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A}{ENDMENT
to the

OCEAN COI]NTY DISTRICT
SOLID WASTE I"TANAGEMENT PLAN

ocroBER 7, 1986

Adopted by
THE OCEAI{ COUNTY BOARD OF CHOSET{ FREEHOLDERS

In cooperation with
THE OCEAN COIINTY SOLID I,IASTE ADVISORY COUNCIL

and

THE OCEAN COUNTY CITIZENS ADVISORY
COMMITTEE ON RESOURCE RECOVERY
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Joseph H. Vicari
Prccboldcr DlFctot (201) 929.2002

0ctober 15, 1986

Commissioner Richard T. Dewling
Department of Environmental Protection
cN 402
Trenton, New Jersey 08625

Dear Commi ssioner Dewl ing:

I am very pleased to submit', on behalf of the Board of Chosen Freeholders
of Ocean County' a revised Solid l,{aste Management Plan for developing a resource
recovery facility. This Plan Amendment changes the site location of this proposed
facility. The decision to change the site location was based upon a careful
obiective review of all possible sites within 0cean County. This review was
done by our consultants with the full participation of the 0cean County Citizens
Advisory Committee on Resource Recovery and the County Solid Waste Advisory
Council.

The Plan Amendment also proposes a new schedule for consideration as an
Amendment to the Administrative Consent Order between the Board and the Department.
I would note that the revised schedule does not change the date for the proposed
facility to become operational; it simply changes intermediate target dates.

The County's consultants and Advisory Committees are currently working to
complete the required transportation element for our Solid Waste Management Plan.
This is an aspect of the County's Plan that has yet to be certified by the
Department. As I am sure you can appreciate, the Board felt that we should act
on the recormendations of our cornmittees and consultants at this time rather
than waiting so that the transportation issues could also be addressed in this
Amendment. Now that the siting decision has been finalized, the Board has
instructed its consultants to complete the transportation work along with
completion of the preliminary Environmental Impact and Health Statement which
under the new schedule is proposed to be submitted to the Department early next
year.

The Board apprec'iates your consideration of this proposed Amendment. If
you or your staff have any particular questions, please feel free to contact
me or Mr. Steven Pollock, Ocean County Planning Director.

ry truly yours,

THp Boanp oF CHoSEN FnrnHoLDERs
OCEAN COUNTY

TOMS RTVER, NEW JERSEY 08754

flhu;
Vi cari
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o Freeholder Di rector
JHV:mjb
Encl osure
cc: Board of Chosen Freeholders

Benjamin H. Mabie, Administrator
John Sahradnik, Esq., Assistant County Counsel

o
c.N. 2191 r ADMINISTRATION BUTLDTNG, TOMS RtVER, NEW JERSEy 08754 * 12011 929-20,0.2
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0ctober 7, 1986

IIHEREAS' Thg Ocean County Board of Chosen Freeholders has adopted

and the Corrnissioner of the New rlersey Department of Environmental protection

has certif ied, as required bi State law, a Sol id lrfaste Management plan for
0cean County which provides for the development of a resource recovery facility
near the Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station in Lacey Township; and,

IIHEREAS' during the course of preparation of environmental studies

for the proposed facility, it has been determined on the basis of an objective,
detailed siting evaluation that a more preferable site for this facility exists
within Ocean Township (ttaretown); and,

IIHEREIS, the County,s professional staff, consul tants, Ci tizens

Advi sory Committee on Resource Recovery and the 0cean, County Sol id l,laste

Advisory Council have recommended that the Board of Chosen Freeholders amend

the County Solid l'laste Management Plan to provide for deveiopment of a resource

recovery facility at the newly selected Ocean Township (l{aretowri) site and

have recommended a revised implementation schedule for'the proposed facility;
and,

}|HEREAS' a proposed plan amendment report, together with necessary

maps and supporti ve documents, was prepared and publ icly distributedr is
required by law, and the proposed plan amendment was subject to public comment

during a Public Hearing conducted on September 15, l9g6 in Ocean Township,
Ithe host community; and, 
f

I|HEREAS, the Ocean County Board of Chosen Freeholders has carefuttyi
.l

considered recommendations of the consultants, the Citizens Advisory Councill

and the Solid l{aste Advisory Council and has further considered both oratl
I

and written comments and testimony from the public Hearing. 
i
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RESOLUT ION 0ctober 7, 1986 Page Two

l{OH, THEREFORE, BE IT RES0LYED that the Ocean County Board of

Freeholders hereby adopts amendments to the Ocean County 0istrict Solid llas

Management Pl an as set forth i n a document enti tl ed , AlGllDllEl{T T0 THE

COUT{TY DISTRICT SOLID TIASIE IIAI{AGEETT PLAI{, DATED OCTOBER 7. 1986

Specifically these amendments provide for the following:

#1. Deletion of the Lacey Township site currently designated fo

the construction of the resource recovery facility.
#2. Addition of a site in Ocean Township (l.laretown) for th

construction and deve'lopment of the proposed resource recovery'facility.

#3. Revision of the implementation schedule for the developmen

of the proposed facility.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLYED copies of this' resolution and the pla

amendment report, copies of the Public Hearing transcript, and other pertinen

information be submitted to the Cornmissioner of the New Jersey Departmen

of Environmental Protection for State certification, as required by law, an

that copies of this resolut'ion be forwarded to the Ocean County Solid tJas

Advisory Council, 0cean County Citizens Advisory Committee on Resource Recovery

Ocean County Legislators,Ocean County Mayors, and other parties, as require

by I aw.
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JOHN C. BARTLETT,
JAMES J. MANCINI

James A. McPherson, Chairman
William C. CamPbell, Vice Chairman
SEeven L. Pol1oek, SecretarY
Gilbert Carlson
Thomas Cervasio
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Salvatore Minneci
Arnold Mohl
Bruce Neu
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Bruc,: Rosetto

OCEAN COUNTY
BOARp 0F CHOSEI'I FREEIIgLDERS

JOSEPH H. VICARI
FREEHOLDER-DIRECTOR
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H. GEORGE BUCKWALD
DAI,IIEN G. MURMY

JR.

BENJA},IIN }I. MABIE
COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR

THOMAS R. I,TASKOVICH
CLERK OF THE BOARD
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Dover TownshiP - IndustrY
Ocean Township - Elected Official
Ocean County Planning Board
Lakewood - Public Works Director
Lacey TownshiP
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II.ITRODUCTION

This document is an amendment to the Ocean County District

Solid Waste Management Plan. State law requires Ehat the County

have such a Plan and that. it be amended from time to time to meet

changing needs.

This amendment has been prepared at the direction of the

Boar<l of Chosen Freeholders, based upon the reconmendations of the

Ocean County Citizens Advisory Comrittee on Resource Recovery and

the County's professional staff, consultants and advisors. It has

been reviewed by the Ocean County Solid Waste Advisory CounciL and

presented at a public hearing held on September 15, 1986 in Ocean

Township (lJaretown), the host community for the proposed resource

recovery facility. The hearing record remained open for the

submission of written conments until September 26, L986. In

addition, the proposed amendment was informally reviewed with

staff nrembers of the N.J.D.E.P. Division of lJaste l'{anagement

staff.

In consideration of the comnents made at the hearing and the

written coumrents received, the Board made minor revisions in the

amerrdment. In addition, the Board's staff, consultants and

advisors have prepared a separate report responding to the com-

ments received at the public hearing and submitted in writing
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prior to the close of the record on September 26, 1986. This

reporc is part of the record of the proceedings leading to the

adoption of this amendnent. State law requires that the amend-

ment, after adoption, be submitted to the State Comurissioner of

Environmental Protection for approval before it becomes effective.

This amendment makes two changes in the current Ocean County

District Solid Waste Management Plan:

t The designation of a site in Lacey Township for the
construction of proposed resource recovery facilities is
changed to a site in Ocean Tovrnship (![aretown);

* Intermediate dates in the agreed-upon facility
construction schedule are changed. The proposed date
for facility completion is not changed.

a

O

o

a

o

o

o

-2-



BACKGROUND

The Ocean County Board of Chosen Freeholders adopted the

Ocean County District Solid l,Iaste Management Plan on July 18, L979

in accordance with the Solid Waste Management Act (P.L. L975, c.

326). With changes made at the direction of the Commissioner of

Envlronmental Protection, that Plan was approved July 31, 1980.

Amendments to the Plan, adopted by the Freeholders on Novem-

a oer 28, L984, were approved by the Conrnissioner on April 8, 1985.

The Plan's strategy for the disposal of Ocean County solid waste

has three elements:

o

o

a
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An aggressive recycling Program to recover from the
waste-stream materials that can be reused;

* The construction of a waste-to-energy facility (resource
recovery) to burn safely non-recyclable waste, using the
heat to generate electricity;

* The use of modernLzed landfill for the disposal of
wastes which can neither be recycled nor burned, and for
the disposal of the ash residue from the resource
recovery proeess.

This three-part sErategy is not changed by this amendment.

However, the need for certain ref i-nements of the Plan has become

apparent in the course of carrying out its provisions.

-3-
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Professional Services Contract

In order to advance the resource recovery project the Free-

holders, oD Juiy 1, 1985, issued a Request for Proposal co five
qualified consulting firms. Four proposals were received and

reviewed by a special coursrittee established by the Boardi presen-

tations by the four proposers r{ere made to the Solid Waste Adviso-

ry C<luncil. On the basis of the recommendations of these groups

the Freeholders selected the firm of Gershman, Brickner & Brattion

incorporated in association with Elson T. Killam Associates. A

contract was entered into on November 13, 1985 to perforn resource

recovery advisory services as defined by the following seven

tasks:

1. Transportation Routing and Cost Analysis

2. Errvironmental Impact StaLement

2.I Data Resource Report

2.2 Resource Recovery Siting Analysis

2.3 Preparation of a Draft EIS

2.4 Final Draft EIS

3. Project llanagement and General Advice

4. Preparation of Request for Qualifications
5. Preparatlon of Request for Proposals

6. Participation in Evaluation of Qualification Statements

and Proposals

-4-
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7. Contact Negotiations

Coordination

and Project Development

work is now well underway and the completion of Task

Resource Recovery Siting Analysis has resulted in the

this Plan Amendnrent.

This

2.2, the

need for

Public Participation

In order Lo enhance public participation, the Board of Chosen

Freeholders in September 1985 established a Citizens Advisory

Committee on Resource Recovery (CAC). It was appointed to serve

as a focal point for public involvernent in resolving the public
policy issues related to the Countyt s resource recovery program.

The coumittee is comprised of eighteen (18) County residents

representing a broad cross-section of interests and concerns

including busi-ness, industry, environmental, health and ottrer

public interest groups, local government, and potential fac.ility
host comrunities. The Committee organized five task forces: Need;

Siting CrLterLa; Air Quality and Environmental llealth; Environ-

mental Impacts; and Traffic and Transportation. The task forces,

which are chaired by couunittee members, are made up of any and all
citizens who wish to participate.

-5-
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The coumittee and its task forces have held frequent' oPen

ureetings receiving and discussing reports from the consultants as

work proceeded under their contract tasks. (see Appendix A) The

Citizens Advisory Comittee will continue to work with the county's

consultants and professional staff to address public policy

issues. The Siting Criteria Task Force and the Citizens Advisory

Cornnittee have played a key role i-n the deliberations leading to

this Plan Amendment.

-6-

./



o

a

a

o

o

o

o

a

o

o

o

ENVIRONMENTAL AND HH\LTH IMPACT STATEMENT . SITING

The work of the consultants which so far has received the

most attention of the Citizens Advisory Comnittee and of the

public is the siting aspect of the preparation of the Bnviron-

mental and Health Impact Statement.

In the existing Ocean County District Solid Waste Management

Plan, a site in Lacey Township next to the Oyster Creek Nuclear

Generating Station is designated as the proposed location for the

resource recovery facility. Being so designated means that it is

tentatively selected based upon its apparent advantages but still

subject to the rigors of the Environmental and HealEh Impact

Statement (EHIS) process before the proposed facility can proceed

to permitting and construction. One of the most important ele-

ments of the EHIS is an examination of alternative sites to

determine, on the basis of objective analysis, if there is in fact

another location for the facility which is clearly preferable to

the designated site. This evaluation, which was performed by

GBB-Killam, is a process of identification, elimination and

comparison. This process is briefly describe.d in the following

paragraphs. (See Appendix B for the full text of the GBB-Killam

report. )

-7-
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TASK Definition of "Ideal" Site Gharacteristics

This task involved the development of a list of site charac-

teristics which would describe the ideal site for the facility.

The list was prepared in conference with the CAC. It forms a set

of standards, against which real-wor1d sites can be measured. It

also helps in the development of siting criteria, to be sure that

all relevant attributes of potential sites are considered.

TASK 2: Brinary Screening

This task involved the application of "exclusionary" criteria

to Ehe County as a whole. This defines areas where the facility

would be unsuitable and narrows down the viable areas which are to

be further studied. Areas described below were judged to be

unsuitable for the construction of the resource recovery facility,

and were eliminated from consideration through this process:

1. Areas within the Pinelands designated as Preservation,

Forest, Agricultural Development, and Rural Development

Areas, in which the Pi-nelands Commission has permitting

authority.
2. Floodplains or areas within 300 feet of floodplains.

3. Wetlands or areas within 300 feet of wetlands.

o

a

o

O

o
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6.

7.

4.

5.

Areas within 1000 feet of developed

residentiaL/conrrnercial lands based on 1982 aerial
photography.

Areas which are designated to be unsewered, eis defined

by the existing County 208 p1an.

Existing Parkland or Green Acres areas.

Areas within 500 feet of designated Wild and Scenic

Rivers.

O

o

a
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TASK 3: Seconaary Screening

The next step in the site selection Process involved the

screening of all ninety (90) land areas which survived all of the

primary screening criteria. This "secondary" screening ennployed

additional exclusionary criteria which are generally not mappable

and are more appropriately applied on a site-specific basis.

Secondary screening criteria were applied. Sites falling into any

of these categories were rejected from consideration:

1. Areas \^tithin 2500 feet of schools or hospitals.

2. Areas which are accessed by roadways with unacceptable

transportation restrictions. For example, sites which

require access roadway construction through wetlands

were rejected.

-9-
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3. Sites which contain less than 20 acres of contiguous

usable land in industrial zones were rejected, and sites

which contain less than 75 acres of contiguous usable

land in residential zones rdere rejected.

4. Sites at which sufficient vrater supply is not available

were rejected. This primarily included sites in the

so-called waEer critical zones in the northern part of

the County. In this study, areas in which the Kirkwood

formation was present at depths of 50 feet and less rf,ere

excluded.

As a result of the application of these secondary criteria,
twenty-one (2I) sites were judged to be potentially feasible. (An

additional site advanced for a specific proposal by Thermo Elec-

tron Inc. in Little Egg Harbor lvas added to this list.)

TASK 4: Site_ 3qnkigg

The tlrenty-thro (ZZ) candidate sites were ranked on the basis

of defined criteria in order that each site could be tested

against each criterion and given a numerical score which reflects

its suitability. The recormnendations of the Citizens Advisory

Courmittee and, in particular, its Siting Criteria Task Force, Irere

an important part of the ranking process.

- 10-
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Not all criteria are equally important. Therefore, the CAC

and GBB-Killarn weighted the criteria, reflecting thei-r importance.

The site-ranking criteria and the weight assigned to each are

listed below:

Site Ranking Criteria
LAND USE COMPATIBILITY

On-site Zoning
Adjacent Zoning
Availability of Buffer
Proximity to Historic Sites

. Subtotal

COST FACTORS
Site Development
Transportation
Ash Disposal
Proximity to Power Grid

Subtotal

Site Ranking Criteria

Weight

6.7
6.0
3.1
2.5

-T8.3

3.9
6.9
3.7
2.5-TfJ0'

L4.6
5.9
5.6
5.1in
9.7
6.5
5.9TJ

6.9
4.5-Tr[

100.00

PEOPLE
Proximity to Residential Areas
Proximity to Schools and Hospitals
Proximity to Coumunity Centers
Proximity to Recreational Areas

Subtotal

TMFFIC
Nuisance Impacts - Access Related
Existing Traffic Congestion
Road Classifications

Subtotal

DEVELOPMENT
Distance to Water Table
Site Acquisition (Number of Parcels)

SubtotaL

TOTAL

- 11-
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After review and approval

ranking produced the following

Lacey site, which scored first,
tives).

Alternative

Site Rank Score Identifier

by the CAC, the results of the

six highest scoring sites (the

and the five next-ranki-ng alterna-

*

1

2

3

4

263

262

249

247

238

I.A-4

M-4

o-1

LK-4

LE-2

Descriptive Name

Oyster Creek site, Lacey

ASARCO site, Manchester

Ocean Township (Waretown)

Stavola Quarry, Lakewood

Old North Green Street,

Little Egg Harbor

Ciba-Geigy site, Dover233 D-3

TASK Site Investigations

The top five scoring sites and the Lacey site $rere given

further evaluation. A11 sites except Manchester were field
investigated and all of the sites were observed via two heLicopter

flights. Additional data was gathered for each site as available.
Contact was made wiuh local officials and property o$rners and as

well as with the State Division of Coastal Resources, the Pine-

lands Commission, the State Division of Fish, Game and Wildlife,
and the New Jersey Highway Authority. Additional evaluations rilere

5

o
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made under the headings of buffer/visual impacts, site development

assessment, residential proximity, traffic/nuisance impacts,

soils, threatened/endarrgered species, ability to secure inter-

change improvements (Lacey and Ocean Township - Waretown only) and

other considerations including consistency with CAFM and Pine-

lands policies.

TASK 6: E;galuation and Conparisot of Finalis

In comparing the finalist sites, they were separated into two

categories. The group of less suitable sites included Lakewood,

llanchester and Ciba-Geigy. The principal basis of this differ-
entiation was residential proximity and traffic.

![ith respect to the more desirable group (Little Egg l{arbor,

Lacey and Ocean Township - Waretown), it was concluded that the

Little Egg Harbor site is less desirable than either Lacey or

Ocean Township (Waretown) essentially because of higher transPor-

Eation costs and ics presence in a lirrited growth zone under CAFRA

regulations. A comparison of Lacey and Ocean Township (Waretown)

shows:

- 13-
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Criterion
Buffer Zone

Transportation Costs

Proximity to Residential

Traffic
Soi 1s

Consistency with Pinelands

Consistency with CAFM

Threatened/ Endangered Species

Other Considerations

More Suitable Site

(LaceL or Ocegr Twp. - Waretown)

Ocean Township (Waretown)

Equivalent

Lacey (slight advantage)

Equivalent

Ocean Township (Waretown)

Equivalent

Ocean Township (lJaretown)

(based on soil conditions)

Equi-valent

Lacey is designated siEe Ocean

fwp. (Waretown) has community

support

A recommendation as to which of these sites is preferable is

a matter of some judgment involving weighing the importance of

each of the parameters which distinguish the two sites. It is
GBB-Killam's opinion that the Ocean Township (Waretovm) site is
preferable based on all of the consi-derations which have been

discussed.

GBB-Killam made the reconmendation that the Ocean Township

(trfaretown) site be selected as the site contingent upon an offi-
cial response from the New Jersey Highway Authority that the

needed Parkway interchange improvements can be made.

-14-
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New Jersey Highway Authority Response

Throughout the site evaluation process, in considering the

feasibility of either the Lacey Township or Ocean Township

(I,Iaretown) sites, it was understood that access from the Garden

State Parkway is an indispensable feature. Accordingly, the

Highway Authority was asked to consider a dedicated interchange to

serve the designated Lacey Township si-te and an expanded inter-

ctrange l{o. 69 to serve the proposed Ocean Township (Waretown)

alternative. The Authority rejected the dedicated interchange to

serve the Lacey site and adopted a resolution directing the

Authority's Director to negotiate an agreement with the County of

Ocean for the interchange expansion required to serve the Ocean

Township (l'Iaretown) site. (See Appendix C)

- 15-
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RESOURCE RECOVERY SITE RECOMI,IENDATION

On the basis of Ehe site evaluation process results, the
a- recormendations of GBB-Killaur, the lengthy public discussions of

site preferences, and the willingness of the Highway Authority to
negotiate a needed interchange expansion, the Siting Criteria Task

o- Force and the Citizens Advisory Conurittee itself voted to recom-

mend to the Freeholders that the designation of the resource

recovery site be changed from Lacey Township to the proposed Ocean
o- Township (llaretown) location. The Freeholders accept this rec-

omnendation and accordingly present it in this Plan amendment.

O The Ocean Townshi-p (Waretown) site, evaluated and recornmended

by GBB-Killam and by the Citizens Advisory Conririttee and shown in
Appendix D, is designated as the siLe for the Ocean County re-

o source recovery facility. Development of Lhe resource recovery

facility on this site is subject to completion of the Environ-

mental and Health Impact Statement process, successful permitting
o- of the proposed facility, completion of a financial plan and

selection of a qualified vendor to develop the facility.

a- Res

The Ocean County District Solid Waste Management Plan is
o hereby amended to change the site location for the construction of

_L6_
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the proposed Resource Recovery Facility. The construction of said

facility shal1 take place at a site in Ocean Township (tilaretown).

A lot and block description <lf this property together with site

location nnaps is provided in Appendix D of the Anendment.

-t7 -
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DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE REVISIONS

On Seprember 27, 1984 Ehe Board of Chosen Freeholders and the

State Department of EnvironmentaL Protection entered into an

Administrative Consent Order (Order) setting forth a step-by-step

schedule for the development of resource recovery facilities in

Ocean County under the sponsorship of the Board.

Extensive public participation has greatly aided the process

but somewhat extended the time needed to meet the milestones

contained in this Order. Additionally, carefut public examination

of alterrrative sites has led to the selection of a new site.

Consequently, the Environmental and Health Impact Statement work

must begin at Ehe Ocean Township (lJaretown) site which is now

d.esignated. Ic is now expected that the Preliminary Environmental

and llealth Impact Statement can be submitted to the Department by

February 1, 1987 (milestone #14). Specific revisi-ons to mile-

stones 14 through 18 an<i milestones 22 and 23 of the Order are set

forth below in the Development Schedule Amendment. A11 other

milestones contained in the Order shall be completed on the date

scheduled. No change is recommended in the date for the com-

pletion of facility construction.

o

a
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Develo t Sch le Amendment

Milesto L4 through 18 and

revised to read

through 2l/ wt.ich are rrot revised
/of consiStency.

i
I
I

I

Milestbne
I

NunDer

22 and 23 contained

Milestones 18

included for the sake

milestones

as follows.

have been

Description

L4. Not later than February 1, 1987 the County

{*tto the Department the Preliminary EHIS for

recovery facility.
15. Not later than April 1, 1987 the Department

complete its review and issue its decision

of the Preliminary EHIS.

16. Not later than July 1, 1987 the County shall adopt-------

amendments to its Sol-id Waste I'Ianagement Plan specifying

onrnership and a financial plan for the procurement and

implementation of its resource recovery facility.

17. Not later than l{ovember 1, L987 the Department shal1

complete its review and render its decision on approval

shal1 submit

the resource

shall

on approval

of the County's Plan amendments.

18. Not later than December 1, 1987 the County sha11

any necessary proPerty or interests therein for

resource recovery facility.

acquire

the

o
-19-
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19. Not later than January 1, 1988 the County shall release

a request for proposals for design, construction and

operation of the resource recovery facility in

accordance with the approved ownership and financing

plan.

20. Not later than April 1, L988 the County shall designate

a vendor for the resource recovery facility.
2L. Not lat,er than July 1 , ,1988 the County or its designated

vendor shall complete negotiations and award a conttacX

for design, construction and operation of the resource

recovery facility
22. Not later than January 1, 1989 the County or its

designated vendor shall submit to the Department the

final EHIS and complete applications for all necessary

permics relative to the resource recovery facility.
Not later than November 1, 19t9 the Department sha1l23.

a

complete its revier^r and render its decision on approval

of the final EHIS and permit issuance.

O
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APPENDICES

A. List of Ocean County Solid Waste Advisory Council and

Citizens Advisory Coumittee and Task Force public

meetings.

B. Preliminary Site Selection RepoEj[, Ocean County

Resource Recovery Project, GBB-Killam, JuLy 22, 1986.

C. Authorizing Resolution 86-178 from llew Jersey Highway

Authority, JvLy 24, 1986.

D. Ocean Township (Waretown) Site Location I'laps and

Property Description.
I
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APPENDIX A

OCEAN COUI']TY SOI,ID IJASTE ADVISOPJ COUI{CIL

and

CITiZEIIS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

4frd

TASK FORCE PUBLIC }.{EBTINGS
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LISTII{G OF PUBLIC I"IEETINGS HELD CONCERNIT{G
THE OCEAN COUNTY RESOURCE RECOVERY PROJECT

F'RO}! OCTOBER 1985 THROUGH SEPTEMBER 1986

3
29
L2
10

9
L4
15
21
28
30
11
18
1B
20
25
10
11
27

J
8

28
I

13
27

5
5

10

a

o

o

a

I

1 985

L986

Oetober
October
November
December
January
January
January
January
January
January
February
February
February
February
February
March
ltarch
liarch
April
April
April
May
l,Iay
l"Iay
Jurre
June
June
June
June
July
July
July
July
August
August
September
Septernber

September

23 - SWAC meeting

aa

- Citizens Advisory Conrmittee - regular meeting
- CAC - speci-al public informational meeting
- CAC - regular meeting
- CAC - regular meeting
- Facilities Needs Task Force
- CAC - regular meeting
- Transportation Task Force
- Ocean County Solid Waste Advisory Council l"Ieeting
- CAC - special public informational meeting
- Siting Criteria Task Force
- CAC - regular meeting
- SWAC meeting
- Siting Criteria Task Force
- Ai.r Quality Task Force
- CAC - special public informational meeting
- Facility Needs Task Force
- CAC - regular meeting
- Sicing Criteri-a Task Force
- Air Quality Task Force
- CAC - regular meeting
- SWAC meeting
- Air Qualicy Task Force
- CAC - regular meeting
- SI'JAC meeting
- Facility ltleeds Task l'orce
- Air Quality Task Force
- CAC - reguLar rneeting

24
I

16
22
2B
T2
25
9-

15

a

Faciliti-es l{eeds Task Force
CAC - regular meeting
Facility Needs Task Force
Sitirrg Criteria Task Force
SWAC meeting
CAC - regular meeting
SI,IAC meeting
CAC - regular meeting
Ocean County Board of Chosen
i{earing on Solid Waste Plan
SWAC meetirrg

Freeholders Public
Amendment

Resource' Recovery Facility Tours

October 24, 1985 - Peekskill, l{ew York
April 23, 1986 - Baltimore, Maryland
Septeniber 11, 1986 - Peekskill, llew York
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OCEAN COUNTY RESOURCE RECOVERY PROJECT

.PRELIMINARY.

SITE SELECTION REPORT

JULY 22, 1986
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INTRODUCTION

This report sunmarizes work which has been completed on behalf of the Ocean

County Board of Chosen Freeholders in connection'with the siting of a Resource

Recovery Facility in Ocean Countyr New Jersey.

The gcean County Board of Chosen Freeholders has developed a Sol id t'laste
l"lanagement Plan which is intended to provide for the future needs of the County
with respect to solid waste disposal. The "solid waste" which this P.lan seeks
to nanage includes normal household garbager commercial solid waster Bnd

non-hazardous industrial solid waste. The PIanr which was formally approved by

the Freeholders and subsequently approved by the New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection includes three elements. The first element is the
developrnent of a recycling program which is intended to rninimize the quantity
of solid waste which must be dealt with via the second and third elements of
the plan. The second elernent involves the construction of a resource recovery
facilityr with the third element consisting of landfills.

Under the Planr two regional tandfills are designated to provide solid waste
disposal facilities for solid waste generated in the district' The southern
facility owned and operated by the Southern 0cean Landfill Inc. in Ocean

Township wiIl receive solid waste generated in designated municipalities until
1990. In 199O, this facil ity is required to cease operations under the
requirements adopted by the Pinelands Cornmission . This landfills's waste flows
will be redirected unless the Southern Ocean Landfill obtains a waiver from the
closure requirements permitting it to operater pursuant to the terrns and

conditions of the ruaivery until the resource recovery facility is operatlonal.

In the event that no waiver is obtainedr solid waste forrnally disposed of at
this facility will be directed to the northern facilityr onrned and operated by

Ocean County Landf i I I Corporation Inc. r in I'tanchester Township. The northern
facility will dispose of this solid waste r and solid waste from designated
municipalities within the district until 199er.at which time the PIan calls for
the resource recovery plant to become operational. After the plant is
operational the northern landfill is expected to receive ash which is a

by-product of the combustion of the waster as well as non-burnable conponents
of the waste (bulky items such as discarded appliancesr tree stumpsr rubble:
etc.). In additionr the landfill would be used to accept waste which could not
be accornodated at the energy recovery facility for any reaSorlr such as during
periods af "down-tirne"r or during seasonal peaks when the waste flow exceeds
the capacity of the plant.

t4tith respect to the resource recovery facility itselfr it is thouqht at this
time that the facility will process waste via a combustion processr and will
recover energy in the form of either,stearn or electricity. The size of the
facility has not been finalized at this timer howeverr a capacity of
approximately 15OO tons per day is considered likely-

The Solid tJaste Managernent Plan: in addition to incorporating the concept of an

energy recovery facilityr also specified a site for the facility. This site is
in Lacey Townshipr adlacent to the Garden State Parkway" The parcel of
property on which this site is located is also the location of the 0yster Creek
Nuclear Generatinq Stationr operated by Jersey Central Power and Light Company.

Page I
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The County is now in the process of developing the resource recovery project in
compliance with the requirements of the Plan and in conformance with a Consent
Order mutually agreed to between the Freeholders and the State of New Jersey.
The current phase of the pro;ect's development involves the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement. This document will result from a study which
is intended to select the conceptual configuration of the facility' attd
todefine the environmental impacts which will result from its construction and
operation. Pro.lected impacts which are adverse will be mitigated through
modifications in the project configurationr or through constraints in its
design. As a secondary purposer this document is necessary in order to secure
the necessary permits and approvals from the Department of Environrnental
Protection.

Bne of the elenents of the Environmental Impact Study is an analysis of
alternatives to the project as defined in the Plan. These alternatives will
include varioug technologies which could be uti I izedr plant capacitiesr
physical configurations' and facility sites. The purpose of this siting study
is to specifically evaluate alternatives to the designated site in Lacey
Townshipr known as the Oyster Creek Site. If this study were to show that a

site other than the 0yster Creek site is clearly preferable for the location of
the facilityr then that site would be recommended to the Freeholders for their
approval via a proposed amendment to the Plan.

o In an attempt to fulfill this ob5ective in a systematic and rational manner'
the following steps were outlined aE Tasks to be conducted in this study. This
report is organized along"these lines:

Task $1 Definition of "Ideal" Site Characteristics. This task involves the

a development of a list of site characteristics which would describe the ideal
site for the facility. This forms a set of standards' against which real-world
sites can be measured. It also helps in the development of siting criteriar in
that we can be sure that all relevant attributes of potential sites are
cons idered .

O Task #e - Primarv Screenino* This task involves the appl ication of
"exclusionary" criteria to the County as a whole. This defines areas where the
facility urould be unEuitable and narrows down the viable areas which are to be
further studied.

Task S3 Secondarv Screenino. This process involves the identification of
potential sitesr which rneet all af the primary screening criteria and the
ninimum acreage requirernents for the faciIity. This is followed by the
elimination or screening of sites based on specific criteria which cannot be
mapped on a County-wide scal.e due to their nore site-specific nature.

Task *4 - Site Rankino. This process involves the conparison of sites which
meet all of the primary and secondary screening criteria. This is done on the
basis of definable criteria against which the sites can be given a numerical
suitability rating. This procedure is intended to identify the best or most
suitable sites among this group.

o

a

a

a

e

a

o
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Task *5 - Site Investioations, HaVing developed a "short Iist" of the most
suitable sites in Task *4r field inspections are conducted in this task. This
is intended to provide first hand information of the character and suitability
of the sites. In additionr this task involves further data gathering from
appropriate sources in an attempt to identify and evaluate any issues which are
relevant to the feasibility of each of the sites. This includes discussions
with regulatory agenciesr local officialsr or others who may have site-specific
i nformat i on.

a Task *6 - Evaluation and Comoarison of Finalist Sites. In this taskr the
information developed above is synthesized in order to exclude any of the
finalist sites which may not be feasible based on the inforrnation developed in
Task *5r to compare the remaining feasible sitesr ind to make a recommendation
regarding the si te judged to be best for the developtnent of the t-esourtre

a recovery facility.

o ocean County Resource Recovery PrBru8t 
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TASK SI - DEFINITION OF "IDEAL" SITE CHARACTERISTICS

Before attempting to undertake the siting process; it is first necessary ta
establish what soroe of the characteristics of an ideal site are. That isr if
|re were to envision a perfect site for a facility of this type in 0cean Countyr
what nould that site look like? It is necessery to keep in mind when reviewing
the list below what the completed facility looks liker how it operatesr and
what its effects will be. In our opinionr the characteristics of an ideal site
include:

l. The site should be located at or near the geographical center of the
County with respect to points and quantities of waste generation. That isr
the geographical center should be adjusted in terms of waste sources and
anrounts. This will tend to minimize transportation costs.

?. The site should be located in close proximity to rnajor transportation
routes. This will avoid impacts on local roadways.

(, 3. The site should be remote from existing residential development. This
will minimize impacts on people.

4. The site should not contain any floodplains or wetlands. This will
minimize impacts on these sensitive environmental areas.

O 5. The site should not be located in land zones which are intended for
preservation or restricted growthr such as Pinelands Preservation Zones.

o

6. The site should not contain any habitat which is significantly
sensitive or which contains rare/endangered species.

a

a

7. The site should have access
and should have access to public

8. The si te should not .or',t"in

to ample potable water supplies for coolinq
Sewers.

activer productive land uses.

near any Eensi tive environrnental
as h istor ic si tesl nursi ng

9. The site should be in an industrial Zoh€r if possible.

lO. The site should contain adequate buffer to minimize any visual
impacts.

11. The site should not contain or be
areas or sensitive receptorsr such
homes/hospitalsr schoolsr etc.

la. The site should be located at least 10 kilometers from areas
designated under the air quality regulations as either "Class One Areas" or
"Non-attainrnent" areas. This will avoid severe cost penalties associated

O with significantly higher emisEion standards.

Page 4
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13. The site should not contain any features or characteristics which
would render it unpermittable under the various regulations which affect
land use siting decisions.

The identification of these characteristics was-useful in the development of
siting criteria in the following three tasks. It enabled Killam to design
specific criteria which address each of these concernsl while providing some

assurance that valid concerns have not been overlooked.
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TASK *E - PRIT'IARY SCREENING

The siting process can be described as a process of el irninationr
identificationr and comParison. Since alI locations within the County were
initially considered to be potential sitesr the first step in the sitinq
process was the elirnination of those areas which were obviously unsuitable for
a resource recovery faci I i tY. This h,as done by mapping defined unsuitable
areas on a mapr a process called primary screening. Parameters which were
mapped in this task h,ere called primary screening criteria. A list of the
criteriamappedinthistaskispresentedbelowlalongwithanexplanationas
to the reaEon5 for their i.nclusion. The areas described below hrere judged to
be unsuitable for the construction of the resource recovery facility' and were
eliminated from consideration through this process"

l, Areas within the Pinelands designated as preservation or protection in
which the Pinelands Commission has permitting authority.

Rationale: A large portion of Ocean County is located within the federally
designated Pinelands National Reserve and the State designated Pinelands
Area. The Pinelands Commission has adopted the Pinelands Comprehensive
Hanagement Plan that sets forth land use policies and regulations that
affect facility siting in these designated areas. In the Pinelands Arear
the Pinelands Cornrnission rnaintains direct permitting authorityr in part
through certification of municipal and County Iand developnent plans and

ordinanceE. In the Pinelands National Reserve the Division of Coastal
Resources is responsible for implernenting Pinelandg requirements through
its Coastal Zone Policies (CAFRA). According to the Pinelands Conmission
the siting of resource recovery facilities in the Pinelands Area (generally
lands west of the Garden State Parkway) are permitted cnly in areas
designated as Regional Growth Districts or Pinelands Towns. A waiver of
this requirement for other Pinelands Land Capabitity Districts is only
acceptable if it can be demonstrated that no other alternative site exist 

=
in a Regional Growth. District or Pinelands Town or outside the Pinelands
Area for the location of those facility. ElearIyr other aiternatives do

exist. Based on this assumption alt lands within the Pine,lands Area not
designated as Regional Growth District were excluded in the prinary
screening task,

?" Floodplains or areas within 3OO feet of floodplains

Rationale: The proposed resource recovery faciiity should not be located
within floodplains or flood prone areas. This will avoid impacts on the
facility itself as well as on the environment, Developrnent in floodplains
and wetlands adversely affects strdam hydrologyr groundwater recharger and

biological habltat. CAFRA regulations state that development within 3OO

feet of designated floodplains should be avoided.

3" tletlands or areas within 3OO feet of wetlands.

Rationale: The facility should not be located in wetlands for reasons
similar to the avoidance of floodplain areas, including stringent CAFRA

regulations which render many projects which involve wetland development
unperrnittable.a
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4. Areas within IOOO feet of developed residential/comnercial lands.

Rationale: Sol id waste faci I i ties are not directly conpatible with
residential land uses. while this is due to public perception more than
technical F€asonsr i t is a val id observation nonetheless. To avoid
conflicts and potential impacts' these facilities should be located in
undeveloped areas or in compatible industrial areas.

5. Areas which are designated to be unseweredr as defined by the existing
County ?08 plan.

Rationale: In' order to properly operate a resource recovery facilityr it
is necessary to dispose of a significant vol.ume of wastewater. This
wastewater includes sanitary waste from workers who operate the facilityr
as well as wash-down water' boiler blow-down waterr etc. This assumes that
the "standard" configuration for cooling facilities is used (water cooling
with cooling towers) as opposed to the more costly air-cooled condensers.
t"Je estimate that the volume of this wastewater would be in the range of
SOIOOO to IOO'OOO gallons per day. In our opinionr this wastewater cannot
be disposed of via septic systems or via treatment systerns which discharge
to Iocal streams or groundwaters. Thereforer a prerequisite of any site is
that it afford access to sanitary sewers. While it is desirable for a site
to have a sewer with sufficient capacity nearbyr it is possible for a sewer
line extension to be constructed to accommodate the facility. Of course
there are econornic and practical Iimits to how much sewer construction is
possible without affecting the feasibility of the site. Howeverr dD €V€r'r
,nore important constraining factor is the presence of delineated sewer
service areas in the County's ?08 Areawide l.lastewater Master Planr which
has been approved by the State. This plan is part of irrtegrated State-wide
planning which earmarks certain areas of the County to be sewered at some
point in time when it is necessary and economically feasible to do so. The
plan also states that other areas will not be sewered in the future. Even
though it may be economically feasible to extend a sewer line to a resource
recovery facility located in one of these areasr to do so will conflict
with this plan and would be prohibited. Thereforer those areas which are
designated by the aOB Plan to remain unsewered are considered unsuitable
for the construction of a resource recovery facility

6. Existing Parkland or Green Acres areas.

Rationale: Areas of the County which have been purchasedr developed or set
aEide for park use should not be considered for the siting of a resource
recovery faci I ity. As parks 3rpr by defini tionr areas set aside for
present and future public recreptional user their use for any other purpose
should be disallowed.
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7. Areas within 5OO feet of designated tJild and Scenic Rivers.

Rationale: New Jersey regulations designate Cedar Creek as one of the
State's tlild and Scenic Rivers. This affords the river and the ad5acent
river corridor gome degree of protection from developmentr to enhance the
preservation of these areas for. the benefit of present and future
generat i ons,

8, Areas within 5OOO feet of airports which accornmodate propeller aircraft
and areas within IOOO0 feet of airports which accommodate jet traffic.

Rationale: Federal Aviation Administration regulations prohibit the
Iocation of landfiils within the radii specified above. t"lhile the concerns
present at landfills are not the same as for resource recovery facilities
(landfills attract birds in large numbers)r the presence of a tall stack
raises some concern. Therefore' the FAA policy for landfills was followed
for the purposes of the prirnary screening task.

Fo.llowing the developrnent of these criteriar a composite United States
Geological Survey map of the entire County was constructed (consisting of four
segments) 0verlays were attached to these maps which were used to plot the
areas which are excluded by the primary criteria. Following the completion of
this rnapping, the completed overlays h,ere evaluated. This showed that BO to 9O

discrete land areas within the County rnet all of the defined prirnary screening
criteria. These areas were further processed in Task S3.
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TASK il3 - SECONDARY SCREENING

The next step in the site selection process lnvolved the screening of aIl land
areas which net all of the primary screening criteria. This "secondary"
screening employed criteria which are general ly not nrappable and are rnore
appropriately applied on a site specific basis, The secondary screening
criteria employed included the following (Sites falling into any of the
categories below were rejected from consideration. These are considered to be
"go/no go" criteria):

1. Areas within ?500 feet of schools and hospitals.

Rationale: This is a preference criterionr in that we choose to avoid the
location of a facility in close proxinity to these uses. In the case of
Qcean Countyr br€ felt that a sufficient number of potential sites are
available which are adequately distant from these types of facilities.

?. Areas which are accessed by roadnays with unacceptable transportation
restrictions. For exampler sites which require access roadway construction
through wetlands were rejected.

Rationale: In previous fortions of the processr we sought to avoid site
reiated irnpacts on sensitive areas. Foiiowing the same reasoniDer w€ tried
to avoid similar impacts due to access road construction.

3. Sites which contain less than ?O acres of contiguous usable land in
industrial zones were rejectedr and sites which contain less than 75 acres
of contiquous usable land in residential zones were reiected.

Rationale; This represented an attempt to insure that sufficient buffer
was available on-site to adequat'eIy buffer the facility. In industrial
zonesr the minimum buffer requirement is judged to be less than in
residential areas.

4. Sites which contain existing residential development within lO0O feetr
or which contain approved final subd ivisions wi th in IOOO feet were
reJected.

Rationale: In the primary screenine processr alI areas within 1OOO feet of
existing residential/cornmercial development were excluded. Howeverr the
most up to date data source for this information was l9BA aerial
photographs. Thereforer developrnent which may have occurred between 198?
and 1986 rnay not have been accounted for in this process. in additionr
final subdivisions which may not even be visible at present are considered
to have the game standing as existing development and are addressed by this
criterion.

5. Sites at which sufficient water supply is not available will be
rejected. This primarily included sites in the so-called water critical
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zones in the northern part of the County. In this studyr w€ €XCluded areas
in which the Kirkwood formation was present at depths of 5O feet and less.

Rationale: This is a preference criterionr in that we sought to preserve
the more cost-effective option of using water cooling at the facility.

As a result of the application of these secondary criteria to the available
sitesr a total of el sites were 5udged to be potential feasible. That is'
these al sites were judged to meet aIl of the primary and secondary screening
criteria. In addition to these ?l sites' an additional site was added to the
Iist based on the fact that this site has been advanced as a proposed site for
a specific proposal by Thermo Electron in Little Egq Harbor. This site
marginally failed one of the primary screening criteria but was nonetheless
ranked in Task *4. These sites are listed below and are shown on the
Alternative Site Location Map:

1.
?.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
lt,
t?.
13.
lq.
15.
16.
t7.
lB.
19.
ao.
ar.
?2"

Identifier
BA-I
BA-E
BA-3
BA-q
BK-E
BK-3
D-3

EA-I
J-9

LE-E
LE-3
LE-5
LE-6
LK-rl
l,t- I
l"|-a
l,l-4
o-t
o-e

sT-a
ST-3
ST-4

Descriotive Nane
Rt. 9 - Barnegat/Ocean borderr Barnegat
Pancoast Road/Parkway siter Barnegat
Pancoast Road/Rt. 7? siter Barnegat
Barnegat Industrial Park siter Barnegat
OCUA Bayville siter Berkeley
Cedar Creek siter Berkeley
Eiba-Geigy site' Dover
Eagleswood/Stafford border I Eagleswood
Bennetts HilIs/Hulse Rd. siter Jackson
Old North Green St.r Little Egg Harbor
Frogpond Road site, Little Egg Harbor
StagE Road siter LittIe 899 Harbor
Thermo Elektron siter Little Egg Harbor
Stavola Quarryr Lakewood
Ocean County Landf ill Corp. r l'tanchester
Hanchester Eite *2
ASARCO si ter l"lanchester
l,Jaretown siter Ocean
Pancoast Road siter Ocean
Old l'tanahawkin Road si ter Stafford
Stafford/Eagleswood borderr Stafford
Beachview Ave. siter Stafford
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TASK *q - SITE RANKING

The purpose of the site ranking task is to differentiate those sites which are
more suitable for the construction of the resource recovery facility from those
sites which are less suitable. Elimination of sites is not the ob5ective of
this task. In prioritizing the sites on the basis of their suitabilityr hr€ cErl
Eelect the most suitable sites from the ?7 candidates for the purpose of
analyzing their feasibility in more detail.

Sites are ranked on the basis of defined criteria. These criteria were defined
in such a manner that .each site could be tested against each criterion and
g!ven a numerical score which reflects is suitability. In this c35€r w€

defined a scoring range from one to threel with the more unsuitable sites
scoring a one and the most suitable sites scoring a three for each criterion.

An additional consideration is that not all criteria are equally important.
Sorne are much more important and more greatly affect the ultimate feasibility
of a site than others. In order to adjust for thisr the criteria are
weighted. Assigning a numerical weight to each criterion permits us to
rnathematically sum the scores yielding a composite site score. This cornposite
score is an indication of the overall feasibility of each site and wag used to
rank the sites.

Iluring the irnplementation of Tasks tf l to S3' Kil lam presented the prlmary and

secondary criteria to the Citizens Advisory Committee on Resource Recoveryr arid
to its Siting Task Force for comment. Killarn also presented the interirn
results as these became available. Howeverr during the development of the
ranking criteriar and during the ranking process itselfr the Task Force became

more actively involvedr working with the consulting team to establish and apply
the ranking criteria. The discussion below describes each of the ranking
criteria which i.,ere used to conduct this task and the criteria weights which
were agreed upon.

Rankinq Criteria

O lncluded below is a discussion of each of the ranking criteriar rncludinq the
scorrng method which was employed in rating the ?? candidate sites;

l. Un-s!_!e_ZeglDq - This parameter evaluated the exiEting zoning of each of
the sites. Sites which are zoned industrial were scored a 3. Residential
zones were scored l. l'lixed zoning scored E.

a. Adiacent Zonino - This para,neter evaluated zoning within IOOO feet of the
site perirneter. Please note that sites in industrial zones were ?O acres in
sizet whi le sites in residential lones h,ere 75 acres in size. Sites in
residential zones are larger so that wider buffer zones could be maintained.
lf zoning within 1OOO feet was industrialr the site scored 3. If zoning within
lOO0 feet was residentialr the site scored 1. If the zoning was mixedr the
site scored ?.
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3. Buffer Zone - Thls factor evaluated the quality and quantity of the buffer
avarlable around the selected facility location. In order to score the sitesr
a formula was developed. This formula required that we rneasure the distance
frorn the center of the site to the nearest significant public road and the
nearest residence. Access roads and minor public unpaved roads were not
considered. The formula then calculated the average of these two distances and
rnultiplied the result by a number which represented the type of cover which
characterized the buffer. For wooded bufferr this number was three. For open
buffer' the number was one, For mixed bufferr the number was two. For each
siter thenr the formula calculated a numberr which was considered to be
directly proportional to the quality of the buffer around the site. The higher
the numberr the better the buffer. Sites with a calculated buffer value of
lesE than 3OOO were scored 1. Sites with buffer values between 3000 and B5OO
scored 2. Sites with buffer values in excess of BSOO scored three.

4. Historic Sites - In order to score the sites against this pararneterr B onr
rnile radius was drawn around each site. The number of properties which were
identified as Nationall Statee or local historic properties was counted within
this circle. If the number of historic sites h,as zeror the site scored 3. If
the number was ooel the site scored 2. If the nurnber was two or greaterr the
srte scored l. If a historic district was identified within the one mi le
rad ius, the s i te scored I .

5. Site DeveloDment - This pararneter considers site cievelopment costs which
are related to the site's physical Iocationr not including costs which are
considered elsewhere. The cost pararneters considered here are Parkway
irnprovementsl access road constructionr water suppiy costsr and sewer
connestion costE, 0f these four parametersl the most significantr by farr BFp
Parkway improvements. Two sites on the list will require the construction of a
new dedrcated interchange. Due to the magnitude of these costsr these four
srtes were scored i. The remaining sites were evaluated to deterrnine if the
construction of access roadse water supply or sewer connections was determined
to be "significant." Cut-off points were chosen to represent the levels
defined as significant, For access roadsr this consisted of 1500 linear feet
of road construction. For sewer connections: this consisted of more than 4OO0
feet of new sewer construction. For water supplyr a significant rating was
grven to those sites which do not have access to nearby.public water supplies
and nust rely strictly on on-site water development. Sites which do no.t
require a new Parkway interchange were scored 3 if they required up to one
signrficant cost item, Sites which do not require a new Parkway interchange
and have two or rnore other sionificant cost iterns were scored ?.

O d. 'lransoortation Cost - The transportation study which has been conducted
concluded that {nore southerly locations involved greater transportation costs.
lhat study divided the county into three regionsr which were northl centralr
and south. It can be concluded f,rom that study that sites in the north regr.on
were as5octated with the lowest costsr sites in the southern region were

_ associated with the highest costsr dnd sites in the central region were
o
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O associated with mid-Ievel costs. Thereforer sites 'in the northern region
scored 3r siteE in the central region scored ?r and sites in the southern
region scored l.

't. As! Disoosal Costs - Since 0CLF is the designated ash disposal point in the
Countyr we measured the distance from each site to OCLF. The higher the
distancer the lower the site's score. If the distance was less than 1O nrilesr
the site scored 3. If the distance was between 10 and ?2 rnilesr the site
scored ?. If the distance was greater than 2? milesr the site scored 1.

ts. Power Grid Distance - This parameter considers the cost and difficulty in
constructing transmission lines which are necessary to deliver electricity to
the nearest available electrical utility, In Ocean Countyl Jersey Central
power & Light and Atlantic Electric are the two available utilities which share

.lurisdiction within the county. Their service areas generally do not overlap.
We contacted representatives of the two utilities to determine where suitable
connection points were within the County. Sites which were within 3O0O feet of
a connection point were scored 3. Sites between 3O0O feet and B00O feet of a

connection point were scored ?. Sites greater than 8O0O feet were scored l-

9. Proxirnitv to Residential Areas - For each siter a circle with a radius of
one mile was drawn around the center of the site. l,Jithln that circler the
number of structures which could be identified as residential were counted frorn
aerial photographs dated lgBa (the most recent availablcr). If less than ?5
iesidential structures were identified within that circle, the site scored 3.
If the number hras between ?5 and 35Or the site scored E. If the nunber was

greater than 35Or the site scored l.

lO. Proximitv to Schools and Hospitals - For each siter a circle with a radius
of one and a half miles was drawn around the center of the site. The number of
schools and hospitals within that circle was counted. Schools are defined as
public schools or state-approved private schools. Nursery schools and day care
centers h,ere not counted. If no schools or hospitals were within the circler
the site scored 3. If one such facility was presEntr the site scored ?. If
more than one was presentl the site scored l.

ll. Proximitv to Communitv Centers - This parameter evaluated the distance
from each si te to the perceived center of surrounding communi ties.
Unfortunatelyr the definition and identification of these areas was somewhat
subjective. These areas included true community centers in lightly developed
munic ipai i t ies where these ex isted ( such as l.Jaretown and Barneqat ) r as wel I as
densely developed gubdivisions in the Northern part of the County where true
community centers are difficult to identify. Sites which were located nore
than IIOOO feet from a cornmunity center were scored 3. Site between 650O feet
and IIOOO feet from a com,nunity. center were scored ?. Sites less than 6500
feet were scored 1.

t?. Proximity to Recreation Facilities - This parameter evaluates the distance
of proposed sites to recreation facilities. These facilities include parksr
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green acres areasr yeildlife management areasr and golf courses. Ballfields and
other recreational facilities associated with schools were not included as
these are considered in Parameter *10. Sites less than ?5OO feet from
recreational facilities were scored l. Sites between ?5OO and 75OO feet were
scored ?. Sites rnore thdn ?50O feet from recreational facilities were scored
3.

13. Nuisance Impacts (Access Related) - This parameter considers the impacts
associated with truck traffic to and from the facility on the prirnary access
route to the facility. In order to assess this irnpactr the nunber of
residential homes on the access route were counted. In cases where there were
two primary access routesr the counts were averaged together. This was the
case when southbound trucks used a different route than northbound trucksr
generaliy associated with Parkway exit patterns. Where one route predominatedr
the major route was used. Residences were counted if they fronted local or
county roads on the access route. Residences hrere not counted if they fronted
on State or U.S. Highways. It was felt that these roads are designated for
truck trafficr and no penalty should be levied on sites if they used those
routes. Sites with O to 3 residences on the access route scored 3. Sites with
3 to ?5 residences on the access route scored ?. Sites with over 25 residences
on the access route scored 1.

lq. Traffic Conditions - This parameter considers existing traffic volurnes and
problems on the primary access route. The County Engineer wps consulted
concerning known problem areas on the proposed routeE. In general' it was
determined that sites which utilized roads other than Route 9 or Route 37 west
of the Parkwayr and did not contain any known problen areasl would receive a
score of 3. Sites which utilized Route 9 for any significant length received a
score of ?. Sites which utilized Route 9 in the vicinity of Toms Riverr Route
37 west of the Parkwayr or sites which used access routes which were known to
contain problem areast h,ere scored l.

15. Road ClasEification - This parameter evaluates the impact that proposed
facility traffic will have on local roads and on local traffic. This impact
will be greater on roadways which were not designed to accept such traffic. 0n
the other handr State and Federal Highways which are designed to accept truck
traffic will suffer a minimum of impact from truck traffic. Unimproved local
roads' typically unpavedr which are in the vicinity of the site will have to be
reconstructed in a fashion similar to an on-site access road. Thereforer these
were not considered under this parameterr but are instead treated as access
roads and are evaluated under Site Development Costs. Thereforer sites which
utilize the Parkwayr State highways or Federal highways exclusively for access
were scored 3. Sites which utilize County roads were scored ?. Sites which
utilize IocaI improved roadways were scored l.

15. Depth to- !,,later Table - Si tes which contain deep water table levels are
considered to be superior to those sites which have a shallow depth to water
table. Deep water table levels simplify construction and minimize impacts on
groundwater quality. The source of data which was used to evaluate this
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pararneter was the Soil Conservation Service Report for Ocean County. Based on
this datar soil groups on the proposed sites were categorized as having water
table depths of greater than six feet or less than six feet. Some sites were
shown to have disturbed soils with variable water table depths. The latter
included areas used for quarryingr borrow pitsr and landfills. Sites with
water table depths greater than six feet were scored 3. SiteE with water table
depths of less than six feet were scored 1. Sites which contained disturbed
Iand were scored ?. If the soil type within a site was mixedr a judQenent was

made as to the primary soil type. If the split was fairly evenr the scores
werp averagedr yielding a score of P'

17. Site Acquisition - This parameter considers the difficulty which is
anticipated in connection with the acquisition of the site. Sites which
contain multiple small parcels can be very difficult to acquire and rnay involve
lengthy project delays in order to conplete the acquisition process.
fhereforer wB evaluated the number of parcels which would have to be acquired.
It was found that most sites contained less than three parcels. The rnaximum

number of parcel-> on any site was lesE than 15. Thereforer wP Elssigned a score
of 3 if the site contained only one parcel. A score of ? was assigned if the
number of parcels which would have to be acquired was two or three. A score of
I was assigned if the number of parcels was greater than 3.

Lriteria Heiqhts

The criterra weights which were used to calculate the cornposite site scores are
shown below. To arrive at a composite scorer the raw site score (1r?r or 3) is
multipl ied by the weightl with the products summed f:r each site. For
conveniencer the surn of aIl of the criteria weights wds arbitrarily set at
lOO. This aIlows the criteria weights to be viewed is a percentage. The
criteria weights are Iisted below:

Site Rankino Criteria

LAND USE COT,IPATIBILITY
On-Site Zoning
AdSacent Zoning
Availability of Buffer
Proximity to Historic Sites

Sub to ta I

COST FACTORS

Site Development
Transportat ion
Ash Disposal
Proximity to Power Grid

Sub to ta I

l^,le i oh t

6.7
6.O
3.1
e.5

lB.3

3.9
6.9
3.7
4.5

l? .a
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PEOPLE
Proximity to Residential AreaE
Proximity to Schools and Hospitals
Proximity to EommunitY Centers
Proximity to Recreational Areas

Subtotal

TRAFFIC
Nuisance ImPacts - AcceEs Related
Existing Traffic Congestion
Road Classifications

Subtotal

DEVELOPT,IENT

Distance to l.later TabIe
Site Acquisition (Number of Parcels)

Subtotal

IOTAL

Page 16
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14.6
5.9
5.6
5.1

31.2

9.7
6,5
5,9

ee. r

6.9
4.5

11.4

100. o

The results of the ranking study are shown on the following paqe' For purposes

of comparisonr the designated site in Lacey Township is algo included on the
table. The prioritized I ist of sites and their cornposite scores are shown

be I ow:

Alternative
Site Rank Score ldentifier Descriptive Name

* ?63 LA - 4 Oyster Creek iiter LaceY

I e6?- |,t - q ASARCO siter l'lanchester
? ?49 O - I Waretown siter ocean
3 ?q? LK - 4 Stavola OuarrYr Lakewood
4 a38 LE - e old North 6reen St. ' Little E99 Harbor
5 e33 D - 3 Ciba-6ei9Y siter Dover
6 (tie) ??4 m - a Manchester site *2
6 (tie, ??4 sT - 3 Stafford/Eagleswood borderr stafford
I (tie) el4 BA - 3 Pancoast Road/Rt. 7? siter Barneqat
B (tie) at4 EA - I Eagleswood/stafford borderr Eaqleswood
10 aOB LE - A Thermo Elektron siter Little E99 Harbor
11 aol 0 - e Pancoast Road siter ocean
le nb BK - a OCUA Bavville siter Berkeley
13 193 BA - e Pancoast Road/Parkway siter Barnegat
tq lg? BA - 4 Barnegat Industrial Park siter Barnegat
15 (tie) lB7 LE - 5 Stage Road site' Little Egg Harbor
15 (tie) tg7 M - I ocean county Landfill corp.r l'lanchester
L7 (tie) t8s J - 9 Bennetts Mills/Hulse Rd. site' JackEon
t7 (tie) 185 ST - 4 Beachview Ave. siter stafford
19 lBO LE - 3 Frogpond Road siter Little E99 Harbor
aO L?9 ST - e Old l'lanahawkin Road siter Stafford
el n3 BK - 3 Cedar Creek siter Berkeley
?? 153 BA - I Rt. 9 - Barnegat/ocFan borderl Barnegat

*Designated site in $cean County'5 Solid t^laste Management Plan
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IASK *5 - SITE INVESTIGATIONS

Fron the list of sites ranked in Task l04r the top five (S). scoring sites andthe Lacey site h,ere chosen for further evaluation. This evaluation includedre-evaluation of ranking criteria using on-siter first hand data. All sitesrexcept Manchesterr were field investigated and all of the sites were observedvia two helicopter flights. Sites were evaluated using the ranking criteriafrom a feasibility point of view. However, some ranking paraneters could notbe further evaluated in the field because they are iixeo e.g..r depend onlocation/position of the site. These ranking parameters were on-site andadJacent zoningr dnd proximity to school r hospitalsr community centerslhistoric sitesr and recreation facilities.

Additional data was gathered for each site as available. This data gatheringeffort included 'meetings with the Division of Eoastal Resourcesr pinelands
Commissionr aDd the New Jersey Highway Authority. The purpose of thesemeetings h'as to identify whether the use of the various sites was acceptablewithin the context of appropriate regulatory policiesr Etc. An effort was,Dacteto determine whether each of the sites would be irnplementable given theappropriate Surisdiction of each agency. In additionr discussions were heldwith local officialsr engineers and property onners (as appropriate) in orderto obtain any information that would effect the viability of a site such asdistance to Eewers and availability of water supplies.

In addition to the abover the NJDEP Division of Fish and 6ame was reguested toprovide information for each of the sites regarding the possible presence ofthreatened or endangered species on each site. The Division of coastaiResources agreed to provide a letter report relative to the consistency of eachsite with applicable Coastal Zone policies.

Siite Descriptions and Evaluation

LAKEIrI0OD SITEr Lakewood Township (figure I )

This site is south of Cross Street in Lakewood Townshipr directly adjacent tothe Lakewood Landfi I I r located on Block 5?4r Lot ?7 owned' by StavolaConstruction. This site was previously used for sand & gravel quarrying and ispresently a relatively deep dry " borrow pit with steep slopes. Vegetationon-Eite rs sparse with small clusters of pitch pine,

Evaluation:

L Buffer/Visual Impacts
This site is well buffered and isolated from surrounding land uses andis not readily visible from, nearby roadways.

e, Site Development Assessment
water and Sewer could be provided by the New Jersey l.later Companywhich is located approximately one-half mile awayl however the company
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,Day not have the capacity to supply the facility. One other factor is
that diversion permits are difficult to obtain in this section of the
County. Qn-site wells could tap the Raritan-Magothy at a depth of
approxmately 8OO feet.

3. Residential ProximitY
The area surrounding the site is rnoderately developed r+ith residential
housing howeverr there is a newly approved subdivision of 956 units
immediately south of the site in Dover Township on the Dover/Lakewood
municipal borders. 0n a regional level there is moderate to heavy
conmercial and residential development. This site may be subJect to
the CAFRA regulation of Soecial Urban Areas.

Traff iclNuisance Impacts
The access route r+i I I irnpact streetside residences which involves
Route ? from Cross Street south to the Garden State Parkway. This
route particularly on Route 9 is very congested at times and facility
traffic wili affect residents using this route. The quality of the
road conditions on Route I iE relatively poor even thouqh it is a

State Highway.

SoiIs
SoiI conditions at the Lakewood site are classified as Ptl-PitsrGraveI
& Sand (see appendix A). The physical conditions at the Lakewood site
make it subject to both Steep Slooes and Dry Borrow Pits requlations
of CAFRA. This site may also have a shallow seasonal high water table
since its soil classification is variable and as such could be subject
to regulations on l.let Soi ls and Hioh Permeabi I itv Moist Soi ls.

5. Threatened/Endangered Species
According to the DEP, northern pine snakes have been recorded at the
periphery of the site. Howeverr it should be noted that the specific
area for this site is highly disturbed and lacking in veqetative cover
and therefore does not appear to contain quality habitat for northern
pine snakes.

7. Other Considerations
ThiE siter as previously statedr is adjacent to the Lakewood Landfill
and could be subject to methane migration. Soil borings would have to
implemented in order to determine the exte.nt of methane migrationr if
ohtr and the environmental risks associated with the landfill in
regard to the site.

MANCHESTER SITEr Manchester Township, (figure P)

This site is approximately l.g miles south of the intersection of Routes 37 and

?O. The Eiter which is located on Block ?5'01' Lot lr was originally owned by

ASARCOT but has been ;-ecently sold to Heritage Minerals. The area north and

wesi of the site was originally used for illmenite mininqr which was
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O

accomplished through hydraulic dredging. This activity has left a large lake O
adjacent to the siter vrhich is approximately one mile long by 1O0O feet wide
with the depth unknown. The site itself is presently vegetated by pine-oak
forest.

Evaluation: a
l. Buffer/Visual ImPacts

This site is extremely remote and would not be visible from existing
roadways.

?. Site Development Assesgment
The site is undeveloped and mostly forested and would be sublect to O

the Farmland Conservation Areas under CAFRA. Direct accesE to the Eite
would involve an access road approximately one mile in lengthr which
would cross the lake. This would require a major bridge structure and

would be unfeasible. An alternative route would skirt the lake which
could cross tfet lands and/or tlet lands Corr idors r and would be -approximately a.5 miles in length. tJater would seem to be available -
and the Manchester MUA is currently considering obtaining rights to
the lake for a surface supply. The site is in the franchise area of
the l.lanchester MUAr but suf f icient water should be obtainable on-si te.
Access to sebrers appears to be a problem in that access to the
down-basin U.lrangle Brook may involve crossing environmental IY j
sensitive areas i.e.. wetlands. Connections to the new Erestwood
Interceptor would also involve construction throuqh sensitive areas.
The rnost feasible alternative would involve pumping to the Union
Branch Interceptorr which would be accessed throuqh Pine Lake Park.
This would involve a force main sewer approximately three (3) miles in
length. This site is within the Pinelands National Reserve and as such a
any of the above project work would be subject to review by the
Pinelands Conmission.

3. Residential ProximitY
There are no residences within one mile radius of this siter however
Holiday Cityr which is an intensely developed residential community is a
located l.a miles frorn the Eite. This site lies in proximity to
several major population areas at a distance of slightly more than one
mi le.

4. Traff ic/Nuisance Impacts
The main access route is State Highway 3?. This road is'conqested and O
heavily developed cornmercially with large residential developments on
both sides of the highway. The use of this access route would
significantly impact exiqting residential and commercial Iand uses in
this area.

5. Soils t
This site has high perrneability moist soils and is sub5ect to CAFRA
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revie$, on this condition. There are 3 soil groups found on this site
which are Lakehurst (Lha); Downer (DoA) r ilnd Kle5 (KlA). (see
appendix A. )

CIBA-GEIGY SITEr Dover Township (figure 3)

The Ciba-Geigy site is located north of Route 37 in Toms River on Block 4llr
Lot 6 of the Ciba-Geigy Corporationr immediately west of their industrial plant
facilities. The site is entirely vegetated by pine-oak forest and has noprevious known uses. It is presently maintained as a buffer from local
residential areas. 

O
Evaluation:

Buffer/Visual Irnpacts
This site contains a wooded bufferl howeverr due to its proximity to
Route 37 and Pine Lake Park, the facility and the stack would be
visible frorn developed residential areas and the roadway.

Site Development Assessnent
The site'access road for the facility would be minimal since there is
an access road to Route 37 already present for the industrial plant.
Water and sewer access at this Eite are excelient. Ciba-6eigy has
arnple water diversion rights and capacity in addition to surface water
diversion rights from the Toms River. The company maintains a
wastewater treatment plant and ocean outfall with sufficient capacity
for the proposed facility. In additionr the Ocean County Utilities
Authori ty has an interceptor in Route 3? which could be easi ly
accessed.

Residential Proximity
Perhaps the single most important factor in judging alternative sites'is the issue of proximity to residential properties. This site lies
in close proximity to very concentrated population ceniers in Pine
Lake Park and Holiday City. The number of residents involved in these
two developments is so large that this could be a deciding factor in
eliminating this site from consideration.

Traff iclNuisance Impac ts
This site is simi lar to the MancheEter site in that it has the
potential to aggravate existing traffic congestion on Route 37.
Traffic impacts associated with this site will be more intensive
because of the large number of residential developments and commercial
businesses on both sides of Route 37 and because the site is closer to
Toms River.

5oi Is
The conditions on site are dry and co,nprised of (DoA) Downer soils
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(see appendix A). This si te rnay be sub ject to Farmland Conservat'ion
Areas regulations of CAFRA.

6. Threatened/Endangered Species
The DEP does not report any endangered or threatened species in the
immediate vicinity of this site.

7. Other Considerations' Ciba-Geigy represents a steam customerl which would allow the facility
to sell steam to an adjacent customer. This would represent an
operating efficiency to the energy recovery facility. The need to
comply with the Environmental Clean-up Responsibility Act (ECRA) could
be a complicating factor in acquiring this site depending on the
status of Ciba-Geigy with respect to the remainder of the site.
Should Ciba sell the facitityr it could rome under ECRA jurisdiction
which could delay the site acquisition process.

LACEY SITE' Lacey Township (figure 4)

The designated site lies on the property owned by Jersey Central Power and
Light and occupied by the Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station. It is
located in the western portion of the property adjacent to the Garden State
Parkway and is vegetated by a relatively featureless oak-pine forest. To the
east of the site is a firing range which is used by local and state police
agencies. The site itself has no previous or present known uses.

Evaluation:

l. Buffer/Visual Impacts
This site is forested and buffered but the facility and the stack
would be visible from the Parkway.

e.' Site Development Assessment
Access to the site would be via the Parkway howeverr this would
require that a dedicated interchange be constructed to provide access
directly from the Parkway. Construction of the new interchange wor.rld
involve areas west of the Parkway which fall under the Pinelands
National Reserve and Protection Area and would be sub3ect to The
Pinelands Cornmission review. Areas east of the Parkway are under
CAFRA jurisdiction. tJater is available on-site either froat wells that
would tap the Raritan-Magothy or possibly from the existing canal
which is used to provide cooling water to the nuclear generating
station, Sewers are avai lable on Route 9 which would involve
construction of a seh,er I ine approxirnately ? mi les long..

3. Residential Proximity
This site is renote and quite distant frorn residential development. 0n
a regional level this section of Ocean County is Iightly developed.
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4. Traff iclNuisance Impacts
Traffic impacts are minimal for this site and there should be no

impacts associated to residences because the main access route is the
Garden State Parkwayr rather than Iocal roadways-

5. Soi ls
The soil on-site is comprised of Lakehurst (LhA) soils (see appendix
A). These soils are characterized as having a relatively shallow depth
to seasonally high water table and are subject to regulations on Wet
Soi ls and Hioh Perrneabi l itv Moist SoilE'

Endangered/Threatened Spec ies
According to the DEPr the following species have been recorded in the
general vicinity of this sitet Pine Barrens treefrogr northern pine
snaker coFrt snaker wood turtle. In additionr there is an unconfirmed
report of an occurence of eastern nud salamanders in the area. All of
these species except for the corn and northern pine snakes are
associated with wetland areas which are present alonq Oyster Creek.
As the site does not affect these wetlandsr direct impacts on these
species should be avoidable. The northern pine snake and corn snake
are known to occur in pine oak forests. The oak/pine forest present
on this site does not contain a great deal of structure and rnay not
offer prirne habitat for these species. This would not seem to be a

negative factor in assessing this siter although the need for a

detailed herpatological survey may be indicated.

Other considerations
This site is currently designated in the County's Sol id Waste
l.{anagement Plan as the proposed si te for the resource .recovery

facility,

IIARETOWN SITE' Ocean Township (f igure 4)

This site is located approximately 1 mrle northeast of the Route S3?/Garden
State Parkway Interchange on Block 4lr Lot ? and is owned by H.R. Halswirth.
The site is vegetated by an oak-pine forest which is relatively featureless.
There are no known present or past uses on the l'laretown site.

Evaluation:

l. Buffer/Visual Impacts
The llaretown site is extremely well buffered and the facility would
not be visibie from any major roadways. The stack from the facility
might be visible from Route 9 but should not be visible from the
Garden State Parkway.

This site would be subject
is ad5acent to the Nuclear
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?. Site Development Assessment
This site would require and access road constructed to Route 53? near
its intersection with the Garden State Parkway. This would involve the
acquisition of easements through several parcels of landr many.of
which are owned by the Township of Ocean. The prine access route to
the site would be via the Parkwalr reeuiring the construction of two
additional exi t/entrance ranps and tol I booths at the 53a
interchange. l.Jater ls available on site through the development of
well(s) that would tap the Raritan-Magothy aquifer . at a depth of
approximately l5OO feet. Sewers are available on Route 9 with the
distance for construction of sewer approximately 1 miIe.

Residential Proximity
This site is remote and distant from present residential development.
0n a regional level this section of Qcean County is only lightly
developed. This site would be subject to Special Hazard Areas of CAFRA

because it is in the vicinity of The 0yster Creek Nuclear Generating
Stat i on .

Traff iclNuisance Impacts
Traffic and residential impacts should
because the main access route is the Garden

Soils
Soil conditions at the site are dry and
(LwB) group (see appendix A).

fhreatened/Endangered Spec i es
Comments made by the NJDEP for this site
for the Lacey site.

3.

4.
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be rnininal for this si te
State Parkway.

are classified as Lakewood
5.

6.
are identical to those made

7. Other Considerations
Punlic officiais frorn the Township of 0cean have expressed strong and
continuous support for the development of the site for the resource
recovery facility.

LITTLE EGG HARBOR SITEr Little E99 Township (figure 5)

The Little Egg Harbor site is located approximately l.l rniles southwest of the
Route 539/Garden State Parkway interchange adjacent to the road known as the
"Poor Man's Parkway". The site is vegetated by pine-oak forest and consists of
two parcelsl owned by different parties. One is Contour Homesr Inc.r now known
as Roy Germanottar Inc. (Block '78t, Lot 71. The other parcel Block 7Br Lot I is
owned by the Millbranch East Corp. (Citibank).

GBB-Killam
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Evaluatron:

1. Buffer/Visual ImPacts
This site is remote and buffered with no surrounding uses. Howeverr
this site is similar to thE Lacey Site in that the facility would be
visible frorn the Garden State Parkway.

a. Site Development Assessnent
This si te would require a minor acceEs road to the "Poor l"lan's
Parkway" which leads to the Route 539/Parkway interchanqe. Sewer

construction cost could be very high for this site since the nearest
seh,ers available are on Route 9 which is approximately 3 miles away.
Howeverr such a sewer extension may not be permittabie under CAFRA

regulations due to potential secondary growth impacts. l'later for the
facility would have to come through the development of an on-site well
approximately e300 feet deep that would taP the Rari tan-Magothy
Aquifer. This site is in a Designated Limited Growth Area according
to CAFRA regulations and would face the most restrictions on

development compared to the other siteE.

3. Residential ProximitY
There are no reEidences within one miie of this site' 0n a regional
level the nearest rnajor developmentr Tuckertonr is 3 rniles away. This
site has the least irnpact on residences in comParison to the other
sites.

4. Traff iclNuisance Impacts
Traffic and residential imPacts
whereas the main access route
are currently no residences along

5. Soils
Soil conditions on this site
(DoA) (see appendix A).

should be negligible for this site
is the Garden State Parkway and there
the access road,

are dry and are classified as Downer

6. Threatened/Endangered Species
Pine Barrens treefrogs, pine snakesr artd timber rattlesnakes have been
recorded in the site periphery. Againr it would appear that a on-site
herpatological.survey would be indicated should this site be selected'

7. Other Considerations
The Little ESq Harbor site is the furthest distance geoqraphically
from northern 0cean County, where most of the county's solid waste is
generated. There will be a substantial cost for transportation of
waste to this site.
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TASK s6 - EVALUATI0N AND cot,|PARISoN 0F FINALIST slTEs

ln order to compare the sites which were investigated in the previous taskr it
was first necessary to develop a list of criteria with which the sites can be

evaluated. Since the six sites to be compared are the best a,nong all of the
sites identifiedr most of the remaininq sites scored well with respect to a

number of parameters, Thereforet many of the criteria which were useful in the

initial site ranking were eliminated at this stage. In additionr since alI of
the sites were inspected in the field, the definitions of some of these

criteria were altered to better fit the purpose of final comparison. A list of
the ranking criteria which r,{ere judged to be relatively unimportant during the

final site conparison is shown below:

l. On-site zoning
?. ProximitY to Historic Sites
3. Site DeveloPrnent Costs
t+ . Prox irni tY to Power Gr id
5. Proximity to Schools and Hospitals
6. ProximitY to CommunitY Centers
7. Site Acquisition
8. Road Classification

The criteria which were still considered important to the final comparison are

I isted below:

l. Buffer Zone - the anticipated visual impacts presented by the site
after development. This is a qualitative judgement nade during the
site insPections.
?. Transportation/Ash Disposal costs - the sost of disposal a5

determined through KilIam's transportation study'
3. proximity to Residential Areas - The proximity of the site to
nearby residences in a near-field and. regional sense. This should not

be confused with the house-count which waE done within one mile of
each site durinq the ranking process'
q. Traffic - ine degree of traffic congestion which is exper'ienced on

the primary access route to the site'
5. Nuisance Impacts (traffic related) - The deqree of disruption
wniin will occur to residences and conmercial establishments along the
access route.
6. Soils (Distance to Water lable) - This is a measure of the
permeability and clepth to water table associated with each soil
group. This greatly affects the environmental sensitivity of each

site under the CAFRA regulations.

In additionr several additional criteria were added to the Iist above based on

the field investigations and data gatherinq effort. These included:

7. Consistency with CAFRA' Pinelands policies

- 
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B. Presence of Threatened and Endangered Species
9. Ability to secure interchange improvements (Lacey and tfaretown
onlY )

lO. Other site specific considerations.

llhile all of the criteria listed above were judged to be inportantr the most
important among them are transportation/ash disposal costsr proximity to
residential EFEEST. and traffic. The latter tw.o are sufficiently important to
disqualify a site. The ability to secure parkway interchange improvements is
also regarded as a par+meter which affects the very feasiblity of the Waretown
and Lacey sites,

Evaluating each
resu I ts :

Lakewood
Buffer Zone
Transportat ion/Ash Disposal
Proximity to Residential
Traff ic
Nuisance Impacts
SoiIs
Consistency w/ CAFRAT Pinelands
Presence of Threatened/Endangered Sp.
0ther Considerations

Manchester
Buffer Zone
Transpor tat ion/Ash Disposal
Proximity to Residential
Traff ic
Nuisance Impacts
Soils
Consistency w/ CAFRAT Pinelands
Presence of Threatened/Endangered Sp.

Other Considerations

Ciba-Geiov
Buffer Zone
Transportat ion/Ash Disposal
Proximity to Residential
Traff i c
NuiEance Impacts
Soi Is
Consistency w/ CAFRAT Pinelands
Presence of Threatened/Endangered Sp.
0ther Considerations

si te against these parametersr we obtained the fo I Iowing

Better than average
Better than average
l.Jorse than average
Much worse than average
l.lorse than average
Potentially grorse than average
Acceptab le
Acceptab Ie
Possible methane involvement from
Landfi I I

Better than average
Better than average
Much worse than average
f'luch worse than average
Huch worse than average
[.lorse than average
Acceptab le
Possibly a problern due to wetland
crossings
Difficult Access within siter
difficult sewer acce5s'

l.lorse than average
Better than average
Much worse than average
Much worse than average
Huch worse than average
Better than average
Accep tab I e
Acceptab Ie
ECRA involvement is dePendent on
status of present proPerty owner.
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il. George Buckwald -2- 6/27 /A6

other disadvantages of che dedicaied interchange are
rhar. the Resource Recovery Facilicy would be locaCed verY
close co the Parkway. The buildinq and smoke stack would
be clearly visible from che Parkway- I'- would not be long
before che management and employees of t,he Oyster Creek
Nuclear Power Plant would be demanding cne right to use
Ehe dedicated interchange which would be immediately adjacent
to the property of i,he plane. The necessary acceleration
and deceleration lanes l6ading into the dedicated interchange
would int,erfere with the ramPs to our Oyster Creek Picnic
Area. They would also be extremely close to the existing
ramPs at Interchange 69.

PIan B, that is the construction of ramPs to and from
the north at existing Interchange 69 with Waretown Road,
has other advantages which t,he dedicated interchange does
not. We would improve service to local roads by completing
fnterchange 59. The new interchange would provide employment
for local People as toll collectors probably 4 to 5 new
jobs - There will be Pressure on the Authority to build
these new ramps to and from Che north at some time in the
not too distant future although they are not necessary
at the present tj.me. If the Resource Recovery Facilit'y'
is located off ttaretown R.oad rather than directly off the
parkway it would not be visible from the Parkway and therefore
this plan is more aesthecically pleasihg to us-

The reason we would insist upon collecting tolls on
ehe new ramps is not because we would make money, in fact
we might not even break even, but Eoo many paerons would
use these new ramps Co avoid paying the toll at the Barnegat
TolI Plaza. we are specifically prohibited by our bond
covenant from opening new interchangds which would tend
Co reduce toll collection at other points .on the roadway.

Please feel free Eo share this memo and the attachment
with any locaI officials you feel appropriate-

cc: George P. Zilocchi.
Charles !'lcManus

Conlon
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are as follows:

Lakewood

The Lakewood si te is desireable from the standpoint of buffer and
transportation/ash disposal costs. However r it is poor with respect to
trafficr proximity to residential r and nuisance impacts. The major
consideration in down-ranking this site is the difficulties presented by
accessing the site via Route 9. In our opinionr this parameter alone is
sufficient to place this site in the less desireable category. AIsor since
Lakewood is in an area of the County which is likely to experience more
residential growth than other areasr conflicts with residential uses rnay be
significant in the future.

Manchester

The Manchester site was desireable with respect to buffer and
transportation/ash disposal costs. It was poor in terms of proximity to
resrdential areas' trafficp nuisance impactsr and soil conditions. The first
two parameters are considered to be very inportant. In particularr iccess to
the site via Route 37 is difficult due to traffic congestion. There is a
considerable amount of commercial activity in this section of Rt. 37, and many
residents use this route to reach subdivisions which are located alono the
h i ghway . In additionr while the imrnediate site environs are sparsely
populatedr the site is located within two rni les of very densely populated
areas. In our Sudgementr the traffic and residential concerns associated with
this site location place this site in the less desireable group.

Ciba-Geiqv

The Ciba-Geigy si te is strong wi th respect to transportat ion/ash dfsposal
costs' but is less suitable than the others in terms of residential proximrty'
traf f ic r nuisance impactsr and buffer. !.le therefore placed this si te in the
less desireable grouping for reasons similar to the Manchester site.

The next group consisted of the rnore desireable sites and included Laceyr
l.laretownr and Little Egg Harbor. These sites were judged to be rnore desireable
than the previous group due to the fact that they all were judged better than
average with respect to residential proximity and traffic. It should be noted
that all three of these sites were less desireable than the preceding three in
terms of transportation/ash disposal costsl with Little Egg being the worst of
the three in this sense. Our ,rationale for this is that traffic and
residential concerns are key factorE in judging the feasiblity of a site. We

believe that transportation costs are an important factor, but that the public
and responsible County officials will better- accept a site which has fewer
human impactE at the expense of greater transportation costs.
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!1ithin the more desireable groupr we feel that the Little Egg site is the less
desireable than either Lacey or !.Jaretown. lJhi Ie Little Egg is excel lent f rom

residentialr trafficr nuisancer and soils standpointsr it is worse with respect
to transportation costs. In addition, due to its presence in a limited growth
zone, permitting the site under the CAFRA regulations would be difficult.
Sewer constraints would be sufficiently severe to force a design which would
utilize on-site wastewater disposal along with extreme measures to reduce
wastewater production.

The Lacey and tJaretown sitesr based on the considerations discussed above for
the other sitesr w€F€ considered to be the rnost feasible sites within the
County. The Lacey site is strong as,neasured by all of the criteria; except
for buffer and soiIs. With respect to the important criteria as discussed
above, Lacey is desireable with respect to residentlal proximity and traffic.
In terms of transportation/ash disposalr it is more costly than the northern
si tes, but less costly than the Little ESS site. Lacey also has the
distinction of being the only site which holds the position of being the
approved site in the County's Sol id tJaste Plan. Based on the status cjf the
siter we indicated at the onset of the siting study that a site other than
Lacey would be recommended only if that site was clearly preferable.

The last site anong the finalists is Waretown. Againr with respect to the
criteria which were applied to the other f inal istsr l.laretown was judqed to be

desireable in terms of buffer r residential proximityr trafficr rruisance
irnpactsr and Eoils. Waretown was considered to be equivalent to Lacey in terms
of transportation/ash disposal costs. tlaretown is the only site under
consideration which appears to have active support by the local municipality'
In any siting decisionr the position of the host community is certainly an
inrportant consideration. Compar ing the two si tes side-by-side on their
technical meritsr we have:

Criterion
Buffer Zone
Transportation Costs
Proximity to Residential
Traffic
Soils
Consistency wi th Pinelands
Consistency with CAFRA
Threatened/Endangered Spec ies
Other Considerations
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l'lore Sui table Si te (Lacev or l^laretown)

In co,nparing Lacey and !.laretownr the sites are reasonably close in terms of the
more irnportant siting criteria (iransportation costsr trafficr ProXimity to
residential ). tlith regard to the residential criterionr Lacey has slightly
fewer residences wittrin a distance of one miIe. 0n a more regional levelr the
two sites are reasonably equivalent. In our opinionr the number of residences

Haretown
Equivalent
Lacey (slight advantage)
Equivalent
Haretown
Equivalent
Haretown (based on soil conditions)
Equivalent
Lacey is designated site
tJaretown has community support

GBB-Killam
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which surround either site is lowr with both sites being rernote in character.
l'Je do not feel that the nurnber of developed residential properties affects the
suitability of either siter although in absolute nunbers the edge must be given
to the Lacey site. It appears then that the practical differentiation between
the two sites must fall to sone of the less iorportant criteria on the list
above. On that basisr l.lareto.wn would appear to have the advantage over. Lacey
based on soils and buffer considerations. In terms of the rfon-technical "other
considerationsr" Lacey is the designated site which ,neans that it can be
implernented without the need to go through the plan amendment process.
t'laretownr oD the other handr appears to have local support for the project and
si te.

A recornmendat ion as
Judgetnentr involving
d i st i ngui sh the two
si te is preferable
d i Ecussed .

The final !ssue of

Page 3O
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to which of these sites is preferable is a matter of some
weighing the importance of each of the parameters which
si tes. I t is the opinion of GBB-Ki I lam that the !.laretown

based on al I of the considerat ions which have been

some importance to the siting decision are the roadway
improvements which must be made in order for refuse vehicles to access the
sites. Both sites have been assessed frorn the beginning of the siting stuay
assuming that access to the sites via the Garden State Parkway would bepossible. It was determined that access via Route g would render either site
unfeasible. In order to determine the feasibility of access improvements at
either Lacey or Waretownl we have requested that the New Jersey Highway
Authority evaluate and respond to the County with respect to these twoproposals. l.le have received a mernorandum fr.om the Authority's staff indicating
that the construction of a dedicated interchange to access the Lacey site may
not be acceptable to the Authority. One of the major reasons for this
determination is that the Authority is not inclined to set a precedent which
would allow other parties in the future to petition the Authority for similar
"dedicated" interchanges. 0n the other handr it appears that the Authority may
well support improvernentg to the Route 53e interchange which are necessary to
access the l,,laretown si te. I t is essential that access to er ther or both of
these sites be confirmed by some official action of the Authority before a

a finai recorlrRendatron is rnacte.

To summarizer based on the evaluations conducted to date, both the Lacey and
l"laretown sites are suitable for the location of the resource recovery facility
and are judged to be more suitable than other sites studied. tthi le the
facility could be constructed at either locationr we believe that l.laretown isO the better site based on its technical merits and based on apparent support for
the site. A final recommendation will be made foliowing an official response
from the New Jersey Highway Authorityl which has provided us with an unofficial
staff position which favors the Waretown site.

o
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LETTERS FRO}'I

NEI'I JERSEY HIGHWAY AUTHORITY

NJDEP DIVISION OF COASTAL RESOURCES

. NJDEP DIVISON CIF FISH AND GAME

NEI^I JERSEY PINELANDS COIII'IISION

a
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G"tJen St.te Pr.Lway nECEIUED
tlemordndum JUL 81986

[t' l' : "':'

DATE: June ,'2..? I t'g9.g6r'r'r' S

TO:

FRO\I:

SUBJ ECT:

Comrnissioner E- George Buckwald

James w. Conlon, Chief Engineer

PROPOSED II{IBRCEANGE TO SER\rB OCEA.II COTIMTY RESO(]RCE
RECOVERY PTAMT - INTERCEANGE 69

Attached is a portion of a memorandum prepared by Vollmer
Associates, our Tratfic Engineering Consultant, concerning
the request from Ocean County to provide an Interchange
to serve the proposed Ocean Count.y Resource Recovery Plant
in the vicinity of our Interchange 69. I have deleted
from VoIlrner's report only discussions of toll revenue
and cost of operation which f do not believe it j.s appropriate
to release at, this time.

Vollmer's preliminary construction cost estinate is
9I.8 rnillion for Plan A, that is t,he dedicated Int,ercharg€,
and 5t-2 million for Plan B, new ranps at Interchange 59.
It has been my experience Chat between the time our traffic
consultant estimates construction cost and we actually
award a construction contract, the. costs have nearly double.

Please note that the figures prepared by Vollmer are
schematsic, the actual shape of Ehe Interchange .will be
significantly different than shown on Figures I, 2, & 3.
fn particular, the southbound exit will be a far side loop
ramp, that is a rarnp on t,he south side of t,he local road-
This wiII favor the right eurn traffic, that is the t.raffic
Ieaving the southbound Parkway that wishes to 90 east on
the local'road. This will eliminate le.f t turns by the
predominate truck traffic.

From a strictly financial point of view Plan A, that
is a dedicated Interchaog€, is better than Plan B. This
is because it. would cost virtually nothing to collect a

-:--
t

t.olI from trucks using a dedicated Interchange. The disadvantages
however in my judgement clearly outweigh the financial
advanrage. The biggest. disadvantage is thac the conscruction
of a dedicated Interchange would set a precedent '.thich
would be difficult to overcome- we do not have any dedicateci
Interchanges and we are not considering any anywhere on
the Parkway. Every one of our interchanges connects to
a public highway. We have had other requests for dedicated
interchanges particularly from developers and we have always
ref used t,o consEruct such an interchange -

o
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Lacev
Buffer
Transportation/Ash Disposal
Proximity to Residential
Traff i c
Nuisance Impacts
Soi ls
Consistency w/ CAFRA' Pinelands

Threatened/Endangered Spec i es
Ability to Secure Interchange
0ther considerations

lrJaretown
Buffer
Transportat ion/Ash Di sposa I
Proxirnity to Residential
Traff i c
Nuisance Impacts
Soi ls
Consistency wl CAFRA' Pinelands

Threatened/Endangered Spec i es
Ability to Secure Interchange Imp.
Other considerations

Little Eqo Harbor
Buffer
Transportat ion/Ash Di sposal
Proximity to Residential
Traff i c
Nuisance Irnpacts
Soils
Threatened/Endangered Spec i es
Consistency w/ CAFRAT Pinelands

Comoarison of Sites

In cornparing the finalist sitesr they were
on how they were rated in comparison to
included the less suitable sites within
this category were Lakewoodr Manchesterr

Worse than average
Average
Better than average
Better than average
Better than average
l.Jorse than average
Acceptabl€r rnust consider secondary
i, mpac ts
Wlll require in-field survey
Probably not feasibie
Site is within County Plan

Better than average
Average
Better than avera-ge
Better than average
Better than average
Better than average
Acceptabler mugt consider secondary
impacts
WiIl require in-field survey
Probably feasible
Indications are that the
municipal ity favors the pro.lect.

tJorse than average
l.lorse than average
Better than average
Better than average
Better than average
Better than average
l.Ji I I require in-f ield survey
Marginally acceptabler site would
present severe development
constraints due to presence in
limited growth zone and need to
consider secondary growth impacts.

separated into two categoriesl based
the other sites. The first category

the group. The sites which fell into
and Ciba-Geigy. The reasons for this

o

a
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' DE'ARTMENT oF EN'TR'NMENTAL pRorEcrroN

TRENTON

Dtvrsrolr oF coAsTAL R€30t RcEs
Iune 23, 1986

o

Mr. Dennis J. Su1er
Elson T. Killan Associates, fnc.
27 Bleeker Street
P.O. Box 1008
Millburn, New Jersey 07041-1OOg

RE: CAFRA pre-application #1542
Ocean County Resource Recovery Facility
Various ttlunicipalities, Ocean County

PI.EASE AOOE€SS R€PLY TO:
Cll .|ol

rRClfTox. [.J. 0t625

NECEIVEil
a

o

o

o

o

o

o

JUN 26 rjB6

ffif,hfl,flffi,fr#

Dear Mr. Suler:

The foltr owing sumarizes the staff rieview of ttre infor-mation presented prior to and, discussed at thep-re-applicatioa conference held on April 2L , 19gO, for theabove-referienced projectr :rs welL aJ ttre. helicopter recon-naissance flight, on April 29 , 1996. Ttris staff re-view refersto specific poticies of the Rules on coastal Resources and
Deveropment . (N.J.A.c. 7 z7E-L et seq. ) by section number.Prease understand that ttris informar. guidance is not a
b_inding commitmen! by this Department to approve or deny anyforthcoming pomit apprication for tlris ploj ect or sitesl

An Environnental fnpact Statement (EIs ) for ttris facili-
!y__i. required by the coastar Area Facility Review Act of
L97-3 (CAFRA) (N.J.S.A. 13:19-1 et seq-), and an Environrnentar
and Eealttr rnpact Statenent (EErs ) is required by the solid
lagt'e Management Act of L976 (N.J.S.A. 13:18-1 et !eg. ). TheffiIs ' and a supplement specificallv addressing ttre policies
and issues delineated iilEiffi,er will sitisey the Ersrequirement under CAERA, provided that all Ers re{uirementsristed in the coastar permit, progranr Regulations (N.J.A.C.
727) are met.

f Rc.ter_J 'r'o Be ribd.l
Refer Back Ti

o
ls .4n Etluul Etnployer
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Backqround

The Solid lfaste Manageuent Act of L976 was passed to
initiate a statewide garbage management policy and stricter
regulation sf landfills. This was in response to increasing
occurrences of contonrination of well water by leaking land-
fills and illegal disposal of hazardous wastes at convention-
al dump sites, and tbe resulting severe environmental and
healttr risks. The 3 major policy provision of the Act are:

1. To establish the county, a6 tbe level of government
responsible for planning and inpl,enenting garbage
manaltement strategies i

2. To establish resource recovery as the ultimate goal
for each county, if feasible; and

3. - To establish ttre principle of disposal in-county of
alJ' waste geuerated by that county., if feasible
(1) .

In accordance with tlie Solid Waste Managrenent Act, Ocean
County is proposing to construct a resource recovery facili-ty, and has, evaluated and rated 22 alternative sites for ttre
facility wittrin tlre county, using many parameters. of ttrose
22 sites, the top 5 are being investigated in more detail.
This memorandun of record includes site-specific comnents onthe top 5 sites e €ts weJ.J. as gteneral comments on ttre facility
and all sites, witb refereace to DEpts Rules on coastal
Resources and Development. tbis facility wourd be explicitly
regnrlated by CAERA, and ttre'top 5 alternate sites are wittrin
the statutory coastal area.

Proiect Description

The proposed 'Ocean County resource recoverf/ facility
would handle solid waste from ttre entire county. It would be
rocated on' approxinately 20 acres, of which ttre central 10
acres would be constrtrcted upon, and the rest would remain
undisturbed as en encircling buffer. Briefly, the mode of
operation would be for tlre plant to receive nunicipal solid
waste, burrr it, and produce steam that would be converted
into erectricity for sare to a utilities comp.rny. Electro-
magnets would reclain ferrous meta].s and ttre inert ash would
be landfilled. cornbustion gasses wourd be cLeaned by elec-
trostatic precipitators before being discharged through ttre
stack, which would be approximately 3OO feet high. Waste
vorume reduction, based upon existing operational resource
recovery facilities, would be approximately 90 to 95 percent
(2,3'.) 

"
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The 5 top-rated sites are named, located, and descriBed,
as follows (soils are from the Ocean County Soil Sunzey):

1. ASARCO site, Manchester Township: Approximatety
1.8 miles souttr of the Routes 37/70 intersection-
It is comprised of Lakehurst (LhA), Downer (DoA),
and possibly Klej (KlA) soils, and is vegetated by
pine-oak forest. It is wittrin one-quarter mile of
a lake, which appears to have been excavated.

2. Stavola Ouarrrr, Lakewood Township: Approxinately
one-ttrird mile souttr of t-he County Routes 626/628
intersection in ttre Township t s South Lakewood
section. .It i.s relatively deep dry borrow pit with
steep slopes.

3. q : Immediately to
dustrial plant-, and

approximately O.7 miles northeast of ttre lloliday
City Berkeley residential 'development. The site is
comprised of Dowuer (DoA) soils, and is vegetated
by pine-oak forest.

4. Ovster Creek sites, Ocean and Lacey Townships:
There are actually 2 sites here:

(a) Waretown site: Approximately I rnile norttreast
of tlre Rbute S37r/Garden State Parkway inter-
change. It is comprised of Lakewood ( f:wB )
soils, and is vegetated by oak-pine forest.

(b) Lacev site: Approxinately 0.1 mile east of
tlre Gard,en State Parlcrray and O .2 miles north
of Oystbr Creek. It, is comprised of Lakehurst
( fnA ) soils and is vegetated by oak-pine
forest.

5. OId North Green Street site, Little Eqq Harbor
Township: Approxi-mately 1.1 miles southwest of the
Route S39/Garden State Parl<rlay interchangre. It is
bomprised of Downer (DoA) soils and is vegretated by
pine-oak forest.

o Location Policies ( Subchapters 2 ,3 ,4 , and 5 )

SpecialSreas (Subchapter 3 )

Special Areas are those 45 tlpes of coastal areas which
merit focused attention and special management policies "
Some of the Special Areas policies discussed below apply only
to specific sites, and some apply to all 5 sites reviewed"
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It does not appear that Wetlands (7 z7E-3.25), Wetlands
Puffer? (7:78-3 .261, oE
( 7179-5. SO ) occur on any of ttre
Manchester site. some of ttre sites arb within one-quarter
mile of tiese Special Areas (Oyster Creek sites, Little Egg
Earbor site) or access to ttre site may reqluire crossingr ttrese
areas (Manchester site ) . Construction is generally prohibit-
ed in tbese Special. Areas. The proposed facility should be
sited as far from these areas as possiJrle, arid any distur-
bance to them ( including stormwater nrnoff ) should be
minimized-

The Manchester and Dover sites, because of ttreir soils
and undeveloped condition, may be subject t-o FarBland Con-
serrration Areas (7278-3.31). The Lakewdod site ffittre following: Steep Slopes (7:78-3-321 , Dtrr Borrow pits
(7 :78-3 -33 ), and s6ffil[-EEE aieas (7 z7E-3.41T-

The l{laacbester, Oister Creek, and Little Egg Earbor
sites €rre within tie Pinelands National Resenre. Thus , if
one of tlrese sites are chosen, tJre project would be reviewed
by the New Jersey' Pinelands Commission, as per pinelandg
National Resenre and Pinelands Protection Area (7 3fr387

Oyster C sites ect to Special Hazard.-Areas (7278-3.39) because ttrey are in ttre wi@
Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating plant. As such, tbe New
Jersey state Police should be contacted regarding emergency
evacuation measures.

AII sites should be investigated .for the potential
applicability of the following Special Areas:

7 z7E-3.34

7 z7E-3.35
7 :78-3.36

7 z7E-3.37

Ilistoric and Archeoloqicaf Resources
(Contact DEP's Office of New Jersey
Eeritage )

Specimen Trees (Wooded sites)
Endanqered or Threatened Wildlife or
N.J. Division of Fish, Game, and
wildlife (FGat)
Critical wildlife Habitats_ (Contact

o General Land Areas ( Subchapter 5 )

General Land Areas include all roainland land features
located upland of Special Water t s Edge Areas. The accept-
ability for development of Land Areas is defined in terurs of
3 levels of acceptable development intensity. Three factors
determine ttre acceptable development intensity for various
locations in Land Areas:
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1. Coastal Growtlr Rating
2. Environrnental Sensitivity
. Development Potential

The above factors indicate the appropriate pattern of
coastal development from a broad, regional perspective and
provide a method for determining tJre acceptable intensity of
development for specific sites, ils well as entire regions.

Wtrile the procedure for detemining tlre acceptability of
development should be used for ttre prospective resource
recoveafr site, ttre Division recognizes ttre county-wide
siglrificance and regional nature of tiis proposal, as well as
its divergence fron otlrer tfrlres of commercial and industrial
development. The unique aspects of ttris project include ttre
undeniable need for sound solid waste management and reduc-
tion, ttre specific and continous traffic flow ttre facility
will be associated wittr, and tlre need for a substantial
buffer from residential areas. For these reasons a particu-
lar site may be deened acceptabJ'e by the Division even if the
acceptability of development procedure results do not futly
support the location. Tbis would be due to ttie presence of
highty significant factors such as highway access, minimal
traffic i-npacts. and distance fron solid waste sources within
ttre county, and adequate buffer area from residential a.reas.

The above factors may poteatially modify tlre Coastal
Growth Rating and Development Potential ratings more ttran ttre
Environnental sensitivity ranlcing. The Envirdnmental Sensi--
tivity of tJre Lacey and part of the Manch,ester sites are high.
( high peraeability moist soils, according to ttre ocean County
Soil Sunrey), and that of ttre rest of ttre sites is mediun.

general Location Policies (Subchapter 5)

An EIS for tlris project should include a ttrorough
secondary impact analysis. Secondai:r impacts of this project
may be traffic increases and inducement of further develop-
ment by new roads, sclwers, and ottrer utilities ttrat may be
constructed to sen/e tb,e tresource recovery facility. Any
proposed proj ect ttrat induces furttrer development must
demonstrate ttrat is secondarry impacts will satisfy the Rules
on Coastal Resources and Development. this is especially
sigrnificant in Linited Growttr Regions ( Little E'gg Earbor
site ) , and Extension Regions (Oyster . Creek and Manchester
sites ) , where development is discouraged or restricted.
Secondary impact analysis must include ttre likely geographic
extent of induced development, and evaluation of ttre i.nduced
development in terms of a1l applicable Rules on Coastal
Resources and Development.

o
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Use Policies ( Sttbchapter 7

Use Policies do not pre-empt Location Po1icies, which
restrict development: Rattrer, ttrey introduce conditions
which must be satisfied in addition to Location and Resource
Policies.

Transportation Use Policies, Parlrinq Facilities
17:ZU ed area
excluding the access drive is equal to or gfreater than 3
acres. AIso, Public Facilitv Use Policies (7:7E-7-6b) must
be add,ressed. 

-source 
recovery, r@ritg, and volume

reduction techniques are preferable to sanitary landfills
under ttris. policy.

Resoqgge Bglicieq ( Strbchapter 8 )

These policies sen/e as. standards to which proposed
development must adb,ere. The applicable resource policies
which would be addressbd in the EIS include:

7 z7E-8.4

7 z7E-8 -6

7 z7E-8.7

7 :78-8 -B

7 z7E-8.9

7 z7E-8 "LO

lfater Oualitw: Include details of waste-
water trCatnCnt plans. Be advised .that
the Dirrision is opposed to nelt se\rer
extensions ttrat would induce future
grronth, particularly in Linited Growttr
and Extension Regions. On-site
wastewater treatnent should be oqrlored-

Groundwater Use: . Water-consdnring
ffichniques should be used.
See attachmeat.

Stormwater Runof{

Veqetatio4

Important Wildlife Eabitat

Air Oualitv: DEP t s Division of Environ-
mental--guality regulates pollution
control equipment for resource recovery
facilities and establishes limits to air
emissions ttrrough ttre issuance of an air
pollution control permit.

Scenic Resources and Design: The EIS
ed descriPtion and

graphic rendering of tlre proposed facili-
iy,- and infornration on its geograPhical
scope of .visual impact.

7 z7E-8.L2
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7:78-8.13

7 z7E-8.L4

7:78-8.15

'I z7E-8.L6

7:78-8.L7

Buffers and Compatibilitv of Uses

So1id Waste'

Enercrv eonserrration: Energy-conselarative
res rnust be used to

the greatest degree possible. Refer to
ttre Divisionr s attached Guidelines.
Alttrough ttrese were specifically devel-
oped for residential projects, they
should also be useful for ttris facility.
The siting of this facility to minimize
distances travelled by trash-hauling
veh.icles, which would minimize their
gasoline consumption, should also be a
substantial factor in ttre planning
process.

Traffic: Traffic impacts are a major
E6frffiiEration for ttrid project. Detailed
traffic studids must be performed, and
sites wtrich would have ttre least effects
on existing traffic conditions should be
favored. The Lacey, Waretown, and Little
Egg Earbor sites have a clear advantage
over ttre Manchester, Dover, and Lakewood
sites in this respect because their main
access would be via ttre Garden State.
Parlaray, ratb,er than local highways. The-
Lacey site would require a nevr, dedicated
interchangre for access to ttre Parkway.

Wet Soils End Eiqh Pemeabilitv lvloist
ites

EarJF high pem6atrility noist soils,
accordingr to the Soil Sunrey; also, the.
Lakewood site, since it is a deep borrow
pit, may have a shallow seasonal high
water table ( SEl,:f ) at the bottom. For
these sites, soil borings should be taken
by a qualified soils scientist to deter-
mine the SBq,:f, using soil rnottling.. The
facility should be desigmed, to ttre
maximun extent possible, to concentrate
development on portions of ttre site whete
ttre soils are least perureable and where
the deptlr to ttre SIIhIf is greatest.

Noise Abatement

o

7 z7E-8 "2Q
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Conclusion

The constrtrction of a state-of-ttre-art resource recovery
facility in Ocean County is encouragred by ttre 

_ 
Division of

Coastal Resources, provided that all applicable Rules on
Coastal Resources and Development are met, because:

1. Resource recovery facilities occupy a much smaller
land area and asiure a longer terilr disposal capaci-
ty tb.an landfiLls . Therefore, fewer faciLities
witf be needed and open sPace areas will be
presenred.

2. Offeasive odors, litter and vectors ca3 .be more
effectively controlled than at landfills -

3. Resource recovery will consell/e energy by returning
reryclable naterials to t-he economy for Use as ralt
materials, and ttrrough ttre generation of steam and
electricity.

4, The potential inpact oD ground and surface waters
will be sigmificantly decreased from ttrat of
landfills.

5. The const-mction and operation of resource recovery
facilities is consistent with ttre intent and letter
of ttre Solid Waste Managtement Act of L976-

The Manchester, Dover and Lakewood sites have consider-
able potential for aggravating_ existing traffi.c_ congestion.
The Dover and Lakewood sites also may not provide an accept-
able buffer from residential ardas. The Waret'own, Lacey, a:rd
Litt}e Egg Earbor sites would have less local traffic impacts
on comnrellial and residential .rreas because the main access
to tlrese sites would be ttre li-mited-dcc€ss Garden State
Parkway. Eowever, ttre Litt]e Egg Earbor site is in a. desig-
nated f,i.nitea Growth Area, whiclr has ttre most restrictions on
development, and is also tlre furttrest'distance geographical+li
from nbrthern Ocean County, where most of the countyrs solid
waste .is generated. The Lacey and Waretown sites appear to
have tire least problems in these terns. Unacceptable secon-
dary growth wnith would be induced by sewer extensions and
ottr6r utilities to ttre facitity would be a major considera-
tion at ttre Lacey, Waretown, "nd Little Egg Harbor sites and
would require careful analysis and planning-

o
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I trust. this guidance helps you to proceed with the
siting, design, and development process. If you have any
questions about this memorandum of record or the CAFRA

ipplication process, do not hesitate to contact this Bureau
a-t- ilre above address or by phone at ( 509, 292'0062 '

SincereIY,

c-_, \-r ++
n9r'ta4t4t4-,/lUwdL/
Marianne Merritt
Bureau of Planning and Project Review

1 Erdred, william T., Jr. The Garbage crisis: A Question
of Dollars and Sense. New Jersey Municipalities.
April, 1985.

2 American Ref-Fuel. Waste-to-Energy Systems. Houston,
TX. 1984.

3 signat REsco. Westchester
Hampton, NH. 1984.

twl/rk
cc: Mr. Jotrn SParmo, Bureau of

Enforcement and Field

RESCO-From Dream to ReaIitY.

Coastal
Services

Director, N.J. Division of Waste Managrement
Ocean County Planning Board

a
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PLEASE REPLY TO:

cN 400
TRENTON. NEW JERSEY 08625

DtvlsloN oF
FISH. GAME AND WILDLIF€
RUSSELL A. COOKINGHAM

DIRECTOF
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June t7, 19gg

Flndrew A. Frye
Elson T. Killam Associates, Ine.
37 Bleeker St., P. O. Box 10OB
Mi l lburn, N. J. Q7cs41

RE: Endangered Soeeies
Ocean County

Dear Mr. Frye:

Locations - Resc'uree Recover.y Sltes,

This is in nesponse to y.3'rr request for the l'=ca-
ti,:n af enciangered/thr^eatened speeies rn tfie vicinity oi
sites being censidered fer a Felssut^c€t r.ecovet.y faciii.i;:r
in Oeean C,:rrnty as inclicated t3n the the ma5,s yitru Dpc,-
vided. Eelow, I have Iisted all endanger.ea/threatened
speeies inf,rrmati,rn we have f,=r each ,:f the five siies
under considerati,rn. As you are ewa!.e the a}.€ras
inclr.rde signifieant uncieveioped acreage of typical pine-
Iands eornmunit ieg. l.|e have many reec,rds sf endangerec
and. threatened speeies from these areas:

tQEEEggD- !€iQyq$l giIE: nerthern oine snake. are rec,rrcec
frrrm the peniphery af this site.

UENgHEgIgB JB98EQQ)-: northerrr pine snake are rectrded fr'rrrl
the periohery af this site. Poteni;ial haoitat may al.s'=
exist f,rn Pine Bar.rens treefr,=g.

PQVEB 9llg !E!88=EE!gYt: w€! have n'r r.ecer.ds r,f anv
endangened €F threateneci speeies frern the irrrrnecjiate
vicinity '=f this site.

qlEIgB QEEE.] glIE 4 UQBEIQUN $ilg: Fine Barrens !reefr,:s,n,:rthern oi,ne snak.e, ccrrn Eirra'..€!! and wcf,ad tur.tles have
been recorded in the irrrmed iate vieinity ,:f lhese sites.
We aiscr have arr |lncarrr-ir-rned r"e9r'r.t r,r- the ea--ter.n rrl|.rs
saiarrrandctr .:ccurrino in th is ar€!a.

tlIItE qEE EiiE: Fine Bamens treefr.,:qr Flne snaKes, and
tirnben rattlesnatr.es have ai1 been reec,r.dg fr.aor the.
PeriPhery,rf t:his Eite.

New Jerselt Is An Equol Opportunity Employer
o
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The f.=llowing briefly sr.rmrflarizes the status and habitai
pr.eferenees 'lt: the above mentlorreto soecies:

Pine Bar^reng treefrog (Hyle atrdCrEEtr! Ei - ghal lr-,w
acidic ponds and begs in pinelands anea.

northern pine snake tpilugghig rgglatrglguqlJE -T) oine/c,ak
f,=restEi an sandy goils.

cern snake AEfggbg g,J!.!.g!A E) oine/,rak fr-,rests ,3rl
extremely well drained sandy sti1s.

timber rattlesnake (Egglalug bgrtrldug - E) in sr-rutirern
New Jen'sey this soeeies ig found in extensive traets ef
pine/oak Dt^ oak/oine r-.=regt ahray from hunan elnct''3achment.
Cedar seramps and piteh-pine lowlands are used during
h i bernat isn,

wood turtl.e (Elggrnyg lnsEglgla -T) oecuFs in hardwo.=i
forests, needs elean gtrearns in er ad;acent tc, we? rneadc,ws
and farmland.

eastern mud salamander (Psgr-rglg!t:i!.g! EgtrlEtrUg -Ti -
clear unpol luted sorings and se€Dage araElas includino
.=ici cranberry bogs.

Potential habitat
siteB farz

barred owl (E!e!x y,gtriA- T) breeds irr rn,:rst Uc,ttarnland
foresr s.

bog turtle (Elgggyg EuBlgnbg1g! -E) croer, sohagrrurn bc,gso
swamps and marsfiy meadews with elear, slrrw rrrovirrg str'eams
and muddy bottoms

red-shouldered hawk (EUleg !!nee!ue- T) breeds in rnr-,ist
bottomland forests

may aiso exist en any c'f tnese

(EelaneCgeg etry!.Erggeea€iug- T)
trees and/or blt.rred 6'vert fc,regts

red-headed woodpecker
6pen gt^c,v€fs of large
with plentiful Bnags.

hrhil€t w€r have nc, reec.rds
indicated ar€les, if suitable

of any of
habitat elx

these speeies
its, they may

f r.c,rn t he
De pFclsent.
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MEMEERS

H. G€ORGE EUCKWALD, FR€€HoLo€R. cHATRMAn
PHtLLtP D BERTRAND. vtcE cHAtRHAN

O nAMTAN G MURRAY, FR€EH.L'€R
fARD E. LAN[. couxYY €NGrN€€R

JOHN ROSS
G. THOMAS OAKLEY
PET€R CARLSON
€RN€ST H I\'IANUIVALD
ERNEST KAUFMAN

ST€V€N L. POLLOCK
otREctoR

PETER S- HENN€S
COU NS€L

IRENE L. HOOP€R
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December 30, 1985

1,1r. Dennis Suler
El son T. Ki I I am Assoc
?7 Bleeker St..
Millburn, liJ 07041

Re: Pi nei ands Reoui rements for Resource Recovery Faci I i ties

Dear Dennis:

I have encl osed a response f rom l'lr. l'loore, the Executi ve
0irector of the Pinelands Commission, to my recent letter ask'ing
for clarification of the Pinelands requirements regarding resource
recovery faci I j ties. The attached letter indicates that the
exi sting Pinelands Plan wouid permft resource recovery faci I ities
io be loca'ued only within areas identified as regional grorvth
zones.

you have any quest'ions concerning this, please call me

OCEAN COUNTY PLANNTNG BOARD
COURT HOUSE SQUARE

c.N. 219r
Toms River. l.ie*'Jercy 08754

(201) 929-2054

Very truly yours,
/)

Steven L. Pol lock
Planning Director

SLP: mjb
Encl.
cc: Alan l"l. Avery, Jr., Principal Planner

Service List
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Dear tlr. Pollock;

Thank you for your Ietter of December 23, I9B5 regarding
resource recovery facilities-

such a facility would presently be a permitted use in
regional growth areas of the Pinelands. The applicable
stindards would be those'contained in Article VI of the
Comprehensive Management PIan with specific interest relating
to iir quatity and the disposal of residual materials from
the plant. Olher relevant standards of the Department of
Environmental Protection would also have to be met.

please let me know if you have additional questions.

o &,fuu
Executive Director

O 
"DMlkm
cc: Mr. Alan AverY

Mr. WiIIiarn Harrison

o

o

The Pinelands Comrnission
P.O. 8ox 7, Ncw Lirbon, N. J. 08064 (609) 894 - 9312

Decernber 27, 1985

Steven L. PoIIock
PJ-anning Director
Ocean County Planning Board
Court House Sguare
cN 2191
Toms River, NJ 08754

co$

Sincerely,

The Pinclonds - Our Counlry'r Firrt Notionol Rotervc
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APPENDIX A

OCEAN COUNTY RESOURCE

SOIL DESCRIPTIONS FOR

RECOVERY PROJECT

CANDIDATE SITES

Ocean County Resource Recovery Proiect GBB-K|llam
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DoA - Downer Loamv sand. O to 5 oercent slooes.

This well drained soil is found on divides and side slopes that are nearly
level to gently sloping with the slopes being convex and range from 10O to 4OO

feet in length, In a wooded area the typical soil profile is:
Surface }ayer is grayish bronn loamy sand about ? inches thicki Subsurface
layer is brown loamy sand 14 inches thicki Subsoil is yellowish brown sandy

O loam 15 inches thick and the Substratun is brornish yellow sand to a depth of
6O inches or more.
The permeability of this soil is moderate or noderately rapid in the subsoil
and moderately rapid in the substratun. Available water capacity is low to
moderate and runoff is slow. The seasonally high water table is greater than
six feet.
Most of the acreage of this soil is used for woodland with a few acres farmedr
and a few are in pasture. Cornmon species of trees found on this soil are:
pitch piner black oakr white oakr sc3Flet oakr and chestnut oak.
This soil is suited to vegetables and fruit but has a sliqht water erosion
hazard and a severe wind erosion hazard, Erosion can be controlled by providing
windbreak hedges and planting cover crops.
This soil is generally suitable for rnost urban uses and is in the agricultural
soil capability class IIs.

Class I I Soils that have moderate linitations that reduce the choice of
plants or that require noderate conservation practices. (s)- This
indicates that the soil is mainly limited because it is droughty.

KIA- KIej loamy sand' O to 3 oercent slooes.

The Klej is a nearly levelr rnoderately well drained or somewhat poorly drained
soil found in depressed areas and on low terraces. The typical soil profile is:
Surface layer brownish gray loarny sand 3 inches thicki Subsoil 33 inches of
brownish yellow and yellow loanry sand with light gray mottles in the lower part
and Substratum to a depth of 60 inches .or nore is light gray sand with
yeI iowish brown mott Ies.
The perrneability of this soil is rapid and if the soil is drainedr dvailable

O water capacity is low. tlater is available to plants early in the season from
the water table with the seasonal high water table at a depth of I l/? to 4

feet. During years with normal rainfallr the water table starts to rise in
0ctober and is nearest to the surface in January. It starts to drop in ApriI
and is at a depth of 5 feet olnore by June.
This soil is suited to cultivated crops such as peaches and vegetables but has

O a slight erosion hazardr which can be controlled by planting cover crops. Most
of the acreage of this soil is used for woodland with typical trees including;
black oakr white oak and pitch pine. tlhere wildfires have been severer the
pitch pine predominates. The trees grow slowly because of the low available
water

o

o
Ocean County Resource Recovery Proiect GBB-K|llam
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capacity during the growing season.
The seasonal high water table limits this soil for most urban us€sr
particularly as sites for houses with basernentsr septic disposal fieldsr dlnd

sanitary landfills. The runoff is slow and the agricultural soil capability
subc lass is I I Iw.

Class III - Soils with severe limitations that reduce the choice of plantsl
or that require special conservation practicesr or both. (w)

indicates that water in or on the soil interferes with plant
growth or cultivation.

LhA - Lakehurst sand' O to 3 oercent slopes.

The Lakehurst sand is very similar to the KleS in that it is a nearly levelr
moderately well drained or somewhat poorly drained soii and found in depressed
areas and on low terraces. The typical soil profile is: Surface layer very dark
sand about 2 inches thicki Subsoil 33 inches of dark brownr tellowish brownr
and light yellowish brown sand and has light gray mottles in the lower part;
Substratum depth of 60 inches olnore is light gray sand with yellowish brown
mottles.
The permeability of this soil is rapid in the subsoil and substraturn. Water
capacity is low howeverr water is available to plants early in the season from
the water table with the seasonal high water table at a depth of I l/? to 4

feet. This soil is identical to the KIej in that during years with normal
rainfall, the water table starts to rise in October and is nearest to the
surface in January. It starts to drgp in April and is at a depth of 5 feet or
more by June.
Because of low avai lable water capacityr rapid permeabi lity and very low
fertility this soil is not adequately suited to cultivated croPs.
Most of the acreage is used for treesr although the soil is poorly suited to
commercial forest production. Pitch piner black oakr white oakr and blackgum
are the common species. As with the Klej soilr trees grow slowly because the
available water capacity is low during the growing season
This soil is not appropriate for houses with basementsr septic disposal fieldsr
and sanitary landfills due to the seasonally high water table. This soil is in
the agricultural capability class IVw.

Class IV - These soils have very severe limitations that reduce the choice
of plants r oF that require very careful rnanagement. (w)-
indicates that " water in or on the soil interferes with plant
growth or cultivation.

Ocean County Resource Recovery Proiect GBB-Killam
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LwB * Lakewo.od sandr. O to 5 oercent slooes.

This excessively drained soil is nearly level to gently sloping and found on
divides and side slopes. The slopes are convex and range from lO0 to 5OO feet
in length. The typical soil profile is: Surface layer is black sand I inch
thicki Subsurface layer is light brownish gray sand 9 inches thicki Subsoil is
yellowish brown sand 26 inches thick and the substratun is brownish yellow sand
to a depth of 6O inches or rnore.
Available water capacity is low with the permeability rapid in the subsoil and
rapid to moderate in the substraturn. Runoff is slow.
This soi I is inadequate for crops and pasture due to low fer:ti I i tyr Iow
available water capacity, and rapid permeability.
Although most of the acreage is woodedr this soil is not well suited for
commercial trees for the same reasons that apply to crop and pasture
production. Pitch pinel blackjack oakr post oakr chestnut oak; white oakr and
black oak are cornmon species found on this soil.
This soii is generally suitable for most urban uses and the agricuitural
capabi I i ty class is VI Is.

o Class VI I - These soils and landforms have limitations that nearly preclude
their use for commercial crop production. (s)- indicates that the
soil is mainly iimited because it is droughty.

Pl"l - Pits' sand and oravel.

This soil unit consists of deepr excessively drained to very poorly drained
soil rnaterial that is dominantly made up of the spoil in a borrow pitr sand
Pitr gravel Pit, or clay pit during mining or after mining has taken place.
Slopes range from Ievel bottoms to vertical walls around the excavation.
The soil. material in this unit is predominantly sandy and is 5 to 35 percent
gravel. The permeability is guite variable being noderately rapid or rapid in
borrow areas and sand & gravel pits while slow in clay pits.
Correspondingly the available water capacity is low in sandy areas and moderate
in clayey areas. Host areas receive moderate to large amounts of water from the
areas adjacent to the pitE. The water table is between the surface and a depth
of more than 5 feet.
Because of the variability . of characteristics, these areas need onsite
investigations for reliable interpretation. This unit is not assigned to a
agricul tural capabi I i ty class.

Ocean County Resource Recovery Project GBB-K|llam
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New Jersey Highway Authority
EXECUTIvE OFFICfS . WOODBRIDGE. NEW JERSEY. O7O95. (2O1) 442-8600

coMMrssioNERs

JUDITH H. STANLEY. Chaitman
LIONeL M. LEVFY Vice-Chairman
FICHARD S. SAMEOL Secrelary
JULIAN K. ROBINSON, freasurer
JOHN J. PADOVANq JF.
JOSEPH P MIELE
H. GEORGE BUCKWALD

GEORGE P ZILOCCHI
Execuli1e Directo(

CERTIFICATIOII

f , ATITONETTE PAI{TALBO, Assistant Secretary of the I'Iew

Jersey iiighway Authorityr D0 I{EREBY CERTIFY that the attached is
a true and correct copy of RESOLUTION 86-L78 entitled "RESOLUTIOI{

AUTIIORIZING THE EXECUTI-VE DiRECTOR TO I{EGOTIATE A}J AGREEI4EI.TT WfTII

THE COUNTY OF OCEAN RESOURCE RECOVERY PLA}JT IMPROVEI.,IEI{TS TO

INTERCHANGE 69" which was ouly adopted at the Regular Ivieeting of
the lJevr Jersey ilighway Authority conclucted on July 24, i986.

Antonette Pantaleo
Assistant Secretarv

Garden State trarlnvay

Garden State Arts Center

)



o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

a

o

7 -24-86

RESOLUTION 86- 178

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTI\rE DIRECTOR
TO NEGOTTATE AN AGREEMENT WITH THE COUNTY OP OCEAN

E RECOVE IMPROVEM S jno INTERCHANGE 6

WHEREAS, the Authority is advised by iEs Chief
Engineer that the County of Ocean is under mandate from the
New Jersey Department, of Environmental Protection to
conslruct a resource recovery plant' Eo minimize garbage
d,isposal in landf ills; and

WHEREAS, in connecti-on therewith, the County of
Ocean has requested that the Authority permit' the
construction of either a) a dedicated interchange bo be used
only by trucks serving the resource recovery plant at Mile
7L, one-hatf mile north of the existing Interchange 69 '
Waretown Road, or b) ttre construction Of new ramps tO and
from the north aE existing fnterchange 69, WareEown Road; and

WHEREAS, the dedicated interchange woulcl serve a
resource recovery facility in Lacey Township on a sibe owned
by ,Jersey Central Power & Light Company adjacent to the
Olster Cieek Nuclear Generating St.ation, while construction
oi new ramps at the existing Interchange 59 would serve a
resource recovery facility to be located' off Waretown Road in
WareEown; and

WI{EREAS, the Chief Engineer has advised that
construction of new ramps to and from the north at
Interchange 69 is more advant.ageous to bhe Authority than
construction of a dedicated interchange since, amonel other
advantages, cgnstruction of new ramps will improve service eo
1ocal roadsr dnd

WHEREAS, the Chief Engineer has further advised that
the dedicated interchange in Lacey Township is not'
advantageous to the Authority as it will establish a
precident. in thaE requests for dedicated interchanges have
been rejecEed in the pasb and all Parkway interchanges
connect to a public Sgreet or highway and the resource
recovery faciliLy will be located close go Lhe Parkway and
clearly visible; and

WHEREAS, the Chief Engineer has therefore
recorrrnended authorization for the Executive Director Eo

negotiate an Agreement with the County of Ocean for
construcEion of new rarnps to and from Lhe north at
In[erchange 69, said. agreement subject, to ratificaEion by the
\..F1^^r.i F!'.nu ulrv! r eJ ,

o
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7 -24-86

RESOLUTfON 86-t?8 (Continued)

NOw, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the New Jersey
Highway Authority and the Menrlcers thereof , that:

1. Authorizabion is hereby given for the
Executive Director to negotiate an
agreement with the Couaty of Ocean for
construction of new ratrps to and from
the norbh at Interchange 69 in
connection wieh the Countyts proposed
Resource Recovery Plant, a's described.
in the preamble of this resolution

2. The agreementr ds negotiated by the
Executive Director, is subject to
ratif ication by the Commi.ssioners at a
subsequent, meeting of the Authority,

o
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APPENDIX D
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PROPOSED RESOURCEi

RECOVERY T:ACILITY
OCEANTWP.

(wARETOWN), N.J. I
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FIGURT 1

OCEAN COUNTY RESOURCI
RECOVERY PROJECT
SITE LOCATION I,IAP

t5..,4
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GBB - KILLAI"I
27 BLEEKIR STRI]ET

MILLBURN, NEI,I JERSEY 07041
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27 BLEEKER STREET
I'TLLBURN, N.J. 07041
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