
 

       

MEMORANDUM 

 
To:   CMP Policy and Implementation Committee 

 

From:  Gina A. Berg 

  Director, Land Use Programs 

 

Date:  October 22, 2025 

 

Subject: October 31, 2025 Committee Meeting 

 

 

Enclosed please find the agenda for the Committee’s upcoming meeting on Friday, October 31, 2025 

and minutes from the Committee’s September 26, 2025 meeting. 

 

The agenda includes consideration of a land acquisition project request for funding through the 

Pinelands Conservation Fund.  During a closed session, staff will be reviewing details of the project 

with the Committee.  

 

Discussion of proposed rule amendments to set new procedures for “gap” applications is also on the 

agenda.  The term “gap application” applies to private development applications that are not subject to 

municipal or county review and approval under State or federal law or otherwise do not obtain such 

local permits and approvals.  The discussion will cover the types of development applications and 

recommended amendments to the Comprehensive Management Plan related to those application and 

approval procedures. A draft of the rule amendments is also included in your packets. 

 

Presentations about artificial turf by the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 

(NJDEP) were originally planned for this month’s meeting. Those are now planned for the November 

21st Committee meeting due to a requested delay by NJDEP staff.  

 
The Committee meeting will be conducted in-person and via teleconference. Specific access 
information will be provided to all Committee members in a separate email. The public is invited to 
attend the meeting in-person or view and participate in the meeting through the following YouTube 
link: 

  

www.youtube.com/c/PinelandsCommission 

 

 

http://www.youtube.com/c/PinelandsCommission


 

        

CMP POLICY & IMPLEMENTATION COMMITTEE MEETING 

 

 

October 31, 2025 – 9:30 a.m. 

 

This meeting will be held in person and virtually 

Richard J. Sullivan Center for Environmental Policy and Education 

Terrence D. Moore Conference Room 

15C Springfield Road  

New Lisbon, New Jersey  

Watch the meeting on the Pinelands Commission YouTube channel:  

www.youtube.com/c/PinelandsCommission 

To Provide Public Comment, Please Dial: 1-929-205-6099 Meeting ID: 836 3085 5507 

 

 

Agenda 

 

1. Call to Order 

2. Adoption of minutes from the September 26, 2025, CMP Policy & Implementation Committee 

Meeting 

 

3. Pinelands Conservation Fund Acquisition Round Project Proposals 

• Summary of Funding Round 

• Closed Session: Consideration of allocation requests and staff recommendations 

 

4. Discussion of Proposed CMP Amendments for “Gap” Applications 

• Application and approval procedures for private development projects that require no 

municipal or county permits or approvals  

 

5. Public Comment 

6. Adjournment 

 

 

http://www.youtube.com/c/PinelandsCommission


 

CMP POLICY & IMPLEMENTATION COMMITTEE MEETING 

This meeting was conducted both remotely and in-person 

The public could view/comment through Pinelands Commission YouTube link: 
www.youtube.com/c/PinelandsCommission 

Richard J. Sullivan Center 

15C Springfield Rd 

New Lisbon, New Jersey 08064 

September 26, 2025 – 9:30 a.m. 

 

MINUTES 

 

Members in Attendance:  Alan W. Avery, Jr., Deborah Buzby-Cope, Jerome H. Irick, Jessica 

Rittler Sanchez 

 

Members in Attendance (Zoom):  Mark S. Lohbauer, Douglas Wallner 

 

Members Absent: Laura E. Matos, Theresa Lettman   

 

Staff Present: Gina Berg, John Bunnell, Ernest Deman, Lori Friddell, Susan R. Grogan, 

Christian Jeitner, Brad Lanute, Paul Leakan   

 

Also in attendance: Dorian Smith with the Governor’s Authorities Unit (Zoom) 

 

1. Call to Order 

 

Vice Chair Avery called the meeting to order at 9:31 a.m.  

 

2.       Adoption of minutes from the August 29, 2025 CMP Policy & Implementation 

Committee Meeting  

 

Commissioner Lohbauer moved the adoption of the August 29, 2025 meeting minutes.  

Commissioner Rittler Sanchez seconded the motion. All Ayes. The motion passed. 

 

3. Rule Package #1 Response to Comments    
Attachment A to these minutes and posted on the Commission’s website. Click  here. 

 

Executive Director (ED) Susan Grogan presented a summary of the oral and written public 

comments received from 490 commenters regarding the Rule Package #1. She said it is one of 

the largest responses received to a rule proposal, with the majority of the comments being 

positive and in support of the rule proposal.  

 

ED Grogan discussed the broad categories of comment topics and the staff’s recommended 

responses, which will be included in the Notice of Adoption and are outlined in the presentation 

(Attachment A.) She said most comments pertained to the re-designation of the Black Run 

watershed from Rural Development Area to Forest Area. She said a smaller number of 

comments addressed other aspects of the rule proposal and highlighted those comments and 

responses.   

http://www.youtube.com/c/PinelandsCommission
https://www.nj.gov/pinelands/home/presentations/Rule%20Package%201%20Response%20to%20Comments%20(final).pdf
https://www.nj.gov/pinelands/home/presentations/Rule%20Package%201%20Response%20to%20Comments%20(final).pdf
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ED Grogan reviewed the response to one commenter who expressed concern that the re-

designation would affect access to his property and requested that the Commission should 

require other property owners to guarantee access to the landlocked property. She said staff 

researched and found that his property is not within the area proposed to be re-designated. The 

draft response notes that his property will not be affected by the rule proposal and clarified that 

the Commission does not have the authority to grant easements across private lands.   

 

ED Grogan said there were a group of non-specific comments opposed to all development or 

encouraged protection and preservation of the Black Run and the Pinelands Area in general. She 

reiterated that the redesignation does not preserve the land but reduces development potential 

consistent with the Forest Area designation. She said the property remains privately owned.  

 

ED Grogan reported that comments were received specific to Evesham Township zoning. She 

said the response explains that with this large-scale management area change, the Commission 

must adopt the Pinelands Land Capability Map amendment first before the Township can 

proceed. Evesham Township then has one year to adopt necessary zoning changes to implement 

the re-designation in the municipal ordinances. She added that the Commission and Evesham 

officials have been in contact and have been supportive of re-designating the Black Run 

watershed to Forest Area.  

 

She reviewed the recommended response to a comment suggesting accessible trail management 

standards be included in the rule proposal. She said that it is not part of this rule package, but that 

accessible trail standards are being considered for future rule amendments.  

 

ED Grogan reported that two comments were received in support of application fee amendments. 

The response to comments will thank the commenters for their support. 

 

She said three comments were received regarding the rule proposal’s amendment setting 

expiration of completeness documents and waivers. ED Grogan explained the expiration dates 

and grace periods for those documents will be based on the date of issuance. She said staff 

attempted to notify all applicants who have a Certificate of Filing (CF) that was issued after 

2004. The notification informed applicants that their CF will expire five years after the date it 

was issued, unless a local permit or approval is submitted to the Commission, and is allowed to 

take effect consistent with the Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP).  

 

A commenter stated that the rule should be revised to allow an additional grace period before 

CFs expire. ED Grogan said the current rules give the Executive Director the authority to 

determine that a local permit or approval raises no substantial issue with respect to CMP 

standards. This could provide the ability to sign off on an approval after the expiration date of the 

associated CF. She emphasized that this authority allows sufficient flexibility to address the 

variety of situations that will arise. Therefore, no revision of the proposed rule is needed. She 

said staff are working on internal policies and procedures to implement the rules relating to 

expiring completeness documents and will provide additional notice and information to 

applicants and municipalities. 
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ED Grogan said in most cases the CFs that will expire are very old.  When applicants apply for 

and obtain local permits using very old CFs, it causes problems for the applicants, the 

municipalities and the Commission staff. She said that it is in the interest of the applicant to 

reapply to make sure the proposed development remains consistent with current rules. 

 

Commissioner Rittler Sanchez inquired why notifications were only sent to those with 

Certificates issued after 2004. ED Grogan explained that if a CF was issued after 2004, 

applicants can keep their Certificates from expiring by submitting a local permit or approval to 

the Commission for review before the CF expiration date. However, for CFs issued before 2004, 

the Certificate will expire automatically upon rule adoption. 

 

ED Grogan continued with a comment that suggested that the expiration of completeness 

documents constitutes a taking. ED Grogan said a CF is not an approval and does not confer any 

development or property rights. Therefore, expiration of a CF is not a taking. She said the same 

commenter suggested that CFs should remain valid for whatever time period is necessary for 

applicants to assemble land and obtain permits for development. She emphasized this represents 

the current situation with CFs that do not expire and that it causes the problems that the 

amendments are trying to fix. She said the amendment assigns a five-year lifespan to a CF, 

which provides sufficient time to obtain at least one local permit or approval to keep the CF 

active. She said the Commission encourages applicants to proceed in a timely fashion and the 

suggestion of CFs remaining in effect indefinitely has proved to be impractical.  

 

ED Grogan reviewed responses to comments about amendments to the PDC (Pinelands 

Development Credit) program in Regional Growth Areas.   

  

Commissioner Irick inquired if allowing municipalities to exempt affordable housing from PDC 

use then allows municipalities to increase the density within the Regional Growth Area without 

requiring PDCs use. ED Grogan responded that it does not and said that if a town wants to 

increase the density, it can adopt a mandatory requirement for the use of PDCs.  

 

She said one comment was received in support of allowing PDCs to be used for non-residential 

development. She said that this is a key change as it allows towns to respond to changes in the 

real estate market, and at the same time assures the continued demand for PDCs in the future. 

 

ED Grogan said one comment was received regarding affordable housing in the PDC program. 

The commenter suggested municipalities should be required to create an exemption from PDC 

requirements for all residential units within a development where affordable housing is proposed. 

ED Grogan reviewed the response, noting that the Pinelands Protection Act prohibits 

consideration of low- to moderate-income housing in the Commission’s review of municipal 

ordinances and development approvals. She said municipalities have flexibility to accommodate 

different types of housing and that the suggested approach would have a negative impact on the 

overall PDC program. 

 

ED Grogan summarized the next steps in the rule making process. She reported that no changes 

are being recommended to the language of the rule proposal. She said the Commission has 

already received approval from the Governor’s office to move forward with the adoption of the 



4 
 

rule and if this Committee recommends the rule package to the full Commission for adoption, it 

could be acted on at the October 10, 2025 meeting. She said following expiration of the 

Governor’s 30-working day veto period, publication in the NJ Register is expected to occur in 

the first week of January 2026, at which point the rules will take effect. 

 

Regarding the suggested schedule, Commissioner Rittler Sanchez asked if the Governor’s 

approval of the minutes could come sooner considering the public support for the change in 

designation of the Black Run Watershed. ED Grogan said the schedule has already been 

expedited through the authorization to proceed with adoption at the October Commission 

meeting. She said that any rush to publish before January contradicted the advice provided in 

notifications sent to applicants on the proposed expiration date of their Certificates of Filing. 

Therefore, she does not feel it would be appropriate to formally request further expedited 

approval.   

 

Regarding waivers of strict compliance, Commissioner Buzby-Cope inquired if staff reached out 

to applicants with waivers issued prior to 1992. ED Grogan explained the rule will provide them 

an additional year before the waiver expires, and they will be notified after rule adoption of the 

pending year 2027 expiration. Commissioner Buzby-Cope asked if towns will also be notified. 

ED Grogan said they will. 

 

Commissioner Irick complimented ED Grogan and staff for their efforts in responding to the 

comments. 

 

Commissioner Wallner said it was an excellent summary and commended the courteous method 

of addressing public comments in the adoption notice. He said he recommends moving forward. 

 

Commissioner Rittler Sanchez agreed that responses were both polite and explanatory. 

 

Commissioner Lohbauer moved to recommend the Rule Package #1, without changes, to the full 

Commission for adoption. Commissioner Rittler Sanchez seconded the motion. 

 

All Ayes. Motion passed. 

 

4. Pinelands Long-Term Water Level Monitoring Program Summary    
Attachment B to these minutes and posted on the Commission’s website. Click here. 

 

Pinelands Commission Research Scientist Chris Jeitner presented a summary of the Pinelands 

long-term water level monitoring program. Mr. Jeitner said the work being presented has been 

funded by the National Park Service.  

He reviewed the well arrays and procedures for groundwater monitoring in forest plots. Mr. 

Jeitner reported that of the 33 forest plots measured, water levels at five plots have been recorded 

since 1987, and the remaining 28 plots have been monitored since 2004. He reviewed the 

location of the forest plots noting that many were originally selected to support the Kirkwood-

Cohansey Project. He said plot locations represent a spectrum of proximity to development with 

some plots in more remote areas and some closer to developed areas.  

https://www.nj.gov/pinelands/home/presentations/Water%20Level%20Monitoring%20092625%20PI%20Meeting.pdf
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Mr. Jeitner presented an example of a hydrograph from 2 forest plots and reviewed water table 

levels and typical seasonal impacts. He noted drought impact, with the lowest levels in the past 

38 years reported in 2024. He explained annual gaps in early data exist because water levels 

were not originally measured in winter months due to the ponds being frozen. 

Mr. Jeitner described the more recent installation and use of hourly data loggers in some wells. 

He shared a hydrograph of eight years of hourly groundwater data from the well at McDonalds 

Branch that had a data logger installed in 2017.   

Mr. Jeitner said the Commission staff also measure the surface water level in 37 ponds, 14 of 

which have been monitored since 1996. He presented a map showing pond locations 

geographically disbursed across the Pinelands Area. He discussed data collection methods and 

frequency. Mr. Jeitner showed preliminary data of pond water level changes throughout the year 

and during the 2024 drought. He noted damage to ponds caused by off road vehicles. 

He described data logger upgrades, miniature weather station installations, and the capability of 

retrieving data remotely using the upgraded equipment. He said the ability to monitor data 

collection remotely saves on staff travel and reduces data gaps because malfunctions are more 

quickly identified and addressed. Mr. Jeitner discussed plans to replace data loggers with remote 

weather stations that allow viewing real time data on the internet. He noted that having rainfall 

data recorded at the location of a pond increases understanding of how water levels change not 

only in response to fluctuations in groundwater levels but also in response to rainfall.  

Mr. Jeitner said the goal of the Science Office in 2026 is to replace data loggers with weather 

stations at three additional locations and to make the live weather station data available on the 

Pinelands Commission website to allow the public to view current conditions at the ponds and 

download weather data. He said the department wants to analyze existing data for long-term 

trends to learn if water levels have been increasing or decreasing and to identify regional 

differences. 

 Vice Chair Avery asked Commissioners for their questions or comments. 

Commissioner Rittler Sanchez said she supports additional weather stations. She inquired about 

the difference in water levels between Button Pond and Colliers Mill. Mr. Jeitner explained that 

Button is a shallower pond than Colliers Mill.  

Commissioner Rittler Sanchez further inquired how long a pond can stay dry before it impacts 

the animals and flora. Chief Scientist John Bunnell responded that frog populations can usually 

handle a drought in their lifespan, but timing of the drought can cause problems if it occurs at a 

critical stage of development. Commissioner Rittler Sanchez commented that the seasonality 

does make a difference. 

Commissioner Irick inquired how deep well points are installed. Mr. Jeitner said about one to 

two meters below the surface, depending on where they are in the landscape gradient from 

uplands to wetlands. Commissioner Irick asked if wells need to be redrilled, with groundwater 

subsiding. Mr. Jeitner responded that in 2024 a few wells went dry and needed to be redrilled. 

Commissioner Irick suggested going deeper when installing newer wells.  
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Commissioner Buzby-Cope inquired if any studies connected fire impacts to water levels. Mr. 

Jeitner said he is not aware of any studies on that subject. He added anecdotally from field 

observations in 2024 that fires occurred in areas that were drier. 

Commissioner Irick inquired regarding the effect of groundwater mounding under ponds. Chief 

Scientist Bunnell responded that ponds are excavated into the water table. These ponds are a 

discharge zone where water travels down gradient and feeds into the pond. Therefore, no 

mounding occurs. 

Vice Chair Avery inquired if monitoring sites were chosen for their remoteness from 

development. Mr. Bunnell responded that most of the ponds are more remotely located on State 

land. However, a few sites are located closer to agricultural areas. Regarding monitoring wells, 

he said some are on State lands and locations were chosen for the Kirkwood-Cohansey project to 

compare water levels across the entire Pinelands Area.   

Commissioner Rittler Sanchez asked if the wells are in locations that could be influenced by 

drawdown from municipal water supply wells. Mr. Bunnell said most monitoring wells are 

located outside areas where drawdown from water supply wells would be expected, although the 

Albertson and Stockton sites could have impact from development. 

Commissioner Lohbauer inquired if there could be immediate use for the long-term data 

collected. He suggested the data could help inform the NJDEP in their drought policy decisions 

or water allocation permitting. Mr. Bunnell agreed and said most of the well sites were 

established or used as part of other studies. He said staff plans to share data online in real time 

will be an additional benefit to NJDEP or other agencies.   

Vice Chair Avery inquired about the cost of the weather stations. Mr. Jeitner approximated costs 

at $2,000 per station, with an additional annual data plan fee of $200. 

Vice Chair Avery remarked on the potential for vandalism. Mr. Bunnell said weather stations are 

safer at pond sites than at wells.   

Discussion followed on cost effectiveness of the weather stations in comparison to maintenance, 

monitoring, traveling to sites and potential data loss. 

Commissioner Irick suggested that the budget should provide for the purchase of additional 

weather stations. ED Grogan said one has already been purchased.  

5. Update on Commission Review of 4th Round Affordable Housing Plans     

Attachment C to these minutes and posted on the Commission’s website. Click here. 

 

Chief Planner Brad Lanute provided a recap covering the background on affordable housing in 

New Jersey, changes to the process in 2015, and the 2024 Fair Housing Act Amendments, 

including the establishment of the Affordable Housing Dispute Resolution Program (the 

Program). He reviewed the 4th Round affordable housing process, the requirements and deadlines 

for municipalities to maintain immunity from exclusionary zoning lawsuits. He said 

municipalities were required to adopt and submit their Municipal Housing Elements and Fair 

https://www.nj.gov/pinelands/home/presentations/2025.26.09_PI_AffordableHousingUpdate.pdf
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Share Plans by June 30, 2025. He explained that challenges to municipal plans had to be 

submitted by August 31, 2025, and that the Program is working through those challenges with 

municipalities to meet a December 31, 2025, deadline for plan revisions or responses to 

challenges. 

Mr. Lanute reviewed what has been submitted to the Commission and what is anticipated. He 

reported that 39 Pinelands municipalities adopted binding resolutions and 14 did not. He 

explained that those that have not adopted resolutions are smaller municipalities that did not 

participate in the 3rd Round of affordable housing. 

Mr. Lanute shared the status of the housing plans submitted. He reported that the Commission 

issued no substantial issue finding letters for 21 of the municipal housing plans. He said these 

municipalities met their affordable housing obligations either with no proposed sites in the 

Pinelands Area or with no proposed zoning changes in the Pinelands Area. He said that after 

review, the plans of ten municipalities were determined to be incomplete, explaining that the 

plans may lack an adopted implementing ordinance for a proposed zoning change. He said some 

municipalities are waiting until the end of the challenge period before adopting those ordinances. 

Mr. Lanute said three municipal housing plans are pending review, an additional three have not 

been submitted, and two have indicated they are not moving forward in the housing plan process. 

Mr. Lanute explained the vacant land adjustment and durational adjustment options available to 

municipalities to adjust their prospective needs. He said 18 of the submitted housing plans 

include either a vacant land adjustment, a durational adjustment, or both to either defer or lower 

the number of 4th Round units required.  

He said that of the 37 submitted housing plans, only ten plans proposed 4th Round sites within 

the Pinelands Area. He provided a summary by municipality where project proposals are 

consistent with certified zoning. He then provided a summary by municipality where project 

proposals would require a zoning change. He said that staff had engaged with representatives 

from those municipalities requiring zoning changes and offered assistance with drafting 

implementing ordinances.  

Mr. Lanute noted that Jackson Township has not submitted its housing plan, although it has been 

adopted. He expressed concerns with Jackson Township’s proposed sites, especially those within 

the Rural Development Area and Pinelands Village. He said Commission staff is anticipating 

further discussion with the Township. 

In looking ahead, Mr. Lanute shared future deadlines of December 31st for municipalities to 

respond to challenges or revise their plans and March 15, 2026, for municipalities to adopt 

implementing ordinances and resolutions. He said he expects there may be extensions to those 

deadlines. He said he anticipates Monroe Township, Hamilton Township and Galloway 

Township having their redevelopment plans come before the Commission for review. He said 

overall the 4th Round process has not raised many concerns. 

Commissioner Irick inquired if many challenges were received. Mr. Lanute said that the Fair 

Share Housing Center reported challenges ranging from needing more information to having 

those plans challenged because they do not appear compliant. Although they did not provide 
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specific numbers, they noted that most of the challenges were in northern parts of the state. ED 

Grogan said many of the challenges were issued by Fair Share Housing. She anticipated there 

would be many challenges for the Program to address in a short time period. 

Commissioner Irick inquired if the Program must act before the Commission can. Mr. Lanute 

said the procedures of the Fair Housing Act do not expressly consider the Commission’s review 

process. He said it is unlikely that a municipality will proceed with adopting ordinance 

amendments while a challenge is in progress. Therefore, formal action by the Commission is 

unlikely to occur until after a challenge is resolved. Staff has engaged with Fair Share Housing to 

stay apprised of challenges within the Pinelands Area. ED Grogan said staff have worked closely 

with towns so that only a few will have issues needing to be resolved.  

Mr. Lanute noted that the Commission only reviews plans for consistency with CMP standards, 

not for consistency with the Fair Housing Act.  

Commissioner Rittler Sanchez inquired if the definition of affordability is set by the state, region 

or municipality. Mr. Lanute responded that the definition of low and moderate income is based 

on a housing region.   

Commissioner Rittler Sanchez asked what percentage of Jackson is in the Pinelands. ED Grogan 

responded that about 50% is within the Pinelands, largely in the Preservation Area District and 

Forest Area, with only about 7% in the Regional Growth Area. 

6. Public Comment    

 

Vice Chair Avery opened public comment. 

 

Dr. Amy Golden, representing Friends of the Black Run Preserve, thanked the Commission for 

moving forward with the rule proposal and said their group recognizes that the re-designation 

will not take effect until January 2026. She said the Friends of the Black Run Preserve are 

working with other environmental groups in negotiating with the current landholder to achieve 

permanent preservation of the property. 

 

Steven Elliott of the Pinelands Preservation Alliance directed a question to Chief Planner Brad 

Lanute. He inquired what factors go into determining adequate or inadequate water when 

discussing the affordable housing durational adjustment. He asked if it is for existing 

infrastructure or also for water supply. 

 

Mr. Lanute said he will research and respond to Mr. Elliott. 

 

Heidi Yeh of the Pinelands Preservation Alliance (PPA) said that the PPA opposes the way that 

the rule amendments were packaged together despite the fact that the individual pieces of the 

amendments were not related to each other. She said any issue with one piece of the package of 

amendments could delay the whole package. She said that with future rule amendments, 

substantially different amendment topics should not be packaged together.   

 

Vice Chair Avery commented that amendments do not proceed quickly. 
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Ed Ferruggia, as a member of the Sturbridge Lakes Homeowners Association, thanked the 

Commission for advancing the rule proposal.  

 

There were no further public comments.   
 

7.  Adjournment 

 

There being no other business, Commissioner Lohbauer moved to adjourn the meeting.  

Commissioner Irick seconded the motion. All voted in favor. The meeting was adjourned at 

11:18 a.m. 

 

Certified as true and correct: 

 

 

_______________________________   Date: October 14, 2025 

Lori Friddell  

Land Use Programs Technical Assistant 



Rule 
Package #1 
Response to 
Comments
Policy & Implementation 
Committee
September 26, 2025



Category # of Comments

Re-designation of Black Run watershed from Rural Development to Forest Area 342 +1

Protect the Black Run/ the Pinelands in general/ Evesham focused comments/ 
& Accessible trails 

111 + 5 +32 +1

Application Fees 2

Expiration of completeness documents 3

PDC Program in Regional Growth Areas 3

Other comments 2

490 Commenters Submitted Oral and/or Written Comments



Re-designation of Black Run watershed 
from Rural Development to Forest Area

• Most commenters on this topic supported 
redesignation (342) 

• One commenter was concerned about how the amendment would 
affect access to his land and to development of a single family 
dwelling in the future

• Commenter’s lands are not in the area to be redesignated
• No change to residential density in RD-3 zoning district where 

commenter’s land is located
• Landlocked: the Commission does not have the authority to 

grant easements



Protect the Black 
Run/ the Pinelands/ 
the resources of the 

Pinelands; & 
Evesham-focused 

comments

• These comments did not address specific parts of 
the rule proposal

• Most opposed development in the Black Run 
watershed (111)

• Reiterate that redesignation does not result in land 
preservation 
 

• Multiple comments asked for municipal re-zoning 
(5)
• Note that the redesignation precedes municipal re-

zoning

• 32 supported protecting the Pinelands, the K-C 
aquifer, the resources of the Pinelands



Accessible Trails 

• One commenter supported the re-designation but asked for any trails 
to be managed to provide accessibility for all

• The rule does not create open space or approve development of trails

• The Commission recognizes the need for accessible trails throughout the 
Pinelands

• CMP amendments addressing inclusive trail development will be 
discussed with the Commission in the future



Application 
Fees

Increased fees for applications 
to resolve violations, Non-PDC 
Letters of Interpretation & 
Waivers of Strict Compliance

Two commenters:  Both 
expressed support for fee 
amendments 



Expiration of 
Completeness 

Documents 
and Waivers

Three commenters

• Further grace period
• Local approval process (reliance on 

approval)
• Taking resulting from expiration
• Support for expiration of CFs and pre-

1992 Waivers

Comments addressed:

(More detail in following slides)



Expiration of completeness documents – Grace 
period 

• CMP should provide a longer grace period before CFs 
expire 

• +/- 1600 applicants/property owners with CFs issued after 
1/1/2004 were individually notified in August 2025 

• The ED retains the authority to determine that permit or 
approval raises no substantial issue with respect to CMP 
standards and allow it to take effect after the expiration 
date of a CF

• Expiration constitutes a taking
• CF is not an approval and, as such, does not confer any 

development or property rights 



Expiration of completeness documents – Local 
approvals

CF should remain in effect while local permits and 
approvals are pursued and land is assembled

• Applicants will  have sufficient time (5 years) to use a CF as 
follows:  

• Pursue and obtain one local permit or approval 
• Submit one local permit or approval to the Commission
• Resolve any identified inconsistencies with the CMP
• Obtain letter from Commission allowing permit or approval to 

take effect

• Upon completion of the above process, associated CF will not 
expire

• Impractical for the Commission to track and make decisions 
based on the active pursuit of local approvals or status of land 
acquisition/assemblage. 



PDC Program in Regional 
Growth Areas 

• Amendments codify long-standing practice of 
using the municipal flexibility standards in the 
CMP:

• To allow PDC use for non-residential development
• To allow municipality to exempt affordable housing 

from PDC use 
• Does not reduce the overall obligation for PDC use in 

the Regional Growth Area

• One comment in support of allowing PDCs to 
be used for non-residential development



PDC Program –Affordable Housing 

• Comment:  

• Entire development project should be exempt from PDC use if it contains any 
affordable units

• Commission should require municipalities to exempt all projects with affordable 
units from PDC requirements 

• Response:

• Pinelands Act prohibits consideration of low-mod income housing in ordinance 
or application review

• Municipality flexibility: accommodate different housing types, densities and 
nonresidential development; maintain PDC demand; adapt to changing market

• Would have a significant negative impact on the PDC Program



Other 
Comments

One commenter 
said the rule 

proposal must be 
supported

One commenter 
said deforestation 

should be 
prohibited



Next Steps

No changes recommended to the language of the rule 
proposal published in June 2025

Submitted to and approval received from Proposed 
Rules (Governor’s Office)  

P&I recommendation to full Commission

Commission action on October 10, 2025 

Governor’s veto period (30 working days)

Submit to OAL by December 10, 2025

Effective date/NJ Register publication early January 2026



Questions?



Long-term Water Level Monitoring
Policy and Implementation Meeting

September 26, 2025

1



Monitor 
groundwater 

in forest plots

Monitor 
surface water 

in ponds

2

All this work has been funded by the 
National Park Service as part of our 

long-term monitoring program



Groundwater 
Monitoring

Measure water 
levels in shallow 

PVC wells 
installed in 
forest plots

3



Joel Mott from the 
Communications Office 
measures groundwater 

levels manually each 
month using a Solinst 

water level meter

4



Wells were installed in forest plots along an
upland-wetland hydrologic gradient

5

Ground 
water Level

Pond

Pine-oak 
uplands

Cedar 
swamps

Pitch pine 
lowlands Pine-Maple 

swamps
Maple 
swamps



Groundwater monitored in 33 forest plots

5 forest plots monitored since 1987
Installed for Dr. Zampella’s PhD work

~38 years so far

28 forest plots monitored since 2004
Installed as part of the Kirkwood-Cohansey Project

~21 years so far
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Location of 33 Forest Plots
Location

# of 
Plots

McDonalds Branch: Brendan Byrne SF (Undeveloped) 12 
Cedar swamp 2
Hardwood swamp 1
Pine-hardwood Lowland 2
Pine-oak upland 2
Pitch pine lowland 5

Skit Branch: Wharton SF (Undeveloped) 6
Cedar swamp 2
Pine-hardwood Lowland 1
Pine-oak upland 1
Pitch pine lowland 2

Albertson Brook: Wharton SF (Impacted) 5
Cedar swamp 1
Hardwood swamp 1
Pine-hardwood Lowland 2
Pitch pine lowland 1

East Branch Bass River: Bass River SF (Undeveloped) 4
Cedar swamp 1
Hardwood swamp 1
Pine-hardwood Lowland 1
Pine-oak upland 1

Morses Mill Stream: Stockton University (Impacted) 6
Cedar swamp 2
Hardwood swamp 1
Pine-hardwood Lowland 1
Pine-oak upland 1
Pitch pine lowland 1

Total 33
7
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In 2017, a data logger was installed in a 
USGS metal well at McDonalds Branch

A data logger automatically measures 
and records groundwater level 

This forest plot was measured 
manually every month since 1987 

The data logger has been recording 
groundwater hourly since 2017

9
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Surface Water Monitoring

Measure water levels in 37 ponds
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Location of 37 Ponds

Year Initiated # Ponds 
Monitored

# Ponds with 
Data Loggers

Year Data 
Logger Installed

1996 14 1 2015

2004 15 2 2012, 2014

2010 5 1 2010

2012 3 3 2012

Total # Ponds 37 7

12



Measure water levels manually
each month at 30 ponds using a meter stick
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Off Road Vehicle Damage

Parachute Pond in Brendan Byrne SF

• Damage is reported to NJ Division of Parks & Forestry
• Parks & Forestry may install barriers to block access

Albertson Bog in Wharton SF



7 Continuous Pond Data Loggers
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Installation of well point and casing for a data logger
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Slotted well point screwed 
onto galvanized steel pipe

21



Install the data logger and desiccant

22
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Began replacing water level data loggers with weather stations

24

Solar Powered

Rain Gauge

Air Temperature

Water Depth Sensor

Barometric Pressure

Water Temperature

Humidity

Button Pond Butterworth Pond



25

Advantages of Remote Weather 
Stations over Depth Loggers

• More data from pond
• Rain, air temp, humidity

• Low maintenance
• Fewer maintenance trips
• Longer service life

• Real time data
• Check precipitation and water levels 

from website
• Emailed error warnings

• Less data loss
• Customizable

• Additional sensors can be added
• Wind & light
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Example of 
real time data 

on online
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Colliers Mills Pond
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Colliers Mills Pond – October 2024
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Colliers Mills

Burnt

Butterworth

Corn

Sleeper

Unexpected

Button

Current Weather Stations
Colliers Mills
Butterworth
Button

Future Weather Station

Sleeper
Corn
Unexpected

We have 1 ready to install and 
hope to purchase 2 more 



Next Steps

• Real time weather data 
on Pinelands 
Commission website

• Analyze existing data for 
long-term trends

33





• Mount Laurel Doctrine (1975, 1983)

• Fair Housing Act (1985)
– COAH

• Mount Laurel IV (2015) – (3rd Round)
– Pinelands Municipal Response
– Commission Review



• 2024 Fair Housing Act Amendments
– Affordable Housing Dispute Resolution Program 

(the “Program”)

• 4th Round (starting July 1, 2025) Process
– DCA methodology for calculating non-binding obligations
– Municipal determination of 4th round obligations

– Municipal Housing Elements and Fair Share Plans
– Vacant land adjustments & durational adjustments



• June 30, 2025: Deadline to adopt HE&FSP to maintain immunity 
from exclusionary zoning litigation

• August 31, 2025: Deadline for an interested party to challenge 
an HE&FSP

• December 31, 2025: Deadline for municipality to revise their 
plan or respond to challenge(s)

• The Program conducts a limited review of all HE&FSPs – issues 
Compliance Certification



Adopted, 39
74%

Not Adopted, 14
26%

Relatively small 4th Round 
obligations (~10 – 40 
units). None participated 
in the 3rd Round.

Larger 4th Round 
obligations. 
10 municipalities with 
100+ units.



No Substantial 
Issue (21)

54%Incomplete (10)
25%

Pending Review (3)
8%

Not Submitted (3)
8%

Not adopted (2)
5%

39 plans anticipated



• Vacant Land Adjustment
– Inadequate developable land
– Excludes 

• environmentally sensitive lands
• lands that can’t accommodate 5+ units

• Durational Adjustment
– Inadequate public sewer and/or water



11

6

1

Vacant Land Durational Both

18 of 37 (49%) Pinelands HE&FSPs included an adjustment
~1,050 4th Round units (either unmet or deferred) 
~ 19% of the total 4th Round prospective need for all Pinelands municipalities



No Pinelands 
Sites (27)

73%

Pinelands Sites; 
Proposed Zoning (6)

16%

Pinelands Sites; 
Current Zoning (4)

11%

37 Plans Adopted



Municipality Management 
Area Sites Total 

Units
Affordable 
Units

Egg Harbor Township Regional Growth 2 363 73

Evesham Township Regional Growth 1 4 4

Hamilton Township Regional Growth 1 115 12

Manchester Township Regional Growth 2 270 45

Monroe Township Regional Growth 1 595 78

Waterford Township Regional Growth 1 70 14

Winslow Township Regional Growth 1 281 60



Municipality Management Area Sites Total 
Units

Affordable 
Units

Galloway Township Pinelands Village 1 240 48

Hamilton Township Regional Growth Area 1 110 22

Hammonton Town Pinelands Town 1 178 36

Jackson Township RGA, RDA, PV 4 3,558 429

Monroe Township Regional Growth Area 1 236 48

Waterford Township Regional Growth Area 2 70 38



• December 31, 2025: Deadline for municipality to revise their 
plan or respond to challenge(s)

• March 15, 2026: Deadline to adopt implementing ordinances 
and resolutions contained in the HE&FSP to maintain immunity.

• Zoning changes anticipated to come before the Commission

– Monroe Township – Redevelopment Plan
– Hamilton Township – Redevelopment Plan
– Galloway Township – Redevelopment Plan / Zoning Change
– Jackson Township (?)





5-27-2025 DRAFT 

 

Full text of the proposal follows (additions indicated in boldface thus; deletions indicated in 

brackets [thus]):  

SUBCHAPTER 4. DEVELOPMENT REVIEW 

 

7:50-4.2 Pre-application conference; application requirements 

 

(a)  (No change.) 

(b) Application requirements 

1.-3. (No change.) 

4. Application for approval of minor development: Unless the submission 

requirements are modified or waived pursuant to (b)3 above, an application filed 

pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.13 or 4.33 for approval of minor development shall 

include at least the following information: 

i.-x. (No change.) 

xi. A list of all permits and approvals required for the proposed 

development from county, municipal, state and federal agencies and, 

if applicable, a written statement indicating whether the proposed 

development is or will be exempt from the requirement to obtain any 

county or municipal permits or approvals, along with the reason for 

the exemption.  

5. Application for approval of major development: Unless the submission 

requirements are modified or waived pursuant to (b)3 above, an application filed 

pursuant to N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.13 or 4.33 for approval of major development, except 

for forestry and resource extraction operations, shall include at least the following 

information: 
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i. to xiv. (No change.) 

xv. A list of all permits and approvals required for the proposed development 

from county, municipal, state and federal agencies and, if applicable, a 

written statement indicating whether the proposed development is or 

will be exempt from the requirement to obtain any county or 

municipal permits or approvals, along with the reason for the 

exemption. 

 

7:50-4.11 Purpose 

(a) This Part establishes the procedures and standards for development review in a 

jurisdiction which has not received certification of its master plan and land use 

ordinances. No development in such jurisdictions shall be carried out unless the 

Commission determines that the proposed development is in conformance with the 

minimum standards of this Plan, including adequate consideration of on-site and off-

site engineering, planning and design elements, so as to preserve and maximize the 

benefits to the wide diversity of rare, threatened and endangered plant and animal 

species and the many significant and unique natural, ecological, agricultural, scenic 

and recreational resources found in the Pinelands Area. In particular, it is the purpose 

of this Part to ensure that all development which is not regulated by certified local 

master plans and land use ordinances is located, planned, designed, laid out, 

constructed and serviced in conformance with the minimum standards of this Plan.  

(b) If development is proposed, but an approval or permit from a local permitting 

agency is pre-empted by State or Federal laws or regulations, or otherwise not 
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required, the procedures set forth at N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.28 shall apply, including 

Commission review and action.  

 

7:50-4.28 Procedures for Commission review of development not requiring local 

permits and approvals 

If development is proposed, but review and approval by a local permitting agency is pre-

empted by State or federal laws or regulations or otherwise not required, the development 

application shall be reviewed by the Commission in accordance with the procedures and 

standards at N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.53 through 4.58, regardless of whether the applicant is a 

public agency. For purposes of this section, the use of the term “public agency” at N.J.A.C. 

7:50-4.53 through 4.58 shall refer to “the applicant” and the term “public development” 

shall refer to “the proposed development” subject to this section.  

 

7:50-4.31 Purpose 

(a)  No change 

(b) The procedures established in this Part provide for Commission review of all permits and 

approvals issued by local permitting agencies in certified municipalities except for 

activities specifically exempted by the Pinelands Protection Act or this Plan. Except 

where municipal review is pre-empted by State or Federal laws or regulations, municipal 

review and approval or denial shall occur for all development in the Pinelands Area. If 

development is proposed, but a permit or approval from a local permitting agency is pre-

empted by State or Federal laws or regulations, or otherwise not required, the 

[provisions] procedures set forth at N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.43 [of Part VII of this subchapter] 
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shall apply, including Commission review and action. The standards of this Part are 

minimum standards to be met by all development in the Pinelands and are designed to 

assure that all such development will be adequately planned, designed and served to 

protect the unique environment of the Pinelands Area. 

(c)  No change.  

(d)  No change.  

 

7:50-4.43 Procedures for Commission review of development not requiring local permits 

and approvals  

If development is proposed, but review and approval by a local permitting agency is pre-

empted by State or federal laws or regulations or otherwise not required, the development 

application shall be reviewed by the Commission in accordance the procedures and 

standards at N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.53 through 4.58, regardless of whether the applicant is a 

public agency. For purposes of this section, the use of the term “public agency” at N.J.A.C. 

7:50-4.53 through 4.58 shall refer to “the applicant” and the term “public development” 

shall refer to “the proposed development” subject to this section.  

 

7:50-4.81 General requirements; applicant to submit application to Executive Director 

(a) No department, board, bureau, official or other agency of the State of New Jersey shall 

issue any approval, certificate, license, consent, permit, or financial assistance for the 

construction of any structure or the disturbance of land in the Pinelands Area unless the 

Commission has determined that the development subject of such approval or grant is 

consistent with the minimum standards of this Plan. 
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(b) Prior to filing any application for development with any department, board, bureau, 

official or other agency of the State of New Jersey, the applicant shall file with the 

Commission a duplicate copy of the application. The Executive Director may within 30 

days require the applicant to submit any additional information which he determines is 

necessary in order to evaluate the interest of the Commission in such application. No 

State department, board, bureau, official or other agency shall deem an application for 

development complete unless it is accompanied by a Certificate of Filing, a Notice of 

Filing, a Certificate of Completeness or a resolution of the Pinelands Commission 

approving[, pursuant to the provisions of Part IV of this subchapter,] an application for 

[public] development. Notwithstanding these requirements, the Pinelands Commission 

may enter into an intergovernmental memorandum of agreement with any State 

department, board, bureau, official or other agency for the purpose of eliminating or 

altering any of the procedural requirements set forth in this subsection concerning the 

review by a State agency of third party development. 
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