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RE:

State Planning Matters

Thanks, Ed, Ben and John, for having such a refreshingly open discussion about Endorsement at the Plan Implementation Committee this week.  You made it crystal clear that you have redoubled your efforts to get a State Plan adopted and resolve the difficult issues surrounding Endorsement as soon as possible.  We wish you every success!

We know you have a very difficult job—so many different interests and advocates, all with their own competing agendas.  Although you may see PlanSmart NJ (the new name for the Regional Planning Partnership) as just one member of that crowd, we are not.  Unlike many single interest groups, we are advocates for the economy and for the environment, promoting both in ways that reduce costs and improve social justice, or regional equity. 

Over the last 40 years, we have worked with public officials at all levels and branches of government; people from businesses and their associations, developers, environmentalists, planners, lawyers, engineers, architects, urban and regional equity advocates and coalitions of various stripes.  We know that the differences among these groups are seen as insoluble competition between those for and against growth, those for and against Home Rule.

But we feel that each of these groups has legitimate concerns about the future of New Jersey—they all want conditions to improve, not deteriorate.  And each has important qualifications for helping to make it better—they each know what they need to do be part of the solution, rather than part of the problem.  

We know from 40 years experience that it is possible to find common ground and build on the extensive expertise of all these players to get better results for all of them and for all of New Jersey.  This is pragmatic, not utopian.  In fact, it is the only responsible way to move forward.  

We have used our understanding of the common ground to envision a new approach to land use planning, regulations and infrastructure investments.  We have developed ways in which each of these areas can be re-engineered to optimize results across the board, rather than maximize results on any single issue.  

We have created a new approach to comprehensive planning that is manageable: 4E Planning.  This supports the economy, the environment, a more efficient use of resource and regional equity, or social justice.  All of the 19 policy areas listed in the current State Plan, adding the newly proposed “green” areas, are covered in this structure.  It also fills a gap the State Plan has had by adding social justice and regional equity—an absolutely critical goal listed in the State Planning Act.  

We have created a new structure to make statewide planning objectives, based on existing laws and adopted policies, into specific and meaningful targets: Plan Metrics.  Having tough standards that are clearly tied to statutory responsibilities and clear improvements to New Jersey’s quality of life, need not be politically difficult.   

We have devised a way to distribute portions of these statewide targets to regions, reflecting the various conditions in different parts of the state.  This structure organizes and integrates the myriad decision-makers, all acting independently on growth, conservation, and infrastructure issues as if each was the only player on the stage. 

Local governments are then engaged in a county-wide planning process to use their Home Rule together to negotiate agreements on how they will meet the region’s targets—a planning process called a RAP (Regional Action Plan).  Counties will act as the convener of this process and monitor its agreements.  

Like you, we have been working feverishly to find ways to meet the vision in the State Planning Act.  Let’s bring our various work products together.  Our work can easily be incorporated into yours.  In fact, we designed it to do so.  

Can we set up a meeting with those from the staff and Commission to explore how we may help you without adding delay to your schedule?  I will call you Monday to see when may be a convenient time for you.  

To provide you with a little more background, the concerns that I raised at the meeting are based on how the State Planning Commission is approaching the enormous challenge raised in the State Planning Act.  And all of them can be entirely addressed by the new tools and strategies.  
We see the challenge of the State Planning Act as follows:  

· It expects you to be a Janus, with your face toward local government but your eyes on statewide objectives.  That is why I asked you to make sure you do not lose sight of the statewide objectives as you address local concerns.
· It expects the Plan to be voluntary but to be the vehicle for coordinating and integrating state agency and local functional plans, regulations, and infrastructure investments.  Leaving the state agencies to tend to their own rules and regulations, with no place in your process to coordinate and integrate them in the Endorsement process, will never achieve what should be the true benefit to local government and private players alike—the possibility of sailing through the permitting process on a wave of certainty that legal responsibilities will be addressed and the best possible results will be achieved.  
· It expects specific growth areas to be identified and growth to be encouraged there.  Establishing an open-ended Endorsement process, “hoping” that growth that is needed to support our economy, improve transit potential and increase racial and economic integration, is not enough.  We must get specific and give parameters.  In other words, the State Plan should articulate how much and what kind of growth should go where, in order to accomplish specific objectives.  
· It expects conservation areas to be identified and protected.  Again, Endorsement cannot “hope” that critical areas or inefficient locations for development will be avoided.  We must get specific about what levels of growth—if any—are acceptable.  This is important especially since the WQMP rules are establishing a blanket nitrate dilution standard over an entire HUC 11, something that will not protect water quality, supply or habitat.  This provides the State Planning Commission with an excellent opportunity to put together a land use plan that will meet aggressive protection and improvements in each watershed, to the HUC 14 level.  
· It expects achievement across a range of potentially competing goals.  These goals include not only the eight overall goals that are incorporated into the current State Plan but also a ninth goal that has to date been excluded:  that social and economic equity should be promoted.  PlanSmart NJ advocates that this ninth goal be included in the next draft of the State Plan and supported by clear policies and best planning practices.  This is vital, not simply for moral reasons, but also for pragmatic fiscal reasons: the state can no longer afford the concentration of poverty that makes New Jersey one of the most segregated states in the country.  
· It expects specific targets to be set and monitored for compliance.  Whether they are called targets or planning objectives, the State Planning Commission has never been able to deal with this statutory requirement.  In part, this has been because there is a confusing number of possible indicators, and there are limited data and little consensus on what the targets should be.  PlanSmart NJ is in the midst of researching legislation and adopted policy to find a limited number of targets that will reflect the State Planning Acts comprehensive goals.  
· And it expects standards to be the basis for consistency review.  This is why I was disappointed to find that the requirements in the Endorsement Guidelines added up to merely a check-off list of documents to be submitted.  Without standards, how will consistency be rated?  How can municipalities avoid the time and costs of re-doing work that will come from not knowing how their petition will be evaluated in the first place?  
I hope that, once you understand what we are proposing, you will find them completely consonant with your own ambition to meet the expectations of the State Planning Act.  

Thanks for considering my request.
