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MORRIS COUNTY

MUNICIPAL CROSS-ACCEPTANCE REPRESENTATIVES

	Municipality
	First Name
	Last Name
	Title

	Boonton Town
	John
	Arntz
	Administrator

	Boonton Town
	William
	Denzler, PP
	Planning Consultant

	Boonton Township
	Jeff
	Duncan
	

	Boonton Township
	Robert
	Busch, Jr.
	

	Boonton Township
	William
	Ford
	Mayor

	Butler Borough
	James
	Lampmann
	Administrator

	Chatham Borough
	Pat
	Rush
	Planning Board

	Chatham Borough
	Richard
	Plambeck
	Mayor

	Chatham Township
	Abigail
	Fair
	Cross-Acceptance Committee

	Chatham Township
	Dorothy
	Stillinger
	Environmental Commission

	Chatham Township
	Joel
	Jacobson
	Planning Board Chair

	Chatham Township
	Tom
	Browne
	Planning Board

	Chester Borough
	Edward
	Hanington
	Planning Bd. Member

	Chester Borough
	Marla
	Jackson
	Planning Board Chair

	Chester Borough
	William
	Kay
	Zoning Officer

	Chester Township
	Peter
	Maddi
	Chairman Planning Board

	Chester Township
	Sarah
	Knoll
	Adm./Sec. of Planning Board

	Denville Township
	Glenn
	Buie
	Planning Board

	Dover Town
	Michael
	Hantson
	Engineer/Planner

	Dover Town
	William
	Shuler
	

	East Hanover
	Richard
	Paduch
	Administrator

	Florham Park
	Mary Ann
	Conway
	

	Florham Park
	Robert
	Michaels
	Borough Planner

	Florham Park
	Robert
	Reimers
	

	Hanover Township
	Blaise
	Brancheau, PP
	Planning Consultant

	Hanover Township
	Gene
	Pinadella
	Planning Board

	Harding Township
	Chris
	Allyn
	

	Harding Township
	David
	Dietz
	

	Harding Township
	Susan
	Kimball
	Planning Consultant

	Jefferson Township
	James
	Leach
	Administrator

	Jefferson Township
	Joanne
	Meyer
	Planning Board Secretary

	Jefferson Township
	Lydia
	Magnotti
	Municipal Clerk

	Jefferson Township
	Jill
	Hartmann
	Planning Consultant

	Kinnelon Borough
	Eric
	Nederfield
	Council President

	Kinnelon Borough
	Glenn
	Sisco
	Mayor

	Kinnelon Borough
	Lucy
	Meyer
	

	Lincoln Park Borough
	Anthony
	Angiolini
	

	Lincoln Park Borough
	Kevin
	Lancaster
	Planning Board Chair

	Lincoln Park Borough
	Malcolm
	Chamalian
	

	Long Hill Township
	Kevin
	O'Brien, PP
	Township Planner

	Long Hill Township
	Vincent
	Blenx
	

	Madison Borough
	Astri
	Ballie
	Council President

	Madison Borough
	Thomas
	Johnson
	

	Mendham Borough
	John
	Ansede
	

	Mendham Borough
	Martin
	Gertler
	

	Mendham Borough
	Penny
	Kopcsik
	Planning Board

	Mendham Township
	Alan
	Willemsen
	Planning Board

	Mendham Township
	Pat
	Zimmerman
	

	Mendham Township
	Sarah
	Link
	Planning Board

	Mine Hill Township
	Barry
	Lewis
	Administrator

	Montville Township
	Daniel
	Grant
	Councilman

	Montville Township
	Linda
	White
	Land Use Director

	Montville Township
	Russell
	Lipari
	Vice-Chairman Planning Board

	Morris Plains Borough
	Ralph
	Lopez
	Planning Board Chairman

	Morris Plains Borough
	Sidney
	Leach
	Vice Chair

	Morris Township
	Adrian
	Humbert, PP
	Twp. Planning Consultant

	Morris Township
	Brian
	Burns, Esq.
	Attorney

	Morris Township
	Rick
	Haan
	Planning Board Chair

	Morris Township
	James
	Slate
	Twp. Engineer

	Morris Township
	Jan
	Wotowicz
	Twp. Committee

	Morristown
	Art
	Clarke, Esq.
	Environmental Commission

	Morristown
	Ken
	Nelson
	Planner

	Morristown
	Scott
	Whitenack
	

	Morrristown
	Joseph
	Stanley
	

	Mount Arlington
	Arthur
	Ondish
	Mayor

	Mount Arlington
	Carolyn
	Rinaldi
	Land Use Board Secretary

	Mount Arlington
	Dug
	Kimball
	Planning Consultant

	Mount Arlington
	JoAnne
	Sendler
	Administrator

	Mount Arlington
	John
	Driscoll
	Council

	Mount Olive Township
	Catherine
	Natafalusy
	Land Use Administrator

	Mount Olive Township
	John
	Mania
	Planning Board Chair

	Mount Olive Township
	Lewis
	Candura
	

	Mount Olive Township
	Ralph
	Defranzo
	

	Mountain Lakes
	Gary
	Webb
	Manager

	Mountain Lakes
	Sandy
	Batty
	Planning Board

	Mountain Lakes
	Stephen
	Shaw
	Councilman

	Parsippany-Troy Hills
	Anita
	Baldwin
	

	Parsippany-Troy Hills
	Nancy
	Ruepp
	

	Randolph Township
	Allen
	Napoliello
	

	Randolph Township
	Michael
	Guadagno
	Planning Board Chair.

	Randolph Township
	Jon
	Huston, Esq.
	Council Member

	Riverdale Borough
	Andy
	Franks
	

	Riverdale Borough
	James
	Talerico
	Planning Board Chair

	Riverdale Borough
	Linda
	Roetman
	Planning Secretary

	Riverdale Borough
	Paul
	Darmofalski, PE
	Engineer

	Riverdale Borough
	Steven
	Loesner
	

	Rockaway Township
	Jack
	Quinn
	Councilman

	Rockaway Township
	Jason
	Feldman
	Planning Consultant

	Rockaway Township
	Joseph
	Burgis, PP
	Professional Planner/Consultant

	Rockaway Township
	Morton
	Dicker
	Planning Board

	Rockaway Township
	Phyllis
	Hantman
	Land Use Administrator

	Roxbury Township
	Chris
	Raths
	Manager

	Roxbury Township
	Jim
	Rilee
	Councilman

	Roxbury Township
	Lisa
	Voyce
	Planning Board

	Roxbury Township
	Russell
	Stern
	Planner

	Roxbury Township
	Sandy
	Urgo
	Councilwoman

	Roxbury Township
	Thomas
	Germinario
	Planning Board Attorney

	Victory Gardens
	Charlene
	Roswal
	Planning Board Secretary

	Washington Township
	Kevin
	Walsh
	

	Washington Township
	Kim
	Kaiser
	Committeeperson

	Washington Township
	R. Gregory
	Jones
	Planning Board Chair


MUNICIPAL MASTER PLANS ON FILE

WITH THE 

MORRIS COUNTY PLANNING BOARD

	TOWN OF BOONTON 
	Date of Adoption

	Reexamination Report, August 1988
	10/12/88

	Recycling Element, July 1988
	10/12/88

	Revision of “Reexamination Report” of August 1988- Pages 10 and 11.
	5/10/89

	Reexamination Report
	12/14/94

	Affordable Housing Plan, March 1995
	2/20/95

	1998 Master Plan
	1/13/99


	TOWNSHIP OF BOONTON 
	Date of Adoption

	Recycling Element of the Master Plan
	9/19/88

	Reexamination Report
	11/7/88

	Stormwater Management Plan
	7/17/89

	Master Plan, January 1995
	3/6/95

	Housing Element and Fair Share Plan
	5/7/96

	Reexamination Report and Master Plan Revision
	4/3/01


	BOROUGH OF BUTLER 
	Date of Adoption

	Comprehensive Master Plan Revision
	March 1977

	Master Plan Revision, Land Use Element
	September 1987

	Amendments to the Land Use Plan Element and Housing Plan Element of the Butler Master Plan, January 1994
	1/20/94

	Master Plan Reexamination Report, August 1994
	9/15/94

	Housing Element and Fair Share Plan
	6/18/98

	2004 Master Plan
	


	BOROUGH OF CHATHAM 
	Date of Adoption

	Borough of Chatham Master Plan 1978, “Part I: Background Studies”
	

	Borough of Chatham Master Plan, 1978-79, “Part II: The Plan”
	

	Master Plan Reexamination Report
	8/11/82

	Master Plan Reexamination Report
	8/3/88

	Revised Housing Element and Fair Share Plan, March 28,1988
	6/8/88

	Amendment to the Chatham Borough Master Plan, Lot 3, Block 49, March 1990
	4/4/90

	Master Plan Amendment: Reaffirmation of the Borough of Chatham’s Residential Zoning, August 1, 1990
	9/5/90

	Amendment to the Open Space Preservation and Recreation Elements of the Master Plan of Chatham Borough: the Passaic River Greenway Plan
	1/8/92

	Historic Preservation Element
	2/5/92

	Historic Sites Background Study and Inventory, 1991(as addition to the background studies contained in the Master plan 1978-79 Part I)
	2/5/92

	Stormwater Management Plan Element
	7/1/92

	Master Plan Reexamination Report, August 1994
	9/14/94

	Housing Element and Fair Share Plan Update for the Borough of Chatham, February 17, 1995
	3/8/95

	Master Plan Background Studies 1995 and Master Plan 2000 Part 2 The Plan
	5/3/00

	2003 Amendment to Housing Element and Fair Share Plan
	6/4/03


	TOWNSHIP OF CHATHAM 
	Date of Adoption

	The Master Plan, Revised December 1978
	1978

	Reexamination Report
	12/92

	Resolution (Mt Vernon Park)
	12/3/84

	Reexamination Report
	7/18/88

	Master Plan Revision, June 1989
	

	Stormwater Management Plan Element
	3/16/92

	Reexamination Report
	7/18/94

	Housing Element and Fair Share Plan, April 1995
	5/15/95

	Amendment to Land Use Element (Establishing a Great Swamp Watershed Overlay Zone) April 1997
	5/5/97

	Master Plan Revision: Circulation Plan Element
	7/6/98

	Master Plan Revision: Open Space Plan Element
	7/6/98

	Master Plan Revision: Statement of Objectives, Policies and Standards  & Land Use Element
	10/19/98

	The Chatham Township Master Plan
	September 1999

	Resolution Adopting the 1999 Master Plan
	

	Reexamine 1994 Reexamination & Comprehensive of Master Plan
	10/23/01


	BOROUGH OF CHESTER 
	Date of Adoption

	Sidewalk Study, September 9, 1982
	10/13/83

	1986 Master Plan
	9/11/86

	Master Plan Reexamination, 1993
	1/27/94

	Housing Element and Fair Share Plan
	

	Master Plan Reexamination
	11/10/99

	Chester Borough Historic Preservation District Master Plan Amendment
	2/8/01

	Master Plan revised
	11/14/02

	Amend Master Plan adopted 11/14/02
	12/12/02

	Elimination of Residential/Transition Land Use Category
	

	Master Plan amendment
	11/13/03


	TOWNSHIP OF CHESTER 
	Date of Adoption

	Map of Circulation Proposals, Chester Township Master Plan, 1994
	Received 2/04/98 

	Chester Township 1994 Master Plan Reexamination Summary Report
	8/1/94

	Housing Plan
	2/28/95

	A Reexamination and Comprehensive Revision of the Chester Township Master Plan, June 16, 1995
	6/13/95

	Master Plan Amendment – Public Utilities Plan
	5/27/97

	Supplement to the 1994 Reexamination and Comprehensive Revision of the Chester Township Master Plan
	10/11/97

	2000 Reexamination & Comprehensive Revision of the Master Plan
	10/23/01

	Proposed Amendment the 2000 Reexamination & Comprehensive Rev. Master Plan Amendments Environmental Plan Element and Utility Plan Element
	4/27/04


	TOWNSHIP OF DENVILLE 
	Date of Adoption

	Master Drainage Plan
	June 1980

	1988 Denville Township Periodic Reexamination Report and Evaluation of Adjacent Municipalities, County Master Plan, and State Development and Redevelopment Plan.
	7/20/88

	Periodic Reexamination Report of the Denville Township Master Plan
	3/24/93

	1993 Comprehensive Revision of the Denville Master Plan
	10/27/93

	Community and Recreation Facilities Element 
	12/10/97

	Land Use Facilities Element
	12/10/97

	Housing Element
	2/11/98

	Housing Element and Fair Share Plan
	12/8/99

	Land Use Facilities Element 
	9/13/00

	Housing Element and Fair Share Plan
	9/13/00

	Reexamination and Comprehensive Revision: Township of  Denville 2000 Master Plan
	12/13/00

	Land Use Element
	7/11/01

	Amendment to the Master Plan Land Use Plan Element
	2/27/02


	TOWN OF DOVER 
	Date of Adoption

	Master Plan of the Town of Dover, August 1970
	1973

	Resolution to Amend the Master Plan of the Town of Dover (Central Area Plan)
	8/8/74

	Resolution to Amend Town Master Plan  (Housing in CBD)
	1974

	Town of Dover Master Plan 1976
	11/15/76

	1979 Master Plan
	8/22/79

	Report of Master Plan Reexamination, July 1982
	7/28/82

	Dover Recycling Plan Element of Master Plan
	Ordinance adopted 10/22/85

	Master Plan Update 1988 (Reexamination)
	July 1988

	Town of Dover 1993 Master Plan Reexamination & Amendment
	11/22/93

	Housing Element
	7/24/96

	Town of Dover Reexamination and Amendment
	10/27/99

	North Sussex Street Landfill Redevelopment Area - Redevelopment Plan 
	1999


	TOWNSHIP OF EAST HANOVER
	Date of Adoption

	East Hanover Master Plan, 1975
	

	East Hanover Township Master Plan Land Use, Housing, and Conservation Plan Element Update, May 1986
	1986

	Resolution NO.27-1986 adopting Master Plan Land Use, Housing, and Conservation Plan Element Update
	7/1/86

	Reexamination of Master Plan, December 1994
	1/10/95

	Supplement to the 1994 Reexamination of the Master Plan (PB-1 and PB-2 Zones; Block 96, lots 99, 100, 101, & 102) Dec. 1995
	1/29/96

	Housing Element and Fair Share Plan
	1/6/98

	Open Space and Recreation Plan
	5/8/01

	Amendment to the Master Plan Housing Element and Fair Share Plan incorporating and RCA
	11/13/02


	BOROUGH OF FLORHAM PARK
	Date of Adoption

	Master Plan Reexamination, September 1988
	9/26/88

	Master Plan Housing Element, October 24, 1988
	12/27/88

	Master Plan 1990
	7/23/90

	Florham Park Master Plan Studies, Elm Street – Exxon Property June 21, 1996
	Not Adopted

	Master Plan Reexamination, November 25, 1996
	11/25/96

	Borough of Florham Park - Master Plan Study: Block 303, Lots 1,2 & 3, November 1997
	1/26/98

	Borough of Florham Park - Master Plan Amendment: Block 4201, Lots 28 & 30 August 1998
	11/23/98

	Borough of Florham Park - Master Plan Amendment – C-3 Zone, August 23, 1999
	10/27/99

	Borough of Florham Park Master Plan
	1/22/01

	2004 Master Plan Reexamination
	


	TOWNSHIP OF HANOVER
	Date Of Adoption

	A Comprehensive Guide for Development, 1963
	

	Reexamination of the Master Plan and Development Regulations - Update of the Master Plan June 1997
	Adopted 10/96, Revised 10/28/97

	Community Facilities Plan Element and open Space and Recreation Plan Element of the Master Plan  & Map
	3/26/02, resolution adopted4/16/02

	Proposed rev. to Greenways Map and Open Space & Recreation Plan
	10/15/02

	Amendment to the Master Plan Housing Element and Fair Share Plan incorporation RCA
	11/13/02

	Master Plan Land Use Element
	6/22/04


	TOWNSHIP OF HARDING
	Date of Adoption

	1994 Reexamination Report
	

	Recodification of the 1984 Harding Township Master Plan
	6/27/94

	Route 202 Growth Trends
	

	Amendment to Housing Element and Fair Share Plan
	1/12/96

	Land Use Plan Element
	6/22/98

	Harding Township Master Plan Amendment: Fire Protection Plan
	8/24/98

	Bayne Park Amendment
	12/14/98

	Harding Township Master Plan Amendment: Conservation Plan Element
	10/25/99

	Reexamination of the Harding Township Master Plan & Development regulations
	5/22/00

	Environmental Resources Inventory, New section Master Plan Adoption
	10/27/03

	Conservation Plan Element, Land Use Plan Element
	9/27/04


	TOWNSHIP OF JEFFERSON
	Date of Adoption

	Master Plan, November 1978
	5/22/79

	Jefferson Township Master Plan Amendment 1985
	1/21/86

	Resolution:  Approving Jefferson Township Master Plan Amendment with Amendment, 1985
	1/21/86

	Resolution: Approving Amendment to the Jefferson Township Master Plan Amendment of 1985
	11/18/86

	Amendment to the Housing Element
	11/22/88

	1991 Master Plan Update
	10/8/91

	Master Plan Reexamination Report
	7/14/98

	Master Plan Reexamination Report, July 30, 2000
	8/22/00

	Open space Recreation Plan
	5/8/01

	Master Plan Reexamination Report
	7/10/01

	Master Plan Reexamination Report 
	5/13/03


	BOROUGH OF KINNELON
	Date of Adoption

	Master Plan, December 1959
	

	Map: Existing Land Use Map of Kinnelon, NJ, 
	

	Land Use and Land Use Plan
	4/13/78

	Periodic Reexamination of Master Plan, July 8, 1982
	

	Master Plan Reexamination Report 1988, July 1988
	7/28/88

	Reexamination Report 1994
	811/94

	Kinnelon Borough Fair Share Plan 1993-1999, January 1995 (revised February 1995)
	2/25/95

	Master Plan Reexamination Report
	10/12/00

	Resolution to Land Use Element, Supplement to 9/2000 Master Plan Reexamination Report & Amendment
	

	Amendment to the Land Use Element & supplement to the 2000 Re-examination Report of Master Plan
	9/12/02


	BOROUGH OF LINCOLN PARK
	Date of Adoption

	Master Plan 1983
	3/83

	Addendum to Circulation Plan, May 21, 1987
	10/20/88

	Master Plan Reexamination, December 1988
	1/19/89

	Master Plan Update, June 1991
	8/15/91

	Resolution of the Lincoln Park Planning Board Amending the Circulation Plan Element 
	5/20/93

	Housing Element of the Borough of Lincoln Park
	11/10/94

	Master Plan Reexamination
	12/15/94


	TOWNSHIP OF LONG HILL
	Date of Adoption

	Master Plan Reexamination Report
	6/14/94

	1995 Master Plan
	4/23/96

	Master Plan and Development Regulations Reexamination Report
	11/25/03


	BOROUGH OF MADISON
	Date of Adoption

	Master Plan 
	10/13/92

	Master Plan Revision (Loantaka Moraine and Gibbons Place)
	6/1/93

	Housing Element and Fair Share Plan, September 1994
	11/1/94

	Master Plan Reexamination Report
	5/4/99

	Open Space & Recreation plan
	1/27/04


	BOROUGH OF MENDHAM
	Date of Adoption

	Mendham Borough Master Plan, May 1994
	5/9/94

	Master Plan Maps: sewer, land use, circulation
	

	Master Plan Reexamination
	11/13/00

	Open Space, Recreation & Historic Preservation Plan May 20, 2002
	2/10/03


	TOWNSHIP OF MENDHAM
	Date of Adoption

	Master Plan Revision, 1978
	1/79

	Map: Existing Development, Revised January 1983
	

	1983 Master Plan Revision
	12/21/83

	Resolution #PB-89-4:  Amendment to Circulation Plan Element
	1/18/89

	Master Plan Reexamination Report, 1990
	5/7/90

	Map: Land Use Plan, April 1990
	5/23/90

	Map: Zoning Map, February 
	5/7/90

	Map: Circulation Plan, March 1990
	5/7/90

	Resolution PB-95-5 (Addition of Buttermilk Falls Natural Area to the Community Facilities Plan)
	2/15/95

	Housing Element and Fair Share Plan
	8/20/97

	Community Facilities Plan Revision, September 1997
	9/3/97

	Revised Circulation Plan Element
	10/6/97

	Community Facilities Plan Revision, February 1998
	3/18/98

	1999 Reexamination of the Mendham Township Master Plan and Development Regulations
	6/16/99

	Mendham Township Master Plan
	11/13/00

	Circulation Element and map, Master Plan amendment
	10/1/01

	Conservation Plan, Community Facilities Plan, Open Space Plan, Recreation Plan, Recommendations, Township Land Acquisitions, Historic Preservation Plan and Land Use Plan Elements
	4/1/02

	2002 Reexamination of Master Plan and Development Regulations
	6/3/02


	TOWNSHIP OF MINE HILL
	Date of Adoption

	Master Plan (containing Master Plan Periodic Reexamination Report and Housing Element)
	8/11/88

	Master Plan Reexamination Report, September 13, 1994
	3/14/95

	Housing Element & Fair Share Plan Amendment, June 1996
	8/13/96

	Master Plan Reexamination Report
	3/13/01

	Partial Re-examination of Master Plan Open Space
	

	Master Plan Reexamination Report Housing Element & Fair Share Plan
	10/24/04


	TOWNSHIP OF MONTVILLE 
	Date of Adoption

	Historic Districts and Individual Sites in Montville, Survey and Report, October 1987
	3/23/88

	Map:  Historic Preservation Plan, March 1988
	

	Recycling Element
	11/29/88

	Reexamination Report, Master Plan, Township of Montville
	12/13/90

	Amendment Historic Sites Element, January 15, 1991
	2/14/91

	Amendment Historic Sites Element, February 18, 1992
	3/12/92

	Master Plan Land Use Element
	2/11/93

	Master Plan Circulation Plan Element
	2/11/93

	Communities Facilities & Open Space Plan Element
	2/11/93

	Sidewalk/ Walkway Plan Element
	2/11/93

	Master Plan Summary Report
	2/11/93

	Housing Element and Fair Share Plan
	6/26/96

	Amendment Land Use Plan Element
	6/26/96

	Master Plan Summary Report (Page Replacement)
	6/26/96

	Reexamination Report, Master Plan, Township of Montville
	4/10/97

	Reexamination of Master Plan 2003
	4/23/04

	Revisions to the Plan/Land Use Element in order to incorporate The Towaco Village Master Plan/Development for the Village Station Area
	12/4/03


	BOROUGH OF MORRIS PLAINS 
	Date of Adoption

	1975 Master Plan Report
	

	1984 Reexamination and Comprehensive Revision of the Borough of Morris Plains Master Plan
	8/14/84

	Master Plan Amendments
	6/20/88

	Housing Element and Housing Plan
	6/20/88

	Map:  Zoning Map, January 1979
	

	Recycling Element
	8/15/88

	Reexamination Report, August 1988
	10/17/88

	Master Plan Amendments, October 1989
	10/16/89

	Summary Report, Master Plan*
	

	Revision to the Master Plan Summary Report dated October 1989 in accordance with an amendment to the Land Use Element 
	11/15/93 

	Master Plan Amendment, Land Use Plan Element, November 1990
	11/19/90

	Master Plan Amendment, Land Use Plan Element. September 1993
	11/15/93

	Reexamination Report
	1/16/95

	Amendments to the Master Plan
	8/21/00

	Master Plan Summary Report
	8/21/00

	Amendment to the Land Use Plan Element
	3/19/01

	Land use Plan Element of the Master Plan
	9/10/01

	Open Space Plan Element
	4/30/03

	Land Use Plan Amendment
	11/17/03


	TOWNSHIP OF MORRIS 
	Date of Adoption

	Planner’s Report, Master Plan Reexamination Report, Nov. 1989
	11/20/89

	Morris Township Master Plan (Vol. I, Master Plan, Vol. II Background Reports & Studies)
	6/20/94

	Open Space Plan and Recreation Plan
	10/6/97

	Proposed Amendment to Land Use Plan - 1994 
	Amended 4/6/98

	Amendment to the Land Use Plan
	5/15/00

	Resolution of the Morris Township Planning Board Re: Adoption of an Amendment to the Land Use Element of the Morris Township Master Plan
	5/15/00

	Morris Township Master Plan Reexamination 2000
	5/7/01


	TOWN OF MORRISTOWN 
	Date of Adoption

	Town of Morristown Master Plan
	9/27/78

	A Reexamination of the Morristown Master Plan and Development Regulations, July 28, 1982
	

	1990 Town of Morristown Master Plan Reexamination Report, December 1990
	2/28/91

	Amendment to Morristown Master Plan 
	3/26/92

	1997 Town of Morristown Master Plan Reexamination Report, Draft
	3/19/99

	2003 Master Plan
	8/14/03

	Amendment to Housing Plan
	

	New section Open Space and Recreational Plan
	


	BOROUGH OF MT. ARLINGTON 
	Date of Adoption

	1999 Master Plan
	7/14/99


	BOROUGH OF MOUNTAIN LAKES 
	Date of Adoption

	Report on the Reexamination of the Master Plan and Development Regulations
	7/28/94

	Master Plan
	10/24/96

	Amendment to the Land Use Element of the Mountain Lakes Master Plan
	3/27/97

	Master Plan Re-examination 10/24/02
	10/24/02


	TOWNSHIP OF MOUNT OLIVE 
	Date of Adoption

	Township of Mount Olive Master Plan
	8/21/86

	Traffic Master Plan for Mount Olive Township, September 1989
	4/19/90

	Mount Olive Township Master Plan Review
	7/5/95

	Housing Element and Fair Share Plan
	7/18/96

	Land Use Plan
	11/96, Revised 1/16/97

	Resolution of the Mount Olive Township Planning Board Adopting Modifications to the 1998 Land Use Element of the Master Plan
	1/21/99

	Open Space and Recreation Plan for Mount Olive Township
	6/17/99

	Resolution of the Mount Olive Township Planning Board Adopting Modifications to the 1997 Land Use Element of the Master Plan
	6/15/00

	Master Plan Reexamination and 2002 Master Plan 
	10/3/02


	BOROUGH OF NETCONG 
	Date of Adoption

	Master Plan 1978
	10/5/78

	Reexamination of Master Plan, July 1988
	11/14/88

	Master Plan Revision (Housing Element and Recycling Element), December 1988
	1/9/89

	Master Plan Reexamination Report
	3/24/98

	Land Use Plan Amended Map
	1998

	Amendment to Reexamination Report
	11/24/98

	Amendment-Land Use Plan Element
	


	TOWNSHIP OF PARSIPPANY-TROY HILLS 
	Date of Adoption

	Parsippany Troy-Hills Master Plan 
	5/26/76

	Population and Housing Element, July 1983
	

	Master Plan Update, Land Use Element
	6/18/87

	Map: Master Plan, Land Use Plan
	6/18/87

	Amendment to the Circulation – Transportation Element
	6/5/89

	Resolution of the Planning Board of the Township of Parsippany Troy-Hills Adopting an Amendment to the Circulation-Transportation Element of the Master Plan
	2/1/88

	Reexamination Report
	5/17/93

	Housing Element and Fair Share Plan
	3/7/95

	Master Plan Reexamination Report
	4/20/98

	Resolution of the Planning Board of the Township of Parsippany-Troy Hills Proposed Amendment to the Land Use Plan for Assisted Living 
	2/7/00

	Element of the Master Plan Open Space and Recreation Plan
	11/19/01


	TOWNSHIP OF PEQUANNOCK 
	Date of Adoption

	Master Plan Reexamination, March 1990
	6/4/90

	Master Plan reexamination, August 1994
	9/19/94

	Pequannock Township Master Plan
	11/28/94

	Amendments to the Housing and Land Use Elements*
	9/18/95

	Master Plan Reexamination Report
	7/23/03


	TOWNSHIP OF RANDOLPH 
	Date of Adoption

	Vol.1 Master Plan, June 1992
	7/20/92

	Vol.2 Technical Reports, June 1992 
	7/20/92

	Housing Element and Fair Share Plan, 1995
	2/27/95

	Master Plan Amendment, Land Use Element, Alamatong/Black River & Combs Hollow Areas
	7/10/95

	Amendment to the Master Plan Circulation Element for future bikeway planning
	4/22/99

	Master Plan Amendment – Utilities Element
	4/22/96

	Master Plan Amendment to the Land Use Element regarding the Town Center
	5/20/96

	Randolph Township Open Space Plan
	6/9/97

	Reexamination of the Randolph Master Plan and Land Development Ordinance
	5/17/99

	Master Plan Amendment
	5/17/99

	Master Plan Amendment November 1999
	12/6/99

	Amendment to Randolph Township Open Space Plan 
	8/21/00

	Amendment to the Master Plan Regarding Township Trail System
	8/21/00

	Amendment to the Housing Element of Master Plan and Fair Share Plan
	4/9/01

	Reexamination Report Amendment Adopting Resolution
	8/6/01

	Open Space Plan Resolution 
	9/10/01

	Amendment to the Master Plan 2002 Open Space Plan, Conservation Plan Element
	10/14/02

	Amend Master Plan –Housing Element and Fair Share Plan
	4/22/03

	Amend Housing Element & Fair Share Plan
	8/30/04


	BOROUGH OF RIVERDALE 
	Date of Adoption

	Master Plan Revision, December 1985
	2/18/86

	Master Plan Revision 
	10/1/91

	Amendment to Master Plan, Revised Housing Element
	9/4/97

	Master Plan Reexamination Report
	1/8/98

	Master Plan Reexamination
	12/30/04


	BOROUGH OF ROCKAWAY 
	Date of Adoption

	Rockaway Borough, Master Plan, 1995
	11/16/95


	TOWNSHIP OF ROCKAWAY 
	Date of Adoption

	Reexamination and Comprehensive Revision of the Township of Rockaway Master Plan, 1983
	9/4/84

	Resolution to adopt the Master Plan, August 2, 1984
	9/4/84

	Resolution to amend the Township Master Plan 
	7/21/86

	Amendment to the Township Master Plan (Legal Notice)
	12/15/86

	Rockaway Township Master Plan Summary Report, 1992
	7/13/92

	Housing Element and Fair Share Plan
	2/27/95

	Master Plan Amendment (Map)
	8/7/95

	Amendments to Rockaway Township Fair Share Plan, October 21, 1996
	11/4/96

	Master Plan Reexamination Report 
	8/16/99

	Open Space Master Plan
	January 1999

	Resolution/ Master Plan Amendment for Adoption of Housing Element and Fair Housing Plan Nunc Pro Tunc
	9/13/99

	Housing Element & Fair Share Plan
	11/5/01


	TOWNSHIP OF ROXBURY 
	Date of Adoption

	A Master Plan for Parks and Recreation, 1980*
	

	The Roxbury Township Master Plan Reexamination Report, July 25, 1988
	1/18/89

	Master Plan, Comprehensive Revision, 1990
	8/1/90

	Resolution of the Planning Board Amending the Master Plan of the Township of Roxbury
	11/29/95

	Housing Plan Element and Fair Share Plan, Part 1 and 2
	3/28/96

	Amendment to Land Use Plan
	3/12/97

	1998 Reexamination Report
	6/24/98

	Township of Roxbury Master Plan, Land Use Element, July 11, 2000
	8/15/00

	Amendment to the Roxbury Township Master Plan Open Space Plan
	2/14/01

	Amendment to the Roxbury Township Master Plan Housing Element/Fair Share Plan
	2/14/01

	Amendment to the Roxbury Township Master Plan Land Use Element
	2/14/01

	Amendment of Open Space & Recreation Plan Element of Master Plan
	2/27/02

	Resolution adopting Amendments to Master Plan Land Use Plan Element and Housing plan Element and Fair Share Plan
	10/9/02

	Master Plan Land Use Element Resolution
	7/7/04


	BOROUGH OF VICTORY GARDENS 
	Date of Adoption

	Master Plan,December 1980
	

	1988 Master Plan Reexamination
	4/19/89 

	1998 Master Plan Reexamination, 1999 Housing Plan Element, and 1999 Fair Share Plan
	3/31/99


	TOWNSHIP OF WASHINGTON 
	Date of Adoption

	Master Plan for Target Area of Long Valley Historic District
	12/14/87

	1995 Master Plan and Master Plan Reexamination, February 1995
	2/7/95

	Housing Element (1994) Revised
	2/7/95

	Circulation Plan Amendment
	11/13/95

	Amendments to the Land Use Plan, Circulation Plan, Housing Plan and Utility Service Plan
	3/17/98

	Greenway Establishment and Maps: “Greenway Plan of Conservation Element” and “Trail Map”
	10/19/99

	Master Plan Amendments Regarding Golf Course and Senior Housing Overlay 
	2/8/00

	Amendment to the Housing Plan 
	3/22/00

	Farmland Preservation Plan Element
	4/26/00

	2000 Master Plan and Development Regulations Reexamination Report*
	

	Amendment to the Land Use Plan
	5/23/01

	2001 Master Plan Reexamination
	8/22/01

	Revised Circulation Element (Rural Historic Scenic Corridors)
	6/10/02

	Historic Preservation Element
	

	Master Plan and Reexamination Report
	12/8/03


	BOROUGH OF WHARTON 
	Date of Adoption

	Master Plan
	7/12/94

	Land Use Element Master Plan, Background Studies Report
	7/12/94

	Master Plan Amendment and Map
	6/9/98

	Housing Element and Fair Share Plan
	8/11/98

	Open Space & Recreation Plan
	10/9/01
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January 6, 2005

Christine Marion, Assistant Planning Director

Morris County Dept. of Planning, Development and Technology
PO Box 900

Morristown, NJ 07963-0900

Dear Ms. Marion;

I wish to submit the following comments, questions and remarks for inclusion as part of
the record of the Public Hearing on the Draft Morris County Cross Acceptance Report:

1.

A resubmission of my letter to Morris Township Planning Board Chair Rick
Haan dated September 30, 2004 outlining serious questions, concerns and
inaccuracies relating to the Morris Township submission of its Cross Acceptance
materials. While note was duly taken (p. 32 of the County Report) of this letter, |
respectfully request that the details outlined in the letter be reconsidered when
Morris Township enters the Plan Endorsement Phase of the process. The
concerns remain valid and pertinent. |

On page 5 of the report, it was encouraging to see that several municipalities
‘with substantial areas of Environmentally Sensitive Planning Areas’ have
increased the minimum residential lot size to 5 and 10 acres. | would
suggest that Morris Township consider such a move for the Washingﬁon Valley,
which is likewise a substantial environmentally sensitive planning area

On page 9 -The adoption of the Morris Township ordinance |permitting
300+ units to be developed within a pristine PA 5 zone without sewers, with
category | waters, steep slopes, within a Historic District on the|State and
National Historic Registers, adjacent to the National Park at Jockey Hollow is
NOT consistent with the State Plan.

On page 9 — We strongly object to the persistent but false assertion that the
proposed CCRC on the St. Mary’s Abbey property “would be akin to, if not
identical with a small hamlet in a PA 5.”
On this matter, please refer to the attached Sept. 30, 2004 letter which, among
other points, reminds Morris Township that, in August of 2001, the Office of State
Planning already went on record stating that an age restricted community
cannot be a Center (including a Hamlet) per se.
It further stated that age restricted housing “should be physically integrated
into or connected to Centers or other areas with facilities or 'services”.
Placing an intensive development such as an age restricted CCRC of over 300
units in the midst of a pristine PA 5 area with no existing sewers, no additional
infrastructure, no public transportation, & no ancillary facilities fundamentally
violates the purpose of the PA 5 classification.




Public Comments and Municipal Responses on the

Draft Morris County Cross-Acceptance Report

[image: image5.jpg]And, in the State Plan’s own words, a “hamlet” would also permit
convenience stores, “a tavern or luncheonette a commons or similar uses”
— all highly inappropriate for an area recognized by the State for jts extreme
environmental and historical sensitivity.

p. 18 — Redevelopment Areas: What safeguards are in place to prevent abuse,
declaring viable areas as redevelopment areas solely for private profit rather than
public good? No specifics are given. Is there a requirement for publi¢ notification
before the power of eminent domain would be granted to a municipality for such
purposes?

p. 20 We object to arguments urging that local decision-making should
supersede State or regional planning decisions. The local/home rule has led
to inconsistent policies, poor land use planning, sprawl and squandering of
resources. We applaud the State Plan’s goals and such bodies as the Highlands
Commission in their efforts to establish more regional land use planning and
resource protections.

p. 21. We agree that the Center concept is inappropriate in PA4 and PA5
(see above, regarding Morris Township's proposed “Hamlet” type center in a PA
5)

p- 24 We applaud Morristown’s role as a Center and its awareness of its
obligation to maintain its historic legacy. We agree with its desire to limit
building heights and conserve historic resources.

p- 28 What are the “open space changes and CES/HS — See County Data
Set?” listed for Morris Township

p- 31 In response to Susan Young's letter, please explain on what basis is the
County creating a map showing the location of “future sewer service
areas?” How can the County know where these will be since, to date, the
Township has no Wastewater Management Plan approved by the State. How
can future sewer service areas be mapped? lIsn't this confusing and/or
misleading?

p. 32 Response to earlier letter fails to address the specific points. It merely
indicates that the Township has no plans at present to change Planning Area
Designations.

It would be helpful to have a response to the specific points and/or to have
some assurance they will be considered during the Plan Endorsement
phase when the Township has indicated it will reexamine the Planning Area
designations especially in the Washington Valley area.

ALSO: In a Planning Board hearing shortly after the Sept. 30, 2004 letter, Morris
Township Mayor Rosenbush publicly assured us that the Township would
indicate it had made an error in designating Jones Woods as a PA 3 when
in fact it was a PA 5. Did the Township submission to the county include
that correction?






[image: image6.jpg]The recommendation by the Great Swamp Watershed Association to change a planning area designation from
PA3 to PA § is duly noted. The Township is not changing any planning areas as a result of our mecting with the
office of Smart Growth. They recommended that any planning area changes be handled during plan
endorsement.

The Township believes that its local and regional planning efforts, including cross-acceptance, have
been designed to fairly balance the public interests and private rights at stake in land use decision making.

The Township looks forward to continuing to work with the Morris County Phnnin%vlzaard and the
Office of Smart Growth on a voluntary cooperative basis in the spirit of the New Jersey State D elopment and
Redevelopment Plan,

Planning Board

ce: Mayor and Township Committee |
James Slate, Township Engineer 1
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW
202 Carnegie Center
CN 5226
Princeton, New Jersey 08543-5226
Telephone: (609) 924-0808
Fax: (609) 452-1888
www.hillwallack.com

WRITER'S DIRECT DIAL: (609) 734-6336

January 6, 2005

VIA FAX AND REGULAR MAIL

Morris County Planning Board

c/o Christine Marion, Assistant Planning Director
Morris County Dept. of Planning, Dev. & Technology
PO Box 900

Morristown, NJ 08963-0900

Re: State Development and Redevelopment Plan Cross-Acceptance
Property of Roxbury 80, LLC, located in Roxbury Township

Dear Members of the Planning Board:

This office represents Roxbury 80, LLC, owner of the property described

7 2005

at p. 29 of the

Draft 2004 Morris County Cross-Acceptance Report (the “Draft Report™). As noted in the Draft

Report. [ and my client’s planner, George Ritter, PP, appeared before your Board

on July 15,

2004 for the purpose of requesting that your Board recommend to the State a Planning Area 2

designation for the subject property. as opposed to a Planning Area 5 designation.
Report seems to propose that our request not be honored.

We are aware that the Board is holding another public hearing this evenin
really nothing else we can say regarding the issues related to my client’s property

be present at tonight’s hearing. We do wish to reiterate our request for a Planning

The Draft

. There is
so we will not
Area 2

recommendation. Indeed, the County and Roxbury Township recommended such a designation

during the 1990°s the first two times cross-acceptance on the State Plan occurred.

Mr. Ritter’s planning report and testimony at the July 15, 2004 public hear ing confirmed

the appropriateness of the Planning Area 2 designation previously recommended

y the County.
Indeed. since those earlier County recommendations were made, the applicable z ning issues as

to the subject property were litigated and, among other findings of interest, Judge
that a Planning Area 5 designation for the property was not appropriate. We have

ozonelis held
previously

forwarded the Judge’s decision to you. Another change of recent vintage is the passage of the
Highlands Act. The subject property is within the Highlands planning area; not the preservation
area. Also of interest is the DEP landscape project mapping. As found in Judge Bozonelis®
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opinion, the subject property was given a low natural resource value per the lan
further bolstering the conclusion that a Planning Area 5 designation is simply in;

We believe the pertinent facts are clear, and that it is overwhelmingly app

ape project,
propriate.

ent that a
Planning Area 2 designation for the subject property is appropriate, as previquslg concluded on

two occasions by your Board. We ask that you again make such a recommenda

TFC:sg |
¢: Roxbury 80, LLC (via fax and regular mail)
' George Ritter, PP (via fax and regular mail)

on to the State.
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Page 3

acceptance report that the planning area change for the Property is not appropriate.
Supplementing my letter of December 6, 2004, I have enclosed herein a copy of a Court Order
dated November 17, 2004 which sets forth the Township’s obligation to send a letter to the
County Planning Department indicating that the Township is obligated to cooperate with
Canfield in obtaining all approvals for central sanitary sewer and potable water service to the
Property and is further obligated to expeditiously take all such actions as may be required to
obtain New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection approval of a Wastewater
Management Plan and/or Water Quality Management Plan to allow for development of the
Property in accordance with its existing zoning.

Given the lack of any grounds for a planning area change as set forth in my prior
correspondence and given the explicit language in the Court’s Order, there is sufficient basis for
the County to take the position and report to the State Planning Commission that the proposed
planning area change is entirely inappropriate. It is Canfield’s position that the County should
request that the PA2 designation be retained for the Property based on the Township’s clear and
specific obligations with regard to the development of Canfield’s Property.

Enclosure
cc: Christiana Foglio, Chairperson, State Planning Commission
Maura K. McManimon, Executive Director, New Jersey Office of Smart Growth
Barry Lewis, Mine Hill Township Administrator
Canfield Building Associates, L.P.

1260260A02010605






[image: image10.jpg]What procedures are in place for public notification and participation in the
Plan Endorsement phase of the State Plan? Will the State or County notify
members of the public interested in participating?

p. 36 Did Morris Township specify where it might be considering “creating
a center’?

p. 42 On what basis is it “reasonable” to have over % of housing units in
the county be located in PA5 areas? Isn't this contrary to the spirit of the PA 5?

We also find it of concern that future growth would increase the percentage of
units in PA 5 (and PA 2)

p. 43-45

It is also disturbing that, by a significant amount, the largest projected
growth of future housing units in Morris Township is anticipated in PA 5
areas! (310 additional units in PA 5 vs. 40 additional units in PA1)

p. 48

We wish to clarify for the record that the 100 acres of open space to be
“preserved” on the St. Mary’s Abbey property in Morris Township is land
on which building could not take place anyway due to environmental
constraints already in place.

Thank you for your time and consideration regarding the above comments.
Sincerely,

Dr. Lynn L. Siebert,
President





January 12, 2005









Jacob Varsano
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jlchvar@mindspring.com
Christine Marion, Assistant Planning Director

Morris County Dept. of Planning, Development and Technology

PO Box 900

Morristown, NJ 07963-0900

Dear Ms. Marion;

I wish to submit the following comments, questions and remarks for inclusion as part of the record of the Public Hearing on the Draft Morris County Cross Acceptance Report:

1. The letter to you by Dr. L. Siebert of January 6 raises important issues that need to be corrected or included in the final version of the Morris County Cross- Acceptance Report. I would like to emphasize my agreement and full support of those comments.

2. Pg. 5. States that several municipalities with substantial Environmentally Sensitive  Planning Areas have increased minimum residential lot size. Regrettably, Morris Township, which contains some of the most environmentally sensitive and historically significant assets registered in the National and State Historic Preservation Register in the Washington Valley portion has not only refused to followed this example but has approved an exceptionally large development facility in that sensitive area. The State Plan should discourage such inconsistent land use and encourage Morris Township to follow the pattern of municipalities, which act to preserve and safeguard such assets.

3. Morris Township has stated that certain portions in the southwestern portion of the Township, in the Washington Valley area, which are presently designated as Category 5, are sewered and should be considered open to development. That is absolutely false and misleading. That sewering was allowed by NJDEP after an intensive investigation and includes many stipulations restricting that infrastructure to be used for further development. Those limitations need to be clearly and prominently expressed in the plan.

4. Pg. 23. The assertion by Morris Township that that a CCRC development in the Washington Valley area at St Mary’s abbey constitutes a “Hamlet” is false and inconsistent with State and NJDEP criteria. The Township should be discouraged from such misrepresentations.

5. Pg. 19. Experience has shown that in order to implement this Plan effectively, the State should supersede land use decision made by municipalities. This matter is of critical importance and needs to be resolved.

6. In 2004 Morris Township purchased a six acre lots 2 & 5, Block 3703, at 221 Mendham Rd., owned by Lupo Trust, for open space. Please make sure that this land is included in the open space inventory of the Township.
E-mail from Rory Corrigan sent December 29, 2004 

Dear Ms.Marion, Thank you for the immediate response! The draft makes for very interesting reading, if somewhat mind-numbing and eye glazing,  I do have some questions and comments and I am unsure if your invitation for "written"  ones includes E-mail. Hopefully so..                Within article1.2, 3rd paragraph, I do not know the definition of "center of place".Does this relate to the town center concept or does it equate to the subject and concept of "hamlets" which I find used later in the draft as part of Morris Twshps. comments?                    I will share a substantial concern about the validity and accuracy of information included in the Preliminary Plan and the maps currently provided by Morris Township and it's engineers with regard to the inclusion of Washington Valley as a designated sewer service area.This inclusion represents a gross distortion of the actual designation and boundary lines of this historic and enviromentally sensitive area and  it's underlying aquafier and recharge system. I hope that the county and state authorities will insist upon accurate and legal representations from all the municpal agencies as the Cross Acceptance process and the equally important Plan Endorement processe evolve forward.     Thanks for your time ,consideration and your service to Morris County residents.       regards, rory corrigan
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178 Hillerest Ave.
Morris Township, NJ 07960
(973) 540-1586
FAX (973) 540-1956
don.lynn(@verizon.net

September 30, 2004
Mr. Rick Haan, Chair
And Members of the Planning Board
Township of Morris
50 Woodland Ave.
Morris Township, NJ 07960

RE: Cross Acceptance process of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan
Proposed Land Use Changes

Dear Mr. Haan and Members of the Planning Board,

['am writing to address sewer service area mapping, land use classification, procedures and public
participation issues as they pertain to the Morris Township municipal efforts in Cross Acceptance
process of the State Plan.

Sewer service area:

a) No_current State approval for any Township Wastewater Management Plan

In the prior Planning Board meeting, the Township Engineer, Mr. Slate, indicated he had already
sent a map showing the sewer service area for the Washington Valley to the County Planning
Board. As was also mentioned in that meeting by Julia Somers, Executive Director of the Great
Swamp Watershed Association, the Township currently has no state approvals for the plan Mr.
Slate submitted. Rather he submitted the plan he would like to see adopted but might well be
giving the false impression that it is a plan approved and in place.

The issue of this proposed sewer plan is still hotly contested at the state level and the NIDEP has
consistently found it to be deficient, raising serious questions about its viability.

b) False argument that the presence of sewers in Washington Valley justifies its
reclassification as a Planning Area 3/Fringe Planning Area

Less than a decade ago. Morris Township was the ONLY municipality in the entire state
subjected to a Level 3 Environmental Review (the most rigorous) by the State before approvals
and loans were granted to extend the highly restricted sewer line into Washington Valley’s 110
homes having a serious health issue with failing septics. At the time those loans were accepted,
all parties. including the Township, the State, the property owners and the public agreed to the
tight restrictions imposed on this limited sewer line in order to minimize secondary impacts
(i.e.further development) in Washington Valley. Public money was accepted under those terms.
As a result of the Level 3 Review. the State made it clear that Washington Valley was of such
critical environmental and historical sensitivity. no extensions or expansions of this sewer were to






[image: image12.jpg]be allowed. This limited sewer did include Delbarton — to the amount of 35,000gpd — to be used
for the school - as a favor to help Delbarton avoid the costly upgrade to its onsite “package™
plant required under the state codes. (In addition, the Township waived the $350.000 sewer
hookup fee which would have been charged to the school.)

It is highly ironic, then, that the main “justification™ for reclassifying all of Washington Valley as
a Planning Area 3/ Fringe Planning Area is this same. highly limited sewer line installed in a
small portion of Washington Valley. under tight state restrictions and solely for the purpose of
remediating a health emergency due to failing septics. This is not a regular sewer line. It is vital
that the board — and the County and the State - appreciate and understand the context in which
this sewer was allowed and the restrictions which were acknowledged and accepted by the
municipality when it was granted state loans to build the line. To do otherwise is to misrepresent
the facts.

Land use classification

L. WASHINGTON VALLEY

a) Changing to PA 3 designation of Washington Valley would violate the State Plan

The reclassification of the Washington Valley as a Planning Area 3 violates the State Plan

criteria. To quote the State Plan’s own language. a PA 3 “does NOT [emphasis added| include

land that meets the criteria of Rural or Environmentally Sensitive Planning Areas.”

Washington Valley includes land that meets the criteria of Rural or Environmentally Sensitive

Planning Areas. It hasn’t changed. The same elements which have been documented and

understood by the State and by the Township remain in place: endangered and threatened species,

category | trout production/trout maintenance streams, steep slopes. mature contiguous

woodlands. headwaters of the Whippany River - not to mention inclusion on the State and

National Historic Registers.

b) Changing to PA 3 classification violates the Township ‘s own past efforts

In the Township’s own Master Plan of 1994, page 59 reads as follows:
“The Township Planning Board, Cross Acceptance Committee and professional
staff, beginning in 1989 with the original Cross-Acceptance Report submitted to the
County Planning Board and Office of State Planning, documented in detail the
environmental sensitivity of the Washington Valley area, and urged in inclusion as a
Tier 7 (Environmentally Sensitive) using the then terminology of the Interim State
Plan. Subsequent to that the Township proposed and won an expansion of Planning
Area 5, Environmentally Sensitive, in the adopted SDRP beyond what the State and
county had originally proposed for the Township. After further review of the Plan
by the Township’s Cross Acceptance Committee and Planning Consultant the
Office of State Planning agreed to certain changes proposed by the Township to
more accurately reflect local planning concerns and the Township’s existing zoning
for the Washington Valley area. The County Planning board concurred in these
changes and they were incorporated in the first State Development and
Redevelopment Plan which was adopted in June 1992.

The land has not changed since then...it is just as environmentally sensitive. On what basis. then.,
can a reclassification as Planning Area 3 be suggested?

¢) A PA 3 classification is highly inappropriate for Washington Valley. Aside from its clear
violation of the State Plan’s criteria (see above). it would open the door to highly inappropriate
land use in the area. According to State Plan’s own description of PA3, it “would accommodate a
greater intensity of development than the Rural and Environmentally Sensitive Planning Areas™






[image: image13.jpg]and would include “scattered small communities and free standing residential

commercial

and industrial development...Some of these places have become magnets for specialty

shops

-.other communities such as Flemington serve as the seat of county government.”

Does our Township professional staff really think a Flemington model is appropriate for
Washington Valley? How can commercial and industrial development be appropriate land use for

Washington Valley?

d) The “Hamlet™ version of a “Center” has already been ruled inappropriate by

the State

In documents dated August 28, 2001 and sent to Municipal Officials throughout the

State, Herb

Simmens, Director of the Department of Community Affairs/ Office of State Planning, the

State rejected the concept of a hamlet or any center designation applying tc

a restricted

community. Yet. this idea was advanced vigorously at the last Planning Board Hearing by the
Township Planner, Mr. Humbert who was trying to indicate that the proposed CCRC at St.

Mary’s could be considered a “Hamlet™ type of Center.
T'he question Mr. Simmens addressed was:

“Can a restricted community (i.e. gated, age, religious) be designated as a center?

Can a portion of a center be a restricted community?”

Simmens® answer: “The words ‘restricted community’ imply some form of
discrimination, which would generally be contrary to the State Plan’s principles.

-...Housing Policy 2 suggests that age restricted housing can be a part
but not a Center per se.”

of a Center

Since the only Center nearby is the Town of Morristown, it would clearly violate the State

guidelines to classify the proposed CCRC as a Hamlet.

¢) Other problems with the “Hamlet™ classification:
It would allow for the extension of sewers into the Washington Valley (and

he attendant

development) in violation of the State Plan guidelines discouraging extension of sewers into PAS.

As described in the State Plan words, it would also permit such land uses as convellience stores,
“a tavern, or luncheonette, a commons or similar uses.” This is not appropriate for an

environmentally and historically sensitive area such as Washington Valley.

1. JONES WOODS

At the last Planning Board meeting, the Township Engineer presented a map sh
Woods classified as a PA 3. a designation which also violates the State Plan.

As the State Plan states, a PA3 “does not include land that meets the criteria
Environmentally Sensitive Planning Areas.” Jones Woods meets all of the crit
Environmentally Sensitive Planning Area. It includes documented habitat of end
threatened species, exceptional resource value wetlands, mature forest contiguous

wing Jones

of Rural or
ria for PAS,
angered and
with county

parklands. steep slopes. trout maintenance stream, historic structures (Morris Aqueduct system

remains). is used for drinking water storage by the SMCMUA, and has no sewers.
portion of Jones Woods is permanent open space. listed on the Township’s own
Inventory and was purchased in part with funds from the Township’s Open Space

Moreover, a
Open Space
Trust Fund.

Finally, in the Township’s Land Use Plan Element Update of 2000. point #1 states: “Jones
Woods, Block 4101, Lots 3 & 7, 38 acres has been changed from RH-5 multi family housing

to open space.” On what basis can it then be designated as “Fringe Plannii
37...allowing for convenience stores. commercial and industrial development along
Flemington? That would be bad planning and would violate the very purpose of the

which is to protect important natural resources and to prevent sprawl.

¢ Area, PA
he lines of a
State Plan —
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As we approach the third Planning Board hearing on the Cross Acceptance Plan, we want to go

on record with an objection to the manner in which the professional staff has handled

Although no one can deny the significant impact municipal land use decisions have
of life in a town. every attempt has been made by the Township’s professional staff t
public’s participation in this crucial matter. Wholesale changes to land use are bei
and submitted to the County without a meaningful opportunity for public input or ¢
in the case of maps already being submitted (between meetings | and 2). without
discussion from the Planning Board itself. Arguably, this matter is the most importar
Planning Board agenda since it affects the ENTIRE community. Yet, each time.
placed last on a packed agenda. insuring that the matter will only be addressed
10:40pm — when the Board and the public are tired and when time is far too short fo
discussion. Specific public requests to place it earlier on the agenda were ignored

dead last on the October 4. 2004 agenda, the 3" meeting). In fact. two new appli
placed before the State Plan issue on the same agenda. This too violates the spirit
Plan which seeks public participation on all levels.

It is only through the understanding of the chair of the Planning Board that the public
opportunity to comment at all during this cross acceptance process.

Considering the potential impact on an entire community and in light of the enormou
of time and energy many tax paying resident of Morris Township have made t
participate in the State Plan (from its earliest forms to the present). it is incumbe
Township to include the public in a meaningful way in this process. The public inp
incorporated into the final submissions to the county and State and that input shoul
encouraged instead of restricted to a 20 minute interval at 10:40pm.

Please consider these comments and take the appropriate measures to insure that the
submissions to the State Plan’s Cross Acceptance process are adjusted accordingly
more accurate and appropriate land uses than what has been offered thus far. Truly ti
Township is in your hands at this crucial juncture.

Thank you for your time and consideration in this vital matter.

Sincerely.

Dr. Lynn L. Siebert,
President

CC;

Bradley Campbell, Commissioner, NJDEP

Susan Bass Levin, Commissioner. NJDepartment of Community Affairs/ Office of Sr
Adam Zellner. Director, NJ Department of Community Affairs/Office of Smart Grow
Chris Marion. Morris County Planning Board

Morris County Board of Chosen Freeholders

this issue.
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(MAILTO)

GLENN C. GEIGER P.0.BOX 1945 NEW YORK, NEW YORK

— MORRISTOWN, NEW JERSEY 07962-1945 (212) 297-5800
FACSIMILE (212) 916-2940

DIRECT DIAL NUMBER
(973)966-8149 (DELIVERY T0)
BRUSSELS. BELGIUM
E-MAIL 200 CAMPUS DRIVE 32-02-514-54-19

FLORHAM PARK, NEW JERSEY 07932-0950
(973) 966-6300
FACSIMILE (973) 966- 1015

January 6, 2005

VIA FACSIMILE AND HAND DELIVERY
Morris County Planning Board

30 Schuyler Place

Schuyler Annex, 4™ Floor

Morristown, New Jersey 07963-0900

Re:  Canfield Building Associates, L.P.
Block 411, Lot 1; Block 606, Lot 1; Block 902, Lot 1:
Block 1002, Lot 1 and Block 1101, Lot 1
Route 46 and Canfield Road, Mine Hill, New Jersey

Dear Members of the Board:

As you are aware, this firm represents Canfield Building Associates, L.P.
(“Canfield”) in connection with its pending application to the Mine Hill Township Planning
Board for preliminary major site plan approval to construct a planned residential development on
its property in the Township of Mine Hill (the “Property”). Canfield’s Property is an
approximately 229 acre tract of undeveloped land located along Canfield Avenue and Route 46
in the Township, which is currently zoned TH-1 (Residential Townhouse) and C (Commercial)
and which permits the construction of up to 800 residential townhouse units.

As the Board is also aware, a change in the planning area designation is being
proposed for the Property in the recently released preliminary State Plan Policy Map from a
Planning Area 2 (PA2), the “suburban” planning area, in which future growth and development
are planned to a Planning Area 5 (PAS), the environmentally sensitive planning area. A PAS
designation would prevent development in accordance with the existing zoning of the Property.
This change in planning area designation for the Property has been proposed by the Office of
Smart Growth without any planning or environmental bases. It has simply been presented as a
map change with no corresponding explanation. Essentially, Canfield’s Property, along with a
few adjacent parcels, have been carved out of a larger area of PA1 and PA2 to create an island of
PAS. T'have submitted prior correspondence to both the County and State Planning Commission
setting forth the extensive legal, planning and equitable reasons suggesting that the proposed
planning area change is inappropriate.
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January 19, 2005

Christine Marion, Assistant Planning Director

Morris County Department of Planning, Development &
Technology

P.O. Box 900

Morristown, New Jersey 07963-0900

Re:

50 WOODLAND AVENUE
PO BOX 7603
CONVENT STATION, NEW JERSEY 07961-760
FAX NO. (973) 605-8363 ~
WWW.MORRISTWP.COM

1%
[‘!_n.\\‘.t JAN 2

(973) 326-7360 ‘

FRED J. ROSSI
TOWNSHIP ADMINISTRATOR

Response to Public Comments
Morris County Cross-Acceptance Report

Dear Ms. Marion:

\
|
\

|

Thank you for forwarding the comments of the Burnham Park Association dated January 6, 2005,

Rory Corrigan dated December 29, 2004, Great Swamp Watershed Association and Jacob
January 12, 2005, regarding the draft Morris County Cross-Acceptance Report.

The Township Planning Board and Township Committee have considered these

arsano, dated

comments on

numerous occasions and have deliberated them extensively at public hearings. With respect to
the Township's rezoning for a CCRC on the St. Mary's Abbey property it should be noted that

objections to
e planning for

this project eccurred over many months and with many public hearings. Input was received from the Burnham
Park Association, Mr. Varsano and many others. Subsequent to the approval of the Master Plan and zoning
changes to allow the CCRC the matter was challenged in Superior Court and the case was decided in favor of

the Township. Further, the New Jersey Planning Officials presented the Township with an
rezoning as "smart growth" planning.

Several specific points raised in the objectors' comments should also be responded
preparation of the 1994 Master Plan the Township Planning Board considered increasing the mi;
lot sizes in Washington Valley to more than three (3) acres. The Board determined that a
magnitude would be inappropriate and detrimental to many residents of the Valley by making
non-conforming.

award for the

0. During the

um required
hange of this
eir properties

The Township Wastewater Management Plan which is currently under review by the NJDEP remains

to be adopted. The last formally approved sanitary sewer service area by the NJDEP sh+

Washington Valley within the sewer service district. It is doubtful that the objectors would
despite its prior NJDEP approval.

ws the entire
favor this plan
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You will recall that the Township of Mine Hill has maintained a purported
position of “neutrality” with regard to the proposed planning area change to a PAS based on legal
considerations despite the Township’s longstanding obligation to cooperate with Canfield in
obtaining sanitary sewer and water approvals for the Property. The County in turn has taken the
position that it will recommend to the State Planning Commission whatever planning area
changes are supported by the Township, even if those changes lack sound planning rationale.
Specifically, T am in receipt of a copy of the draft 2004 Morris County Cross-Acceptance Report
wherein the County states that “[t]he Township has not taken a position on the Planning Area
change. The County will recommend the Planning Area changes proposed and supported by the
municipality.” It is obvious that the County has simply chosen to pass along the Township’s
position despite the lack of any explanation for same and without any regard for the impact of
the proposed change on the region. It is also apparent that the County has deliberately chosen to
ignore the legal, equitable and planning considerations set forth by Canfield suggesting that the
planning area change is unnecessary.

It is Canfield’s position that merely sending on the collective comments of the
Township to the State Planning Commission without first trying to reconcile any conflicts and
without taking a position on the policy issues raised by such conflicts is a disservice to the
County’s residents and not what was envisioned in by the State Planning Commission for the
cross acceptance process. The State Planning Act at N.J.S.A. 52:18A-202(b) defines the term
cross-acceptance as “a process of comparison of planning policies among governmental levels
with the purpose of attaining compatibility between local, county and State plans.” The statute
further states that “[t]he process is designed to result in a written statement specifying areas of
agreement or disagreement and areas requiring modification by parties to the cross-acceptance.”
N.J.S.A. 52:18A-202.1(d) codifies the legislature’s finding that the process of cross-acceptance
of the State Plan required under the State Planning Act “is a process designed to elicit the
greatest degree of public participation in order to encourage the development of a consensus
among the many, sometimes competing interests in the State.” In order for the County to meet
the legislature’s intent, it is only appropriate for the County to take a stance on a proposed
planning area change which will have a significant impact on the region, which stance should be
based on sound regional planning and fundamental fairness. Simply transmitting the Township’s
position or acquiescing to a map change proposed by the Office of Smart Growth (without any
rationale whatsoever) would thwart the intent and purpose of the entire cross-acceptance process.
It ignores the public participation required by the State planning Act and fails to reach the
consensus contemplated by the Act. The County needs to make a determination based on sound
policy reasons in order to meet intent of the Act and to give meaning to the cross-acceptance
process.

I previously wrote to the Morris County Planning Board on December 6, 2004 to

request that the Board accept Mine Hill’s “State Preliminary Map Technical Corrections and
Comments™ dated November 17, 2004 as a sufficient basis to note in the County’s cross-
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8. THEGDG AL & 4248, 2.4.8.C.
SJUBTUE CHAMBIRS
EORRIB COUNTY COURTHOUSR

PITNEY HARDIN LLP (MAIL TO) P.O. BOX 1945, MORRISTOWN, N.J. 07962-1945

(DELIVERY TO) 200 CAMPUS DRIVE, FLORHAM PARK, N.J. 07932-0950
(973) 966-6300

Attorneys for Plaintiff
Canfield Building Associates, L.P.

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY

LAW DIVISION: MORRIS COUNTY

DOCKET NO. MRS-L-1323-88
Westminster Realty Corporation,

Plaintiff, Civil Action

ORDER

Township of Mine Hill, and
Planning Board of the Township
of Mine Hill,

Defendants.

This matter having been opened to the Court upon the
application of Pitney Hardin Lre, attorneys ,for/Plaintiff Canfield
Building Associates, L.P., as/‘éﬁzzZézgl in interest to its
affiliate Westminster Realty Corporation, (Glenn C. Geiger, Esgqg.,
appearing) on notice to McManimon & Scotland, LLC, attorneys for

the Township of -Mine--Hili (Stephen N. Severud, Esqg. appearing);






[image: image18.jpg]and the Court having considered the papers filed in support of and

in opposition to the motion; and having heard oral argument; and

good cause having been shown;

Flo

IT IS on this r? day of November, 2004,

ORDERED as follows:

o,
Defendant Township of Mine Hill shgl&rlu&ﬁgin_,

dzy/jéf’z///dqujefL,b&t,ﬂbma; ﬂﬁp/vletter to the County of

Morris Planning Department, with a copy to counsel for the
Plaintiff, to be submitted for and in connection with the New
Jersey State Development and Redevelopment Plan (“State Plan”)
Cross-acceptance procedure designated in N.J.S.A. 52:18A-202,

which letter shall advise the Morris County Planning Department of

the following:

(1) that the property of Plaintiff comprising
approximately 229 acres, fronting on Canfield Avenue and Route 46
and designated as Block 902, Lot 1; Block 411, Lot 1; Block 409,
Lot 6; Block 1101, Lot 1; Block 606, Lot 1 and Block 1002, Lot 1
on the tax map of the Township of Mine Hili (the “Property”) has
been re-designated from Planning Area 2 to Planning Area 5 in the

proposed State Plan Pelicy Map;






[image: image19.jpg](ii) that the Property has been the subject of
prior litigation resulting in a settlement agreement between the
parties pursuant to which the Property has been zoned to allow a
residential development of up to 800 units on the Property, as
well as additional commercial development and that such zoning

contemplates that the developer shall provide central sanitary

sewer service to the development on the Property;

(iii) that the Township is obligated under
said settlement agreement, and has further been ordered by this
Court, to fully cooperate in good faith with the efforts of the
Plaintiff to obtain approvals for central sanitary sewer and
potable water service to the Property; and that such Court order
specifically requires the Township to expeditiously take all such
actions as may be required to obtain NJDEP approval of a
Wastewater Management Plan and/or Water Quality Management Plan
amendment, and such subsequent NJDEP permits and approval for such
central sanitary sewer and potable water service, to allow for the
development of the Property in accordance with said settlement

agreement and the existing zoning of the Property; an

(iv) that in compliance with such Court orders

the Township has endorsed the Water Quality Management Plan






[image: image20.jpg]Amendment submitted by Plaintiff to NJDEP, which remains pending;

and

(v) that said letter is being submitted for
and in connegtien with the New Jersey State Development and
Redevelopment Plan (“State Plan”) cross-acceptance procedure
designated in N.J.S.A. 52:18A-202 in accordance with the

requirements of this Court Order.

(2) Except as ordered hereinabove, in all other

:espectsﬂl;c’}zmotion of Canfield Building Associates, L.P., as
/ u‘t‘:ﬂ ssor-in-interest to its affiliate Westminster Realty
Corporation, for aid in enforcing its rights under the Settlement
Agreement and prior orders of this Court and for an award of fees

and costs is DENIED.

(3) A copy of this Order shall be sez:ved}upon all

counsel of record within five (5) days of the date of ‘this Order.

._?

Hon. ,3 Theodore Bozo%‘ id, A.J.S.C.
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December 3, 2004

Ms. Christine Marion

Planner

Morris County Planning and Development
County of Morris

P. O. Box 800

Morristown, NJ 07960

Dear Ms. Marion:

In your deliberation and Cross Acceptance process for the State Plan I would like to point
out that there are Planning Areas designation in the State Plan that just does not seem
compatible with the philosophy of Smart Growth. For instance, Mount Olive, the whole
town is basically in Planning Area 5. This is a town that has almost 30,000 residences
with dense concentrations around Budd Lake and Flanders. The township also has the
International Trade Center and the new massive shopping center International Trade
Center Crossings. With all these development already in place, it just does not make
sense to designate this town in the Planning Area 5. Planning Area 5 (Environmentally
Sensitive Planning Areas) per the State Plan (at page 215) “are characterized by
watersheds of pristine waters; trout streams and drinking water reservoirs; recharge areas
for potable water aquifers; habitats of endangered and threatened plants and animals;
coastal and freshwater wetland; prime forested areas; scenic vistas and other significant
topographical, geological or ecological features...” It doesn’t take a genius to see that this

is ridiculous. Planners have a fiduciary responsibility to the citizens and property owners
to do a good job in the planning process based on science not just the politic
connections of some privileged few. The current proposed planning area designation

town planner or the local politicians. Similarly, it is totally crazy to designate
densely populated area in Mt. Olive as Planning Area 5. This violates any pl
principal there is. Even a school child would not designate that as Planning Area 5.

At a Realshare conference two months ago, Mr. Tim Touhey-Chairman, New Jersey
State Planning Commission said that he agrees with me that there is no credibility in the
current State Plan and that he would not designate any area of New Jersey as Planning
Area 5. At the same time at the same conference, Mr. Adam Zellner, Executive Director
of Office of Smart Growth also agreed that the State Plan has no credibility and that there
were not enough resources to do a thorough study of New Jersey to determine where the
environmental sensitive areas are and where the sewer and water infrastructures are, etc.
But then one should not publish this kind of designation if there is no good science






[image: image22.jpg]behind it because it has tremendous impact on every aspect of our economy.
are deferring to the State Plan and when they don’t want homes, they will just hijack this
State Plan and use it to down zone all properties except those owned by the politically
connected as was done in Mount Olive. Property owner lose million or even billions of
equity. Furthermore, even the Judicial System is deferring to the State Plan. Yet the State
Plan as published does not have a firm foundation in science. This is totally

e towns

because this 103 acres parcel satisfied all the criteria as to where you should
development. The property has basically no steep slopes. Only 1.3% of the t
has slopes over 25% and only 6.1% of the acreage has slopes 15%-24.99%.

wetlands or flood plains. The property also has access to sewer and water froj

Management Plan. The water tower is adjacent to the property and the sewer
is approximately 1000 ft away. There is no virgin forest and no endangered
considered very developable according to the Town’s Resource Inventory. It has two new
developments of 200 plus single-family homes on ¥ to 1-acre lots on both side of this
property. The property has 500 ft. frontage on a modern collector road-Smithtown Road,
which the town just increased the speed limit to 35 mph. Yet, the Town down zoned this
property using the reasoning that the State Plan designated it to be half in Planning 4a and
half in Planning Area 5.

I'understand Smart Growth calls for not building on wetland, steep slopes and putting the
houses where the infrastructures are. If we cannot build on a perfect piece of property that
satisfies all the “Smart” criteria, where is the “smartness™? This current situation is totally
reversed. The town is allowing dense development on properties with wetland and steep
slopes and no water/sewer. The logic and the Smartness are totally out of whack. I
understand that your Department does not dictate zoning but the State Plan process is
being misused by the Town when there isn’t a good scientific foundation built for the

Plan that has no reality and dictated by corruption. I appreciate that the new
legislation will rule but the same good scientific foundation would serve that also.

I would appreciate you help in correcting these errors in the State Plan so that Smart
Growth would really mean “Smart”. I can be reached at (973) 769-7600 anydme if you
have any questions or comments. Attached is my letter to Mr. Zellner.

Sincerely,

Cc: Ms. Susan Bass Levin-Commissioner, Department of Community Affairs
Mr. Tim Touhey-Chairman, New Jersey State Planning Commission
Mr. Adam Zellner-Executive Director, Office of Smart Growth ;
Mr. Walter Krich-Executive Director, Morris County Planning and Development
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January 14, 2005

)=
By New Jersey Lawyers Service Overnight Delivery ‘i Tﬂ‘r ‘
U JAN 17 2005 |-
Christine Marion, Assistant Director _l
Morris County Planning Board Toutly ol oS,
30 Schuyler Place, 4th Floor __ Planning. Dovelnginant 4 Technalogy
P.O. Box 900

Morristown, NJ 07963-0900

Re: Draft 2004 Morris County Cross Acceptance Report
Properties Owned by Reckson Associates Realty Corp. in Chatham Township

Dear Ms. Marion:

This firm represents Reckson Associates Realty Corporation (“Reckson™), the
owner of certain parcels in Chatham Township, including Block 141, Lots 8 and 9.04
(identified as "Parcel A" on the attached map) and Block 141, Lot 7 (identified
as "Parcel B" on the attached map). Please permit this letter to serve both as a
comment to the "Draft 2004 Morris County Cross Acceptance Report" (dated January
6, 2005) and clarification of certain representations made in Chatham Township's
Cross Acceptance Report, which was submitted by letter dated October 26, 2004.'

Parcel B (Block 141, Lot 7)

Chatham's Cross Acceptance Report (page 2, par. 4) states that the
"preservation [of Parcel B] is secured through agreement with the prior owner,
Prudential Insurance, and with the current owner, Reckson." We do not believe that
this statement is accurate. Reckson does not have any agreement with the Township
to preserve Parcel B (an eleven-acre tract south of Woodland Road, across from St.
Hubert's Giralda) and is not aware of any agreement that the prior owner, Prudential,
may have had concerning preservation of this parcel. Thus, there is no private
agreement or commitment by the current property owner to preserve this parcel that
can serve as a basis for moving Parcel B from PA-1 into PA-5.

Simply stated, the factual premise of placing Parcel B into PA-5 because there
has been a commitment by the owner to preserve the parcel is incorrect. Moreover,
we know of no basis for the statement on page 26 of the Draft Morris County Report

! Reckson received a copy of Chatham Township Cross Acceptance Report only a few days ago, even
though this Report specifically addresses parcels that it owns.

1979 » Celebrating 25 Years 2004
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that apparently identifies Parcel B as "parkland." The parcel is privately owned and
developable; it is not public parkland.

Independently, we object to the transfer of Parcel B from PA-1 into PA-5. The
parcel is readily developable with utilities generally available. It is located in a
residential zone with a cluster option. And, the parcel is adjacent to both PA-1 and
an existing large office complex (Giralda Farms). For all of these reasons, Reckson
believes that the designation of Parcel B should remain PA-1 and not be changed to
PA-5.

Smart Growth principles would seem to make this property particularly
appropriate for residential development, given the focus of the State Plan on locating
housing and jobs in close proximity. There are literally thousands of jobs located in
the Giralda Farms office complex. Smart Growth demands that housing be located
nearby.

Parcel A (Block 141, Lots 8 and 9.04)

Parcel A is a twenty-three (23) acre parcel situated near the intersection of
Woodland Road and Loantaka Way in Chatham. Reckson does have a conditional
agreement with Chatham to transfer Parcel A to the Township for open space
purposes. However, Reckson is concerned that the statement related to Parcel A in the
Chatham Cross Acceptance Report is not fully accurate. Therefore, such statements in
the Chatham Cross Acceptance Report should not form the basis of changing the
designation of this parcel from PA-1 to PA-5.

In a 1999 Agreement with Chatham, Reckson committed under certain defined
circumstances to transfer Parcel A to Chatham. However, in this Agreement, Reckson
also reserved the right to use Parcel A to construct both utilities and storm water
management facilities. Reckson also reserved the right to erect on Parcel
A "structures for the housing of a sewer pump station and water booster station.”
Chatham also contractually consented to permitting additional easements and other
facilities on Parcel A for use by Reckson. Thus, the statement in Chatham Cross
Acceptance Report that Parcel A is slated for "preservation" is not fully accurate,
given Reckson's residual development rights and its ability to make use of this parcel.

At a minimum, the Morris County Cross Acceptance Report should be
amended or clarified to reflect Reckson's contractual right to use Parcel A for utility
and stormwater purposes. Moreover, as stated above, we are not aware of any basis
for the comment on page 26 of the Draft Morris County Report that indicates
(apparently) that Parcel A is existing "parkland." It is currently in private
ownership.
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Independently, Reckson objects to the transfer of Parcel A from PA-1 into PA-
5. As with Parcel B, Parcel A is developable with utilities generally available. It is
zoned for residential development and is located both adjacent to PA-1 and an existing
office complex.

Conclusion

We appreciate the enormity of the task that both the County and the
municipalities face in the cross acceptance process. Because Reckson just learned of
the impact of Chatham's Cross Acceptance Report on its properties in the last few
days, we have not had sufficient time to meet and discuss these issues with Chatham's
representatives. Reckson is committed to doing so in the near future.

However, we thought that it was critical to identify immediately the issues set
forth above and for Reckson to make clear the meaning of its contractual
commitments with Chatham Township.

Thank you for consideration of this matter.

Lot St

Richard S. Schkolnick

RSS:cay

cc:  Maura K. McManimon, Executive Director (Office of Smart Growth)
Todd Rechler (Reckson Associates)
Matthew Frank (Reckson Associates)

#170930
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Chatham Township’s Response to Public Comments

This responds to your e-mail concerning the change from PA-1 to PA-5 designation for properties identified as Block 141, Lots 8 and 9.04, and Block 141, Lot 7 in Chatham Township. 

These are two relatively small, isolated, parcels along a line of demarcation between commercial development north of Woodland Road, dense residential development to the east (Madison, Chatham Township) and west (Morris Township), and a mix of residential development, open space, parkland and environmentally sensitive areas to the south. They are in or near aquifer recharge areas and they drain into the Great Swamp National Wildlife Refuge. Penetrating this otherwise unbroken line of demarcation would seem to be inconsistent with the Smart Growth principles advocated in the State Plan.

Block 141, Lot 7

The salient characteristics of this parcel are:

1) it is located in a 3½ acres per unit zone intended for limited residential development with minimum lot size requirement of 100,000 sq. ft., in accordance with the Chatham Township Master Plan as amended through April 3, 2000;

2) it contains extensive wetlands (estimated 30% or more of the lot area) and hydric soil conditions;

3) it is not included in the existing or planned sewer service area;

4) it is bordered on three sides by Morris County Park.

These characteristics are clearly not consistent with the delineation criteria and planning intent established for the Metropolitan Planning Area (PA-1) in the State Plan. We suggest the parcel is not a suitable target for growth and the PA-1 designation is inappropriate and request that it be changed to PA-5. 

Block 141, Lots 8 and 9.04

This parcel is similar in many respects to Block 141, Lot 7. It is in the 3½ acres per unit zone intended for limited residential development with minimum lot size of 100,000 sq. ft. It contains significant forest wetlands and also has areas of steep slopes. It is adjacent to County Park on the west and south, and adjoins open space land in Madison Borough on the east. These characteristics are inconsistent with the delineation criteria and planning intent of the Metropolitan Planning Area (PA-1) established in the State Plan. Accordingly, and in view of the environmental sensitivities enumerated above, we request that the designation be changed to PA-5. 

We have no objection to the County’s Cross-Acceptance Report acknowledging Reckson’s right under certain defined circumstances to use the property for utility and stormwater purposes pursuant to a 1999 agreement between Reckson and Chatham Township. That agreement also stipulates that the parcel will be transferred to the Township to be preserved as open space, except for these facilities, if and when they are constructed. On balance, we suggest the parcel is not a suitable target for residential or commercial growth and the PA-1 designation is inappropriate.

If you have any questions, please contact me any time.

January 8. 2005

From:    Lucy Meyer,

  Kinnelon Borough Cross-Acceptance Representative

  No.2 Cook Terrace, Kinnelon. 07405

  E-mail:  meyerkl@juno.com
To:         Morris County Planning Board

               Assistant Planning Director Christine Marion 

Subject:  Addendum to Cross-Acceptance, Preliminary Plan Map

Dear Director Marion (Christina):

On reviewing the draft of the Morris County Cross-Acceptance Report I noticed the reference in Section 3.2: Changes to the Preliminary Plan Map on page 24 to County parks, and page 26 to “Kinnelon-Open Space Changes Only”.  Pertaining to the changes to areas designated on the above Preliminary Map as “Parks & Natural Areas”, I would like to submit the following comments, especially as pertains to State owned land within the Borough that should be   forwarded to the office of Smart Growth and also the Department of Environmental Protection.    

State Owned Land: The Boonton Quadrangle #28, while showing County owned land in the Pyramid Mountain Natural and Historic Area fails to show State owned parcels.  These parcels were acquired via a special state legislation to fund the preservation of Pyramid Mountain by the state.  The deeds showing State ownership are on file with the Kinnelon Borough Planning Department. They consist of:

1. Block 58, Lot 119-02 and 123, acres 73.387

Deed between Spenser General Service Corporation….Pine Hollow Estates and the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, dated May 25, 1990.

(This parcel has access to Miller Road directly across from Butler Reservoir property.

It is also the parcel that contains Tripod Rock.)

2. Block 58, Lot 128 (combined after purchase from Lots 126 and 128), acres 62.30.

Deed between Michael and Daisy Kowal and the State of New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, dated July 29, 1991.

(This property has access on Miller Road directly opposite the access from the Borough owned land known as Rock Pear Mountain, acreage 186.35. This access is located where the end of Daisy Court intersects Miller Road. The Rock Pear parcel contains three accesses to Miller Road. It also is headwaters to and is contiguous to Butler’s Kakeout Reservoir lands.)

Please Note: Not only State Plan maps but all state maps need to be corrected to show the above state owned parcels including those of the Department of Environmental Protection. As a point of interest Tripod Rock is owned by the State of New Jersey.  Bear Rock, a huge glacial erratic, serves as a boundary marker between Montville Township and the Borough of Kinnelon. 

Kinnelon Borough: Kinnelon Borough also owns as open space the 71Acre wetland known as the Boy Scout Swamp, Block 89.01, Lot 1 located on the Pompton Plains Quadrangle # 29.  


The State Planning Map should also show access from Kinnelon’s Rock Pear Tract to Daisy Court /Miller Road and the Miller Road entry to the State owned, former Kowal property, of the Pyramid Mountain Natural and Historic Area 
(see above). 

County Open Space Lands: An update of parcels owned by the Morris County Park Commission within the Pyramid Mountain parkland should be done. On the Turkey Mountain side of the Pyramid parkland we list 21 acres, with parcels located on Boonton Avenue and along Brook Valley Road.   


Areas of Pyramid Mountain Parkland in Montville, on Turkey Mountain and on the Waughaw Mountain side, also are not marked on the map as “Parks and Natural Areas”. There are also extensions of this County parkland in Boonton Township


The Morris County Park Commission acquisitions and/or acquisitions in conjunction with the Palisades Interstate Park Commission, of the Waughaw Mountain Greenway also should be mapped.

Montville’s Change PA5 to PA3: As pertains to Montville’s page 27 comments about “Change PA5 area to PA3 in conjunction with similar changes requested in…Kinnelon”. We are not aware of this request by Kinnelon. We would like to state that the boundary we share with Montville is designated Planning Area 5 on the Preliminary State Map dated 2004.


Kinnelon’s geology maps show that the Ramapo Fault Line runs through this southeast corner of the borough.  This area also was designated in an aquifer recharge map of Montville’s Towaco Valley Aquifer. The waters emanating from this area are all headwaters. 

We would appreciate any information pertaining to map changes or open space (Parks and Natural Areas) parcels in Kinnelon and adjoining municipalities. We are presently working on formalizing an Open Space Plan for the Borough of Kinnelon Thank you.  

Sincerely,   Lucy Meyer

Public Comments

Morris County Board of Chosen Freeholders Regular Meeting

February 9, 2005
Final Morris County Cross-Acceptance Report

Renu Shevade, Esq. representing Canfield Building Associates.

Pitney Hardin LLP

P.O. Box 1945

Morristown, NJ  07962

Ms. Shevade stated that her client, Canfield Building Associates, has a 200+ acre property in Mine Hill Township at Route 46 and Canfield Avenue.  The property is zoned for commercial and townhouses, which would permit up to 800 dwelling units to be constructed.  The Preliminary Plan change from Planning Area 2 to Planning Area 5 would prohibit the development as permitted by the zoning and would create an island of Planning Area 5 in an area otherwise delineated as Planning Area 1 and 2.  

She stated that there are a number of reasons why the property should remain as Planning Area 2.  The letter by her firm contained in the Final Morris County Cross-Acceptance Report provides the logical basis for maintaining the Planning Area 2 designation for the Canfield property.  Mine Hill has chosen to remain neutral on the change and the Morris County Planning Board will only forward Planning Area changes proposed by the municipality to the State Planning Commission.   Ms. Shevade stated that the County Planning Board is not fulfilling the purpose of Cross-Acceptance.   The Township of Mine Hill is under court order, which is contained in the Report, to cooperate with the developer in obtaining approvals for development, including obtaining an amendment to the wastewater management plan.  There is sufficient basis for the  County Planning to take a position in this case.  Ms. Shevade requested that the Freeholders direct the Morris County Planning Board to amend the Final Morris County Cross-Acceptance Report to change the Planning Area designation of the Canfield property to Planning Area 2.

Bill Wolfe 

Save New Jersey Coalition

Mr. Wolfe represents a coalition of environmental organizations seeking the repeal of the Fast Track Law.  He stated that the Final Morris County Cross-Acceptance Report recognizes the Highlands Act in detail, but does not give adequate attention to the Fast Track Law.  This law does not provide for sufficient public input for development occurring in the Smart Growth Areas, Planning Areas 1 and 2 and designated centers.  The law also permits the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection to designate lands as Redevelopment Areas without public or local government notice or input.  In Planning Area 2, a developer can get obtain a “permit by rule” where wastewater treatment approval could be granted automatically without public input.   Mr. Wolfe requested that the Board of Chosen Freeholders file an addendum to the Final Cross-Acceptance Report strengthening the discussion of the Fast Track Law.  He also provided a model resolution seek the repeal of the law.

Dr. Lynn Siebert, President

Burnham Park Association

Dr. Siebert noted that her comments and letters were contained in the Final Morris County Cross-Acceptance Report.  She noted that the map showing changes to the State Plan did not show the change of Jones Woods, a preserved environmentally sensitive property,  from a Planning Area 3 to Planning Area 5 in Morris Township.   She had spoken to Mayor Scott Rosen bush who had stated that the Township would modify the Planning Area designation for this property.

Helen Heinrich

Morris County Board of Agriculture

Ms. Heinrich requested that a paragraph or 2 be added to the report on the importance of agriculture in Morris County.  She stated that municipalities should be reminded to support farmer and the policies of the State Plan.  She also asked if the negotiation sessions will be made public, and was told that the sessions would be open to the public.  

Sandy Batty

ANJEC

Ms. Batty echoed her support of Mr. Wolfe’s comments on the Fast Track law.  She also noted that the NJDEP can make a statement of no environmental harm and such information should be included in an addendum to the Final Cross-Acceptance Report.
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'MORRIS COUNTY, NEW JERSEY |

Resolution No. | ' 2

~ Adopted: ~ February 9, 2005

WHEREAS, the Morris County. Board of Chosen Freeholders adopted Resolution No. 31
authorizing the County of Morris to participate in Cross-Acceptance of the State Development
and Redevelopment Plan and designating the Morris County Planmng Board as the Negotiating
Entity for the County of Morris; and '

WHEREAS, the Morris County Planning Board sought the active participation of
municipalities in the creation of the Draft Cross-Acceptance Report and held a public meeting on
July 15, 2004 to solicit input from the public regarding the Preliminary State Development and
Redevelopment Plan and the cross-acceptance process; and

, WHEREAS, the Morris County Planning Board, through municipal questionnaires,
meetings with municipal representatives, and an open public input process, facilitated and
coordinated the review and response to the Preliminary Plan on behalf of its municipalities for -
submission to the State Planning Commission; and »

WHEREAS, the Morris County Planning Board incorporated all inforfnation comments
and changes provided, including general public comments, into the Draft Cross-Acceptance
Report and held a pubhc hearing on this report on January 6, 2005; and

WHEREAS, owing to an abbreviated time-frame for completing the cross-acceptance
process, several Morris County municipalities will be submitting additional information for
inclusion in the Final Cross-Acceptance Report after its submission to the State Planning
Commission; and :

WHEREAS, the Cross-Acceptance Report of each negotiating entity shall not be filed
with the State Planning Commission until the governing body of the each such county, or the
designated negotiating entity, shall have authorized the transmittal of the Cross-Acceptance
Report at a public meeting or hearing at which notice was given pursuant to N.J.A.C. 5:85-1.7(d)
or (e);




[image: image3.png]“NOW; T HEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Chosen Freeholders of the County of

Morris in the State of New Jersey as follows:

1. The Morris County Board of Chosen Freeholders hereby authorizes the Morris County

Planning Board to transmit the Final Cross-Acceptance Report to the State Planning
Commission.
2. Upon receipt of additional and/or updated information from municipalities, the Morris

County Planning Board shall forward this information to the State Planning Commission
as an addendum to the Morris County Final Cross-Acceptance Report.

3. Copies of this Resolution and the Final Cross Acceptance Report shall be distributed to
State Planning Commission, to the planning boards of all Morris County municipalities,
to the Morris County Board of Chosen Freeholders, and to the planning boards of
adjoining counties in accordance with State Planning Rules N.J.A.C 5:85-3.9(a).

I hereby certify the above to be a true copy of a resolution adopted by the Board of Chosen Freeholders of the County of Morris at a regular

meeting held on February 9, 2005. %

ILENE ST. JOHN
CLERK OF THE BOARD
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