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The State Development and Redevelopment Plan 
(Accompanied by Attractive Photos, Maps, Graphics depicting relevant scenes highlighting the meaning, importance and relevance of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan) 

· The State Development and Redevelopment Plan is about creating a framework to ensure a standard of living and quality of life to which we aspire and expect for ourselves, for our children and grandchildren to enjoy, and a decision-making framework that will help us in achieving it.      

· The State Development and Redevelopment Plan is about building more livable and sustainable communities to meet the demands of the 21st century. 

· The State Development and Redevelopment Plan is about a rapidly changing economy and devising ways to retain and recruit high quality employment opportunities amidst those changes.  
· The State Development and Redevelopment Plan is about uncovering innovative approaches to creating safe, decent and affordable housing opportunities located near those jobs.  

· The State Development and Redevelopment Plan is about transforming a 20th century transportation system that relies primarily on the automobile to one for the 21st century that will do a better job in managing travel demand by integrating transportation planning and land-use decision-making while optimizing the use of multi-modal transportation networks.      
· The State Development and Redevelopment Plan is about planning to ensure that we have sufficient clean water to drink,  adequate clean air to breathe while showing respect for New Jersey’s bio-diversity in protecting wildlife and their habitats and simultaneously promoting a healthy economy. 

· The State Development and Redevelopment Plan is devising ways to clean up the environmentally degraded remains of an earlier industrial era while ensuring that our own waste is reduced and disposed of in more environmentally sound ways. 
· The State Development and Redevelopment Plan is about revitalizing urban areas by identifying the persistent obstacles to redevelopment and devising innovative ways to overcome them.     

· The State Development and Redevelopment Plan is about promoting innovative ways to preserve dwindling open space for passive and active uses in both rural and urban areas as financial resources continue to fund these efforts  diminishes.  

· The State Development and Redevelopment Plan is about  continuing to preserve farmland, while simultaneously identifying innovative means to promote agricultural economic viability.     

· The State Development and Redevelopment Plan is about planning, rediscovering and protecting the state’s historic and cultural heritage in ways that will be instructive for current and future generations, while also leveraging the economic benefits that such attractions may provide.  
· The State Development and Redevelopment Plan is most of all about governance, and about conducting government business in creative and innovative ways resulting in a better-informed public decision-making process.
Introduction 

· The State Development and Redevelopment Plan will  – 

· Inspire –by posing a vision of New Jersey’s future and clarifying a set of shared values to which all of New Jersey can understand and relate 

· Lead – by building upon that vision and those shared values and translating them into goals, strategies and policies, marking innovative, effective and efficient pathways for the State Plan’s implementation.

· Balance – by recommending ways that are both fair and reasonable to equitably share the costs and benefits of growth and development and to balance growth and development with the conservation of the state’s valuable natural resources while protecting, maintaining and restoring the state’s environment and cultural heritage to promote an attractive quality of life as prescribed in the State Planning Act.
· Coordinate – by providing a single text to provide   strategic focus and guidance with respect to sound and integrated statewide planning as well as its coordination with local and regional planning in order to conserve its natural resources, revitalize its urban centers and older suburbs, protect the quality of its environment and provided needed housing and adequate public services at a reasonable cost, while promoting beneficial economic growth, development and renewal. 
1. Purpose of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan    

The State Development and Redevelopment Plan presumes that a healthy economy and continued growth are imperatives for New Jersey’s continued well-being. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan is therefore not about no-growth. To the contrary the State Development and Redevelopment Plan is about encouraging growth and development in ways that help the economy grow, to serve the state and its many communities, and to conserve natural resources and protect the environment. 
The purpose of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan is to provide a framework for decision-making that takes a long-range view while simultaneously incorporating a multi-faceted and balanced perspective in weighing the economic growth and conservation needs of the state. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan also seeks to provide a strategic focus in those regards by posing a vision, by identifying goals that are consistent with that vision, along with identifying the strategies and policies that need to be implemented to achieve its vision and goals.   

2. State Development and Redevelopment Plan Role 


The State Development and Redevelopment Plan is intended to serve as a policy document for state, regional and local departments and agencies to guide functional plans, infrastructure investment decisions and fiscal and regulatory programs.  
The State Development and Redevelopment Plan’s plays a role that plans more generally are expected to play. That role is one that brings knowledge to action in terms of basic problem solving. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan represents an effort to compile and analyze information, while posing a vision and setting goals in terms of that vision, and then formulating and evaluating alternative policies to meet those goals to ultimately achieve the vision.  

State departments and agencies, counties and municipalities are expected to review and perhaps modify their functional plans, investment decisions, fiscal and regulatory programs with respect to the framework provided by the State Development and Redevelopment Plan. 


The State Development and Redevelopment Plan’ role is to serve as a guide. Its principal source of its guidance is a function of the persuasiveness of the combination of its vision, goals, statewide policies and its State Plan Policy Map (SPPM).   


3. State Development and Redevelopment Plan Functions 
The State Development and Redevelopment Plan and its planning process have been a beacon for other states seeking to provide long-range, state planning. At one time, New Jersey was among a short list of lead states engaged in state planning because those states foresaw the importance of establishing a statewide planning process. Many more states are today engaged in state planning. 

State planning in New Jersey thereby grows from a tradition that is almost as long as its local planning tradition, now nearly three-quarters of a century old. Once a lonely pioneer, its contemporary efforts are today reinforced by other states which also perceive the importance of and continue to engage in state planning.   

The traditional functions of New Jersey state planning are four-fold:

2. to collect data and construct an inventory of the State’s natural resources, economy and land use patterns;

3. to devise policy recommendations with respect to concerns that might arise from the compilation and analyses of those inventories; 

4. to identify the need and plan for state capital facilities; 

5. to coordinate the activities of State departments and agencies. 

These four functions continue to remain important and relevant to State government, its planning and its operations.  Although the State Development and Redevelopment Plan may change form, these fundamental functions will still need to be addressed.   

The evolution and importance of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan transcend any single gubernatorial administration. Instead, they reflect the efforts of an increasingly sophisticated planning profession in addressing these fundamental functions in its efforts to improve state government decision-making by framing and addressing pressing public policy concerns on the state government level. 
4.Forum & Framework 

The State Planning Commission provides an inter-department and inter-agency, multi-government level forum where discussion and dialogue can take place. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan provides the framework to guide that discussion and dialogue by identifying and analyzing substantive concerns in the context of goals, strategies and policies along with an effort to set priorities which results from a highly participatory and interactive cross-acceptance planning process that is statutorily scheduled to take place within a periodic cycle.   

The State Development and Redevelopment Plan is an effort to provide a framework for New Jersey’s state government and its local government jurisdictions to diagnose their concerns and to make better informed and more responsive decisions about where and how to grow and develop. 
5.Valuable & Unique Perspective 

Ideally, through the combination of this forum and framework, a unique and important perspective will emerge to lead to helpful diagnoses and problem-solving in both fair and reasonable ways.  The solutions that emerge are expected to be balanced in weighing economic development and environmental concerns. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan stands for the idea that a fair and reasonable balance between those concerns is possible.   

The potential for achieving that balance was prescribed by the State Planning Act more than two decades ago. The State Planning Act declared that “The State Development and Redevelopment Plan shall be designed to represent a balance of development and conservation objectives best suited to meet the needs of the state.” (N.J.S.A. 52:18A-200) 


A second element of the important and unique perspective provided by the State Planning Act has to do with time. The intended perspective is long-range. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan is based upon a 20-year horizon. 


The State Development and Redevelopment Plan should not be expected to provide quick and easy solutions to the many concerns facing either State government or its local government jurisdictions.  Addressing the many concerns identified in the State Development and Redevelopment Plan will take time. 
Today’s built environment to which the State Development and Redevelopment Plan is responding evolved gradually over the past half-century or more. Addressing those concerns will also take time, and then only if sufficient thought and energy are applied to these concerns.   

A third element of this valuable and unique perspective is its strategic focus. A strategic focus begins with the outline provided by the State Planning Act. It helps to shape the vision and subsequently the goals that are derived from that vision.  
The State Planning Commission filled in more details over time with respect to its vision, its goals and the strategies and policies that followed through the successive writings of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan.  The vision of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan has two elements:    
1. The Substance -- the substantive vision is the “what” of State Planning. It answers the question – “To where should all this lead?” That vision is a state comprised of healthy, vibrant, diverse and more compact, walkable communities complete with quality employment opportunities, offering a range of housing choices, developed in appropriate locations and in suitable ways so that development will be environmentally sensitive and where feasible include multi-modal transportation alternatives to the automobile. 
2. The Process -- the vision also includes a process or the way decisions to reach the appropriate outcomes will be made. The State Planning Act outlined a “cross-acceptance” process that translates into a highly interactive public participatory planning process engaging the departments and agencies of State government, along with local government jurisdictions, stakeholders and citizens throughout the state to develop the State Development and Redevelopment Plan.
6. The Three Fundamental State Plan Issues 
The vision of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan is responding to a set of three fundamental State Plan Issues. The State Planning Commission over the past two decades has attempted to be responsive to these questions through the development and implementation of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan. 

These issues and the efforts to respond to them are central, but at times may be lost in the complexity and details that comprise the planning process. It is therefore important to keep these issues in sharp focus and ensure that they do not become overwhelmed by the complexity and details.   
The three fundamental questions that should be the focus of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan are the following:
 1. Where are the appropriate locations for future growth and  

     development along with those areas where future growth and 

     development should be limited and even discouraged from

     occurring?   
2. What kinds of future growth and development should be 
encouraged at those locations and conversely what kinds of future 

growth and development should be discouraged at those locations? 
3. How should the participants in the state planning process, including the state government with its various departments and agencies, its local jurisdictions, the many stakeholders and citizens, organize themselves to effectively devise a State Development and Redevelopment Plan to guide decisions in these regards? 
Adequately addressing these three fundamental questions and attempting to provide valuable guidance in seeking answers to them is central to the State Development and Redevelopment Plan. These questions seem just as important and relevant today as they did when the State Development and Redevelopment Plan posed and addressed them in the State Plan’s first iteration in 1992.  In fact, they may be even more relevant today in light of the rapidly changing circumstances the State of New Jersey now faces. While other important issues inevitably arise in the course of attempting to address these questions, these three questions remain fundamental to the task facing the State Development and Redevelopment Plan.   

7.  The Underlying Key Concepts 
A brief exploration of three key concepts helps to highlight how far ahead of its time the State Development and Redevelopment Plan has been and where it is likely going. The evolving three key concepts are “growth management,” “smart growth,” and “sustainable development” or “sustainability.” 


In the last version of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan approved by the State Planning Commission in March 2001, The State Development and Redevelopment Plan recognized the importance of the idea of “sustainable development” as a unifying theme for addressing development and redevelopment in New Jersey.  Sustainable development was touted as a way “to rethink and reshape our business practices and our use of land, energy, technology and the environment, to design the kinds of places that will offer an exemplary quality of life.” 

Since that time the concept of “sustainable development” has become more popular and widespread.  Today it is equated with a new social ethic, one that is not only mindful of the needs of the present, but also attuned to the needs of future generations. With respect to the State Development and Redevelopment Plan, “sustainability” represents an outgrowth, an evolution from and building upon two earlier concepts that are also embedded in the State Plan. The two earlier concepts were “growth management” and “smart growth.” 
a. Growth Management
“Growth Management” was a term of art when New Jersey first embarked on its contemporary state planning exercise in the mid-1980’s. Growth Management, in part, grew from the environmental movement of the 1970’s, but sought to expand the confines of that movement. Growth Management recognized the need to take into account economic development to be balanced with environmental protection. 

More specifically, Growth Management questioned whether local jurisdictions could be effective in timing and phasing growth; and whether such jurisdictions could adequately coordinate infrastructure investments with land use regulations.  
In some ways, Growth Management as an idea reflected a loss of faith in ad hoc solutions. It instead sought more comprehensive ways to manage growth. It marked an advance over conventional zoning regulations and subdivision controls. 
Growth Management attempted to be more comprehensive than these earlier controls could be. Whereas zoning assumed that growth would occur and attempted to regulate location and intensity, it was less useful in taking into account, planning and coordinating capital improvements such as roads, sewers, water supply facilities, parks and schools.  
Growth Management sought to pose and maintain a dynamic equilibrium between development and conservation by addressing demands for infrastructure and public services in reasoned and deliberate ways, matched by a more comprehensive set of land use controls. 
This change in thinking led to new land use tools and combinations of tools. Growth Management tools and techniques were more likely employed on the metropolitan fringe, at the border between urban and rural areas. The question of Growth Management and the future of the “exurban fringe” were very much aspects of the discussion at the time of the writing of the first iteration of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan in the late 1980’s and early 1990’s.
  Growth Management called for the development of a more comprehensive approach, the coordination of infrastructure investment with land use controls and a substantially expanded state government role. Growth Management presumed that this type of effort was simply beyond the limited capacities of local government jurisdictions. The approach tended to pay less attention to concerns related to the urban core and instead focused on metropolitan fringe areas where the city and country met. 
b. Smart Growth 

“Smart Growth” was a term that captured imaginations at the time of the second iteration of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan during the mid-1990’s.  It was popularized by the Urban Land Institute, the Smart Growth Network and the United States Environmental Protection Agency that established a Smart Growth Division. The efforts of Governor Parris Glendening in Maryland during this period and subsequently by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger in California are also associated with the term “Smart Growth.” 
Smart Growth focused much less on natural resource conservation and more on where and what kinds of growth should take place. It concentrated on development forms. From state governments’ perspectives, it also stood for development approaches that would be fiscally sound. 
“Smart Growth” refers to a set of policies, a toolbox, that governors and state legislatures, planning groups and local governing bodies can use  to steer growth to areas that are already developed and away from the countryside and farmland. The concept suggests that growth is inevitable and that growth is good. It raises the question of whether growth can be better located, planned and designed.   

With respect to those questions, “Smart Growth” suggests the inclusion of 10 agreed upon principles. Although no one project might incorporate all 10 principles, these principles were employed as a list of criteria by which projects and programs could be easily evaluated.  The value of these principles was to help point to showcase projects. Smart Growth scorecards and rating matrices proliferated to assess projects and programs at this time.  The notion of Smart Growth as an alternative to sprawl gained a strong following. The emphasis was primarily on growth and development and less on the environment, although developing in more environmentally sound ways was an important part of this conversation.  
The 10 Smart Growth principles included the following: 

1. promote mixed-use development
2. take advantage of compact building design

3. create a range of housing opportunities

4. create walkable communities

5. foster distinctive, attractive communities with a strong sense of place

6. preserve open space, farmland, natural beauty and critical environmental areas

7. strengthen and direct development toward existing communities

8. provide a variety of transportation options

9. make development decisions predictable, fair and cost effective

10. encourage community and stakeholder collaboration
These principles were already an integral part of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan. In fact, the first iteration of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan was entitled “Communities of Place,” suggesting just those types of developments that were advocated as typical of “Smart Growth” throughout the next decade and beyond until now. 

“Smart Growth” is also linked to the “New Urbanist” movement, a significant architectural campaign that emerged at the same time. This movement called for a new set of rules that would lead to more compact, walkable, diverse community design. What has emerged from this movement are “smartcodes,” which move away from the typical low-density, spread out suburban development patterns and seek to establish a flexible framework for community development that are just the opposite. This framework ought to be accompanied by incentives and disincentives for developers along with the big changes that State government funding and regulation might provide with respect to infrastructure investments and regulatory policies.    



c. Sustainable Development 

“Sustainable Development” is a concept that extends beyond the notion of “Smart Growth.” It has international implications with roots in a number of United Nations Commissions and Conferences, with roots that stem back to the 1970’s, but becoming more prominent with the Brundtland Commission, which was established in 1983. That Commission was established to address growing concerns related to the accelerating deterioration of the human environment and natural resources and consequences of that deterioration for economic and social development. 
The Brundtland Commission’s report, which was released in 1987, defined “Sustainable Development” in the following way: 

“Sustainable Development is development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.” 

The concept seeks to balance the economy and environment, adding an important social equity element to its mix. Sustainable Development has an obvious temporal aspect to it as well as it encourages more disciplined thinking about the impacts of development on future generations. 
In 1996, The Regional Plan Association released its “Region at Risk: The Third Regional Plan for the New York, New Jersey Metropolitan Area.” It recommended that the “Three E’s – economy, environment and equity, the components of our quality of life be employed as a central theme to its regional plan. Sustainable development was viewed as an important cross-cutting issue, a way of perceiving and approaching the human condition through investments and policies that would focus on the long-term weighing of each set of those varied, yet connected concerns. 

In addition, central to the Regional Planning Association’s regional plan was the question of land use. Perhaps because land use is a vague term, policymakers have historically had difficulty in grasping the linkages between the use of land, the economy, the environment and the social health and equity of communities. Discussion of land use may have been difficult because while economic and environmental concerns are generally debated on the Federal and state levels of government, land use has long been cherished as a local government prerogative.    
Land use decisions are an important if too often overlooked thread that connects the “Three E’s” and are therefore central to the concept of “Sustainable Development.” Land use decisions affect employment growth, housing prices, patterns of economic and racial segregation, transportation, water resources, natural habitats and the functioning of regional systems that affect the cost of living and quality of life. 
“Sustainable Development” also reflects a growing awareness of the connections among what may appear to be multiple and diverse systems. In the past, these connections seemed less obvious. “Sustainable Development” recognizes the many ways that the economy, housing, transportation and environment systems are linked. Initiating action in one sphere often has multiple consequences in terms of the connected systems, some unintended and unanticipated.  

“Sustainable Development” suggests the importance to pay close attention to the interactive effects of these systems and the distribution of costs and benefits across them. Who pays and who benefits and the way those costs and benefits are distributed goes to the third E, or equity concern. 

Curiously, while the rest of the world may be just beginning to discover this concept, the 3E’s may be viewed as an important aspect of the New Jersey’s State Planning Act. They were reflected to lesser or greater extents in the past two iterations of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan, reflecting an initial impetus that was provided by the State Legislature through the State Planning Act. 
Finally, “Sustainable Development” requires thinking about indicators and targets. The concept is associated with measuring progress with respect to indicators and targets, in ways that extends beyond merely planning by also raising questions about reporting, measurement and management. Indicators and targets provide a common language, or framework for organizing the actions of the many players in this land use game. Hopefully, the indicators and targets provide a sense of direction, shared values, a common purpose and the means to begin to effectively plan and manage the interacting systems.  
“Sustainable Development” was mentioned in numerous places throughout the second iteration of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan in 2001.   

The Case for the State Development and Redevelopment Plan

A strong case needs to be made for the employment of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan so that the diverse parties likely touched by it and its processes remain clear as to its role and importance. The following six points help to strengthen the case for the State Development and Redevelopment Plan.    
1. Helping to Frame the Important Issues  

New Jersey is a state of abundant resources and a highly desirable quality of life. It has been blessed historically with a robust economy. It has also been historically well-positioned to share in the benefits of national growth and prosperity. However, the state’s resources and its quality of life are sensitive to the negative impacts from uncoordinated growth and development.   

There are signs that New Jersey may be looking ahead to an erosion of its standard of living and quality of life in the foreseeable future if steps are not taken to prevent it. The evidence is in the form of chronic concerns as well as more acute economic pressures at this time. The acute concerns have to do with the current economic downturn its accompanying loss of employment opportunities, the burst of the “housing bubble” and sub-prime mortgage crisis along with related credit tightening. These phenomena are national in scope and impact, but New Jersey is likely to be affected by them for the foreseeable immediate future. 

The chronic concerns have to do with the persistent shortage of affordable and workforce housing, traffic congestion, the continued loss of farmland and open space and fiscal pressures on government at all levels. In addition, although there have been positive signs related to economic redevelopment in a number of the state’s  urban centers over the past decade, too many of New Jersey’s “first suburbs” now report the spread of urban ills into their jurisdictions.

   In addition, these growing concerns have been heightened by the recent precipitous rise in energy costs along with relatively novel environmental concerns related to green house gas emissions and their connection to global climate change. 

The State Development and Redevelopment Plan is fashioned to address these concerns in ways that other forums simply are not.  Some of the key questions that might be considered by the State Planning Commission through the framework provided by the State Development and Redevelopment Plan include the following: 
· How should state government balance the need to grow economically while simultaneously ensuring the protection of the state’s valuable natural and cultural resources and reduce health threatening pollution to ensure an attractive and sustainable quality of life for all New Jerseyans  in the 21st Century? 

· How should state government encourage more mixed-use, densely populated and walkable communities that will be more energy efficient and environmentally sound in the 21st century? 
· How should state government promote opportunities for more affordable and workforce housing in locations that are in close proximity to areas of increasing employment opportunities and thereby contribute to the reduction of traffic congestion, vehicle miles traveled and green house gas emissions? 
· How should state government continue to pay for and provide for quality public services at the level to which New Jersey residents have grown accustomed to receiving without imposing burdensome cost increases?    
The list of issues may seem daunting, but it is more than likely only a start.  Despite the obvious importance of these issues, it is difficult to imagine or identify another forum in State government that can frame these issues or address them in quite this way. 
This situation underscores the importance and contribution that may be provided by the State Planning Commission as a unique forum within State government. It also emphasizes the importance of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan and its associated processes to provide a framework for these concerns. 
2. Providing a Unique Perspective 

The State Planning Commission can function in a way to provide a unique and valuable perspective to address these issues and others like them. 

None of the questions posed above falls neatly or exclusively into a State department or agency functional category. To address these issues, dialogue is necessary across multiple State departments and agencies. The dialogue would also benefit from contributions by local government districts. In this way, the State Planning Commission provides an alternative view to the way State government typically conducts its “business as usual.” This view and its voice are especially important at a time when new more effective approaches to policy-making are urgently needed. 
The work of the State Planning Commission and the employment of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan together offer a forum and a framework to diagnose pressing public policy concerns. They offer a way to fashion meaningful coordinated and integrated solutions based upon those diagnoses.     The State Planning Commission provides a forum within which State departments and agencies can communicate proposed policies before they are adopted and implemented. The State Planning Commission also provides a unique means with local jurisdiction representation to engage and elicit local jurisdictions’ early reactions to State department and agency initiatives. 
In addition, the State Development and Redevelopment Plan, through both its cross-acceptance and plan endorsement processes, provides the framework and focus for State departments and agencies, counties and municipalities, key stakeholders and the public-at-large to voice their concerns and contribute to both the plan’s development and eventually its implementation. The combination of the State Planning Commission and the State Development Plan with its attendant processes provide a unique and valuable perspective on the pressing policy and planning issues of the day.  
3. Making State Government More Efficient and Effective 
The State Planning Commission through the application of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan offers a way to make State government more efficient and effective than it otherwise might be. The combination of the State Planning Commission and the State Development and Redevelopment Plan have the potential to achieve this end by improving the deployment, integration and alignment of State departments and agencies practices, procedures, policies and programs.  
Absent a forum like the State Planning Commission, different departments and agencies and different levels of government are more likely to operate in their respective “silos,” making decisions and allocating resources in ways that may conflict or even contradict with the decisions and actions of others. The State Planning Commission provides an opportunity to assist State departments and agencies and local governments to improve deployment, integration and alignment.
Deployment is about casting ideas and spreading practices, procedures, policies or programs across state government. Deployment usually involves communications and training.  
Integration is different from deployment. It begins with communication, but involves “drilling down” by identifying existing practices, procedures, policies and programs and what may need to change or be replaced when incorporating new initiatives. Integration goes beyond communications and training to diagnoses and a strategy for bureaucratic change.   

Alignment serves to ensure that the different parts of the organization are moving in the same general direction. If done properly, alignment will prevent or easily resolve internal conflicts and competition for program direction, which, in turn, will reduce inefficient, destructive intra-organizational competitiveness, and reduce wasteful redundancies and duplication. Alignment extends beyond integration, requiring the implementation of the integration strategy and the resolution of conflicts that will inevitably arise.  

State government usually takes little effort to deploy, integrate and align practices, procedures, policies and programs across State departments and agencies.  Instead, administrations typically become preoccupied with the most pressing issues of the day, while simultaneously assuming responsibility for long-established programs. 
Long-established programs may have been built upon the sound reasoning of the past. They may have been constructed upon a firm statutory base.  They are also likely guaranteed a degree of institutional permanence by a budget process that will only rarely question their continuation. Just how established programs will interact with new initiatives is often less than clear. 

The State Planning Commission and the State Development and Redevelopment Plan suggest an alternative. Together, they can add value to the public policy-making process by assisting in highlighting just what needs to be done with respect to deployment, integration and alignment. 
The State Planning Commission can help to identify and assist in setting priorities. With the State Development and Redevelopment Plan as a framework, it can also assist in identifying potential barriers, points of resistance and areas of duplication. In this way it can help in fashioning new policy initiatives and ensure that they are effective. The State Planning Commission can serve as an important forum to alert participating State departments and agencies of the actions that need to be taken to reduce conflicts and to move in more efficient and effective ways.  
Block #1

Why Plan? 
Why do large organizations like the State of New Jersey need to plan? The simple answer is that a failure to plan is tantamount to planning to fail! 

Without a plan, decision-makers across the far-flung organization will make decisions to allocate resources for whatever purposes and based on whatever priorities they think are appropriate at any given moment in time.  For a large organization this means moving in different and at times contradictory directions in the short-term and without adequate ability to plan for the future in the long-run.

A plan is especially important when the future involves a set of interdependent decisions, or a “system” of decision-making.  Its complexity derives from the inter-relatedness of these decisions rather than from the individual decisions themselves. Large and complex organizations have a special need to at least make an effort to coordinate their activities.  

At minimum, the State Development and Redevelopment Plan may serve as a communications tool, during both plan development and plan implementation. By improving internal communications, State government will hopefully function in more efficient and effective ways, avoiding waste and reducing delays. 
Another important aspect of planning is that it is future –oriented. It operates in ways to get the organization’s operating parts to think about its future in more disciplined ways than otherwise might occur. Planning done well will help the parts of the organization to prepare for the inevitable, to pre-empt the undesirable and ideally to control the controllable. 

Planning around development issues is especially important. The issues that will likely arise are issues that have no simple cause. They lack a quick fix. Despite the efforts of special interests to tag their antagonists, there will be no easily identifiable villains.  Neither is there a “silver bullet” to provide an easy solution. Nor is it realistic to expect State government or local governments to suddenly change direction. Change is more likely to be incremental, occurring only gradually. 

The changes will require vision, strategy, dialogue, and perseverance, especially perseverance.  Solutions will not come from a single source, but emanate from multiple sources.  The solutions that emerge will challenge leadership, particularly political leaders who operate within much shorter timeframes.   
4.  Enhancing Local Government Planning Capacity 

The State Development and Redevelopment Plan can be employed to enhance local government planning capacity in numerous ways. The first and most obvious means to enhance local government planning capacity is through the provision of direct financial and technical assistance. Such assistance is directed by the State Planning Act. It has also been very much a part of the State Planning process since the State Planning Act’s passage through the provision of technical assistance and the distribution of Smart Growth Future Grants.  

Second, the State Development and Redevelopment Plan can facilitate planning coordination and integration that occurs at different government levels. Coordination and integration are important because different planning processes are initiated by different levels of government that need to interface and interact. Without deliberate efforts with respect to coordination and integration, these planning efforts may conflict, contradict and offset each other. Perhaps the most glaring example is the case of transportation planning which is most frequently conducted by State government, but interfaces and interacts frequently with local government land use planning and decision-making.      

Third, addressing specific substantive policy issues such as housing, transportation planning and environmental protection pose special problems for local jurisdictions.  Too often, municipal governments are simply not the most appropriate focal points to address these concerns. Rarely do these concerns confine themselves to municipal boundaries. Their solutions, too, require a scope that is greater-than-local or regional in impact. These concerns may be the result of public initiatives or market forces. The “spillover” effects, or externalities, that result from such actions may also lend themselves to be best resolved at some other level than local. The State Planning Commission can assist in identifying and resolving these conflicts.    
Block #2

Planning’s Pitfalls 
It may be important to note that planning also has its pitfalls. Too often planning critics point to these flaws to argue that planning is unnecessary and perhaps even be eliminated. Planning is at times criticized for being too time consuming, too expensive, directed at planners rather than decision-makers. The “paralysis of analysis” is the criticism that is sometimes made in these regards. While each of these concerns may have some merit in specific situations, they are not inherent to planning, but instead suggest ways that any planning process may be improved.  
Nevertheless, to be effective, the plan and planning process to develop the plan require a commitment of not just lanners, but just as importantly decision-makers at or near the top of the organization. Plans that have likely emerged from lengthy, formal, deliberative planning processes may seem out of step and too confining to those who prefer to make their policy calls in other ways. This situation is exacerbated in light of the state government political context and what has been the frequent turnover of administrations.  

Secondly, a plan must also gain the respect of and support from directors and staff across the state government’s bureaucracy and local government jurisdictions. Ultimately, the State Development and Redevelopment Plan will depend upon a highly fragmented organizational structure for its implementation. Permit writers in the Departments of Transportation and Environmental Protection, county planning directors, and zoning officers on the municipal level will be the implementers of this Plan. Office of Smart Growth planners working with the State Development and Redevelopment Plan each day may not fully appreciate the complexities, costs and time constraints typically facing others who have other responsibilities with the operating departments of State government and on the local government levels. Too often an assumption is made that others performing in these departments and agencies are incapable of understanding the State Development and Redevelopment Plan’s concepts, while insufficiently acknowledging that others may be  responding to a different set of priorities and pressures.   
The point is that the State Development and Redevelopment Plan to be effective has to simultaneously engage political leadership at and near the top of the organization who are important to provide the vision, a strategy and sense of urgency surrounding the State Development and Redevelopment Plan; and also directors in operating departments and frontline staff on the multiple levels of government  who are critical to effectively and efficiently implementing the Plan. 
5.  Elevating The State Plan’s Relevance  
The State Planning Commission through the State Development and Redevelopment Plan has encouraged directing development and redevelopment to developed locations that already have adequate infrastructure capacity and with respect to less developed areas to concentrate development by employing a centers-based strategy to counteract sprawl. 
This strategy was originally fashioned to improve the management of what 
was perceived to be unmanaged growth spreading throughout the countryside. The 1980’s pressure points were the proliferation of suburban shopping malls and commercial office space to new parts of New Jersey. The by now familiar concerns were increased congestion along Route One between New Brunswick and Trenton; the appearance of the Bridgewater Commons shopping mall, a new AT&T facility in Bedminster, followed by the construction of a large housing complex near the intersection of two interstates, I-78 and I-287; and expanding commercial development and traffic congestion along state highways throughout south Jersey.  
The contemporary situation appears different. Yet the solutions recommended in the first and second iterations of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan remain just as relevant, if not more relevant, than they were previously. 

The current scenario is one of slow to moderate growth with some decline in overall economic conditions, no longer booming economic growth. High energy prices and green house gas emissions concerns are being currently underscored. Yet these factors seem to point to similar recommendations in terms of the desirable settlement patterns.   
New Jersey as well as the rest of the country is already witnessing the impact of rapidly rising fuel prices. Economic conditions have a direct impact on Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). In the short term, state government may be considering amending existing policies and programs to create necessary incentives designed to change consumer behavior. In the longer term, state government will be searching for ways to reduce the state’s “carbon footprint.” 

The rapid rise in energy costs is leading to market restructuring in many areas as energy costs get factored into producing a wide variety of goods and services. In addition, on the public policy side, concerns have grown related to green house gas emissions and their link to global warming. 
This situation may lead to new regulations, taxes and fees as well as public policy induced market mechanisms in the foreseeable future to change the nature of both public and private sector decision-making in these regards. Curiously, the State Development and Redevelopment Plan’s previously recommended antidotes to sprawl, closely adhering to the 10 “Smart Growth” principles, are compatible with the profound social changes currently taking place. This situation makes these principles and the recommendations contained in the State Development and Redevelopment Plan more relevant today than they may have been two decades ago.  Whereas two decades ago, the policy solutions contained in the State Development and Redevelopment Plan appeared to fly in the face of market forces, these same solutions now seem to have market winds at their back propelling them forward.    
Searching for a Champion  
Yet despite this compelling case for the State Planning Commission as a forum and the State Development and Redevelopment as a viable framework the State Planning Commission and the State Development and Redevelopment Plan require a champion to make this arrangement work effectively. Political leadership is critical to the State Development and Redevelopment Plan’s effectiveness. 
Effective planning will not take place without political leadership sensitive to the importance of planning. A plan is only as good as political leaders’ recognition that a sound planning process and its product, the plan, will be helpful to them, and not inhibit or undermine decision-making.  

When political leaders acknowledge that they may not have all the answers, and when they realize that a sound planning process may assist them in framing important issues, setting priorities, uncovering hidden answers to help them make more informed choices, planning can be effective. 

The search for a strong champion among the political leadership is not always easy. A long-term, 20-year time horizon does not fit neatly with political leaders’ four-year election cycles. The disruptions that have occurred to the planning process with periodic regularity as administrations have regularly turned over has not been helpful to the New Jersey State Planning process.  

In addition, political decision-making is unlikely to perfectly coincide with decision-making that relies on a formalized planning process with a longer time horizon and a strategic focus. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan is likely to produce a different, even if overlapping, set of priorities from those derived from more short-term political processes. 

Public officials entering and exiting at time intervals that do not match with the extended timeframes of the formal planning processes may be impatient with a planning process that may seem too complicated or does not quite fit with a timetable better attuned to the election cycle.  


Similarly, the State Legislature, through its formal organizational structure and often reinforced by the personal style of its members, tends to approach issues in less than comprehensive ways and shorter-range ways. 
Legislators tend to specialize. Committee processes tend to be organized along functional lines with support from professionals who typically match the functional categories of the legislative committees. 
The results produced from typical executive-legislative branch interactions are responses to interest groups and individuals, organized by substantive functional areas – housing, transportation, economic development, environmental protection – that eventually become law and constitute the policies of the State.   

The results may not fully take into account the long-term. Too frequently too much will be left to consequences that will remain unanticipated, as those consequences may fall beyond a single substantive functional area. For example, too often, environmental initiatives do not adequately account for impacts on housing costs or economic activities. In other instances, just the opposite occurs. 
In addition, strategic thinking, a way of looking at issues across functional policy areas and in terms of a long-range vision with goals and strategies to achieve them, is too often absent from the way “business as usual” is conducted. 

Unfortunately, this combination of factors might suggest that State government is neither well-prepared nor well-organized to address the profound issues involving long-term growth and development in consistent and predictable ways. Yet these qualities are precisely the ones that the private sector expects government to provide to assist it in making its own investment decisions. None of this is possible, however, absent political leadership with sufficient respect for and an understanding of what the State Planning process is supposed to do and the kind of valuable contribution it can make.   

Block #3

Planning & Leadership 

Political leadership is critical to the effectiveness of government planning. Effective planning will not occur without political leadership sensitive to the importance and appropriate role that planning can play.  
Simultaneously, only when political leaders acknowledge that they do not have all the answers, and when they realize that a sound planning process may assist them in framing issues, setting priorities, uncovering answers and ultimately in making better-informed decisions,  will planning have an opportunity for success.  If top-level decision-makers deny a legitimate role for planning, it will inevitably fall  short.  


With respect to planning, political leadership is critical in at least four important ways: 

1. to  devise and promote a vision; 

2. to devise and implement a  strategy to achieve that vision; 

3. to create a sense of urgency to mobilize energy and motivate people. 
4. to facilitate the organization’s re-alignment so that the behaviors of its operating units and fragmented pieces function more coherently and consistently than might otherwise be the case. 

Especially in an organization as far-flung as State government, political  leaders are critical in assisting directors and staff to overcome internal boundaries to become more strategy-focused. Functional “silos” too often serve as barriers to strategy formulation and implementation. Each state department has its own expertise, its own body of knowledge, its own language, its own way of doing things.
 Effective strategy relies on political leadership to help cut across organizational boundaries to frame issues and solve problems. Political leadership has to find ways to create the vision and then deploy, integrate and align across the specialized cultures of the State government’s and local jurisdictional operating parts. “Turf” issues will not be wished away. They reflect real time and energy constraints, as well as resistance to challenges to specialized expertise based upon education, training and professional experience. They are also built upon real fears related to the loss of control and accountability with respect to budgets, resources and setting policy priorities. 
Political leadership that is both insightful and dedicated is necessary to overcome these effects by building bridging across the bureaucratic divides and among the different levels of government. A sound planning process can provide a framework for productive interaction, but only political leadership engaged and convinced that planning has value can make a plan like the State Development and Redevelopment Plan work.  
The State Planning Act 


The State Development and Redevelopment Plan is firmly rooted in the approach that the New Jersey State Legislature took in enacting the State Planning Act in 1985. The State Planning Act announced that if New Jersey wants to preserve and maintain its abundant natural, cultural, economic and social resources and its quality of life, it must plan for its future. That Act was signed into law by the Governor Tom Kean on January 2, 1986. 

The signing of the State Planning Act in 1986 marked the start of a new era for New Jersey State Planning, but one that built upon a long tradition that stemmed back for more than a half-century, nearly as long as planning had occurred on the part of New Jersey’s local government jurisdictions.  
In the State Planning Act, the State Legislature identified the imperative for sound and integrated statewide planning.  

“ New Jersey, the nation’s most densely populated state, requires sound and integrated statewide planning and the coordination of statewide planning with local and regional planning in order to conserve its natural resources, revitalize its urban centers, protect the quality of its environment, and provide needed housing and adequate public services at a reasonable cost while promoting beneficial economic growth, development and renewal.”

(N.J.S.A. 52: 18A-196) 

The State Planning Act established the State Planning Commission and located it in the Department of Treasury. * (N.J.S.A. 52:18A-197). It also created the Office of State Planning to assist the State Planning Commission in performing its duties and placed it in the Department of Treasury as well. The Director of the Office of State Planning was designated as Secretary to the State Planning Commission as well as its Chief Executive Officer. (N.J.S.A. 52:18A-201). At the time, the State Planning Commission’s legislatively prescribed role with respect to State capital projects may have influenced locating the State Planning Commission and the Office of State Planning within the Treasury Department.  ___________________________________________________

* The State Planning Commission and the Office of State Planning were moved to the Department of Community Affairs during the Whitman Administration in 1997. The Office of State Planning was renamed in 2002 as the Office of Smart Growth (OSG) at the outset of the administration of Governor James McGreevey. 

With initial impetus provided by the New Jersey Supreme Court in its two Mt. Laurel decisions,  the State Planning Act demonstrated foresight in recognizing the wide range of issues that would affect future development and redevelopment and natural resource protection issues over the next two decades and beyond.  



The State Planning Act’s legislative findings provided the rationale for the sweeping nature of the State Planning Act. In addition to calling for  the need for “sound and integrated statewide planning and the coordination of statewide planning with local and regional planning…”  (N.J.S.A. 52:18A-196 (a)), the State Legislature announced its belief that New Jersey would benefit from economies, efficiencies and savings in the development process if different government levels would cooperate in the preparation of and adherence to sound and integrated plans (N.J.S.A. 52:18A-196 (b)); that the State Development and Redevelopment Plan should serve as a tool for assessing suitable locations for infrastructure, housing, economic growth and conservation (N.J.S.A. 52:18A-196 ( c)); that the public interest required the encouragement of development, redevelopment and economic growth in locations that are well-situated with respect to present and anticipated public services and facilities and to discourage development where it may impair or destroy natural resources or environmental qualities that are vital to the public health (N.J.S.A.52:18A-196 (d)). 

The State Planning Act also recommended a “cooperative planning process that involves the full participation of state, county and local government as well as other public and private sector interests …”  (N.J.S.A.52:18A-196 (e)) in developing the State Development and Redevelopment Plan.  


The State Planning Act linked physical planning with social justice, a reflection of its connection to the New Jersey Supreme Court’s Mt. Laurel decisions. The State Legislature found that “an increasing concentration of the poor and minorities in older urban areas jeopardizes the future well-being of this state, and a sound and comprehensive planning process will facilitate the provision of equal social and economic opportunity so that all of New Jersey’s citizens can benefit from growth, development and redevelopment. (N.J.S.A. 52:18A-196 (g)). 


The fact that the State Planning Act was a response to the New Jersey Supreme Court and its Mt. Laurel decisions was not left in doubt by the State Legislature.  The findings included an announcement that the State Planning Act served as “an adequate response to judicial mandates respecting housing for low-and moderate-income persons,” acknowledging that a cause of these concerns was the existing land use pattern and conventional planning practices when it stated that the State Planning Act “requires sound planning to prevent sprawl and to promote suitable use of land …” (N.J.S.A. 52:18A-196 (h)).  

The State Planning Act established a 17-member bi-partisan State Planning Commission along with its staff arm. It empowered the State Planning Commission to prepare and adopt a State Development and Redevelopment Plan to provide a “coordinated, integrated and comprehensive plan for the growth, development, renewal and conservation of the state and its regions and which shall identify areas for growth, agriculture, open space, conservation and other appropriate designations.” (N.J.S.A. 52:18A-199 (a)). 

The State Planning Act defined an important role for the State Planning Commission with respect to building constructive relationships with local government jurisdictions by developing and promoting “procedures to facilitate cooperation and coordination among state agencies and local governments with regard to the development of plans, programs and policies which affect land use, environmental, capital and economic development issues.” (N.J.S.A. 52:18A-199( c) ); and to “provide technical assistance to local governments in order to encourage the use of the most effective and efficient planning and development review data, tools and procedures.” (N.J.S.A. 52:18A-199 (d)).
The State Planning Act expected that the State Development and Redevelopment Plan would  “identify areas for growth, limited growth, agriculture, open space conservation and other appropriate designations that the commission may deem necessary …” (N.J.S.A. 52:18A-200 (d)). This particular provision of the State Planning Act pointed to the necessity and importance of the State Plan Policy Map (SPPM) that has become an important and integral part of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan.  

The State Planning Act also structured the planning process that was intended to result in the State Development and Redevelopment Plan. The State Legislature named this process “cross-acceptance.” (N.J.S.A. 52:18A-202) Its purpose was to produce a State Development and Redevelopment Plan “to represent a balance development and conservation objectives best suited to meet the needs of the state.” (N.J.S.A. 52:18A-200)  
To achieve that end, the State Development and Redevelopment Plan had to balance the protection of natural resources and promote development and redevelopment by considering input from state, county and municipal entities and identifying areas for growth, limited growth, agriculture, open space conservation and other appropriate designations that the State Planning Commission may deem necessary. (N.J.S.A. 52:18A-200 (a-d))

The scope of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan was consciously comprehensive. The Plan is expected to coordinate planning activities and establish statewide planning objectives in the following areas: land use, housing, economic development, transportation, natural resource conservation, agriculture and farmland retention, recreation, urban and suburban redevelopment, historic preservation, public facilities and services, and inter-governmental coordination. (N.J.S.A.52:18A-200 (f))  
  In addition, the State Planning Commission was designated a special role to play with respect to State capital projects. It was specifically empowered “to review any bill introduced in either house of the Legislature which appropriates funds for a capital project and may study the necessity, desirability and relative priority of the appropriation by reference to the State Development and Redevelopment Plan and may make recommendations to the Legislature and to the Governor concerning the bill.” (N.J.S.A. 52:18A -199 (f))
What the State Planning Act Achieved 

The State Development and Redevelopment Plan, as prescribed by the State Planning Act, is at once both simple and complex, but on its face unassailable. It reflects and advances the notion that the State of New Jersey has an interest in its own planning that is different from, but related to the planning that typically occurred on local government levels, where planning historically and primarily took place.  

The State Planning Act recognized the importance of bringing together State and local government planning into constructive, cooperative collaboration. It advanced the idea that planning ought to be coordinated and integrated horizontally across State departments and agencies and vertically among and with substantial input from the local government jurisdictions.  State planning was also expected to support local planning by providing technical assistance. 
The State Planning Act carefully structured and empowered the State Planning Commission to guarantee that it would be representative of a wide range of interests concerned about conservation, development and redevelopment. The State Planning Commission was designed to reflect the concerns of different levels of government – the State, county and municipal. The State Planning Act also ensured that the State Planning Commission was bi-partisan. (N.J.S.A. 52:18A-197, 198),  

Of significant long-term importance, the State Planning Act conveyed the direct enhancement of the county planning role. Under the State Planning Act, county planning boards gained the authority to “negotiate plan cross-acceptance” of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan among their respective municipal bodies.  (N.J.S.A. 52:18A-202 (b). This aspect of the State Planning Act called for subjecting municipal plans and zoning ordinances to scrutiny by county planning boards in ways that did not previously take place. 

In this way, the State Planning Act prescribed a new and pivotal role for county planning departments to play in the state planning process serving as an intermediary between state and municipal planning.  This aspect of the State Planning Act bolstered the county planning function. It also suggested an understanding by the State Legislature for the growing importance to plan in ways that were greater-than-local or at the county level.  

The State Planning Act identified a number of important principles of sound and lasting importance. They are especially noteworthy and provide a foundation and guide for the subsequent development of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan. Among those principles are the following: 
· Sound and integrated statewide planning and the coordination of statewide planning with local and regional planning to  essential to conserve natural resources, revitalize urban centers protect the environment, provide needed housing and adequate public services at reasonable cost while promoting beneficial economic growth, development and renewal.  
· The substantive planning activities of primary concern included the establishment of statewide planning objectives with respect to land use, housing, economic development, transportation, natural resource conservation, agriculture and farmland retention, recreation, urban and suburban redevelopment, historic preservation, public facilities and services and intergovernmental coordination. 
· The notion that both private sector and public sector development agencies stand to benefit if the different levels of government cooperate in the preparation and adherence to sound and integrated plans.
· The concept that the public interest requires that development, redevelopment and economic growth be encouraged in locations that are well situated with respect to present or anticipated public services and facilities and to discourage development where it may impair or destroy natural resources or environmental qualities that are vital to the health and well-being of the present and future citizens of the state. 

· The idea that the State Planning Commission could significantly influence future development and redevelopment through a connection with State capital improvements which the State Planning Act clarified by empowering the State Planning Commission to conduct an infrastructure needs assessment as part of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan, and also to review and make recommendations on bills that appropriate funds for state capital projects through study of the necessity, desirability and relative priority of the appropriation by reference to the State Development and Redevelopment Plan. 

· The principle that since land use planning and development review primarily occurs at the local level of government, it is important to provide local governments with the technical resources and guidance necessary to assist them in developing land use plans and procedures which are based on sound planning information and practice and to facilitate the development of local plans which are consistent with state plans and programs. 

· The idea that the State Planning Commission should develop and approve the first iteration of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan within 36 months then expected subsequent iterations be produced on a three-year cycle, more reminiscent of private sector strategic plans than public sector master plans, and to adhere to a highly interactive, public participatory, cross-acceptance process to develop the successive iterations of those plans in the way outlined in the State Planning Act. 

· The State Planning Act clarified that it was intended as a partial response to the judicial mandates with respect to providing opportunities for low and moderate income housing  while also emphasizing that an increasing concentration of the poor and minorities in older urban areas jeopardized the future well-being of this state, and a sound and comprehensive planning process was expected to facilitate the provision of equal social and economic opportunity to benefit all of New Jersey’s citizens will be derived from growth, development and redevelopment. 
Although circumstances have significantly changed since the enactment of the State Planning Act, its purposes seem just as important today, if not more important,  than they were in 1985 when the State Planning Act was first enacted by the State Legislature.  In fact, the changing circumstances have made the State Planning Act and the State Development and Redevelopment Plan even more relevant and timely today.   
What the State Planning Act Did Not Do 
The State Planning Commission’s structure as an appointed Commission serves to insulate its deliberations and ultimately the tangible product of its efforts, the State Development and Redevelopment Plan, from the more immediate and intense political pressures typically experienced by elected public officials tied to four-year election cycles. 

In this way, the State Legislature consciously structured the State Planning Commission and its role with respect to the development of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan to be at once representative, to deliberate thoroughly on a plan that would be both comprehensive and strategic that would also provide a long-range perspective. However, the State Planning Act also kept the State Planning Commission at least one step removed from the decision-making process. 

 The State Planning Act in some important ways limited the role of the State Planning Commission and the nature of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan.    It established these limits in two ways. 
First, by requiring the cross-acceptance process and outlining the way it must be conducted, by enhancing the county planning role and being mindful of municipal planning prerogatives, the State Legislature reduced the possibility that State planners could author a State Development and Redevelopment Plan that would be state-centric and usurp the authority of local public officials and local government plans.  
Second, by failing to provide legislative guidance with respect to the implementation of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan, the State Legislature introduced a degree of ambiguity that remains a source of confusion. For the State Planning Act recommends intergovernmental coordination as a goal, but it is not specific about the nature of that coordination and the degree to which State departments and agencies, counties and municipalities are bound by the State Development and Redevelopment Plan.
The State Development and Redevelopment Plan was apparently expected to be a guide to decision-making, but left the business of decision-making itself to others. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan presents information and reflects insight. It provides a framework to diagnose issues. It may serve as a valuable a guide.  However, precisely how it was to be implemented was left in some doubt by the State Legislature in the discussion of implementation left absent in the State Planning Act.  

The nature of this situation is complicated by a third issue that the State Planning Act did not directly address. That issue emanates from two factors. The first is the wide sweep of the State Planning Act, necessarily touching a wide array of substantive planning concerns. The second factor was the existing reality that there were numerous statutes that were previously enacted directing State departments and agencies and local government jurisdictions to behave in specified ways that did not necessarily comport with the State Planning Act or what eventually might be the direction that would be produced by the State Development and Redevelopment Plan. How would the State Planning Act, the State Planning Commission and the eventual development of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan be reconciled with former legislative enactments and ones that might be subsequently enacted that are directed to operate in ways not necessarily consistent with the State Planning Act? What does this mean in terms of the State Planning Act’s legislative findings when the State Legislature declared that the State needs sound and integrated statewide planning and the coordination of statewide planning with local and regional planning?   

Among the most relevant legislative acts that require reconciliation in some way with the State Planning Act and the State Development and Redevelopment Plan are the following: 


In regard to the Department of Community Affairs – 
1. The Fair Housing Act (N.J.S.A. 52:27D-301 et seq.) (1985), which was the State Legislature’s  first part response to the Mount Laurel II decision, the other part in fact being the State Planning Act; 

2.  Local Redevelopment and Housing Law (N.J.S.A. 40A:12A et seq.), (1992) which revised, consolidated and clarified various statutes related to redevelopment and housing power of local government;  

3. Uniform Site Improvement Standards (N.J.S.A. 40:55D-40.1 et seq.) (1993), which took effect in 1997 and serve to supersede local regulations to the extent that they may conflict with respect to site improvement and subdivision controls affecting streets, off-street parking, water supply, sewers and stormwater management for residential developments.
In regard to the Department of Environmental Protection – 
4. Wetlands Act of 1970 (N.J.S.A. 13:9A-1 et seq.)(1970), which is designed to protect the ecological balance and unique habitat of the inter-tidal estuarine zone along the coast;  


5. Coastal Area Facilities Review Act (N.J.S.A. 13:19-1 et seq.)(1973) balances the need to protect the state’s coastal areas from environmental degradation with the need for economic development and recreational facilities by requiring a Department of Environmental Protection CAFRA permit affecting most of the state’s coastal areas from the Raritan River to the Delaware Memorial Bridge; 
6. Waterfront Development Act (N.J.S.A. 12:5-3) (1975), which was first enacted in 1914 and overhauled in 1975 and focuses on the preservation and enhancement of navigable waterways for purposes of marine commerce through the regulation of waterfront development; 
7. Flood Hazard Area Control Act (N.J.S.A. 58:16A-50) 

              (1972, 1984), which authorizes the Department of 
              Environmental Protection to adopt regulations that delineate 
              as flood hazard areas those locations where improper 
             development and use of the land constitute a threat to the 
             safety, health and general welfare;  

8. Water Quality Planning Act (N.J.S.A. 58:11A-1 - 66) 

    (1977), which established and area-wide or regional water 

treatment management planning process to control the sources of water pollution;   
9. Water Pollution Control Act (N.J.S.A. 58:10A-1 -20) (1977) 

    to comply with the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33  

    USC, 1251 to 1376 (1970), which authorizes the Department 

     of Environmental Protection to grant, deny, modify, suspend 

     or revoke permits to discharge pollution;
10. Solid Waste Management Act (N.J.S.A. 13:1E-1 to 

    176)(1979), which aids in planning and coordinating regional 

    collection, disposal and utilization of solid waste including   

    the development and implementation of a comprehensive 

    solid waste management plan in compliance with Department

    Of Environmental Protection standards by each county and 

   The Hackensack Meadowlands District;
         11. Water Supply Management Act (N.J.S.A. 58:1A-1-17) 

(1981), which authorizes the Department of Environmental 

    Protection to manage the state’s water supply system;

12. Freshwater Wetlands Protection Act (N.J.S.A. 13-9B ET 

     seq.) (1987), which was enacted to protect and regulate 

    freshwater wetlands and buffer zones called transition areas 

    and to classify freshwater wetland into categories and 

    regulated activities according to those categories;. 
13. Brownfields and Contaminated Sites Remediation Act   

     (N.J.S.A. 58.10B – 1.2 et seq.) (1998) that made a legislative commitment to promoting brownfields redevelopment in New Jersey, encouraging flexibility in the administration of clean-up requirements and promoted the use of innovative clean-up technologies, while also implementing enhanced liability protections for private parties;
14. New Jersey Endangered and Nongame Species 

     Conservation Act (N.J.S.A. 23.2A-7e (199? ), which defines 

the state’s wildlife policy and declares that it is the policy of the state to manage all forms of wildlife to insure their continued participation in the ecosystem and those that are endangered should be accorded special protection to maintain and if possible to enhance their numbers;    
15. New Jersey Register of Historic Places Act (N.J.S.A. 

13:1B-15 et seq.) (1970), which created a repository for a permanent record of areas, sites, structures and objects with the State determined to have significant historical, archaeological, architectural or cultural value, listing both public and privately owned resources; 
In regard to the Department of Transportation  
16.The State Highway Access Management Act (N.J.S.A. 27:7-89 et seq.) (1989, which was enacted to establish a regulatory framework for access to state highways with the general purpose of improving highway safety and reduce congestion by restricting the number and location of vehicular ingress and egress points on highly traveled roadways; 

17. The Transportation Development District Act ( N.J.S.A.                  

      )(1989), which declared the need for transportation improvements in some of the state’s growth corridors that may exceed the ability of the State government to fund them and so provided a mechanism to help fund them through the establishment of Transportation Development Districts (TDD’s).    
In regard to the Department of Agriculture – 

18. The Agriculture Retention and Development Act (N.J.S.A. 
      4::1C to l-37) (19??) creates state and county organizations 

      to coordinate the development of farmland preservation 

      programs. These organizations are intended to identify areas

      where agricultural use is the landowner’s first priority and

      where financial administrative and regulatory benefits are 

      made available to landowners who choose to participate in 

      the farmland preservation programs.  
In regard to State Legislatively authorized regional entities  -- 
19. The Meadowlands Commission (N.J.S.A. 13:17-60-1 to   

      86)1968) which was established for the purposes of 

      Providing orderly, comprehensive economic development, 

      to provide facilities for the disposal of solid waste, to

      recognize the need to consider the ecological factors 

      constituting the environment of the meadowlands and need 

      to preserve the delicate balance of nature, and to provide for

      a commission to reclaim, plan development and redevelop 

      the Meadowlands;
20. The Pinelands Commission (N.J.S.A. 13:18A-23 et seq.) 

(1979), which was established by the Pinelands Protection   

Act by the State Legislature to “preserve, protect and 

enhance the overall ecological values of the Pinelands 

including its large forested areas, its essential character, and 

its potential to recover from disturbance.”
21.  The Highlands Water Protection and Planning Act

      (N.J.S.A.13:20-1 et seq.) (2004)  followed a previous Governor’s Executive Order in 2003, which established a regional council to oversee the planning and management of the 

1.1 million acres and empowered the Department of Environmental Protection to use its regulatory authority to protect preservation area resources.   
In addition, on the local government levels, the State Planning Act has to be reconciled with the 

22. County Planning Act (N.J.S.A. 40:27-1 et seq.) ((1935) which empowers county freeholders to create county planning boards which in turn is required to make and adopt a county master plan with the primary purpose of guiding the need for capital facilities and to facilitate the development of a county capital improvement plan. The County Planning board is also empowered to review and comment on adoption or amendments to local master plans and official maps. The county planning board is the official repository for all local planning and zoning ordinances in the county.  Local  development regulations do not take effect until they are filed with the county planning board for its comments; and  more importantly because of the critical role played by municipal governments with respect to land use planning and regulation with 
23. Municipal Land Use Law (N.J.S.A. 40:55D-1 et seq.)(1975), 

     which assigns planning and regulatory authority primarily to 

     municipalities  establishing the broad content and procedural 

    framework for how local governments plan for the future, review 

    and authorize development projects, and integrate private 

   development with public capital projects.  
State departments and agencies and local public officials might come to respect the imparted wisdom contained in the State Development and Redevelopment Plan, wisdom derived from its interactive planning process, including compiling information, assessing needs, comparing, contrasting and coordinating policies, plans and regulations, establishing goals and objectives, monitoring and assessing impacts, but it is a planning process that operates within a complex legal and planning milieu. 

The State Development and Redevelopment Plan has to fit with and reconcile the individual and cumulative effects of a legal environment that has spawned interacting and overlapping programs and regulations built upon State legislative authorization as evidenced by the list of authorities provided above.     

Governors James Florio during his one term in office (1989-1993) and James E. McGreevey during his abbreviated term (2002-2004) issued Executive Orders to support State Plan implementation. Significant steps were also taken by Governor Christine Todd Whitman between 1997 and 2001 with respect to implementation within and across State departments and agencies.  In addition, the New Jersey judiciary has passed on the question of implementation of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan reaffirming the notion that it should serve as a useful guide, but at least one step removed from actual decision-making.  

The implications for the complexity inherent to the implementation of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan should be obvious. An attempt to further address them will be made in Volume  IV that addresses State Plan Implementation.  
The New Jersey Context 

1. New Jersey’s Natural Environment 

New Jersey consists of approximately 8,722 square miles. It is ranked as the third smallest state of the United States.  Its topography is diverse beginning at sea level on its shore to High Point, so aptly named, at its extreme northwest point near its borders with both New York and Pennsylvania, at 1,803 feet above sea level. 

New Jersey’s built environment is layered over a diverse natural environment. New Jersey is a transitional state between the New England-New York region and the upper south. It is often described as a peninsula of land lying between the Hudson and Delaware Rivers. New Jersey’s only land boundary is between it and New York State, forming only about 12% of its total boundary.


The New Jersey peninsula is comprised of a section of the Appalachian Highlands, the piedmont region and a broad coastal plain that constitute approximately 60% of the state. 


New Jersey consists of parts of two of the continent’s major landform regions – the Appalachians and Atlantic coastal plain. New Jersey’s Appalachian sub-regions and piedmont contain some of the continent’s oldest rocks, while the coastal plain is made up of relatively recent sedimentary materials. Over time, the more erosion-resistant rocks have become the topographic prominences, uplands and ridges, while weaker, more easily eroded materials underlie the valleys and portions of the state’s coastal plain.


The highlands province in New Jersey is about twenty-five miles wide in its northern and central sections, narrowing to about ten miles wide near the Pennsylvania border.  Although the highlands geologic region only ranges from five hundred to six hundred feet, it is more rugged than its height implies. This region is also a major water supply source for much of northern New Jersey and approximately 4 million of its inhabitants. 

The piedmont province in New Jersey consists primarily of sedimentary rocks. This province is extremely complex geologically, as the sandstone and shale are interspersed with basalt ridges forming the First and Second Watchung ridges and the Packanach and Hook Mountains. Molten rock, which was intruded into the sediment and was subsequently tilted by tectonic activity and exposed by erosion helped to form the Palisades along the Hudson River and the Sourlands in Somerset, Mercer and Middlesex Counties.    

From Sandy Hook to Cape May, the New Jersey shoreline is characterized by sand bars, marsh and lagoon development. Some of the nation’s finest sand beaches lie along its shoreline conveniently located for recreational uses to nearby metropolitan areas. The fertile coastal plain is wider in southern New Jersey and nearly disappears north of Perth Amboy at the mouth of the Raritan River. 

New Jersey has a varied and changeable climate. Its climate is mainly influenced by three factors: its mid-latitude location; its continent to the west; and the North Atlantic Ocean to its east.  Atmospheric circulation over New Jersey is predominantly from west to east. The jet stream shifts northward and southward seasonally.  Its continental location, its elevation and the moderating influence of the Atlantic Ocean and Delaware Bay affect New Jersey’s range of average temperatures. The average length of the frost-free season varies from 200 days along the Delaware Bay and Atlantic coastlines to 140 days in its northern ridge and valley province.   


New Jersey is far wetter than most of the United States. Almost every part of the state receives at least forty inches of precipitation annually. Its heaviest precipitation occurs in the north-central part of the state. This precipitation is affected by storm movements and the higher elevations located there. Frequent storms often move eastward across from the southern Great Lakes and affect New Jersey.  


New Jersey’s complex geology, direct and indirect experiences with glaciers, abundant precipitation and the long history of human use have combined to contribute to an exceedingly complex soils pattern. There is a general correlation of physiographic provinces in New Jersey with soil utility. In light of the diversity of New Jersey’s geology, its soils range from highly productive to unusable. 

Most of the soils of the outer coastal plain are considered pure because of high sand content. They are not highly productive. Poorly drained lowland organic materials and are sometimes used in this region for cranberry and blueberry cultivation. The soils of the inner coastal plain are generally better and contain mixtures of sand, clay and silt.

The shale’s and sandstones of the piedmont region are generally superior and contain some of the best soils in the state. The ridges usually weather to excellent soils when not overlain by glacial debris. Highlands soils also tend to be good and are farmed when slopes are not too steep. However, the most agriculturally productive soils in these areas have been faced historically with strong competition from residential and commercial uses.

The present vegetation patterns in New Jersey, similar to its geologic diversity, are complex. The present patterns of vegetation, even forest vegetation, do not accurately represent “natural” conditions or vegetation untouched by human interference. The state’s vegetation has been affected by human deforestation, cleared land for cultivation, drained swamps, filled marshes, and the introduction of a wide variety of exotic plants. In addition to these complications, New Jersey’s role as a transition state between the northeastern and southeastern United States reflects a mixture of vegetation from these different regions as well. Some plant species reach their southernmost extent in New Jersey, while others reach their northern extremes there as well. 

Three major forest regions are within New Jersey. The sugar maple-mixed hardwoods are associated with the ridge and valley highlands and piedmont provinces. The inner coastal plain and parts of the outer coastal plain support mixed oak and oak pine forest cover in the distinctive region known as the Pine Barrens. White cedars once flourished in bogs in the Pine Barrens and the Hackensack Meadowlands, but have long since gone. Salt marshes are still found around New Jersey’s coastal perimeter from the lower valleys of the Passaic and Hackensack Rivers in the east to Salem County’s Delaware Bay in the southwest.                         
2. New Jersey’s Social & Built Environments
New Jersey has been aptly described over nearly three centuries by a diverse set of observers ranging from early explorers to astute contemporary residents, many of whom identify a similar set of cultural themes over a lengthy period of time. 

The first general theme is that New Jersey has historically been culturally diverse. Beginning with its colonial origins, New Jersey has had a heterogeneous culture. In fact, New Jersey may be the quintessence of the American experience, the American process and the American dream. These qualities are reflected by the patterns of immigration, assimilation and internal geographic shifts of diverse ethnic and racial groups that comprise and have contributed to so much of New Jersey’s interesting history.
A second New Jersey associated theme is its strong ties to its neighboring and at times overshadowing metropolitan areas – New York City and Philadelphia. New Jersey stopped short of developing its own dominant metropolis on the scale of either of its two huge neighbors. Instead, as first attributed to Benjamin Franklin, New Jersey has been characterized as a “keg tapped at both ends.” The impact of these two large metropolitan areas on the state have contributed much to New Jersey’s external perception and self-image by local residents. 

A third theme is related to the second in that New Jersey, throughout much of its history, developed within a concentrated and heavily traveled 15-mile wide corridor that stretches between those two major metropolitan centers. For that reason, the state’s economy has been heavily influenced by its accessibility to the two major metropolitan centers and the corridor-like function that it has long provided by connecting them.    

For more than the past half century, however, New Jersey witnessed strong suburban growth that began to outgrow its historical corridor-like development pattern. Once seasonal resorts, in both the coastal region in the southeast and the highlands and beyond in the northwest, became characterized by increasing year-round populations. Population and employment centers in these outlying areas were no longer linked by waterways and rail, but by an impressive emerging state roadway and interstate highway systems.

Rather than continuing to nurture its mainly centralized and relatively densely populated, compact urban areas, New Jersey’s central cities were drained of significant numbers of people and much of their former economic activity. People and the production and distribution of goods and services began to shift to other parts of the state. Rather than reinvest in obsolete and deteriorating infrastructure and plant equipment, businesses exited for the land was less expensive, with municipalities seeming more welcoming, and business expansions appeared to be less complicated. In addition, sites on the metropolitan periphery rather than in the central city were made easily accessible by the strength of federally-subsidized highway construction. As population moved outward, so did the retail markets.    
Although New Jersey is the nation’s most densely populated state, its characterization as “urban” has become less than accurate. The predominant settlement pattern that emerged throughout the second half of the 20th century was actually suburban and exurban, not urban. 
The statewide population is today pegged at approximately 8.7 million people. It population density, which exceeds 1,134 persons per square mile, ranks it as the most densely populated state in the United States. That population density substantially exceeds the population density of nations like Taiwan, which has a population density of 613 people per square mile, or India which has a population density of approximately 852 people per square mile.  
However, this statistic is a bit misleading, as it does not adequately depict the state’s range of municipal population densities which exceeds 45,000 per square mile in Union City in Hudson County but may be as few as 40 people per square mile in Lower Alloways Creek Township in its southwest corner in Salem County. 

By the mid-1960’s, New Jersey was already evolving into a new type of settlement form. Some referred to it as the “City of New Jersey.” The automobile was by then already changing the rules. Much of the social and economic functions of the urban core shifted to suburban centers. The suburbs were no longer subordinate to the central city. It was in the suburbs where office construction boomed, where industries sought to relocate, and where the bulk of retail transactions occurred. 
The once highly centralized, compact urban centers proved less accommodating and inviting to the convenience and mobility provided by the motor car and truck. They seemed too old, too gritty. They could not compete economically with what seemed new, less developed and congested. This exodus was not random, but limited to those who could more easily make choices and successfully execute them. Race and economic disparities played a role. Concerns related to public safety, the quality of schools and other public services, while simultaneously faced with rising tax rates all contributed. New Jersey’s urban centers were relocated or at least much of their economic activity, relocated to new jurisdictions, while simultaneously acquiring different forms.   

Insight into the shifting economic geography is important to providing a planning perspective. For example, while farming remains viable in limited sections of New Jersey, the original predominantly rural economic base was transformed nearly a century ago as industrial villages grew into burgeoning industrial cities. Its nickname, the “garden state,” still persists today, long after the state became a major industrial manufacturing power. 
New Jersey subsequently reinvented itself while it lost its urban industrial manufacturing base, transforming itself, yet again to a knowledge-based economy that decentralized and spread to make suburban and exurban New Jersey what it currently is.  

New Jersey flourished and decentralized, paralleling and even exceeding national trends during the period between 1950 and 1970. Throughout that period, New Jersey invested heavily in public infrastructure, including roads and sewer systems. Together they began to transform the nature of its predominant settlement pattern. 
The sweep of post–World War II development ensured that the changed character of the state would shift from one largely characterized by relatively compact communities, typically located along major waterways and railroads to a state that relied heavily on the automobile and its improvements in telecommunications. New Jersey, by then, became a state where settlements might pop up almost anywhere that one of the state’s new or improved roads might lead and telephone lines might be strung. The evidence of these trends was the proliferation of relatively low-density subdivisions into areas that were formerly rural and agricultural.

During the 1970’s decade, New Jersey experienced a slowdown of this trend. The first oil shock (1973-1974) as well as a recession (1974-1975) combined to produce significant impacts on the entire northeast region. Growth lagged behind other regions and national averages, leading experts to predict the northeast region’s inexorable decline. 


The pessimistic prognosticators proved misguided, however, as the slow down proved only temporary. The 1981-1982 recession seemed to be less severe in New Jersey than nationally. The state bounced back to grow dramatically throughout the remainder of that decade, transforming its economy in the process. 

Its improving economic fortune throughout most of the 1980’s was associated not only with its changing economic base, but also with an accelerating, shifting economic geography. In general, the state’s expanding economic growth was linked to its de-concentration of population and the de-centralization of its economy.    Commercial activity moved from downtown main streets to regional shopping malls, office parks and highway strips. All seemed more conveniently located and accessible by automobile.  
The spread settlement pattern made investment in public modes of transportation impractical. In turn, the lack of investment in public transportation worked against any inclination to increase densities. Those who were unable or unwilling to drive found themselves living with marked disadvantages. 

Meanwhile, the outward exodus was reinforced by the continuing downward economic spiral near the center in urban areas. The situation was additionally spurred by social unrest that occurred in those places. The jurisdictional fragmentation of New Jersey’s metropolitan areas, the home rule banner waved by municipal authorities, the lack of unincorporated land and the relatively weak role played by county governments and their inability to engage in effective regional planning combined to lend these trends a particular New Jersey flavor.  


As a part of this pattern, old state highways became crowded commercial strips, while newer interstates provided for a time before they, too, would fill up, improved regional mobility carrying population to even further outlying areas. The location of the interstate highway system, mainly cast the pattern for the state’s post World War II development, as outward expansion predictably followed that highway system that when followed by development served a dual function of interstate highways and suburban growth corridors. With access more carefully managed on the interstates, the new corridors sparked development in proximity to key interchanges. encouraging scattered and “leap-frog” development that came to be characterized as “sprawl” in the public mind. 
While the built environment is frequently viewed as occupied space cast in stone, and perceived with presumptive permanence, the physical environment is actually more dynamic than most observers realize. The built environment serves as a kind of receptacle, a social container. While seeming permanent at any given moment, it is always changing, especially during eras of rapid and significant social and technological change. The way New Jersey was transformed between 1950 and 2000 is evidence of the amount of change that can occur with respect to the built environment within a relatively short period of time, in fact, in less than an individual’s lifetime.  
Box#4 

The Logic of New Jersey’s Metropolitan Growth 
· Population & Economic Growth 
· Transportation & Communications Improvements
· Housing & Transportation Policies 
· Inexpensive Energy Costs 

· Racial & Economic Disparities 
· Jurisdictional Fragmentation
· Multiple Municipalities
· Municipal Home Rule 
· Reliance on the Property Tax
· Weak County Planning & Regulatory Controls
(Insert Case Studies – Older Industrial Urban Center & Rural Center and the ways they have been transformed over the past century.)
A Brief History of State Planning in New Jersey 



In 1676, a major “subdivision” occurred when what was to become New Jersey was split into the colonies of East and West Jersey. Perhaps that was the first state planning action taken in New Jersey. At that time, few would have imagined approaching a planning board or an environmental commission to seek approvals. There were no complicated forms to fill out or experts to enlist in drawing that line on the state’s map. 



For the next two and half centuries, cities and towns grew by accretion, with relatively little in the way of government planning or regulation.  Municipalities in New Jersey engaged in rudimentary land-use planning in the late 19th century. 

In 1917, the State legislature enacted the New Jersey Home Rule Act (N.J.S.A.       ) which consolidated the previous half-century of legislative grants of optional regulatory powers to municipalities. The law permitted municipalities to regulate the construction of buildings and the development of private property within municipal boundaries. 



Municipal zoning powers were added with the passage of the New Jersey Zoning Enabling Act in 1928 (N.J.S.A.        ). These local powers were augmented in 1935 with the Municipal Planning Act. (N.J.S.A.             ), which enabled municipalities to establish municipal planning boards to develop and implement most master plans and subdivision regulations. (N.J.S.A.        ) County planning also emerged at this time, although it was consigned to a more constrained role, when the County Planning Act was passed in 1935 (N.J.S.A.40:27-1 et seq.).    

1. Early State Planning Efforts 

Early state planning initiatives began with state legislative action during the late 1920’s and early 1930’s. They began as extensions of city planning practice tied to private planning commissions, and were mainly engaged in zoning and project planning. These early state planning efforts were reactions to industrialization, rapid urbanization and the haphazard growth of the previous century. However, these early efforts established a foundation from which consistent threads have emanated with considerable continuity as New Jersey State Planning evolved over the next three-quarters of a century. 

The early initiatives received a significant boost from the Federal government under the “New Deal,” during the 1930’s, when the National Resources Planning Board was established. Its purpose, in part, was to create a national framework to encourage institutional capacity-building throughout the country in the face of the economic calamity brought on by the Great Depression. The establishment of state planning offices to do natural resource planning throughout the nation was viewed as a part of this larger effort. The federal administration provided state planning offices with technical, financial and staff support. (                              ).

In response to the Federal impetus, New Jersey enacted its first State Planning Act in 1934 (N.J.S.A.                 ). A permanent Board was appointed in 1935. The Board consisted of a director, four public officials and five public members, with a small staff led by consultants on loan form the federal government. The State Planning Board was also largely federally-funded. 

The State Planning Board conducted a number of studies relevant to the state as a whole. Although a state plan per se was not attempted, the Board produced two documents entitled “Annual Report of Progress,” for the years 1935 and 1936. They served as preliminary statewide plans. They included natural resource and public infrastructure inventories, social and economic data evaluations, and social service program and facilities analyses.

In the “First Annual Report of Progress” released in 1935, the State Planning Board identified its primary purpose and its seven principal functions. Its primary purpose was “that of insuring more economical and better balanced public service through the exercise of more broadly founded foresight and through closer coordination of development and improvement activities whether federal, state, county or municipal. Above all, planning is not an instrument for the promotion of public expenditures. Its prime objective is the avoidance of waste occasioned by ill-advised public works and a return of more and better service per dollar of public expenditure.”

Among its functions were the following: 

1. to gather, observe and analyze significant facts having a bearing upon state welfare and development. And upon the  basis of such fat analysis, to visualize probable future improvement and development requirements as evidenced by observable trends;

2. to place survey findings at the disposal of the several state departments and agencies and other state interests both public and private;  

3. in cooperation with the several state departments and agencies concerned to prepare a comprehensive guide-plan for future improvement and development of the State ,individually and as an integral part of the region and nation; 

4. to undertake to bring about a better coordination of the construction activities of the several state departments directed toward better balance in public works expenditures and proper inter-relationship between the several kinds of public works and to this end, assist with the preparation of a long-range public works program and budget; 

5. to stimulate and assist with local planning projects, county and municipal; 

6. to cooperate with federal planning and construction agencies and with similar agencies in adjoining states to insure the proper protection and coordination  of regional and national public works and conservation projects; 

7. And finally, to acquaint the people of the State with the objectives of planning and with findings and recommendations important to the broad interests and welfare of the commonwealth. 
From its inception, the State Planning Board advocated enhanced municipal planning and provided technical assistance and professional services to improve municipal planning capacity. Among its conclusions in its First Annual Report of Progress was a recommendation to devise a comprehensive state plan.

The “Second Annual Report of Progress” released the next year in 1936 was subtitled “Toward a Master Plan.” In the foreword, its Planning Board Chairman commented on the need to plan public facilities to anticipate future needs and thereby to reduce the construction and operational costs by coordination of efforts and services.     
In a final chapter, the Report examined the “Status and Progress of Local Planning and Zoning in 1936.” It reviewed the adoption of zoning ordinances by New Jersey municipalities. The Report identified two major zoning deficiencies. First, zoning ordinances, in too many instances, were established to meet immediate exigencies, with little thought given to future land use needs. Second, local zoning officials paid insufficient attention to proper zoning along highways, raising questions about highway strip development in the future. The proposed solutions to both concerns was to encourage the establishment of municipal planning boards that would engage in a more deliberative master planning process and to link municipal zoning ordinances to municipal master plans. 
Block # 16 
“All the great urban problems, all the great problems of water supply and drainage, all the problems which are created by congestion of population lie right around us where we are. We have the problems of the Country in such a form that they are raised to their highest degree of difficulty and complexity. We in New Jersey have got to show the Country how these problems are to be met and settled.” 

Governor Woodrow Wilson undated, but as quoted 

in the “First Annual Report of Progress” 1935
World War II interrupted the incipient national direction in state planning and public works programs along with planning studies. In 1943, the U.S. Congress allowed the National Resources Planning Board’s appropriation to lapse so that it could no longer operate after that date. Subsequently, the State Planning Board’s staff was reduced and it was transferred to be part of the Bureau of Planning and Engineering within the Department of Economic Development.

2. State Planning in the Immediate Post-War Era  
In 1947, the State Planning Board disappeared with the re-writing of the New Jersey Constitution. The planning function was relegated to a section of the Division of Planning and Economic Development within the newly created New Jersey Department of Conservation and Economic Development. A “proposed State Plan” was produced that year that including a map with a depiction of public lands, airports and highways. The map was intended for use to review the sale or acquisition of public lands; the distribution of state and federal funds; and the creation of needed public works.

In contrast to this decline in state planning fortunes, municipal planning, or at least zoning, often substituting for planning, assumed a new importance. The 1947 New Jersey Constitution provided municipalities with exclusive zoning powers. Combined with formerly adopted home rule powers, New Jersey municipal land use controls were elevated to a special status. The New Jersey Constitution acknowledged the importance of zoning to municipalities. Municipalities were also authorized to redevelop blighted areas. 

In addition, New Jersey’s county planning with respect to its 21 counties remained constrained. Although the County Planning Act (N.J.S.A.              ) provided for the creation and organization of county and regional planning boards, they were only empowered to operate within a restricted sphere. The County planning Boards were to devise and adopt a master plan for the physical development of each county. Their recommendations were to encompass existing urban development, infrastructure expansions, location and extent of forests and agricultural lands, and areas proposed for conservation. Municipalities and counties were expected to cooperate, but the balance of power remained tipped in favor of municipal land use decision-making.   
Despite the temporary loss of State Planning status, a significant planning document was written and released in 1950. The “Development Plan for New Jersey” reflected the work and employed much of the data collected during the preceding decade. It stressed the need for improved coordination among the different levels of government and among departments on each level of government. It also noted the problems created when municipalities were insensitive to the problems created by municipal actions on adjoining municipalities. 

This plan’s most notable contributions, however, were most likely its proposed projects which included the Garden State Parkway and the New Jersey Turnpike. The Plan also identified potential water reservoir sites to be targeted for land acquisition. It also called for significant land acquisitions at the Jersey Shore, along the Delaware River, along the then abandoned Delaware and Raritan Canal and the Hackensack Meadowlands. Its planning process was less of a consideration at that time.    
3. The Re-awakening of State Planning 

In 1954, New Jersey State Planning was re-awakened, again largely due to Federal government initiative.  Section 701 of the Federal Housing Act, enacted that year, provided Federal matching grants for technical planning assistance to municipalities. Lager municipalities were funded directly by the Federal government, bypassing the states. However, a state role was reserved by the Federal legislation with its call for state administration of the planning grant program for municipalities with populations of less than 25,000 people. 

The next year, the State Planning Section within the Department of Conservation ad Economic development was upgraded to a Bureau and its planning functions expanded.. Funds began to flow to New Jersey from the Federal government and to municipalities through the State’s administration in 1956.

State planners devised a program that passed through Federal 701 grants with minimal interference, but ensured acknowledgment of the State’s participation and support for sound planning. Municipalities were required to establish municipal planning boards, to meet a State – imposed match, and to devise a municipal master plan to qualify for the funding. 

Although the 701 grant program became the major preoccupation of the State Planning Bureau, the importance of engaging in state and regional planning was acknowledged. In 1959, the Bureau was re-organized into two sections. The first focused on municipal and regional planning. The second concentrated on statewide planning issues. The staff supported “The Inter-departmental Committee for State Planning,” which was established by the Governor and was comprised of his Cabinet officer members.   

The “Inter-departmental Committee for State Planning” concentrated on population and employment trends analyses, capital project proposals and inter-departmental coordination. The Committee produced a number of planning studies. It also focused on issues that would provide the groundwork for future initiatives related to the New Jersey Pinelands and the Hackensack Meadowlands.   

4. The Horizon Plans (1960-1970)  




In partial reaction to the overwhelming local emphasis throughout the 1950’s, the State Planning Bureau obtained a federal matching grant to devise what would be called “The Horizon Plan” in 1960. It was not intended to be a “master Plan, development plan, or general play by definition, “but instead a series of statements about goals and objectives.” Rather than adhering to a timeline for growth, planners used a population threshold of 20 million people as their guide. What would happen to New Jersey if existing development patterns continued to the 20 million population level? New Jersey had approximately 6 million people at that time. 
“The Horizon Plan” led to a series of technical reports. The reports were never officially released or published. However, they were used to guide staff thinking and the work of the Inter-departmental Committee for State Planning during this period. The reports emphasized that as population grew, concerns related to land use, transportation, air and water quality concerns would not confine themselves to municipal boundaries and would require planning at the state and regional levels. 

These efforts were reinforced by research conducted at Rutgers University that pointed to the already evident “spotty and unordered nature” of New Jersey’s post World War II urban development resulting in wasteful land consumption, the loss of countryside and needlessly complex transportation patterns. Four ecological zones were identified based on development patterns, economic activities and lifestyles. The zones were the urban core, urban inner periphery, urban outer periphery, and the rural zone.   

In the absence of effective state planning, it was expected that New Jersey would continue to be characterized by “suburban sprawl” spreading out from both New York City and Philadelphia. 



At about this time, New Jersey state planning was overtaken by events beyond its control. The state planning function was established in the newly created Department of Community Affairs that had moved from the former Department of Conservation and Economic Development. However, in 1967, New Jersey’s older urban centers were rocked by social turmoil and attention at least temporarily shifted away from planning to taking action,  with special focus on housing and urban concerns. 



In 1970, the Division of State and Regional Planning released “The Comprehensive Plan for 10 Million People.” This plan was one of the “Horizon Plans.” It was expected that that population threshold would be achieved by 2000. The Plan divided New Jersey into three types of planning areas: 1) built-up regions; 2) developing corridor regions; and 3) fringe regions. The plan’s recommendations sought to reduce suburban sprawl in the fringe regions, instead recommending that future development be concentrated along the developing corridor regions and the redevelopment of the built-up regions. It also included recommendations with regard to future reservoir sites, farmland retention, and recreational open space and pointed to the document’s compatibility with the functional plans of State departments, existing county master plans and interstate regional planning agencies that existed at the time. 
5. The State Development Guide Plan (1978)
Following the release of the “Horizon Plan 1970,” the Division of State and Regional Planning located within the Department of Community Affairs, focused on providing technical assistance to county and municipal jurisdictions and also issued a number of housing and planning documents. Fair housing issues were of special concern in light of the heightened attention they received emanating from the social events of the 1960’s and the increased focus on these issues coming from the federal government’s Department of Housing and Urban Development (U.S. HUD).
In 1975, largely in response to changing federal regulations that required the preparation of a state land use element to qualify for additional 701 federal funding, the Division of State and Regional Planning commenced work on the preparation of a “State Development Guide Plan.” Drafts were circulated among State departments and agencies as well as the state’s 21 counties for review and comment. A revised “State Development Guide Plan that took those comments into consideration was submitted to the federal government in 1977 and was eventually approved in 1978.

The importance of the State Development Guide Plan was elevated by actions taken by the New Jersey Supreme Court. In 1975, the New Jersey Supreme Court decided its first Mt. Laurel case.    The decision established the obligation of “developing municipalities” to provide for their “fair share” of “regional housing need.” No longer would developing municipalities be legally permitted to engage in exclusionary zoning practices.

Noting the continued scarcity of affordable housing, the Division of State and Regional Planning was directed by Executive Order to prepared a statewide Housing Allocation Plan that might be used by zoning litigants in evaluating the reasonableness of municipal housing needs.  That document was intended to become a part of the next iteration of the State Development Guide Plan. 
6.  The State Development Guide Plan (1980)

The State Development Guide Plan was a policy document intended to influence State departments and agencies as well as counties and municipalities throughout New Jersey. It listed six policy goals and contained a map. The State Development Guide Plan recommended where future development and conservation efforts should be concentrated and recommended where publicly funded investments should be made. The map delineated “growth,” “limited growth,” “rural,” and conservation” areas. The designated “growth areas” consisted of already highly urbanized areas plus transportation corridors and eight rural centers in the less developed counties. 


For each of the four planning areas, the State Development Guide Plan made policy recommendations and suggested implementation strategies. The intention was to provide direction to a state infrastructure investment strategy to spur private growth and development. Its contours appeared consistent with earlier efforts in these regards. The State Development Guide Plan was careful not to prohibit development in the limited growth areas, but rather urged that these areas not receive priority in terms of public infrastructure investment. Ultimately, leadership would have to come from the Governor and the coordinated efforts of the State departments and agencies to implement the State Development Guide Plan. 

7.  The N.J. Supreme Court: Changing Planning’s Context  

By 1981, the context of state planning had significantly changed. The State Legislature had in fact been enacting planning legislation piecemeal over at least the previous decade so that state planning had become an incremental reality. Yet, despite this altered context and expanding state planning role, New Jersey’s state planning efforts continued to suffer. Federal and state funding to support state planning had shrunk significantly. In addition, the legislated planning enacted was spread amongst multiple departments and different levels of government.  



This importance of this situation was elevated when the New Jersey Supreme Court rendered its Mt. Laurel II decision in January 1983.  That decision relied upon the State Development Guide Plan as a basis for determining the fair share obligation so of defendant municipalities in providing low- and moderate-income housing. The New Jersey Supreme Court also emphasized that the periodic revision of the State Development Guide Plan would be necessary for that purpose. Despite this view provided by the court, a few months later, the Division of State and Regional Planning experienced severe budget cuts. The following year it was de-funded.  
8. The Restoration & Elevation of State Planning 


In response to a public outcry that ensued pointing to the importance of the restoration of state planning, a coalition formed calling for a new state planning vehicle and a comprehensive state plan.  Less than two years later, in December 1985, the State Planning Act was enacted by both houses of the state legislature. It was signed into law by the Governor on January 2, 1986, several after the enactment of the state’s Fair Housing Act. 

Curiously, the State Planning Commission and the Office of State Planning seemed to be elevated by placing them within the State’s Department of Treasury, which as extraordinary powers under the state’s constitution. In addition, it was not to be a department division, but instead provided with the status of a special commission. 


In this way, the state legislature at that time built upon more than a half-century tradition in state planning, apparently intent on strengthening that tradition. The state planning efforts throughout have presented themselves as “leadership” documents. They have pointed to the importance of coordination across State departments and agencies and with counties and municipalities. All were tied to the importance of providing plans for state capital projects. 

The contemporary state plan effort is distinguishable from earlier efforts in at least three ways. First, it is entirely separate from any impetus from the federal government. Second, at its “heart” is a legislatively-mandated highly interactive, public participatory strategic planning process. Third, the entire context of the state government, its expansion along with its role and function, its relationships with its counties and municipalities have been substantially altered since state planning’s beginnings in the 1930’s.    

 9. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan (June 1992)

10. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan (March 2001)

Looking Ahead – The Changing Circumstances 
New Jersey will likely be faced with a very different set of circumstances from those before it when the last iteration of the State Development and Redevelopment was approved by the State Planning Commission in 2001. Neither New Jersey nor the world has stood still since the approval of the last State Development and Redevelopment Plan.  

In March 2001, there was no Riverline connecting Trenton and Camden. The light rail line in Bergen and Hudson Counties had just gotten underway.  The Highlands region in northwest New Jersey was designated as a Special Resource Area (SRA) by the State Development and Redevelopment Plan but the Highlands Protection Act was not enacted, nor was the Highlands Regional Plan yet written. The State’s Performing Arts Center in Newark was built, but its future was still uncertain. The Prudential Arena in that City was still far from reality. The attraction of New Brunswick, Morristown, Red Bank and Collingswood were barely noticed. The preservation of a million acres by government had only recently begun.   

New Jersey’s economy was weathering the dot.com bust, while concerns about terrorism were mostly unknown. The tragedy of September 11 was still around the corner, while the War in Iraq was years away. There was no fear shown about a “housing bubble,” as most seemed to prosper from the growing lack of affordable housing as inflated “home equity” created a “wealth effect” that made most homeowners smile.  

Just seven years later, the world in 2008 appears dramatically different. The observed changes should be humbling, underscoring the fact that predicting the past may be so much easier than forecasting the future. 

At the turn of the 20th century, New Jersey could be characterized by its social diversity. It served as a gateway to immigrants coming from Europe. They provided labor for the state’s still emerging industrial economy that packed its urban areas. New Jersey’s city-building relied upon coal, steam and rail, which centralized economic activities and concentrated its population.  

In the post –World War II, era and for most of the second half of the 20th century centrifugal forces accelerated movement out from the industrial urban center. New Jersey re-invented itself, losing a portion of its industrial base, but transformed into a knowledge-based economy and subsequent waves of immigrants coming from Asia and Latin America. Pharmaceuticals, information technology, logistics and tourism replaced much of the manufacturing base and fueled New Jersey’s economy.
Simultaneously, the built environment was driven by the convenience and accessibility made possible by the combination of the automobile and inexpensive energy costs. As long as population and economic activity expanded the predominant movement was outward from the center. Centrifugal forms shaped the landscape in leap-frog and land consumptive ways, its meaning defined by one word “sprawl.”  Jurisdictions fragmented  metropolitan regions. They frequently define the local public interest based upon some cost-benefit calculation tied to the local property tax rate that left little room for some more comprehensive definition of the general welfare.  This jurisdictional fragmentation added to municipal home rule ideology and the reality of weak county governments no unincorporated territory produced a distinctively New Jersey metropolitan brew. 
Now just past the dawn of the 21st century, and after at least a half-century of continuous suburban growth, New Jersey may need to re-invent itself once again.  Its vast swaths of rural territory are no longer available for relatively inexpensive development. Natural resources such as clean water and clean air are no longer taken for granted. More and more regulations inhibit the ability to develop in rural and environmentally sensitive areas. 

In addition, inexpensive energy is suddenly absent as part of the former mix. The economy has slowed leading to questions as to whether regional prosperity may now be at risk. Continued immigration is also being questioned, while incumbent population growth slows and out migration increases. New Jersey’s population growth may be at its lowest levels since the Great Depression in the 1930’s. 

Just as only a very few in 1990 could foresee the relevance of the internet today, predicting the contours of the next economy now taking shape ought to be approached with hefty portions of humility. 
What does seem real and reliable now, however, is that New Jersey is simultaneously faced increasingly with global competition and resource constraints.  This situation only adds to doubts being raised as to how much government can the state’s taxpayers still afford evidenced by persistent calls for property tax reform, budget cuts, shared services, jurisdictional consolidations, regional planning and with it, a redefinition of Home Rule. 
Economic competitiveness used to be from across the river. Today, it seems like it extends across the globe. Global competition is real, as evidenced by the example of New Jersey’s loss of high technology employment to places as faraway as India and China.  

Layered over these multiple trends is a growing environmental awareness with a long list of environmental issues relating to global climate change and green house gases that point to the need to employ energy more efficiently, to reduce emissions in the ways homes and businesses are both powered and heated as well as the importance in reducing vehicle miles traveled that can only be achieved by the way we arrange our activities and use the land. 

Powerful macroeconomic forces are transforming the planning parameters. The economic geography will be reformulated yet again. Distance matters. Accessibility will become more important than mobility as the impacts affect both household budgets and the bottom lines of commercial enterprises. Some economic dislocations are bound to occur. The demand for more energy efficient, “green” technologies are bound to increase. The emphasis on travel demand management as opposed to concentrating on transportation supplies will likely lead more closely integrating transportation planning with land-use while trying to uncover other ways to reduce vehicle miles traveled. Yet it is highly unlikely that we will be able to solve these problems by relying on the ideas that largely contributed to their creation. 

Block # 6
“It is highly unlikely that we will be able to solve these problems by relying on the ideas that largely contributed to their creation.”  -- Albert Einstein  

Those in positions of power and authority who can effectively respond and address these changing macroeconomic parameters will be able to effectively compete in the global marketplace. Meaningful responses will require thinking less about the next Federal or State transportation, agricultural or housing authorization bill, but instead thinking more creatively about ways of transforming “business as usual” Those who adequately respond and figure this out, will be the winners in the global competition. For the others, who may hear the warning sounds, but continue to operate in conventional ways, they will lose in the global competition.    
Population & Employment Projections (2010-2030)

(Obtain & Insert latest data from CUPR)
The State Development and Redevelopment Plan – 

1992-2008: The Valuable Lessons Learned
In addition to the changing circumstances likely to change the context in which the this third iteration of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan will most probably have to operate, there are also valuable lessons that have been learned since the State Planning Commission approved the State Development and Redevelopment Plan in 1992. 

This State Development and Redevelopment Plan identify and incorporate numerous lessons learned over that period from prior State Planning experiences.  These lessons serve to inform this version of the State Plan. These lessons are drawn from the experiences of the Office of Smart Growth (OSG) and its predecessor, the Office of State Planning (OSP), as well as the experiences of numerous State departments and agencies, counties and municipalities, stakeholder groups and citizens that have participated in the State Development and Redevelopment Plan processes over since that time. 

Among the valuable lessons drawn from nearly two decades of contemporary state planning experience are the following: 
1. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan serves best as a leadership document containing a vision that is flexible enough to address changes as they occur and capable of being updated in light of changing circumstances, avoiding too much detail so as to lose its focus; 
2. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan’s focus should remain concentrated on those fundamental issues: a) where future growth and development should occur; b) how future growth and development should take place; and conversely where future growth should be discouraged and the ways future growth should not occur;   
3. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan has evolved over an extended period of time as an anti-sprawl plan, articulating a strategy that emphasizes the importance of future growth and development where infrastructure capacity already exist and center-based development in outlying rural and environmentally sensitive areas as antidotes to persistent sprawl, a strategy that remains sound and  relevant today even in light of rapidly changing social circumstances; 

4. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan should serve as a guide to State infrastructure investments as prescribed in the State Planning Act in commenting on the necessity, desirability and priority to be given to capital improvement projects as well as challenging early presumptions about the adequacy of infrastructure capacity in the state’s older urban and suburban areas;  

5. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan is a statewide plan that should provide a framework not only for counties and municipalities, but just as importantly for the branches of state government, and as it pertains to the executive branch requires leadership, deployment, integration and alignment among the State departments and agencies with respect to practices, procedures, policies and programs, and effective means to manage conflicts within and across State departments and agencies in a timely fashion;
6. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan previously defined 
equity largely in terms of land values and its potential loss as a result of the implementation of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan, whereas it is in the interest of the State of New Jersey and its residents to acknowledge other aspects of a more comprehensive definition of social equity at this time without diminishing in any way the importance of the land equity question.   
7. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan effectiveness is at times dependent upon factors far beyond its immediate control and outside its scope of authority such as property tax reform, public safety and the quality of public education so that at minimum those concerns ought to be mentioned in the State Development and Redevelopment Plan;   

8. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan should develop and include a set of defensible projections with respect to population, employment and housing to be employed by state departments and agencies, counties and municipalities  to avoid the inconsistencies that in the past sometimes resulted in different and conflicting interpretations and planning outcomes; 
9. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan’s cross-acceptance process should not be on a three-year cycle as it is too labor intensive, too time-consuming and State  government has not been able to meet its own self-imposed timetables; 
10. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan requires a bias for 
action, acknowledging its vision, goals, strategy and policies, but focusing more on State Plan implementation, to shift attention from plans to decision-making, budgets  and programs, and from  planners to decision-makers; 

11. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan’s effective implementation needs to include more than exhortation from the highest perch in State Government, but rather meaningful and effective leadership to provide an implementation strategy with the ultimate objective of achieving State department and agency alignment involving staff education and training, written guidance, tools development, showcase projects and continuous monitoring, evaluation and re-adjustment.   
12. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan should re-examine the Nature of Plan Endorsement, ensuring that it is employed to encourage Counties and municipalities to promote improved planning practices and procedures, rather than posing a costly and intimidating barrier; 
13.  The State Development and Redevelopment Plan should acknowledge that counties’ and municipalities’ interest in the State Development and Redevelopment Plan is directly related to the quantity and quality of financial and technical assistance that local jurisdictions are likely to qualify for and receive as a consequence of engaging in the  State Planning process, and therefore participation is a function of the amount of grant funding and the quality of technical assistance provided by State departments and agencies that are linked to the State Development and Redevelopment Plan; 
14. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan is dependent 

on a visionary cadre of planning professionals within the Office of Smart Growth (OSG) who need to be adequately staffed, sufficiently skilled, open to suggestion, serve to compile and disseminate relevant and valuable information and best practices, capable of providing valuable technical assistance, continually monitor the State Plan’s implementation with a willingness to make necessary re-adjustments in timely ways;  
15. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan implementation suffers 

from a general lack of awareness by State departments and agencies of the range and variety of State program support across State departments and agencies that is available thereby making it more difficult to establish a coordinated and integrated approach to implementation while being sensitive to local government concerns;    
16. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan requires manageable,  meaningful and transparent indicators and targets to monitor and evaluate “progress” with respect to the State Development and Redevelopment Plan, demanding attention, commitment, maintenance, and communication to the public on a continuous basis to measure progress towards achieving the vision and goals of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan; 
17. The State Development and Redevelopment Plan has attracted only scant attention from the State Legislature since the passage of the State Planning Act, whereas improving its relationship with the State Legislature and devising a meaningful State Legislative agenda could be used to strengthen the implementation of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan in the future.
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