHER CHANGE that the board
might consider is establishing a
mechanism for preserving farmland in

-indugtrid districts. This change had been
. suggested. by representatives of the
- Stony Brook-Millstone Watersheds As-

sociation and the Middle-
scx-Somersct-Mcercer - Regional ~ Study
Councit.- - )

Mr. Stonaker said that the notice of

* the second hearing was intended -

spell out what' may be a possibility” and

~not to describe what the board would in
fact do.

"1'm not expecting them to change the
indugtrial area to agricultural,” Mr.
Stonaker said after the board's meeting
Thursday evening. # ]

The second public hearing on the draft
Master Plan is now scheduled to begin at
8 p.m. on Tuesday. Aug. 3 in the
Cranbury School. ‘

A
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CRANBURY Cranburys Planning ,
Board on Thursday, Sept. 9 took a<
“decisive sep in its eforts to reserve",
4,000 acres,gf tO\NnShIp farmland for -
exdusvely agricultural purposes by ap-
proving a new_ land use plan which
* incorporates die controversal _theory, of
trans‘errlng development credlts o |

" Thevotewas 6 td' 2 :

The board spent more than ayear of
invegtigating various methods of farny
land preservation, searching_for “some-
-thing which-would naot gifle the namural
.development of toetown.s " -

The accepted plan, dravn up by
township planng Thomas March, in-
volves the heavily debated method of
transferenoe of - development credits
(TDC).

THE VOTE TOOK ‘iolace dter a
20-minute discussion of the plan by the——w :
board in which Mr* March’ wgorouslyw :
defended its leégitimacy as a beneficial - .-

plan for Cranbury citizens, landowners, -
and prospective developers.

But ‘board member Christopher
Wright, a Cranbury landowner and one
of the two dissenting voters, aggressive-
ly opposed the plan, saying it ‘hed no
guarantess that tend values would not
drop. The other opposition votewascast

by board member John Toscano.
Mayor ThomasWeidner, representing
the mgority of the board members

responded to Mr. Wright's arguments -
with," | agree. There are no guarantess, -

but it seems (hat this isthe only possible

'plan that will work. It -seems like a

trade-off and it doesn't seem as if there
will be.any diminished value.

"It seems reasonable and the best
thing for the majority of Cranbury res-
dents for the next 20 years. If it works,
it'll' be conddered the grestes thing
since diced bread** he added.

Mayor Weidner plans to appoint a,
committee to review the land. use plan
and the affect it has on Cranbury on a
yearly or bi-yeariy basis. -

Ve

NOW, THE PLAN mug be trans

lated into zoning ordirances for the
township's future devdlopment. Accord-
ing to planning board chairman Don
Swanhagah, the acogptance of the land
use plan is a recommendation to the
township committee. It has no effect’

‘until the planning board writes. the

proper zoning ordinances'to enforce the'
plan, He said. These ordinances must
then be passed by the towr)shlp commit-
tee, /I

Thereisnotimelimit astothe passing
of the ordinances but according to Mr.
March, "there is every'indication that
the zoning will be moved along as
quickly as possible.”

At present, township zoning allows
one dwdling unit on six to IS acres of

" the 4,000 acres: -of- farmland - to. be-

presrved in the wesern portion of die

town. There are 700 acresin theeasern -

portion of Cranbury which are presently

zoned for- one dwdling unit per two -

acres and which will be the receiving

. area for the devdopment credits.

Under the newly-accepted land use

- plan, a developer will be able to buy

trander credits from a landowner of the
farmland to be preserved. The deveoper.
then applies these credits to land in the
recaving area, where he' will then be
allowed to build up to four dwelling
units per acre. Without the tranderred
credits, the developer can build only one
dweling unit per two acres.

1Vd3d dILVM
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by Paul Maselli
ST Writer

CRANBURY — Reactions to the
Cranbury Planning Board's acceptance
.of a new land use plan to preserve the
township's farmland range from the high,
optimism voiced by township planner
Thomas March to the'cautioned wariness
expressed by board member and land-
owner Christopher Wright. .

"1'm pleased with the outcome (of the.
planning board's decision),” said Mr.
March early this week. "The planning
board has been working for more than a
year on this farmland preservation issue,
and this decison is a major step in
Cranbury for dl future develdpment. It
is a dgnificant statement on how the
township feels they want to grow."

But Mr. Wright counters, "if | were a
builder and saw the Cranbury or-
dinances, I'd shy away. This plan, to a
great extent, is going to keep builders
out. Also, we have no track record (on

the TDC technique) and we have reports -

from other towns that are not glowing.
This is my concern."-

Two mgor concerns voiced by board
members, landowners, and ,residents

who attended the public hearings of the .

plan, are that the plan will cause a

lowering in land value in the 4,000 acres -

to be preserved, and that large complex-
es of apartments and condominiums will
spring up in Cranbury along Route 130..

"IT HITS US at home, right in the
pocketbook," said Mr. Wright. "I don't
think any landowner wants pie in the
sky. Hejust wants afair return on what
he has invested in dl these years.
Essentially, the planning board is cutting
our equity right out from under us. "We

can own our own land, but we are.not -

free to do anything with it."

Mr. Wright claims that his land was
appraised at $8,000 to $10,000 per acre
in April 1981, but since the‘planning
board's began expressng interest in a

++50-568-609
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farmland preservation plan, the value of
g.17. f‘yhis land has dropped.

"Just the threat of a plan devalued the
land. Now that a plan has been accepted,
land values will - continue to devalue.
These arethe cold, hard fi r]anciai facts,”

~said Mr. Wright.

Mr. March disagrees.

"This plan will not devadue land
values," he said. "If anything, land
values will increase with the addition of
transferable development credits. The
forces of supply and demand will take
effect. There will be awilling buyer and
a willing seller for the credits.”

- ' CRANBURY MAYOR and planning

board member Thomas Wcidner esti-
mated that farmland is now sdling at
$2,330 to $2,500 per acre and that
transfer credits will probably sdll for
$5,000 {0)SSO00. Once the new plan is
enacted,

total value of the farmland will be;

- ‘approximately $3,000 per acre. /.

Yet, jays landowner Wright, "even if’
land is $3,000 per acre, it is dill
considerably less than the $8,000 my
bankers told me it was worth ayear and -
a haf ago. We (the landowners) don't
want 'anything more than what we had.
We just don't want anything taken
away." '

Mr. Wright also disagrees with Mr.

* March that transfer credits will be in

great demand.. .
"They (credits) won't sell. They

. haven't sold anywhere else — why will

they sdl here?" he asked.
Board member Thomas Harvey sym-
pathizes with Mr. Wright.

"I think what he says has merit. But |
just don't see any alternative," said Mr.
Harvey. .

Mr. March cdled "ridiculous" con-
cerns rhat there will be an influx of
apartment complexes similar to those- in

A 75

r. Weidner expectsthat farm- -
land will sell for $1,000 to $1.500, but
~when the' value of credits is added, the

East Windsor (such as Twin Rivers or

* Princeton Arms).'

Basng his argument on the dif-
ferences between the two communities,
Mr. March continued, "compare Cran-

“bury and East Windsor. It's like day and
" night. East Windsor has a population of

30,000 while Cranbury has less than
2,000 residents. East Windsor was once
dl famland with no town center. But
look at Cranbury. It isarura town with
a well-defined center. Cranbury, thus,
has a strong community identity, as
evidenced by the many residents that
turned out at the public hearings. A

Twin Rivers North* is just not ap-
propriate for Cranbury."

Mr. -March lauded the new plan as
being drategically thought out and
planned thoroughly and carefully.

"It is not a quick three-page master
plan like you find in many towns, .
especidly in south Jersey," he said.

"Cranbury now has 4,000 acres of
famland permanently set aside for
agricultural purposes,” summed up the
planner, adding, "that is what the plan-
ning board has been working towards al
this time."
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AGENDA

Cranbury Township
Pl anni ng Boar d

Thur sday
May 1U, 1981
8:00 P.M
G assification: 101-81, Edward D etrick
M nor Subdi vi si on
Block 6, Lot 1U
Di scussi on: Stephen T. Patron
Maj or Subdi vi si on
Station Road

Di scussi on:

Any ot her business to cone before the Board.

|f you cannot attend, please contact Georgea von Lutcken,
Secretary of the Planning Board, 655-01*1*2e

EXhibit B
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NOTICE

SPECIAL MKKTIHC
CRANBURY TOWNSHIP FL\NNi.\'li TOARI)
Thursday
June li, 19"1
Cranbury Elenientary School
00 P./M. ’

AGENDA

Discussion Continued

Georgea von Luteken, lec.
Planning Jio™rd
685-24h?

B-2



AGENDA

Cranbury Township
Pl anni ng Board

Thur sday
June 18, 1981
8:00 P. M

1. Robert and M nda Shein
Block 1, Lot 7 _
Request for tine extension

2. General Foods
Request waiver of Mnor Site Plan Review

3. Canbury Land Co.,  Application 102-81
M nor Subdivision, Block 21, Lot 8

4.  Shadow Qaks Assoc, Application 103-81
M nor Subdivision, Block 20, Lot 5

5. St. Davids Episcopal Church, Application 105-81
Site Plan Review
Bl ock 18, Lot 34

6. Janes. R Lasche, Apé)lication 106- 81
M nor Subdivision, Block 33, Lot 10

i, A Bk 3 T

TRg 074 Jnance .

Any other business to come before the Board.

|f you cannot attend, please contact Georgea vcn Lutcken,
Secretary of the Planning Board, 655-0442.

[i?/’fh / \



SPECI AL MEKTIN ;
Cranbury Townshi p

Pl anni ng Board

Thursday, July 9. 19m
8. 00 P.W
Cranbury El ementary School

Wak Session Af.rieuV, :r

?0pic3

A. National .lIssuer

1. Agric. Damaw:

2. Productivity

3. Farm OrgMniz™ti*n
B. N. J. Agriculture

1. Kai'ket Trend:;

2, Development [>("ijv.r:

CGeorgea von Lutcken, Sec.
655- 0442

%’[‘é: .é/l‘r},L‘r\-"/'“"

gors S i

Al el ixgr,
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Cranbury Tranship
Planning Board
'w =3

CrMb«| Elemtntaij School

Work Session
Agricultural Program
National Methods for
+ Agric Conservation

- g o
e vy

N.J: Agric Conservation
TDC/TDR . -

2. Urge Lot Zoning

3. Assessment Act

Georgeaton Lotcken,
m -
6550442

7-17.5/

R-b



APUBLIC NOTICE

ork

Aug' p)l Mg =
m*nt«w School

icuttural Progrém
ofl&a R0y
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QO anbury Townshi p
Pl anni ng Board
Thur sday
Septenber 10, 1981
8:00 P M :

O anbury Kl enentary School

Special Wrk Session

Presentation on Agricultural Preservation
cont i nued.

(Georgea von Lutcken
Secretary
655- 0442
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SPEC AL HKETJHG

QO anbury Townshi p
M anni ng Board

Thur sday, Cctober 6, 1901

8:00 P. M
- Oanbury El enentary School
Agenda:
Presentati on on Farmiand Preservation by
Thomas Marchg Pl anner for Planning Board

Presentati on on Farmtand Preservation by
Pet er Abel es, Pl anner.

Georgea von Lut cken
Secretary
655- 0442
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SPECI AL MEETI NG
QO anbury Townshi p Pl anning Board

Thur sday, Cctober ?9, 19B1

8:00 P. M
Granbury Hementary School

ACENDA

Presentation by Thomas March, Planning Board Pl anner,

on Farm and Preservation (ptions.

Georgea von Lutcken
Scret« 3ry
655- 0"?
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PUBLI C NOTI CE
QO anbury Tomn;hi p Pl anning Board
Speci al Meeting
Th-ur sday, Novenber 12, 1981

8:00 P. M
QO anbury H enentary School

M. March, Planner, wll continue his presentation

regarding options for preservation of farniand.

Georgea von Lutcken
Secretary
655- 0442

th’H
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NOTI CE
Qranbury Townshi p Pl anni ng Board
Speci al Meeting
Thur sday, Decenber 10, 1971
8:00 P. M

Qranbury H enentary School

Farmand Preservation Qptions — CGontinued discussion
with T, March, Planner.

CGeor gea von Lut cken
Secretary
655- 0442

R\



NOTI CE OP PUBLI C MEETI NG
Notice is hereby given 'that a.public neeting of the
Cranbury Township Planning Board will  be held on
January 14, 1982, at 8:00 P..M at the Cranbury El ementary
School, 23 N. Main Street, Cranbury, N J. for the
foll owi ng purposes:
1. Reorganization for 1982,
2.

Georgea von Lutcken
Secretary
655- 0442

(If you cannot attend, please contact the secretary,)



NOTI CE_OP PUBLI C HEARI NG
CRANBURY TOMSH P PLANNI NG BOARD

Notice is hereby given that a Public Hearing regarding

a spropased . - it MAJEeMSEMIS i MBY =-N " Cranbury

Township Master Plan will be held on_January 28, 1982, .

at 8:00 P. M, at the Cranbury Elementary School,
23 North Main Street, Cranbury, N J.

Georgea von Lutcken
Secretary '
655- 0442

|f you cannot attend, please contact the secretary.

R«
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NOTI CE

A epedal neeting of the Cranbury Township Planning Board will
be held on Thursday, My 13» 1982, at the Cranbury El enentary
School at -8:00 P. M for a presentation by Thomas March, Huraer,

ou Farmand Preservation options*

Georgea von Lutoken
Pl anni ng- Board: Secretary

B-\S
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NOTI CE
SPECI AL MEETI NG
CRANBURY TOWNSHI P
PLANNI NG BOARD
Tuesday, June 1, 1982
8:00 P. M
Cranbury El enentary School
AGENDA
1. Final Approval, Shadow Oaks, Section II-B

2, Ybrk Session, Farniand Preservation Zoning
SSue.

Geor gea von Lutcken
Board Secretary

B-1b
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NOTI CE

SPECI AL MEETI NG

CRANBURY TOMSHI P
PLANNI NG BOARD

Tuesday5,T June 15, 1982

Cranbury El ementary School

Wrk Session—arnland Preservation Zoning

Georgea von Lutcken
Pl anning Board Secretary
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NOT | CE.

Pl ease take notice that the P!_AI\NI\G BOARD CF the
Township of CRANBURY will hold a PUBLI C HEAR NG on Thur sday,

July 8, 1982 at 800 P.M at the Qranbury Henentary

School, To be considered are revisions to the Master H an
and di scussi oh of adoption of a Farnj aid Preservation
Program Obpi es of the proposed docunments will be avail abl e
for review ten days prior to the neeting at the Qanbury

Township Cifice and the Qanbury Public Library.

CGeorgea von l.utcken .
M anning Board Secretary
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NOTI CE

Pl ease take notice that the PLANNI NG BOARD of the
Township of CRANBURY will hold a PUBLIC HEARI NG on Thursday,
July 29. 1982, at 8:00 P.M at the Cranbury El enentary
School .. To be considered are revisions to the Master Plan

and di scussion of adoption of a Farnmland Preservation
Program Copies of the proposed docunents are available -
for review at the Cranbury Township Ofice and the Cranbury
Public Library. ‘

Georgea von Lutcken
Board Secretary

L chidied 4o Gy 3,172
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TOWNSHIP OF CRANBURY PLANNING BOARD.

23-ANORTH MAIN STREET
CRANBURY, NEW JERSEY 08512

o3¢

There will be jig* Planning Board meeting on August 19,
The next meeting is scheduled for September 9,which
will be a discussion on the Fair.2.ind Preservation
Zoning Proposal. ?he next regular rreetin™® will be

held on September 16, "9b2.

Geor*ra von lutcKcn
Board Secretary
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NOTI CE S
Please take notice that the Manning Board of the
Township of CGanbury will hold a special session on

Thur sday, Septenber 9t 1982, at. 8:00 1I. K at the Canbury

Henentary School for the purpose of continued di scussion
on the proposed Farmand Preservation ilan and suggested

changes and alterations.

Geor pea von Lut cken
Board Secretary
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PUNNING BOARD MEETING

MAY 1U, 1981

The meeting was called to order at 8:07 P. M by Vice Chairman Swanagan.

Present: Absent :
Mayor Wi dner M. Gsgood
M. Swanagan

M. \Wahlers

M . Hassel bach

M. Sinonson

M . l\brland

M. Height

M. Pritchard

Stephen G Orban, Jr., Attorney
Thomas March, Pl anner
C. Robert Jones Jr., Engineer

Vice Chairman Swanagan stated that this neeting is in conpliance with the
Public Meetings Act, a quorumis present and, therefore, Is a legal neeting,

Mayor Wi dner noved the mnutes of the April 16, 1981 neeting be approved,
seconded by M. Wahlers. Mtion Carried.

M. Oban read a Resolution to approve the application for Final Approval
of Qraribury Farms, Section Il A (See Attachment A) Mayor Wi dner noved
the Resolution be adopted, seconded by M. Hassel bach.

Rol | -Cal I Yes; 8 No O Absent 1

Application -101-81, "Edward-Di etri ck;, M nor Subdivision, Block 6, Lot lit

Vice Chairman Swanagan read a letter fromM. Donald Driggers, attorney for
the applicant, asking for continuation until the June meeting.

M. Hassel bach noved Application 101-81 be continued in June, seconded by
M. Sinonson. Mtion carried.

Stephen T. Patron, Major Subdivision, Station Road

Present for discussion: Stephen T. Patron

M chael Magnol a, Attorney
Geof frey Brown, Engineer

M. Magnola stated that on the |atest revised sketch plat the applicant has
taken into consideration numerous comrents and suggestions by the Board:
the setback |ine has been revised to 200%, access to Route 130 has been
elimnated, they have provided a dedicati on at the southern end of the
property for a bypass road and reconfigured several lots on Station Road.

1 Cl



Pl anni ng' Board M nutes
May Ui, 1981 Page 2

M. Mrch stated that the application has been reviewed. The applicant wl|
receive a letter stating that the application is inconplete and shoul d not
be reviewed by the Planning Board until it is conplete. The letter lists in
detail the corrections required by the O dinance.

M. Magnola asked if this application is formally before the Board.
M. Mrch said it is not.
M. Magnola asked if the coments deal with the proposed ordinance change.

M. Mrch stated that the items listed are only those listed in the present
Or di nance.

M. Mgnola stated that the aﬁplicant feels that there has been sonme effort
to delay this aﬁplication. The applicant has made a good faith effort to
deal with all the comments of the Planning Board and, perhaps, this is a
delaying tactic. If this new ordinance is passed, we may have to seek |egal
remedies to obviate this situation. W regret that this may be the only

al ternative available.

Vice Chairman Swanagan stated that if the drawing is insufficient, then it
s not of a status to be considered.

M. Magnola replied that the applicant agrees, but-the manner in which this
application has been handled is regrettable.

M. March stated that fromthe Cctober 1980 M nutes of the Planning Board,
the items asked for then are still not on the application as submtted today.
The Planning Board has been consistent in requesting this information so a
review can be made.

Proposal for Rezoning (Attachnent B)

Vice Chairman Swanagan stated that there had been a reading of the proposed
Ordinance at the last Township Committee Meeting and- asked for comment from
Mayor Wei dner.

Mayor Veidner: The Township Commttee prepared this Odinance and unani mously
forwarded it to the Planning Board for the follow ng reasons:

1. It is intended as a tenporary change pending a nore conplete
revision of the Cranbury Zoning Ordinance later this year.

2. Its purpose is to prevent the [oss of prime farmand so that
we have sufficient tinme to rework the Zoning O dinance.

Cranbuky s awaiting the decision of the Supreme Court of New Jersey in the
Urban League Zoning Case. W are in a dilemma not know ng specifically what



Pl anni ng Board M nutes
May 1U, 1981 ° ' Page 3

what will be required of us under the law and to still try to carry out
the intent of the Master Plan which recognizes the large agricultural area
of the Township and a desire to preserve it. This decision is expected in
Septenber. A strong position for Cranbury in that suit is its position as
an agricultural community. At all levels of governnent (local, state and
federal) preservation and protection of prine agricultural land has been
supported. Qur present Zoning Ordinance, R-170, permts unlimted housing
on one (I) acre plots throughout this farmng area. Cranbury is in a pre-
carious position maintaining that we are to protect and preserve farn and
whil e taking no specific steps to do so. W nust do something now to
protect this land or there wll be no farmand to protect.

Al three nenbers of the Township Conmttee attended neetings |ast year
regarding a State A?ri cultural Report. One of the conclusions of that »
report is that by allow n? scattered and sporadic devel opment, a town can
undermne the viability of farmng in that area. This is our concern.

W have hired the planning firmof Raynond, Parish, Pine & Weiner, Inc. to
conplete a study and nake reconmendations for revision of Cranbury's Zoning
Ordinance. It is to be conplete by the end of this year and will include
the results of the Suprene Court Decision. Until that time, the Township
Committee has introduced this interim Ordinance which the Planni ng Board is
to review tonight.

| have heard criticismbecause of the short time span from introduction,

review by the Planning Board, and the final nmeeting of the Commttee on this
proposed Ordinance. W asked the Planning Board to meet a week early to
conformto_our nmeeting schedule which is noved up because of Menorial Day.

W have puBiished notice of this and are not trying to slip this by anyone.
Under the [awwe have to give the Ordinance to the Planning Board, wait
thirty-five (3% days and then we are free to enact a Zoning Ordi nance based
on the recomrendation of the Planning Board, but not bound by that recomrenda-
tion. | would be willing to hold a second Public Hearing of the Township
Comm ttee on June 13 to give you tine to prepare and present any reports you
may wish to the Township Conmttee if this request is made at our Monday night
meeting.

Qur primary goal is to protect farmand and to do so in a fair and equitable
manner. That is the attitude our Planner will use in reconmending a new
and conprehensive zoning pl an*

Vice Chairman Swanagan asked for comment from M. March.

M. Mrch: There is a new novenent in New Jersey and other parts of the
Nation to conserve agricultural land. The primary problemis the amount of

| and being used up by "urban spraw " and the tremendous rate at which this is
happening. The Departnment of Agriculture is suggesting a way to organize
growth and managenent of land. The effort is to redirect growh to areas
which are not suitable for agricultural use. Agricultural zones are being
adopted throughout the State—five New Jersey counties are actively involved
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inthis type of program There are nine comunities enbarking on various

kinds of agricultural novenents. The Pinelands Preservation affects

approxi mately fifty-five coomunities* Three other comrunities have agricul tura
zones: two have a very exclusive area zoned for agricultural use only. The
other community is zoned for one dwelling per twenty-five acres which does not
have to be related to an agricultural use. Cranbury's plan is lenient allowng
one dwel ling per six acres. The six acres is a result of the Farm and
Assessnent Act which requires five acres. This is a responsible plan where we
are | ooking at the Township and trying to organi ze growh and preserve the
farmand which is a part of this commnity.

Vi ce Chai rman Swanagan asked for a notion to open the nmeeting to the public.
Mayor Vei dner so noved and M. Hassel bach seconded. Mdtion carri ed.

M. Sinonson stated that he feels this action is not planning, but is a
norat ori um of some type.

Thonas Farino: Attorney representing several |andowners in Canbury.

| represent several |andowners in Qanbury whose real estate value wll be
seriously affected if this amendment is adopted. The timng of this process
is backwards and out-of-step with conventional planning processes. Though
the Planning Board shoul d be responsible for planning and zoning, we find
ourselves in a situation where we have an anendnent to a Zoni ng O di nance,
which practically affects fifty percent of the land mass in Cranbury, one
step frombeing adopted. | question to what extent the P anning Board has
exam ned the recommendati ons made by Planner ?larch. This proposed anrndnent
has come fromthe governing body and was first referred to tho-P anning Board :
on May 10. .

Mayor Wi dner: M. Chairnman, | believe that this is a quasi-Iegislative,
not quasi-judicial hearing where we are to be exam ned and cross-exam ned.

Vi ce Chairman Swanagan: That is correct. The purpose of this public hearing
is for anyone concerned to make a statement. The Board will consider those
statements in their decision.

M. Farino: The concernis the extent to which the Pl anning Board has
revi ened the recommendati ons of M. March. |t appears, by the very short
tinme allowed, that any reviewwoul d have been very neager at best.

The | andowners | represent h=ve several concerns:

1. It doesn't neet the basic concepts of zoning, that bein g the
preservation and perpetuation of the health, safety and wel fare of the resi-
dents of Oranbury. The method of inplenmentation appears to be an inverse
condemation on the land. (ne of the preanble clauses in the Odinance indi-
cates that the Committee reaffirns its desire to preserve the land in areas
where there already is a viable agricultural use. Wat hnppens when farm ng
is not good. The farner may need to sell his land and, yet, it would be
i npossi bl e. i
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2. The alignnment of this proposed agricultural zone appears to be
arbitrary and capricious. All of this zoning is west of Route 130. To the
east is alnost exclusively industrial zoned land. Do Oass 1 and Cass 2
soils exist only on one side of Route 130.

~ 3» There seemto be no viable alternatives to the large lot-size
zoning. One issue is the Transfer of Devel opnent Rights. Was this contem
plated in conjunction with this Ordinance.

U If the industrial zoned land is devel oped, where will housing
take place to acconmodate it.

$. M. Mrch indicated that this is the fourth municipality to zone
so largely for agriculture. What are these other nunicipalities and was
an analysis made for conparison to Cranbury.

| request Mayor Véidnér, on behal f of ny clients, withhold final adoption
for one nonth so that we may present our case.

Mayor Veidner: WII| you be ready to do this at the neeting of the Township
Committee on May 18, 1981.

M. Farino: We would [ike additional tine.

Mayor \Weidner: On behalf of the Township Committee, | would like to comment

on the argunment regarding inverse condenmation. | would like that infornation
on Monday so we can consider wthholding final decision. | re-5térate two
key issues? -

1. This is a first step.
2. W want something fair and equitable to as many as possible. “
Therefore, we would appreciate as nuch information as possible.

Harvey Sachs: Cranbury Resident, Menber of the Environnmental Conm ssion

| can conceive of no issue more inportant to our town than this proposed
Ordinance. | am aghast that this was not brought before the Environnenta
Commi ssion to advise on issues which have major environnental inpact. Wy
the narrowness of debate. - Wiy not consider Transfer of Devel opment Rights
whi ch protects everyones right. :

Al bert Barclay: Princeton attorney representing the Barclay famly.

It appears you are trying to railroad a major chau%e ina very short tine.

You are skipPing over many procedur al safe?uards ich would make this

change nore tair to the people. For exanple, tonight's meeting is legislative
in nature, but we are not being told how you have arrived at your thinking on
the decision you are about to make.
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| raise two issues:

1. Has proper publication been given according to the Sunshine Law.

2. The people should have a right to know the basis of the know edge
on which you are acting. How nuch discussion has taken place prior to this
neeting. This would be a major issue in litigation, but since you do not
want to address this concern, we will have to do so at another tine.

Mayor Vi dner: The Sunshine Law provisions have been conplied with. Any
inplication that this Board has met privately and made its decision is
absol utely wrong.

M. Barclay: This is certainly a question because of the haste with which
this is proceeding. What notice was published and where.

Mayor Wi dner: The notice was published in the Cranbury Press in the
May 8, 1981 issue and the New Brunsw ck Home News yesterday, and posted on

the Township Bulletin Board
M. Barclay: | believe the requirement is for forty-eight hour notice.

M. Oban: That is for transmittal to the newspaper, not for publication

M. Barclay: The real problemis the unusual procedure. The Planning Board
i's being asked to make a decision on the future of Cranbury based on a ten-
mnute presentation. The Planning Board has already set up a well thought-
out Master Plan. Is there a basis for this change and how did the basis
change so radically in the past two years. The final question is that what
| ooks |ike a zoning change seens to bhe a de facto noratorium * It appears
KOU~mant the advantages of a moratorium but-are avoiding the restrictions

y calling it six-acre zoning. The Planning Board nust make a decision on
its own by making a thoughtful and reasonable conclusion before making a
recommendation to the Township Committee.

Giffith Jones: Landowner, Resident of Mntclair

1. The publication of the second notice yesterday shows that this
meeting is inviolation of the Sunshine Act. Therefore, it is a crimna
offense for the Planning Board totake any action. s transmttal made in
accordance with the Law.

. I2. It is unfortunate that the roomis inadequate for this group of
peopl e.

Two years ago there was a session with M. Roach, Planner for the Planning
Board, regarding the Master Plan. A lady asked to zone farmand two acres.
M. Roach said, in his opinion, that two-acre zoning is unconstitutional
Now si x-acre zoning is constitutional. Actually, it is a taking of the
peoples and. The preanble to the Ordinance states that existing zoning can
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no longer preserve farmand due to changed econom ¢ conditions- What
econom ¢ conditions are so different that they mandate an increase from
one to six acres. This is actually exclusionary zoni n? with a vengeance.
You are trying to totally revanp the zoning of the whole Tovvnshiﬁ Wi thin
twenty-one days. The May 1 issue of the Cranbury Press states there will
be a second hearing in June. You nov changev\%our regul arly planned
neeting so this can be railroaded through. y stop at six~tc*e zoning.
Wth action in only three weeks, why not ask for nore.

| object to the fact that we cannot question M. Mrch's presentation
and procedure.

| have heard nothing about the changed econom c conditions in Cranbury nor
why Cranbury's Laws are not sufficiently preserving farmand. The sewers
are laid out so that the lines stop just prior to the farmand areas.
Fundamental fairness would allow owners to bring in expertise on what can
be done to preserve farmand. Nothing has been addressed to the hundreds
of acres, heavily taxed, but not farmed. The value of land will drop
drastically. [It's not buildable. A reduction of tax revenues will result.
If we appear to have doubts of good faith, what evidence do we have to the
contrary.

Mayor \Weidner: | amconfident the Township Cormittee will give additional
time. The Federal funding received for the sewers prohibited sewers for
nore than a specific amunt of undevel oped | ands.

M. Simonson: - There was discussion that there should be |arger sewer |ines.
| do not knowwhy it was not done.

Vice Chai rman Swanagan: The reason it was not done was the Federal regulations.. -

M. Sinonson: Some farners are doing well, others are not. |f you rezone
this land, a farmworth $U00, 000 to $£00, 000 today will drop to $200, 000.
Theblfarrrer‘s borrowi ng power will be cut down. That's just one of the
probl ense

Max Zaitz: Landowner, Resident of Hightstown.

| have had zoning experience throughout the country. Md-western farmers
who didn't want growth made ten-acre zoning. People still bought it. Six-
acre zoning will destroy the land. People are buying up one-acre zoning.

The sane thing will happen with six-acre zoning. You wll| also have to |ower
the tax rate because you will devalue the property.

John Mesko: Landowner, non-resident.

How do we know the Master Plan will be revised in the year.

Mayor Weidner: It is up to the Planning Board as to how soon they enact a
Zoning Ordinance. )
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Raymond Sinonson: Landowner, Non-resident*

A very good alternative to this Ordinance is Transfer of Devel opnent Rights.

WIlis Appl egates Landowner, Resident.

| amvery disappointed in this Board and the Mayor in your approach to this
whol e thing. | hope you will take your tinme in making this decision.

Mark Ber kowski: Resident,

| ama New Jersey Licensed Planner, | hope you will plan what is best for
Cranbury and nmake that suggestion to the Conmttee.

Earl Applegate: Landowner, Resident.

About twenty years ago we rezoned to 200 x 200. W have lived with that.
¢ have no school problens. | see no reason to change zoning now.

M. March represents Plainsboro and Cranbury. The farnmers in Plainsboro

have no benefits at all. The only chance to sell there is under one-acre
| ots.

Irving Smith: Landowner, Non-resident,
| object to the proposal and the nethod by which it has been proposed
Harvey Sachs:

Wy are we not considering Transfer of Devel opnent Rights now, while we
have the chance*

Vice Chairman Swanagan: It has been considered in the past, but not to a
satisfactory conclusion in the mnds of the people who studied it.

- Daphne O Brien: Resident.

| urge the Planning Board to vote no and not recommend this Ordinance to the
Township Committee. Any zoning should come fromthe Planning Board and not
as this is being done.

Don Armstrong: Resident.

| cannot speak to the method, but | amin favor of attenpting to devel op
land so that Class 1 and 2 land can be preserved for farmng. The bread
rush attenpted is harsh, but | encourage the Board to consider the actua
preservation of good farmng |and,

Aifford Reinhardt: Resident.

W shoul d have zoning, but not at the expense of the farmer. There shoul d
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be more fanner input in this program This whole thing should be prolonged
until there is an adequate study made.

Betty Wagner: Resident.

| applaud the Board's efforts to conserve and preserve land. It is
inportant that we don't become another Plainshoro. | do feel confident
that the Board will be able to work this out.

Leonard Harlan: Resident.

Seventy-five percent of the people speakin? are not residents of this town.
They are specul ators who cane here to buy land, to take the risk of specul ation
and not the risk of farmng. They are not defending the farmer and they offend
me by using scare tactics. If we continue to allow massive devel opment we wil
have a serious problemw th water. W're destroying our fundanental backbone,
farmng, by allow ng devel opnment on one-acre |ots. W do not have a surface
water plan. The goals of the Planning Board and the Township Cormittee are
admirable. Be it this plan or another, sonething nust be done.

| point out to M. Jones, an attorney, that | question his acceptance of
the statement of a planner regarding constitutionality.

| hope that the Board will consider seriously at |east the objectives of this
proposal and will act upon them

Charlie Lowe: Resident.

| feel I've been bullied tonight. 1'mvery upset.
Robert Chido: Resident.

The di scussion seens to be regarding the value of the farmand versus the
specul ative nature of the land. | think the people of this tow are nore

interested in its value as agricultural land and not its potential specul ative
_value as devel oped | and.

ksa Davi son: Resident.

| *ve been on the Board of Directors for the Federal Land Bank for twenty-five
years. Mst of the capital in nost of these farns has been made by a good
year and al so some speculation. It is not all earned by farm ng.

Jeff Graydon: Resident:

If a son inherited a farmand could not pay the inheritance tax on it, he
woul d not be able to sell off an acre to raise that noney. | object to'this
proposal
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Chip Wight: Landowner, Resident.

| think this amendment to the Ordinance is a scare tactic. It goes back
to the value of the land at one-acre versus six-acre zoning. The thing
that keeps us in farmng is the potential value of the land at one-acre
so we have collateral for bank loans. |If it goes to six acres, the value
goes down. Ve will not be able to borrow and then we have chaos.

Judson Hagerty: Landowner, Resident.

Right nowyou are chasing the children out of town. They cannot afford to
build in Cranbury. This six-acre zoning will be absolutely prohibitive.

Dick Vest: Resident.

| think there is concern in Cranbury about the high cost to live here,
particularly for senior citizens and children. The point is well nade

that we have sonme good tools for Blanning. Certainly the Transfer of

Devel opnent Rights is one of the best. This would permt zones with high
density close to the Village which can be served by our present water and
sewer facilities and, at the same tinme, preserve some of the agricultura
land we have in Cranbury. | don't like the unit type of zoning as proposed
This could be a graduated type of zoning to fit into the Village and to
protect farnand. The Planning Board has the right to any plan as long as
it can justify the rationale for what it is doing. In previous consideration
for Transfer of Devel opment Rights, we could not meet the State deadline for
the Master Plan and, therefore, couldn't put it together-. -1 think it could
be done. -_ Al so, graduated zoning and conservation or agricultural easements,
whereby a-farner -can be conpensated for-continuing to farm should be
considered. - The farmer does.get benefits: Farmand Assessment and.the .-

Pl anni ng Board and Township® Conmttee recently passed an Agricultura

Ordi nance which prevents a farmer frombeing harrassed while irrigating,
sPraying, and carrying out normal farmactivities. | amsurprised that the
Planning Board did not initiate this change in the Ordinance. As far as
confiscating property is concerned—that is what zoning does. W nust
consider what is best for the majority of the town and for the future of

the town. Do we want it all devel oped or dowe want a little farmand |eft.

Peter Dial: Landowner

| am anazed that you are not encouraging the farnmer to stay, but are naking
it inpossible for himto |eave.

Vice Chairman Swanagan asked for statenents of new points only*
Charlie Lowe:

Can we have an agricultural advisory committee with two or three farners on
it prior to making a decision on this O dinance.
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Max Zaitz:

Why not set up a plan so people can sell land to the Township prior to
selling it to an investor*

Al bert Barclay:

W can't make an intelligent coment until we have a report on which this
change is based.

Giffith Jones:

| address six-acre zoning within a couple hundred yards of Princeton
Meadows. Six-acre zoning is talking about a $300,000 hone. You are
maki ng no distinction in the location of lands. It is arbitrary and unfair
zoning. Qut of nine Planning Board menbers, all but possible one are
single land owners. Your values will go up with this zoning. 1Is there a
crisis on the horizon which warrants this action. [|f you continue to act
inthis arbitrary manner, there is a limt to protection given nenbers of
public boards in New Jersey.

Mayor Wi dner

I 1, The chairman stated we mght have to continue this meeting, not
close it,

2. Regarding the Public Meetings Act, it is ny understanding that the
notice nust be given to a newspaper forty- elght hours prior to a neeting.
The newspaper does not have to publish it. The point | nade is that |
know it appeared yesterday.

Chip Wight:

1. | think the meeting should be cut off because it is deteriorating.
. Mayor Wi dner asked what the Township could do to create a nore
. fr|endlﬁ att|tude for the farmng comunity. The Township Commttee can
-scrap this Odinance and | eave zoning as it is.

Mark Ber kowski : A

| would like to urge the Planning Board to continue discussion unti
all points on the technical side can be discussed.

John Mesko:

The new Ordinance does not relate to the elenent of the Master Flan to

preserve agricultural lands. It prevents the building of greenhouses |ess

than 17" of the property line. ['ma greenhouse farmer. Therefore, it
would forbid me to construct greenhouses on ny property. | suggest the

Pl anni ng Board vote no on this issue*
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M. Hassel bach noved the public session be closed, seconded by M. Height.
Motion carried

Vice Chairman Swanagan: Regarding statements that the Planning Board has
not been studying what should be done to preserve agricultural land in

the Master Plan: Perhaps this Ordinance is not exactly spelled out in the
Master Plan, but concern and study has been an ongoing thing. Mny other
things are to be considered before adoption

Mayor Wi dner noved we continue this public discussion on another date.
| make this notion because | don't want to give the appearance for
residents or landowners that this is a railroad job or that we are
not concerned about the issues raised. N nety percent of the
comrent has been to procedures, not to the Ordinance. W are
seriously interested in your comments. | hope youw !l cone in
with some specifics at a further neeting. Qur concerns on the -
Township Conmttee are to be fair and equitable to all citizens
and to do so in the right way.

| suggest we set up this meeting within the thrity-five day tine period.

M. Height seconded the motion. Mbtion carried. :

Mayor Vi dner stated that the Township Conmttee would not take any action
on May 18, 1981, but there would be a Public Hearing as published

Mayor Vi dner noved we call a special neeting on Thursday, My 28, 1981, at
8:00 P. M Seconded by Kr. Wahlers, Mtion carried.

M. Sinonson noved the Meeting adjourn,- M. Height seconded, Mtion carried, .
Time: 10:17 P. M
Respectful |y submtted,

facregea armm Kaolidin

Georgea von Lutcken
Secretary
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MR. LITWN:. There is a place on
your agenda for any orther business and | have sone ot her
busi ness to bring before the Board.

MR. CHAIRVAN. Al right. WII
you nention the subject? State your nane, also.

MR LITWN M nane is Lawence
Litwin. Attorney at Law. | practice in Mrristown.
represent Richcrete Mdstate Filagree and Pl ant Foods.

I n Decenber we appeared before you in connecti oi}
with some information we wanted to provide to you in

connection with a Master Plan. W were encouraged to do

so, we volunteered to do so. W retained a planned, M. ]

Si manski, we gave a report to this Board in March.

| sent a followup letter at the arid of f
|

March. | had one tel ephone conversation with M. Stonaker I

and | know that M. Sinmanski has had comments and di s- "

cussions with the planners’: The report is very conprehensive

and | believe we are entitled to some kind-of a response®

The report indicates the existing | and use,

t he ordi nance, the proposed uses, the adjoining town,

traffic, environnmental considerations and it cones to H
certain conclusions and recomendations including the

fact that the property should not be zoned by I|ight

i ndustrial .but industrial and that the adjoining property
shoul d not be zoned light inpact residential.
| believe this Board has an obligation to

act in a reasonable fashion and listen to what | have

Cee
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to say and consider what we have presented to this Board*
| think that we are entitled to —
MR STONAKER: My | be heard,
M* Chairman?
MR LITWN My | finish?
MR. CHAIRVAN | was hoping that
you woul d finish your statenent and let us reply to you.
MR LITWN Now, | will finish
in the space of two mnutes, | guarantee it*
Now, in review ng the zoning ordi nance based
upon a Master Plan this Board is not obligated to have
a mrror image of the Master Plan in the zoning ordinance
that it recommends to the governing board* In the case

of Boring Arrow versus West Orange — that case stands

for that proposition

The zoning is to consider the character and
suitability with a view of conserving val ue of the , - :
property and encouragi ng the nost appropriate use* - ;

W don't believe that it =is taken into |
account in the Master Plan and in the ordi nance that ;
you are about to or have recommended to the governing !
body.

| believe that the Muunt Laurel Two obligations
that this community has in no way has an effect on this
area* There is nothing in Munt Laurel Two that woul d
obligate this Board to recommend to the governi ng body

an ordinance that turns what is a presently conforning
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use into a non-conformng use in any nmanner, shape or
formin that particular area of the connunify on the
H ghtstown and Cranbury Station Road
I would like to have ny planner communicate
in an open comunication with this Board so that we
m ght understand your problens with what we are suggesting
because we are at great riff* W are at very great
riffs in terns of how our property can be used in terns
of the potential for future developnent t here.
| thank you for your tine. | want to be

brief and to the point, the hour is late and you | adies

and gentlenmen all have put in a full day. | have too:
| have an hour ride home. | thank you.

MR. STONAKER | would like to
be heard. | would like the record to indicate that we

are talking at 11:30 p.m: that | told M. Litw’n‘that
we-had a very full agenda this evening and there was - non
chance .of his. having a hearing because the Board had to
consider all of these matters.

| told himthat it was not worthwhile for him
to appear here tonight. | also comunicated to himthat
he had a right to have a public hearing on the ordinanée
before the Township Commttee and that we went through
the Master Plan hearings for some 14AnDnths and hi s
client never appeared at that time.

So, you know, there is still a public

hearing, the ordinances have not even been -introduced

R
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or recomended by this Board,

So, he has a right to be heard at the public
heari ng before the goVerning body, '

MR. HARVEY: \Wen everybody el se
is heard. W have read his report and taken it intQ accountg
but ve are not haQing any public hearings on the ordi nance
in front of the Planning Board*

MR, LITWN:. | didn't suggest
that you shoul d. | woul d suggest that this Board has
sone type of obligation at, at |east, acknow edge receipt*
| have not received one letter, one conmunication ot her
than the courtesy of M. Stonaker's phone call and |
know that the planned had conferred with our planner.

But, | think that this Board should |isten
to mhat.our pl anner has to say, | only think so in

f ai rness.
MR. - <2JA RVAN - The Board, has--*

each- received a copy-of his report:- and-to ny know edge :-.-
the Board has all read his report. So, they have

consi dered his report.

MR. LITWN | woul d wonder if
there is anybody who thinks that there is nerit to his
report. | would wonder if there is anyone who t hi nks
that there is substanti al nérit to your report.

The gentleman to your left is shaking his
head yes so anybe he does and maybe others do. If so,

maybe there should be sone dial ogue between the Board
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4 and our planner because when you recommend the ordi nance

to the governing body there is nothing that says that you
must mrror imnmage what the Master Plan calls for.

MR HARVEY: | amnot interested
I n pursuing a discussion of the aw. W have an attorney
who advised us on that and we will act accordingly.

MAYCR DANSER  The tinme for
i nput was at the public hearing for-the Mast er Pl an which
had been devel oped for approximately 14 nonths prior to

Septenber 1982 at which tinme it was adopt ed.
MR. LITWN:. That's correct. Mayor,

and the last tinme | appeared in Decenber | said to M.

St onaker, and he nodded hi s head approvingly, but | had
a client who cane to ne-too late but it does not nean
that they should be penalized if they have a neritorious

position.._ You are absolutely right.

But., tie law al so indicates that you-don*t .

have to mrror image the zoning ordi nance on the—Master

Pl an.
MAYOR DANSER: W have heard

this evening that there is a public hearing where you

wi || have your opportunity.

MR LITWN: | think that this
Board may have an obligation in terns of reasonabl eness

to listen to what we have to say.

MAYOR DANSER: | can assure

you that this Board read that and has considered the things
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that your planner has recommended and di scussed them
during the workshops when we are finalizing the draft
of the ordinahce*

| nmove that we adjourn.
MR, HARVEY: Second.

MR, LITWN:. Thank you.
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CERTI FI CATE

[, JONI LYNN DOTZAUER, a Notary Public and
Certified Shorthand Reporter of the State of New Jersey
do hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and |
accurate transcript of the testinony as taken steno-
graphically by and before ne at the tine, place and on

the date herei nbefore set forth.

| DO FURTHER CERTIFY that | amneither a
rel ati ve nor enpl oyee nor atforney nor counsel of any
of the parties to this action, and that | amneither
rel ati ve nor enployee of such attorney or counsel, and

that | amnot financially interested in the action

My comm ssion expires: March 28, 1984




