Pursuant to N.J.S.A.13:20-5j this Resolution shall have no force or effect
until the completion of the Governor’s review of the Highlands Council minutes

RESOLUTION 2025-14

APPROVAL OF CROSS ACCEPTANCE RESPONSE REPORTS
TRANSMITTAL TO THE STATE PLANNING COMMISSION

WHEREAS, the Highlands Water Protection and Planning Act (Highlands Act) has created a public
body corporate and politic with corporate succession known as the Highlands Water Protection and
Planning Council (Highlands Council); and

WHEREAS, Section 6.g the Highlands Act authorizes the Highlands Council to enter into any and
all agreements or contracts and execute any and all instruments to carry out any power, duty or
responsibility assigned to it under the Highlands Act; and

WHEREAS, the New Jersey State Planning Act (NJ Stat § 52:18A-196) calls for the periodic revision
and readopting of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan (SDRP); and

WHEREAS, the SDRP shall provide a coordinated, integrated, and comprehensive plan for the
growth, development, renewal, and conservation of the State and its regions, and shall identify areas
for growth, agriculture, open space conservation, and other appropriate designations; and

WHEREAS, the New Jersey State Planning Commission (SPC), in accordance with the New Jersey
State Planning Rules (N.J.A.C. 15:30-2.1), approved the release of the Preliminary SDRP on December
4, 2024; and

WHEREAS, the formal release of the Preliminary SDRP on December 6, 2024 commenced Cross
Acceptance, an inter-jurisdictional process of soliciting and incorporating input into a Draft Final
SDRP; and

WHEREAS, the Highlands Council entered into a Memorandum of Understanding with the SPC
and the New Jersey Office of Planning Advocacy (OPA) on December 19, 2007, thereby authorizing
the Highlands Council to participate in Cross Acceptance as the designated Negotiating Entity, in
accordance with (N.J.A.C. 15:30-3.3), for those participating municipalities within the purview of the
Highlands Council; and

WHEREAS, the Highlands Council, in its role as Negotiating Entity, has prepared a Cross
Acceptance Response summarizing the comments on the Preliminary SDRP pertaining to the New
Jersey Highlands region and of the following municipalities:

Municipality

Alexandria Township
Allamuchy Township

Bloomsbury Borough

Boonton Town
Borough of Alpha
Borough of High Bridge
Borough of Milford
Borough of Oakland
Butler




Pursuant to N.J.S.A.13:20-5j this Resolution shall have no force or effect
until the completion of the Governor’s review of the Highlands Council minutes

RESOLUTION 2025-14

APPROVAL OF CROSS ACCEPTANCE RESPONSE REPORTS
TRANSMITTAL TO THE STATE PLANNING COMMISSION

Byram Township
Califon Borough
Chester Borough
Chester Township
Clinton Township
Dover

Far Hills Borough
Glen Gardner Borough
Green Township
Hackettstown
Hamburg Borough, Sussex County

Hampton Borough
Hanover

Harding Township

Holland Township

Jefferson Township

Lebanon Borough

Lebanon Township

Lopatcong Township

Mahwah Township

Mine Hill Township

Montville Township

Mount Arlington Borough

Mount Olive Township

Netcong Borough

Phillipsburg

Pompton Lakes

Ringwood Borough

Rockaway Township

Roxbury Township

Tewksbury Township

Vernon Township

Washington Borough, Warren County
Washington Township, Morris County
Washington Township, Warren County
West Milford Township

Wharton Borough

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the New Jersey Highlands Water Protection and
Planning Council hereby authorizes the transmittal of the Highlands Regional Cross Acceptance



Pursuant to N.J.S.A.13:20-5j this Resolution shall have no force or effect
until the completion of the Governor’s review of the Highlands Council minutes

RESOLUTION 2025-14

APPROVAL OF CROSS ACCEPTANCE RESPONSE REPORTS
TRANSMITTAL TO THE STATE PLANNING COMMISSION

Response to the State Planning Commission in furtherance of its continued participation in the Cross
Acceptance process toward the adoption of a new State Development and Redevelopment Plan.

CERTIFICATION

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Highlands Council at its regular
meeting held on the 19" day of June, 2025.

(aily. %oty

Carl J. Richko, Chairman

Vote on the Approval of
This Resolution
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Second
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Abstain Absent

Councilmember Alstede

Councilmember Bush

Councilmember Dougherty

Councilmember Dressler

Councilmember Francis

Councilmember James

Councilmember Kibler

Councilmember Van Abs

Councilmember Visioli

Chairman Richko
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State of Nefor Jersen

HIGHLANDS WATER PROTECTION AND PLANNING COUNCIL
100 North Road (Route 513)
Chester, New Jersey 07930-2322
(908) 879-6737
(908) 879-4205 (fax)
www.nj.gov/njhighlands

PHiLIP D. MURPHY CARLJ. RICHKO

Governor Chairman
TAHESHA L. WAY BENJAMIN L. SPINELLI, EsQ.
Lieutenant Governor Executive Director
MEMORANDUM
TO: Walter Lane, AICP/PP, Acting Executive Director
Office of Planning Advocacy
FROM: Ben Spinelli, Esq., Executive Director
NJ Highlands Water Protection and Planning Council
DATE: June 25, 2025
SUBJECT: Highlands and State Plan Cross Acceptance

On April 3, 2024 the State Planning Commission sent notices to all 88 municipalities in the Highlands Region
advising them that if they were conforming with the Regional Master Plan (RMP) they would be represented
by the Highlands Council as their negotiating entity during the cross acceptance process. Non-conforming
municipalities had the option to select alternative negotiating entities. 10 municipalities indicated they did not
want to be represented by the Highlands Council, leaving 78 municipalities to be represented by the
Highlands Council.

On March 3, 2025 the Highlands Council sent information to the 78 municipalities, including a link to an
online Cross Acceptance Report, a link to the Highlands Council’s Cross Acceptance Report Inventory, and a
copy of the RMP Land Use Capability Zone map for the municipality. Ultimately 46 municipalities responded
and completed the Cross Acceptance Report. At the June 19, 2025 Highlands Council meeting, the Council
adopted resolution No. 2025-14 authorizing submission of this summary report to the State Planning
Commission and the Office of Planning Advocacy.

Included with this summary are the following:
e Resolution No. 2025-14

e An excel spreadsheet including the complete set of responses attached electronically for reference
purposes, and

e A copy of the LUCZ equivalency table that will allow the Highlands Council’s 2024 LUCZ mapping
to become the state plan map for the region, while maintaining references to state plan areas in various
statewide rules and regulations.

Highlands
Council

New Jersey

New Jersey Is an Equal Opportunity Employer
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Summary of Responses

The Cross Acceptance process was based on the fact that the Highlands Land Use Capability Zone (LUCZ)
mapping will be the state plan map for the region. The Highlands Council received requests from 20
municipalities to review the RMP LUCZ mapping. The LUCZ map was recently updated in 2024 through an
RMP Amendment, completed through the Highlands Act requirements for 6 public hearings and 60 day
public comment period. Given the recent update and opportunity for public and municipal comment on the
current LUCZ, it is Highlands Council’s intention to utilize the Highlands Council’s existing processes for the
municipalities to amend the LUCZ map. The processes are through an RMP Update which is a factual
updated based on updated information and a Map Adjustment which is a policy change that must be
approved by the Highlands Council at a public hearing. Municipalities may submit requests through the
online form linked above.

Hanover Township, Morris County requested a meeting to review the Land Use Capability Zone Mapping.
Hanover Township is a non-conforming Planning Area municipality. The Highlands Council is working to
schedule a meeting with the Township.

In addition, the following municipalities submitted comments on the draft State Plan.

Municipality | County Comment

Alexandria Hunterdon | An extension of the Frenchtown sewer service area into Alexandria Township along

Township CR 513 (Everittstown Road) is designated in the Conservation Zone.

Bloomsbury Hunterdon | Bloomsbury is a 100% preservation area municipality and has completed

Borough conformance and defers to the Highlands ordinance and regulations for all major
highlands development. Continues to seek wastewater initiatives to remedy septic
issues.

Clinton Hunterdon | 1. The State Plan map depicts a center that spans areas of Clinton Township and

Township adjacent municipalities. This State Center should be updated to reflect the boundaries

of the Township's designated Highlands Center areas, as determined to be necessary.
It is noted that ateas outside of the Township's Highlands Centers may be located in a
regional enterprise zone and therefore may not need to be removed from the existing
State Center.

2. Any future consideration of permitting accessory dwelling units statewide should
not be a blanket proposition but should remain optional and encouraged through
incentives. Such implementation should be context sensitive and not a one size fit all
approach for all municipalities given the diversity among community types and State
objective to minimize sprawl, traffic and community impacts. ADUs without deed
restrictions are not necessarily "affordable". (p. 24, 27 and elsewhere)

3. Any future consideration of home-based businesses should be limited and not an
open ended one size fit all approach to mitigate impacts to surrounding residential
uses. (P. 18)

4. Language in the State plan seems to suggest that existing single-family zoning in
general is discriminatory. The State Plan should not be used as a precursor for
forthcoming legislation to prohibit single-family zoning as several other states have
done. Such a policy would be inconsistent with many of the State plan objectives



https://forms.office.com/g/MCuCzZPDxc
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including limiting sprawl, limiting vehicle miles traveled, reducing carbon emissions,
impacts to municipal services and concentrating new housing in centers with access to
employment, services, amenities and public transportation.

5. The goal of providing a balance between housing and job opportunities is valid.
Yet, housing sprawl is being promoted in areas with insufficient employment
opportunities and convenient access to services, utilities, amenities and transportation.

6. The goals and objectives related to the themes of equity and relief to
"overburdened communities" warrant better articulation.

7. New housing and redevelopment in rural areas should be limited to designated
center areas with sufficient utilities. Greater weight should be given to minimizing
sprawl and preservation of farmland, open space and recreation areas.

8. "Restrictive zoning, exclusionary zoning and discriminatory practices and policies
that facilitate displacement are inconsistent with the Plan." (P. 12) What are
examples of these practices? Could this be construed to mean that single-family
zoning and not permitting ADUs are considered restrictive zoning or exclusionary?
Specificity is warranted.

9. How do State planning areas No. 1-5 relate to the Highlands LUCZs? If the
Highlands LUCZs replace State planning area designations, this should be clearly
articulated and that the goals of the Highlands RMP supersede.

Borough of Hunterdon | The online interactive locator map does NOT illustrate the Highlands LUCZ as the

High Bridge State Plan Policy Map for High Bridge. The map should be amended to reflect the
Highlands LUCZ.

Holland Hunterdon | The online state mapping does not indicate any planning area for Holland. The map

Township should be amended to reflect the Highlands LUCZ.

Tewksbury Hunterdon | The interactive locator map doesn't show any color coding for Tewksbury. The

Township Highlands colors should be on the map.
Related to question 27, the 10 State Plan goals are generic and one size fits all. The
State Plan should instead provide specific goals and policies for each Planning Area
and/or Regional Planning Area. Furthermore, Tewksbury submitted comments to
the State regarding the plan and recommended changes to certain goals and policies.
The Township is optimistic that the State will review and consider these valid
concerns and adjust the plan accordingly.

Butler Morris 1. Any future consideration of permitting accessory dwelling units statewide should

not be a blanket proposition but should remain optional and encouraged through
incentives. Such implementation should be context sensitive and not a one size fits all
approach for all municipalities given the diversity among community types and State
objective to minimize sprawl, traffic and community impacts. ADUs without deed
restrictions are not necessarily "affordable." (p. 24, 27 and elsewhere)

2. Any future consideration of home-based businesses should be limited and not an
open ended one size fits all approach to mitigate impacts to surrounding residential

uses. (P. 18)

3. Language in the State plan seems to suggest that existing single-family zoning in
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general is discriminatory. The State Plan should not be used as a precursor for
forthcoming legislation to prohibit single-family zoning as several other states have
done. Such a policy would be inconsistent with many of the State plan objectives
including limiting sprawl, limiting vehicle miles traveled, reducing carbon emissions,
impacts to municipal services and concentrating new housing in centers with access to
employment, setvices, amenities and public transportation.

4. Consideration should be given to reactivating existing rail corridors and historic
centers which have experienced disinvestment due to the inactivation of such service.

Chester
Borough

Morttis

Chester Borough is a fully conforming Highlands Planning Area municipality.

Chester Borough is a designated Highlands Center.

Chester Borough seeks to refine land use and economic development policies to best
reinforce the existing predominantly residential character of stable neighborhoods and
to encourage innovative economic development opportunities at an appropriate scale
to, and with minimal disruption of, the Borough's historic main street character. For
Chester Borough's state highway oriented commercial districts, the Borough will seek
to allow for redevelopment with pedestrian friendly mixed use residential,
commercial, and employment uses at a scale and in a manner that respects the
capacities of the environment and the existing roadway infrastructure.

Chester
Township

Morttis

Township encourages that a one-size-fits-all approach to accessory apartments and
home businesses are not adopted by the state but rather allow municipalities to
regulate these items based upon their own individual unique needs.

Township of
Hanover

Mottis

The difficulty we have with the State Plan and the Highlands Plan is not with the
broad goals and objectives, but with a lack of clarity in understanding their application
and implementation in specific locations and circumstances. Many of the goals
compete with each other and compromises are typically necessary. The working out
of those compromises, if better understood, might result in different responses.

We have found a number of substantial errors in the Highlands interactive mapping
for the Township of Hanover and would like to meet to discuss how these might be
corrected.

Harding
Township

Mottis

As we work through our Mt Laurel 4th Round, there may be mapping changes (to
both the State Planning Areas and the Highlands LUCZ) that would be appropriate.
We have already had a conversation with Highlands representatives and would like to
continue that discussion.

Township of
Mine Hill

Morttis

Mine Hill is a substantially built-out community with limited available vacant land for
future development. The Township is focusing on redevelopment of the Route 46
corridor to foster economic development and improve the quality of development
and provide additional housing opportunities.

Netcong
Borough

Mottis

The LUCZ Existing Community-Environmentally Constrained Subzone does not
align with the State Plan's PA-5 Environmentally Sensitive area. Consider realignment
via State Plan Policy Map change.

Rockaway
Township

Morttis

Township encourages that the regulation of accessory dwelling units and home
businesses rest with the municipalities, as opposed to a one-size fits all approach from
the state.

Township encourages a more efficient NJDEP review process.

Washington
Township

Mottis

Washington Township is in the process of completing a mapping update with the
Highlands Council staff for a site (Block 19, Lot 8) that is expected to be designated a
Round Four site. The site was previously developed for industrial development with
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infrastructure improvements in place, but the development was never completed. In
the Highlands Council's 2024 updates to the LUCZ Map, the site had a Protection
Zone designation that was found to be inconsistent with the development history and
existing land use characteristics of the site.

Pompton
TLakes

Passaic

Consistency with the goals is hard to definitively affirm as the “goals” in the new State
Plan appear to be more “focus areas” than actual goals. Without clear and numbered
goals, there is a lot of gray area around this exercise which will continue to be vague
in other planning and redevelopment projects where consistency needs to be
demonstrated.

As an example, the Infrastructure goal subsection has 7 sentences, the first three of
which are statements setting the background, then two implying the need for transit
investment and road maintenance. The second paragraph again starts with a sentence
setting the background, followed by one sentence implying a need to build more
infrastructure. Consequently, while infrastructure is identified as a priority, it remains
unclear what exactly the goals are.

Byram
Township

Sussex

Byram has not yet adopted a Climate Hazard Vulnerability Assessment (Master Plan
Land Use Element). Otherwise, the Township's plans are generally consistent with the
State Plan.

Allamuchy
Township

Warren

The Township encourages that any future regulations pertaining to accessory dwelling
units and home businesses do not take a one-size-fits-all approach to the State. In
addition, the Township encourages a more expeditious NJDEP review process.

Borough of
Alpha

Warren

Existing Community Zone mapping is currently split between State Planning Area 1
(most of the Borough), 2 (southern half of industrial district), and 4 (western quarry
site/potential redevelopment area). Future Planning Area Mapping should consider a
single planning area classification of appropriate scale of development for all non-
farm existing community in the Borough, and Center designations delineated
appropriately.

Washington
Borough

Warren

a) Supplement to question 7: The Borough is in the process of preparing an updated
Land Use Element which includes the Climate Change Related Hazard Vulnerability
Assessment, pursuant with the MLUL. It is anticipated that this updated LUE will be
adopted by the summer (2025).

b) Supplement to question 28: The Borough petitioned the Highlands Council for
Plan Conformance as a Highlands Center on October 26, 2020. This petition was
approved by the Highlands Council at its February 18, 2021 meeting. Because the
Borough is a designated Highlands Center and is therefore equated to a SDRP Center,
the Planning Area mapping and LUCZ boundaries are not relevant to the Borough.

Township of
Washington

Warren

Beyond the Washington South Redevelopment Area and possibly an infill project
(between Rt 57 & Pleasant Val Rd) (looking for Center Designations), the Township
foresees development consistent with the Highlands RMP.




Name of Municipality Name and title of persol Is the municipality curre If not currently conform

Additional Comments

Borough of High Bridge Darlene Green, Planner Yes -

Holland Township
Rockaway Township David Novak PP, AICP
Chester Township David Novak PP, AICP
Bloomsbury Borough
hampton borough, huntcandrew hurley
Town of Phillipsburg Elliot L. Godwin, Planner No;
Harding Township McKinley Mertz
Pompton Lakes Kristin Russell, Borough | No;
Allamuchy

Byram Township
Tewksbury Township
Borough of Alpha

Tim O'Brien, Borough En No;

Netcong Borough Spach Trahan, AICP, PP, | No;

Washington Borough (W Hanah Davenport, Assoc Yes -

Township of Hanover (M Blais Brancheau No;

Township of Washingtor Kevin M. Smith, PE, PP, T Yes -

Clinton Township

Butler Tom Behrens, Borough F No;

Darlene Green, Townshi| Yes -

Yes -

Yes -

Joanna Slagle, PP/AICP B Yes -

Yes -

Yes -

David Novak, Profession: Yes -

Daniel Bloch, PP, AICP, T Yes -

Shana L. Goodchild, Tow Yes -

Tom Behrens, Township Yes -

Planning Area;

Preservation Area;Yes - Planning Area;

Preservation Area;Yes - Planning Area;

Preservation Area;Yes - Planning Area;

Preservation Area;

Preservation Area;

Q28 - the online interactive locator map does NOT illustrate the Highlands LUCZ as the State Plan Policy Map for High Bridge. The map should be
amended to reflect the Highlands LUCZ.

Q28 - the online state mapping does not indicate any planning area for Holland. The map should be amended to reflect the Highlands LUCZ.
Township encourages that the regulation ot accessory dwelling units and home businesses rely with the municipalities, as opposed to a one-size

fits all approach from the state.

Township encourages that a one-size-fits-all approach to accessory apartments and home businesses not be adopted by the state but rather allow
municipalities to regulate these items based upon their own individual unique needs.

Bloomsbury is a 100% preservation municipality and has completed conformance and defers to the Highlands ordinance and regulations for all
major highlands development. Continues to seek wastewater initiatives to remedy septic issues.

You can call Jeff Minchin and Andrew Hurley

Completed at direction of Tim O'Brien, Planner/Engineer for Town of Phillipsburg. Please contact Mr. O'Brien at

Would like to discuss fur tobrien@vancleefengineering.com to discuss contents or arrange additional cross-acceptance discussions.

Planning Area;

Preservation Area; Yes - Both

Preservation Area;Yes - Planning Area;

Preservation Area; Yes - Both

Yes - Planning Area

Yes - Planning Area

Planning Area;

Preservation Area; Yes - Both

Preservation Area;Yes - Planning Area;

As we work through our Mt Laurel 4th Round, there may be mapping changes (to both the State Planning Areas and the Highlands LUCZ) that

would be appropriate. We have already had a conversation with Highlands representatives and would like to continue that discussion.
Consistency with the goals is hard to definitively attirm as the “goals” in the new State Plan appear to be more “focus areas” than actual goals.

Without clear and numbered goals, there is a lot of gray area around this exercise which will continue to be vague in other planning and
redevelopment projects where consistency needs to be demonstrated.

The Township encourages that any future regulations pertaining to accessory dwelling units and home businesses do not take a one-size-fits-all
approach to the State. In addition, the Township encourages a more expeditious NJDEP review process.

Byram has not yet adopted a Climate Hazard Vulnerability Assessment (Master Plan Land Use Element). Otherwise, the Township's plans are

generally consistent with the State Plan.
The interactive locator map doesn't show any color coding for Tewksbury. The Highlands colors should be on the map.

https://dosopa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=fbb0c0a8c7ce4a31b05d123426c4a79a

Existing Community Zone mapping is currently split between State Planning Area 1 (most of the Borough), 2 (southern half of industrial district),
and 4 (western quarry site/potential redevelopment area). Future Planning Area Mapping should consider a single planning area classification of
appropriate scale of development for all non-farm existing community in the Borough, and Center designations delineated appropriately.

The LUCZ Existing Community-Environmentally Constrained Subzone does not align with the State Plan's PA-5 Environmentally Sensitive area.

Consider realignment via State Plan Policy Map change.
a) Supplement to question 7: The Borough is in the process ot preparing an updated Land Use Element which includes the Climate Change

Related Hazard Vulnerability Assessment, pursuant with the MLUL. It is anticipated that this updated LUE will be adopted by the summer (2025).

The difficulty we have with the State Plan and the Highlands Plan is not with the broad goals and objectives, but with a lack of clarity in
understanding their application and implementation in specific locations and circumstances. Many of the goals compete with each other and
compromises are typically necessary. The working out of those compromises, if better understood, might result in different responses.

Beyond the Washington South Redevelopment Area and possibly an infill project (between Rt 57 & Pleasant Val Rd) (looking for Center

Designations), the Township foresees development consistent with the Highlands RMP.
1. The State Plan map depicts a center that spans areas of Clinton Township and adjacent municipalities. This State Center should be updated to

reflect the boundaries of the Township's designated Highlands Center areas, as determined to be necessary. It is noted that areas outside of the

Township's Highlands Centers may be located in a regional enterprise zone and therefore may not need to be removed from the existing State
1. Any tuture consideration of permitting accessory dwelling units statewide should not be a blanket proposition but should remain optional and

encouraged through incentives. Such implementation should be context sensitive and not a one size fit all approach for all municipalities given

Would like to discuss fur the diversity among community types and State objective to minimize sprawl, traffic and community impacts. ADUs without deed restrictions are



Califon Borough Caitlin Haughey Yes - Preservation Area; Questionnaire was completed with the assistance of Highlands Council Liaison, Maryjude Haddock-Weiler
Chester Borough is a fully conforming Highlands Planning Area municipality. Chester Borough is a designated Highlands Center.

Chester Borough seeks to refine land use and economic development policies to best reinforce the existing predominantly residential character of

Chester Borough David Banisch, PP/AICP Yes - Planning Area; stable neighborhoods and to encourage innovative economic development opportunities at an appropriate scale to,
Washington Township is in the process ot completing a mapping update with the Highlands Council statt tor a site (Block 19, Lot 8) that is

expected to be designated a Round Four site. The site was previously developed for industrial development with infrastructure improvements in
Washington Township, N David Banisch, PP/AICP Yes - Planning Area;Yes - Preservation Area; place, but the development was never completed. In the Highlands Council's 2024 updates to the LUCZ Map, the site had a Protection Zone

An extension of the Frenchtown sewer service area into Alexandria Township along CR 513 (Everittstown Road) is designated in the Conservation
Alexandria Township David Banisch, PP/AICP Yes - Preservation Area; Would like to discuss fur Zone.

Town of Boonton Chris Colley, Town Plann No; Yes - Planning Area The Town is working through the conformance process with the Highlands Council. My contact email is c.colley@topology.is.
Mine Hill'is a substantially built-out community with limited available vacant land for future development. The Township is focusing on

redevelopment of the Route 46 corridor to foster economic development and improve the quality of development and provide additional
Township of Mine Hill  Daniel Bloch, PP, AICP, T No; No housing opportunities.



The State Development and Redevelopment Plan and Highlands Region Land Use Capability Zones
The statewide policies in the State Development and Redevelopment Plan (State Plan) are applied to the natural and built
environments through the designation of seven general Planning Areas on the State Plan Policy Map (SPPM). The seven general
Planning Areas in the State Plan are: Metropolitan Planning Area (PA1), Suburban Planning Area (PA2), Fringe Planning Area (PA3),
Rural Planning Area (PA4), Rural/Environmentally Sensitive Planning Area (PA4B), Environmentally Sensitive Planning Area (PA5), and
Environmentally Sensitive/Barrier Islands Planning Area (PA5B). These Planning Areas reflect distinct geographic and economic areas
and serve as an organizing framework for the application of Statewide Policies. Many state rules, regulations and statutes refer to
these state planning areas. This document provides an equivalency between state planning areas and the Highlands Regional
Master Plan (RMP) Land Use Capability Zones for use in applying the Land Use Capability Zones (LUCZ) Map against these rules,
regulations and statutes.

In the Highlands region, the State Plan utilizes the RMP LUCZ Map as the State Plan Policy Map. The LUCZ map is the primary
indicator for development of land in the Highlands. LUCZ designations identify areas within the Highlands Region that can best
support appropriate and varying levels of economic and development activity by identifying environmental constraints and capacity
limitations. The LUCZ map subdivides the region into three Primary Zones within which are four Sub-Zones. The three Primary Zones
are Existing Community Zone (ECZ), Conservation Zone (CZ), and Protection Zone (PZ). The ECZ has two Sub-Zones: Existing
Community Environmentally Constrained Sub-Zone (ECZ-EC) and Lake Community Sub-Zone (LCZ) and the CZ and PZ each have one,
the Conservation Environmentally Constrained Sub-Zone (CZ-EC) and the Wildlife Management Sub-Zone (WM).

The State Planning Commission relies on the adopted plans and regulations of the Highlands Water Protection and Planning Council
in developing the State Development and Redevelopment Plan. The Highlands Act required that the RMP include a resource
assessment (N.J.S.A 13:20-11.a(1)(a)) that would determine the amount and type of human development and activity the ecosystem
of the Highlands Region can sustain while still maintaining its overall ecological values. The resource assessment is used to establish
land use policies. The Highlands Act also required that the Council prepare a Land Use Capability Map (N.J.S.A 13:20-11 and 12). To
address this requirement, the Council developed a Land Use Capability Map Series.

The Highlands LUCZ designations are interspersed throughout the entire Highlands region. There is no direct correlation between
the LUCZ and the State Planning Areas. However, the intent of the seven LUCZ designations is similar to the intent of the seven
SPPM Planning Areas. The following table displays the SPPM Planning Areas and the equivalent LUCZ designations. An equivalent



LUCZ designation will replace the SPPM Planning Area designations for Highlands Region communities when referenced in various
statewide rules such as the wastewater management planning rules. The intent and guiding criteria of the Land Use Capability Zones
are described after the summary table. The intent and guiding criteria of the Planning Areas on the State Plan Policy Map are
described in the State Development and Redevelopment Plan.



https://nj.gov/state/bac/planning/documents/update-to-state-plan/Draft%20Preliminary%20SDRP%20(SPC%20Approved%2012.4.2024).pdf

Table 1. Summary of Equivalent Designations State Plan Planning Areas to Highlands RMP Land Use Capability Zones

Metropolitan
Planning
Area

Suburban
Planning
Area

Fringe
Planning
Area

Rural Planning
Area Rural/
Environmentally
Sensitive
Planning Area

Environmentally
Sensitive
Planning Area /
Environmentally
Sensitive
Planning Area

Critical
Environmental
Sites

Center
Designation

PA1

PA2

PA3

PA4 / PA4B

PA5 / PASB

CES

Centers

Existing
Community Zone
(ECZ)

Lake Community
Sub-Zone (LCZ)

Existing
Community
Environmentally
Constrained Sub-
Zone (EC-ECZ)

Conservation
Zone (C2)

Conservation
Environmentally
Constrained Sub-
Zone (CZ-ECZ)

Protection Zone
(PZ)

Wildlife
Management
Sub-Zone

Highlands
Centers




Intent and Guiding Criteria of the Highlands Regional Master Plan Land Use Capability Zones

Existing Community Zone (ECZ)

Intent

Guiding Criteria

Support development and redevelopment provided that
such development is compatible with the protection and
character of the Highlands environment, at levels that
are appropriate to maintain the character of established
communities.

e Contiguous areas of existing development.

e Area served by existing sewerage facilities and public
water supply.

e Multi modal transportation opportunities

e Limited environmental constraints.

e Minimum land area of 75 acres.

Existing Community- Environmentally Constrained Subzone (EC-ECZ)

Intent

Guiding Criteria

Protect significant environmental features from further
fragmentation by land preservation and protection and
by constraining development.

Serve as regional habitat “stepping stones” to larger
contiguous critical habitat and forested areas.

Prevent degradation of water quality and watershed
pollution, harm to lake ecosystems, and promote
natural aesthetic values within the Existing Community
zone.

e Significant environmental features present.

e Restrictions on the extension of existing or the creation
of new water supply and wastewater services.

e Minimum land area of 2 acres.

e Development around lakes that are within the Existing
Community Zone and within 1,000 feet of lakes that are
10 acres or greater.

e Protect the Existing Lake Community as well as
resources that extend within 1,000 feet of the shore
line.

Conservation Zone

Intent

Guiding Criteria

Protect significant agricultural lands that are
interspersed with associated woodlands and
environmental features while promoting agricultural
based development and similar activities.

e High concentration of agricultural lands and associated
woodlands, and environmental features.




e Protect agricultural resources.
e Traditional development should be constrained.

Intent

Development potential may exist to extent it is not
limited by available infrastructure to support
development.

Limitations of non-agricultural development in overall
area and intensity.

75 acre minimum mapping threshold.

Guiding Criteria

e Promotes the preservation and protection of lands with
significant environmental features from non-agricultural
development.

Constrained environmental lands, limit traditional based
development.

Restrictions on extension or creation of water supply
and wastewater services.

10 acre minimum mapping threshold.

Protection Zone

Intent

Guiding Criteria

e Supports limitation of development and promotes the
protection/preservation of properties due to the
presence of special and important environmental and
ecological features. The protection zone emphasizes the
need for protecting and preserving existing water
quality, quantity, and ecological resources.

Intent

Constrained lands, development is extremely limited.
Development subject to stringent limitations on
consumptive and depletive water use, degradation to
water quality, and impact on environmental resources.
Prioritize land acquisition of property.

Presence of high resource value lands.

Model utilizes a 75-acre mapping threshold for
delineation.

Guiding Criteria

e Protect specially managed lands that are part of a
network of lands and waters for conservation and
management, yet also permit various ecological

All lands designated as a National Wildlife Refuges that
are managed by the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS), and Wildlife Management Areas




restoration activities, and permit compatible
recreational uses.

administered by the NJDEP Division of Fish & Wildlife’s
Bureau of Land Management.
No minimum mapping threshold.
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