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     ) 
ABSENT    ) 
KURT ALSTEDE   ) 
ERIK PETERSON   ) 
ELIZABETH CALABRESE  ) 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
The Chairman of the Council, John Weingart, called the 67th meeting of the New Jersey Highlands 
Water Protection and Planning Council to order at 10:11am. 
 
ROLL CALL 
The members introduced themselves. 
 
OPEN PUBLIC MEETINGS ACT 
Chairman Weingart announced that the meeting was called in accordance with the Open Public 
meetings Act, N.J.S.A. 10:4-6 and that the Highlands Council had sent written notice of the time, 
date, and location of this meeting to pertinent newspapers or circulation throughout the State and 
posted on the Highlands Council website.  
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE was then recited. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF APRIL 10, 2008 
Mr. Schrier introduced the motion to approve the minutes.  Janice Kovach seconded the 
motion.  Mr. Vetrano abstained.  All other members present voted to approve.  The minutes 
were APPROVED. 
 
CHAIRMAN’S REPORT 
Chairman Weingart noted the letter in the meeting packet from Mr. Alstede who would not be 
present but wanted the Council members to be aware of his comments on matters on the agenda for 
today.  He then announced that the TDR Committee will meet on May 15, 2008 immediately after  



NEW JERSEY HIGHLANDS WATER PROTECTION 
AND PLANNING COUNCIL 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF May 1, 2008 
 

2 
  

the Council meeting and reminded the Council that the financial disclosure reports are due on May 
15, 2008. He also reminded that Council that the Ethics training needs to be completed by May 15, 
2008. 
 
Ms. Kovach wanted to clarify the WQMP discussion from the last meeting explaining that the 
Council was discussing the appropriate septic density standards for non-conforming 
municipalities.Ms. Swan confirmed that the staff proposal was to use NJDEP nitrate thresholds 
would be for non-conforming municipalities during the review of WQMP amendments.  All 
conforming municipalities would be required to use the Highlands thresholds as set forth in the 
RMP. 
   
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
Ms. Swan noted that the following meetings had taken place: the regularly scheduled County 
Planners meeting, and a meeting with Somerset County, NJDEP and Somerset County 
municipalities. 
 
COMMITTEE REPORTS 
There were no reports. 
 
REGIONAL MASTER PLAN DISCUSSION 

a. Water Availability 
Ms. Swan noted that the public comments in this area were mostly focused on deficit mitigation 
policies.  She then explained the three major issues that were raised: conditional water availability in 
deficit areas, certainty of achieving mitigation, and what happens if mitigation isn’t possible. 
 
She discussed deficits within subwatersheds showing a table which outlined deficits within HUC14s.  
Her presentation continued with conditional availability in regards to consumptive and depletive use 
and the related number of homes to water usage within subwatersheds (HUC14s). 
 
 Ms. Swan then outlined the options for improving policies regarding mitigation thresholds.  She 
explained that mitigation thresholds will be scaled based on size of deficit and proposed water use 
for project reviews prior to a Water Use and Conservation Management Plan approval.  Areas with 
the highest combination of deficits and uses will be recommended to require mitigation prior to 
construction. 
 
Ms. Swan then discussed information submitted by Randolph Township in connection with their 
efforts to conserve water.  The information was submitted in reference to their WQMP application 
but is useful for today’s meeting to highlight what can be done to mitigate deficits.   Specifically she 
noted three procedures they have utilized: 

- revised water use fees 
- ordinance requiring odd, even day watering of lawns 
- leak detection surveys (showing that repair work saved 440,000 gallons per day) 

Based on their report after two years, they found an annual savings of $280,000 with only $24,000 
being spent.   
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She then continued her presentation on the certainty of mitigation and issues of recharge.  She 
pointed out proven recharge technologies and the issues regarding recharge benefits.  Ms. Swan then 
discussed conservation within the certainty of mitigation, explaining that the technology is well 
proven, the long term benefits that can be expected, and that the requirement of monitoring results 
would be in place. 
 
Ms. Swan then discussed the certainty of mitigation with a focus on aggregates.  She noted that the 
techniques that will be used in the Highlands Region are fundamentally different than historic water 
conservation which has been to address significant deficits that required infrastructure.  She 
described the feasibility of the mitigation given the levels of deficits in the area and that while the 
responses to mitigation may vary, they will address the deficits that are present. Ms. Swan then 
outlined where mitigation may not be feasible and that the project would have to be redesigned to 
meet the Council’s requirements or be abandoned.  It was stressed that the Council would have to 
be satisfied that the mitigation would occur.   
 
Ms. Pasquarelli questioned the costs in the Randolph report wondering if all cost aspects, including 
repairs and remediation cost, were taken into account.Ms. Swan stated that the analysis wasn’t done 
by the Highlands staff, but by Randolph, so she believes them to be accurate, but is uncertain of 
exactly what is included in those costs. 
 
Ms. Carluccio explained her concerns about continued development in deficit areas.  She questioned 
any future analysis that will be done regarding recharge.Ms. Swan stated this will be addressed in the 
next section of the presentation. 
 
Ms. Carluccio questioned how this mitigation would be measured and maintained especially on a 
small scale.Ms. Swan explained that it could be done through deed restrictions.Dr. Van Abs also 
explained that all consumptive use calculations are based on estimations, and that wells will not be 
metered.  There would be a focus on enhanced recharge and the requirements in place would be 
beyond the DEP requirements. 
 
Ms. Carluccio continued to show her concern about the practicality of this being applied to smaller 
areas.  She also discussed drought conditions and the use of practices that would normally be done 
during drought being used on a regular basis. Dr. Van Abs explained that the “odd and even” 
watering would be used to reduce peak daily use not overall usage for irrigation.Ms. Letts explained 
that Parsippany did use this years ago, that with enforcement it can save a large amount of water.  
There was then further discussion on collaborative solutions. 
 
 
 
Ms. Pasquarelli asked for clarification on the Water Use and Conservation Management Plan and 
how it will fit into the conformance process and what the implementation would be.Ms. Swan 
explained the process of Plan Conformance and that not all steps have to be completed to receive 
conditional Plan Conformance, but that all municipalities will be required to have plans and will 
need to update their information over time.  It will be required for municipalities to implement a 
Water Use and Conservation Management Plan in order to stay in conformance. 
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Ms. Swan continued her presentation discussing GPO and Program suggestions, including the 
clarification that Conditional Water Availability is a maximum for all projects, and once that 
threshold has been reached a municipality must have a Water Use and Conservation Management 
Plan in order to move any further projects.  She emphasized that the goal was to get all 
municipalities to do a plan and that once done it would be  used instead of the standard mitigation 
thresholds being presented.  Finally,  she discussed the incorporation of the sliding scale mitigation 
thresholds. 
 
The implementation process was then explained including the need to provide escrow funds or 
bonding, as well as the requirement for a detailed mitigation plan and cost analysis, within in one 
year.  The requirements before a certificate of occupancy (CO) would be granted were outlined as 
well as the responsibility of the entity to report annually to the Council. 
 
Dr. Van Abs explained the time requirements within this process, specifically discussing onsite and 
offsite conservation practices. 
 
Chairman Weingart questioned whether there would be instances where a project could be using 
water prior to the implementation of a mitigation plan.  Dr. Van Abs answered that there could be 
instances where a relatively small usage could occur at a project within an area with a small deficit. 
 
MR. COGGER JOINED THE MEETING 
 
The concerns about who has the authority for evaluating and enforcing conformance (particularly in 
regards to mitigation) was then discussed as well as what the process would be for projects within 
the different stages of conforming.  Enforcement through the CO and local authorities was 
explained.  Depending on the project, the entity that would certify whether actions were completed 
in regards to conformance could vary.  The Council members showed some concern regarding 
follow up on projects actually completing the conservation practices promised in their plans.   
 
Ms. Carluccio questioned whether mitigation is precise.  She expressed that mitigation plans need to 
be looked into further.  She discussed how the Council’s plan for mitigation needs to be worked on 
further and should not be implemented now.  She also requested that further development not be 
allowed in deficit areas particularly until it is made clearer how much can be water can be generated 
through recharge. 
 
Ms. Swan explained that these are policies being discussed and that the details for the 
implementation of them will be developed and will have to be approved by the Council before 
implementation.Mr. Dillingham explained that many mitigation projects have failed so that caution 
needs to be used.Ms. Way expressed concerns about this process and how the Council can agree to a 
project when the Council will not be certain that the Township Engineer, or the entity approving 
this project, is giving proper approval. 
 
Chairman Weingart stated that this would require some reliance on the trained individuals within the 
DEP and within the towns’ staff.Ms. Way explained that it isn’t an issue of integrity, but that it is 
important to make sure a proper system is in place to protect and conserve water.Mr. Schrier stated 
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that the Council needs to trust that projects are conforming but follow up and verify that it is being 
done properly. The Council’s role in initial approval was then discussed and Ms. Letts suggested that 
the Council should be following these plans through to completion.   
 
Ms. Carluccio stated her concerns that the Council will not be verifying and measuring the increased 
water deficit areas will be receiving, especially regarding individual homes.  Ms. Carluccio questioned 
the ability to oversee these plans and stated that she is concerned that this plan may not work, 
especially with a lack of verification.Ms. Swan clarified that this is an interim program until the  
Water Use and Conservation Management Plans are in place, and stated that municipalities will be 
required to plan ahead for conformance.  Also municipalities will be able to determine where 
available water is used once they have a plan in place and that should be an incentive for them. 
 
Ms. Carluccio recommended that the Council not allow growth within deficit areas as an incentive 
for towns to create and utilize a proper management plan, since many already have a deficit. 
 
Chairman Weingart stated that he found that the recommendations of the staff were an 
improvement.  He expressed his concern about municipalities not having the financial ability to 
make corrections, without being able to get income from the sale of new homes.Mr. Schrier 
explained that these are requirements like many of those already in place before COs are granted and 
that issues that arise should be apparent to the Council ahead of time.Ms. Letts expressed her 
agreement with  Chairman Weingart’s concern.   
Ms. Pasquarelli expressed her concern about permitting development in deficit areas and how it will 
worsen the deficit.  She stated that the possible mitigation of this deficit through these plans doesn’t 
ensure conservation and protection of the water.Mr. Borden explained that further development 
doesn’t ensure further deficit, as the policy is recommending that 125% mitigation which will ensure 
that the deficit will actually improve.Ms. Carluccio stated that the Council would benefit from an 
analysis on buildout. 
 
Chairman Weingart questions whether the Council members would like to revisit the issue of 
allowing development in deficit with mitigation plans or if they would like to change or abolish the 
allowance of this development. Chairman Weingart asked whether the Council members would like 
to change the policy.  Mr. Dillingham, Ms. Carluccio, and Ms. Way showed support for that change.  
Ms. Pasquarelli stated her lack of support for the staff recommendations.  Chairman Weingart stated 
that the Council staff will  continue to improve the language of the policy  with the strengthened 
mitigation requirements. 
 
 Ms. Letts asked that the staff clarify the policies and procedures in regards to the requirements for 
mitigation. 
 
WATER TRANSFERS BETWEEN WATERSHEDS: 
Ms. Swan continued her presentation with discussion of water transfers between sub watersheds and 
how transfers would only occur when there was no other viable alternative available.  She also 
outlined that options such as project changes, irrigation restrictions, water transfers, plus any 
required mitigation for use of conditional water availability in source sub watersheds would be 
determined.  She also reviewed the procedures if a water transfer is required.   Transfers from 
outside of the Highlands into the area should be treated differently, Ms. Swan used the example of 
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the WQMP amendment on Trump to illustrate this.  She also discussed the beneficial reuse of 
greywater which should be examined on its merits.   
 
Mr. Dillingham questioned whether “no viable alternative” would be evaluated so to assure 
appropriate usage of the water.  Mr. Borden and Dr. Van Abs clarified the ways that transfers are 
minimized to allow only approved use. 
 
Ms. Carluccio requested that N.J.A.C. 7:8 should be looked into regarding recharge and soil testing 
within the Highlands. 
 
Ms. Letts questioned whether detention basins and other flooding partitions will be an issue for 
recharge within the Highlands.Dr. Van Abs explained that they will not be an issue with regard to 
loss of water availability.  Mr. Cogger discussed the issues in maintaining these basins and the 
corresponding cost.  He recommended that the Council look into the long term affects and issues 
regarding this upkeep.Dr. Van Abs brought up that some areas require the collection of funds for 
this type of maintenance and that this is why the RMP has requirements for low impact 
development.   
 

b. Cluster Development 
Ms. Swan continued her presentation to address Cluster Development.  She explained that the staff 
worked on the White Paper on Farm Conservation Plans and Best Management Practices with input 
from the Department of Agriculture as well as the NRCS.  She also stated that the document Cluster 
Development – Goals, Policies and Objectives would be reviewed during this presentation.   
 
Mr. Dillingham stated that he found this document much clearer and asked for the detailed 
comments that came from the Department of Agriculture. The Chairman asked  that Monique 
Purcell of the Department of Agriculture, who was in the audience, would discuss those 
recommendations after Ms. Swan’s presentation. 
 
Ms Swan outlined specific GPO changes within the Cluster development section.  She explained 
that relevant GPOs from Utility, Agricultural Resources, Future Land Use, and Landowner Fairness 
sections of the RMP were added to the list of Cluster Development GPOs to provide clarity.  There 
was further discussion on the appropriate triggers for a Farm Conservation Plan or Resource 
Systems Management Plan when using cluster development. Staff recommended implementation of 
a Farm Conservation Plan focused on soil and water resources when clustering is used.  She also 
discussed that the Final Draft RMP set a goal of 80% preservation in cluster developments but that 
the staff were now recommending a goal of the development area being 10% of the project when 
served by public or community on-site systems were used.  Clarification was provided on when to 
use cluster techniques and that the cluster design should maintain and enhance the agricultural 
industry (Policy 3A6 and Obj. 3A6a – 3A6d).   
 
She then provided visuals of scattered development and clustered development.  There were 
recommendations for how to use clusters to maximize protection and to avoid scattered clusters. 
  
Ms. Swan clarified that there will be no consideration in Preservation Area for extension of sewers 
except for what the Highlands Act allows.  She then discussed TDR and the use of clusters in 
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response to Mr. Dillingham’s request for clarification.Mr. Cogger expressed his concern regarding 
multiple dwelling units in the use of clustering.  Ms. Swan emphasized that the clusters would be for 
the development yield and type of units that could have been developed under existing zoning. 
 
Ms. Swan clarified the supporting requirements in place for clustering.  She also explained that 
farmers will be allowed to continue farming their property and assured that these rights will be 
protected.   
 
Mr. Dillingham requested clarification on appropriate land use and development yield which assure 
the required preservation of that area.Ms. Carluccio stated her concern that the Farm Conservation 
Plan is limited and doesn’t properly address soil erosion.  She believes that a Resource Management 
Plan will be more appropriate for the water issues in the Highlands.  She stated that if the Farm 
Conservation Plan is utilized it should be adjusted to be appropriate for the mission of the Council.   
 
Ms. Swan explained that the Farm Conservation Plan is what is being recommended as it is 
consistent with the requirements of the Highlands Act.  Dr. Van Abs explained that the critical 
function of the Farm Conservation Plan that the Council will be utilizing is the focus on water.  This 
will be a special focus version of the Farm Conservation Plan. Ms. Swan stated that the staff will be 
working with NRCS and the Department of Agriculture to develop this specific plan.  Ms. Carluccio 
stated that she is concerned about the timing of the requirements in these plans.  Mr. Dillingham 
suggested that wildlife concerns also be added if a new plan is being developed.   
 
Monique Purcell of the Department of Agriculture outlined the suggestions of the Department of 
Agriculture.  She clarified the different triggers regarding impervious cover.   She explained that 
agricultural development and general development are being addressed differently.  These plans 
were completely voluntary up until the Highlands Act, so this is a great step in making them 
mandatory.  This plan takes it to the next step, requiring implementation  of conservation plans.  She 
explained the issues the Department has with the RMS Plan. 
 
She addressed some of the edits she would like to see in the White Paper.  She clarified concerns 
with statements regarding aquaculture.  She asked for corrections on description of confined areas in 
feeding operations on farms.  She then stated that the Department of Agriculture supports the 
recommendation of farms’ participation in the conservation programs as outlined by the Highlands 
staff. 
 
Ms. Carluccio suggested that the triggers be lowered so that more farms are required to create a 
Farm Conservation Plans.  Ms. Purcell also noted that she doesn’t believe the triggers should be 
lowered, but that incentive based voluntary creation of Farm Conservation Plans should be 
recommended so that all farms will be involved.   
 
Ms. Carluccio questioned including the impervious cover of the agricultural activity along with the 
cluster developments.  Ms. Purcell clarified that she believes the agriculture activities should be 
separated from other development on clusters.  
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Ms. Purcell clarified that NRCS has already “fleshed out” these conservation plans and that they can 
be very thorough in resource conservation.  She also stated that it is important to look at the limited 
funding in deciding what will be mandatory. 
 
Mr. Dillingham expressed his concern about these plans being comparable with the requirements of 
the RMP.  He also discussed taking a farm and adding a cluster development, and that this would 
take that property out of being an agricultural development.  He questioned how to best manage 
these types of properties.  He also expressed concern of there being very little property left in this 
instance for resource protection.  He asked that agricultural properties with clusters present be held 
to cluster development requirements not requirements of agricultural properties. 
 
Ms. Carluccio had questions about Obj. 2J4b regarding the conditions in which sewer extensions 
will be allowed.  There was then discussion about the policies regarding sewer extensions and the 
fact that little flexibility is allowed. Ms. Carluccio asked for more clarification in the language 
regarding this change particularly regarding the additional 10% (making 90%).  There was further 
discussion on this recommendation and the fact that the development can be placed on less land 
when infrastructure is available. There was then discussion about protection of additional areas for 
conservation; in particular easements were cited. 
 
Mr. Dillingham asked for clarification on the changes of language for Objective 2J4a regarding 
takings waivers. Mr. Borden explained that it was changed to be consistent with the statutory 
language. 
 
WATER AND WASTEWATER UTILITIES: 
Ms. Swan continued her presentation on water and wastewater utilities.   She explained that the 
policies from the 2007 version have been included for clarification on the changes.  She reviewed 
Objectives 2J4b and 2K3d and how they were revised to recognize different potential for resource 
protection for septic system clusters and sewered clusters.   Ms. Swan explained that it is possible to 
have protected areas on sewered lots, with deed restrictions, to meet the 10% threshold.  She also 
noted that Policy 2I1 consolidated the Preservation Area provisions for water and wastewater that 
prohibit extensions or new infrastructure unless there is an exemption or an approved NJDEP 
waiver.   
 
Mr. Dillingham questioned the builders and municipalities ability and willingness to pay for the 
extension of sewers.  Ms. Swan explained the ways to maximize utilization of sewered areas.  She 
also discussed the use of TDR. 
 
Mr. Dillingham stated his concern about the pressure to waive standards when builders, or other 
parties, state that they need a certain amount of development to justify the cost of sewer extensions. 
Dr. Van Abs explained that clustering will be mandatory.  He explained the community onsite 
systems and cost effectiveness in clustering.  The concern of the cost of maintenance of these 
systems was then raised. There was then discussion on clusters and how they would affect the 
community character.  This is also addressed in the plan and would be part of Plan Conformance. 
 
Ms. Carluccio cited page 4, Objective 2B7b and asked for clarification on the DEP providing 
consistency determination.  Mr. Borden verified that this will be handled by the DEP.  She then 
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discussed 2H2a - Prohibitive Land Uses in Well Head Areas and questioned why Tier 1 was being 
used for monitoring.  Dr. Van Abs clarified that Tier 1 is a 2 year time of travel and that it is unique 
among the tiers.  He explained why Tier 1 should be used. Ms. Carluccio stated her concern about 
sewer lines being put into the Tier 1 and that it may be impossible to put in a sewer line that will not 
leak.  She suggested that these simply be prevented.  There was clarification that a sewer line 
crossing Tier 1 would be safer than septic system. 
 
Ms. Carluccio stated that she will provide staff with a paper by USGS regarding this issue. 
 
Ms. Swan continued her presentation with the Utility GPOs in the Preservation Area.  She explained 
that Obj. 2J4a and 2K3c clarify infrastructure limits in both the Protection and Conservation Zone 
and the Environmentally-Constrained sub-zone.  She then outlined other language clarifications, 
particularly those regarding the public health and safety issues and the protection of domestic wells 
in clusters.      
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS: 
 
ROSS KUSHNER, Pequannock River Coalition:  Mr. Kushner discussed concerns about 
allowing new development in deficit areas and that the mitigation plan will not help the deficit.  He 
is concerned with false statements regarding recharge and mitigation.  Mr. Kushner discussed the 
differences in requirements.  He stated his appreciation of the support of Council members 
mentioning environmental issues, but believes that other members need to stand up and support 
their constituents. 
 
ELLIOT RUGA, NJ Highlands Coalition: (Written comments submitted) Mr. Ruga brought up 
the staff suggestions discussed in the last meeting.  He discussed the septic densities and their 
application in WQMPs.  He pointed out the technical addenda of the RMP is zone specific.  He 
believes that if the suggestions made at the last Council meeting are adopted into the plan, it will 
abandon the planning area and encourage municipalities not to conform.  Mr. Ruga said there was a  
lack of clarification on the part of the Council members on this recommendation.  He 
recommended that the Council step up to the plate and represent the people’s interests.   
 
CHRISTINE HEPBURN, public individual but also on the board of NJ Highlands 
Coalition and a US Fish and Wildlife steward:  She clarified that the audience was concerned 
with the idea of the builders’ engineers following up and verifying conformance regarding 
mitigation. 
 
DAVID SHOPE – Mr. Shope explained that the relationship of the person verifying conformance 
in mitigation is important.  He then read a report from the Middlesex Water Company.  He went 
over salaries and income of different entities.  Mr. Shope then expressed his disapproval of the water 
deficit numbers and compared the Council to a dictatorship.  He noted Permit #5033 and suggested 
that the staff look into it.  He stated that the policy is incorrect and not necessary.   
 
SYLIVA KOVACS, Warren County – She read sections from pg 107 from the RMP and discussed 
them, specifically clusters and exemptions.  She expressed her concerns about further development 
having negative effects on the ecosystem.  She urged the council to provide clearer standards as well 
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as incentives to assist municipalities in creating an intra-municipal transfer program.  Ms. Kovacs 
pointed out what she characterized as inconsistencies, false statements, and the use of outdated 
information within the RMP and its policies.  She then clarified for the public the details of the 
Mansfield WQMP that was discussed.  Lastly, she stated her appreciation for Debbie Pasquarelli and 
recognized her recent award.   
 
Chairman Weingart noted the Council’s previous appreciation for Ms. Pasquarelli’s recognition and 
noted that Ms. Swan had also received this award in the past. 
 
JULIA SOMERS, NJ Highlands Coalition –  Ms. Somers discussed the concerns regarding the 
125% mitigation.  She believes that there needs to be more focus on verification and 
implementation.  She discussed how the Plan is complicated.  She stated the support for more 
conservative thresholds, but that this is another area for verification.  Regarding clustering, she 
discussed the diagrams presented.  She noted that the Council should state that clustering the 
clusters would be a part of conformance.  She stated a concern that within clustering, agricultural 
activities will affect environmentally constrained land. 
 
DAVID PEIFER, ANJEC – Mr. Peifer commented on the management systems that are being 
created and expressed concern regarding adequate delivery of implementation.  He stated that the 
Council needs to look at whether they have the staffing and the funding for implementing and 
controlling these systems.  In regards to clustering, he discussed the clustering of clusters and 
questioned what will be allowed to be clustered.  He questioned the use of exemptions and TDR 
within clusters and how they complicate this issue.  Regarding impervious surfaces and the related 
triggers, he mentioned that it is important to look at the entire impervious surface as a trigger.   
 
HELEN HEINRICH, NJ Farm Bureau –  (written comments submitted) Ms. Heinrich stated 
her support of the language changes in the clustering sections.  Although, she stated that not many 
farmers have been considering this option.  She stated she will provide a list of the expensive steps 
that would be required for involvement.  She then discussed soil tests.  Ms. Heinrich asked for the 
council’s support for farmers and the decisions that are in front of them.  Regarding Farm 
Conservation Plans, she explained that they are difficult to comply with and are costly.  She then 
discussed mitigation and deficits.  She reminded the Council that it is their job to provide balance 
along with water protection. 
 
WILMA FREY, NJ Conservation Foundation:  She discussed the topic from last week’s meeting 
of septic density standards.  She urged the council to include the septic density standard in the RMP 
within its review of Waster Water Management Plans.  She explained that in Hunterdon County, the 
Council recommendations could be very helpful in conformance and consistency.  She discussed 
municipalities and their interest in conformance.  She believes that these towns would be supportive 
of the council using its powers to have all towns adhere to the nitrate standards in the RMP.  
Regarding cluster provisions – she has concerns about community character and the scenic impacts 
on the conservation zones.  She doesn’t see how clustering will improve these areas.  She suggests 
limiting development to agricultural activities. 
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PETER CRAIG, Holland Twp – He discussed clusters and the clustering of clusters, and that 
these mechanisms should involve community design.  He suggests that the Council look into the 
areas where cluster provisions are being considered. 
 
Ms. Letts asked if some grant money could be used to help farmers. Ms. Swan clarified that the 
grants are for counties and municipalities.  But that the staff is looking into this assistance being 
available to farmers through county and municipal entities.   
 
Ms. Carluccio stated that the Council’s money should be used for preservation not on development, 
even if it is on farms.  She stated that the Council shouldn’t be funding farmers so that they can have 
cluster development.   
     
Chairman Weingart stated that the next meeting is on May 15, 2008 at 10 a.m. 
 
 

Vote on the Approval of 
these Minutes  Yes No Abstain Absent
  
Councilmember Alstede  
Councilmember Calabrese  
Councilmember Carluccio  
Councilmember Cogger  
Councilmember Dillingham  
Councilmember Kovach  
Councilmember Letts  
Councilmember Pasquarelli  
Councilmember Peterson  
Councilmember Schrier  
Councilmember Vetrano  
Councilmember Way  
Councilmember Whitenack  
Councilmember Weingart  
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