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Appendices

1.0
INTRODUCTION

“In preparing, maintaining and revising the State Development and Redevelopment Plan, the commission shall solicit and give due consideration to the plans, comments and advice of each county and municipality...” N.J.S.A.52:18A-202.a.
“The commission shall negotiate plan cross-acceptance with each county planning board, which shall solicit and receive any findings, recommendations and objections concerning the plan from local planning bodies.” N.J.S.A.52:18A-202.b.

The Morris County Board of Chosen Freeholders has again designated the Morris County Planning Board as the official Negotiating Entity for the County for the third Cross-Acceptance of the New Jersey State Development and Redevelopment Plan.  While our process of involving the municipalities directly in the creation of the County Cross-Acceptance Report remains the same, new State policies, laws, and regulations warrant a change in the County’s approach to Cross-Acceptance.   The State is now emphasizing the implementation of the State Plan by all levels of government.  Executive Order No. 4, created the Smart Growth Policy Council to direct State agency implementation of the State Plan and the Highlands Water Protection and Planning Act, creating a new regional planning council, was signed into law.  A detailed description of the policies, laws and regulations is provided in Section 1.2.

With the emphasis on implementation, the Morris County Planning Board focused its Cross-Acceptance process from changes to the State Plan to an evaluation of the influence of the State Plan on local plans.  This evaluation is not a criticism of local planning efforts; rather it is a measure of the use of the State Plan by municipalities.

In order to relate local plans to the State Plan, each municipality was provided with the following:

•
A map of their municipality showing vacant land by parcel.

•
The Preliminary Plan map over parcels.
•
A map showing zoning over parcels.
•
A questionnaire.

1.1
Process

To explain the Cross-Acceptance process to municipalities, the county was divided into five regions consisting of about 8 to 10 municipalities each .  The County Planning staff scheduled meetings in each of the regions to distribute the maps and forms and provide an overview of the Cross-Acceptance process. 

The County developed and distributed a questionnaire to be completed by the municipalities.  Through the questionnaire, the County obtained information on future development in the municipality and the use of the State Plan by the municipality.  County planning staff provided technical assistance and assisted in the completion the questionnaires as requested by several municipalities.

The information was compiled to determine the future housing and private non-residential growth of the county as well as the acres of open space and farmland to be preserved.  This information is also provided by Planning Area to determine the location of the existing development as well as future development.

This report documents efforts to implement the State Plan and includes proposed changes to the State Plan and maps for submission to the State Planning Commission.

We have continued the County Planning Board’s philosophy that municipalities should be responsible for comparing their own plans and programs with the Preliminary Plan so that they would have a direct understanding of the State Plan and its implications.  The intent of our process is to ensure that all levels of government are equally involved in cross-acceptance.  Only through such a process will meaningful cross-acceptance be guaranteed.

1.2
Recent Legislation Impacting State Plan Policies and Implementation

Three major pieces of Legislation have been enacted since the last round of cross-acceptance that will have significant impacts on land use and infrastructure development within Morris County.   These include the Highlands Water Protection and Planning Act, the State Transfer of Development Rights Act and the Smart Growth Permitting Law.  It is the Highlands Act that will have the most definite, profound and immediate impact on Morris County, and its relationship to the State Plan.   

The new Highlands Water Protection and Planning Act places 32 of Morris County’s 39 municipalities within the Highlands Region.  Of these communities, 12 are included, in whole or in part, within the Highlands Preservation Area, equaling 188 square miles or 39 percent of all Morris County.  This area contains the majority of Morris County’s remaining vacant developable lands and will now be subject to severe limitations on all future development.  There are 20 municipalities that are included, in whole or in part, in the Planning Area, and these will now be expected to absorb the vast majority of future growth that might otherwise have been anticipated in the Preservation Area.  Only the seven remaining communities outside the Highlands Region are unaffected by this Legislation.

The Act mandates that a Highlands Regional Master Plan be prepared by the Highlands Council for both the Preservation and Planning Areas.  This Plan will identify mandatory densities and sending areas within the Preservation Area and voluntary development guidelines and receiving areas within the Planning Area.  Effectively, those municipalities in the Preservation Area will no longer be within the jurisdiction of the State Plan and will no longer have the option of concentrating local development into centers of place within their community.  They will also be unable to obtain plan endorsement from the State Planning Commission.  With the exception of brownfields, substantially developed sites and sites with approved and exempted development applications, significant new development is to be sent outside of the Preservation Area and into the Planning Area.   New environmental regulations will also limit development in the Preservation Area, with additional “enhanced” environmental controls anticipated from the NJDEP before the end of 2005.  

Even though the Regional Master Plan and environmental recommendations for the Planning Area will be nonbinding, the identification of potential receiving areas will likely be considered by the Office of Smart Growth as it reviews its policies and local cross-acceptance efforts.  In addition, municipalities in the Planning Area may decide to adopt the standards of the Preservation Area, which could also impact State Plan Planning Area polices.  Highlands Planning Area municipalities that adopt plans supporting the goals and standards of the Regional Plan and have approval from the Highlands Council will be deemed to have the equivalent of plans endorsed by the State Planning Commission.  It remains to be seen how the designation of receiving areas, increased regulation by the NJDEP and municipal response to the Highlands regulations will impact implementation of and coordination with the State Planning Process.   

The State Transfer of Development Rights Act will form the basis for the development transfer provisions to be developed as per the Highlands Act, but also allows for transfer of development plans outside of the Highlands Region.  Implementing TDR requires complex and detailed analysis regarding sending areas, receiving areas, infrastructure capacity and administrative/financial support.  However, this legislation adds an important tool for municipal and regional planners, and can support State Plan goals aimed at preserving environmentally sensitive and agricultural areas while transferring future growth potential to areas where infrastructure exists and redevelopment can be accommodated.   The availability of suitable receiving areas to receive significant development transfer, the desire by communities to allow locally concentrated increases in density, the potential consequences on local taxes and the potential impact on COAH requirements are issues that need to be addressed before this technique can be used to promote either the State Plan or Highlands goals. 

The Smart Growth Permitting Law promises to expedite approvals from the NJDCA, NJDEP and NJDOT in Planning Areas 1 and 2, designated centers, designated growth centers in an endorsed plan or areas designated by the DCA or DEP as being in need of redevelopment.  Theoretically, this will encourage development interest in those areas best suited to accommodate growth in concert with State Plan goals and objectives.  

State of New Jersey Executive Order # 4 (Governor James E. McGreevey), which passed in January of 2002, identified the State Development and Redevelopment Plan as the “embodiment of the State’s official land use and development policy” and recognized that various State agencies had not incorporated the fundamental elements of the State Plan or the general principles of smart growth into their functional plans or regulations, despite over a decade of State Development and Redevelopment Plan guidance and two rounds of cross-acceptance.  This order mandated the creation of a Smart Growth Policy Council with the overall duty of ensuring that all State agency functional plans, programs, and projects are consistent with and serve to promote the principles of smart growth and the State Plan.  This order created an environment requiring consistency between the major regulatory agencies having authority over the various rules and requirements guiding development and preservation in the State and began the process by which each agency’s regulations have been and continue to be amended to support the policies promoted in the State Plan.

2.0
CONSISTENCY WITH THE STATE DEVELOPMENT AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN

2.1
County Master Plan

The Morris County Master Plan consists of the following plan elements:

Future Land Use Element, 1975

Historic Preservation Element, 1976

Wastewater Management Element, 1985

Open Space Element, 1988

Circulation Element, 1992

Water Supply Element, 1994

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Element, 1998

Farmland Preservation Plan Element, 2003

Unlike the Municipal Land Use Law (N.J.S.A. 40:55D-1 et seq.), the County Planning Act (N.J.S.A. 40:27-1 et seq.) does not require a statement of the relationship of the county master plan to the New Jersey State Development and Redevelopment Plan.  Although the pre-1994 elements of the Morris County Master Plan have not been amended to contain references to the State Plan, many of the existing goals and policies of the plan elements are generally consistent with the State Plan.  Please note that these goals and policies predate the State Plan; the State Plan was not the basis for the County’s planning ideologies.

For the County plan elements adopted after the adoption of the State Plan, the 1994 Water Supply Element, the 1998 Bicycle and Pedestrian Element and the 2003 Farmland Preservation Element each contain a statement on the relationship of the County plan to the State Plan.  In each case, the particular element was found to be consistent with the State Plan. In general, the State Plan goals and policies are supportive of the recommendations of the County Master Plan Elements.

2.2
Other County Planning Reports and Programs

Morris County Natural Resource Management Guide, 2000

Although not a county master plan element, the Morris County Natural Resource Management Guide not only contains a detailed inventory of the natural resources within the county, but it also provides guidance on the management and protection of these resources.   In recognition of the guide’s user-friendly format and graphics and its benefits as a valuable planning resource, the New Jersey Planning Officials and the New Jersey Chapter of the American Planning Association gave the Morris County Natural Resource Management Guide awards.

Morris County Preservation Trust Fund

The Morris County Preservation Trust Fund is an example of a successful County program that is implementing the goals and policies of the State Plan with respect to the preservation of open space, farmland and historic resources.  As of November 2004, 4,752 acres of farmland and over 10,726 acres of open space have been preserved.  Grants have been also awarded to 24 sites for the acquisition, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration or preservation of historic resources.

2.3
Regional Planning Initiatives

Recognizing the significance of water resources within the county, Morris County has partnered with municipalities in cooperative efforts to develop plans and techniques to protect and enhance the protection of these resources.  A brief description of each of these entities is described below.

Ten Towns Great Swamp Watershed Committee

The Ten Towns Great Swamp Watershed Management Committee exists for the specific purpose of developing and implementing a watershed management plan for the Great Swamp watershed in the upper Passaic River basin of northern New Jersey.  Morris Tomorrow (formerly Morris 2000) facilitated the creation of the Committee in 1995 through an Intermunicipal Agreement among the ten municipalities that have lands within the Great Swamp watershed and by Somerset and Morris Counties.  

(Source: http://www.tentowns.org/10t/)

Whippany River Watershed Action Committee

The Whippany River Watershed Management project was New Jersey’s pilot watershed management project. The Watershed Action Committee is a coalition of citizens and municipalities dedicated to preserving and protecting the land and water resources within the watershed and achieving the goals of the watershed management plan. Thirteen municipal governments and the Board of Chosen Freeholders lead the committee. Among their accomplishments is the creation of model ordinances that have been adopted by watershed municipalities to address nonpoint source pollution. They have also undertaken a project to achieve a 58% reduction in fecal coliform to meet the Total Maximum Daily Load, or TMDL, established by the plan. Through education and outreach they are engaging the entire watershed community in the effort to restore and protect its valuable water resources. 

(Source: http://www.epa.gov/region02/eqa/2001.htm#New%20Jersey%20Winners)

Rockaway River Watershed Cabinet

Morris Tomorrow also facilitated the creation of the Rockaway River Watershed Cabinet, a coalition of 13 municipalities including Jersey City.  The Cabinet has developed a watershed management plan to protect and restore stream corridors throughout the watershed.   Like the other watershed organizations, the Cabinet has drafted model ordinances and practices to be adopted by its members to protect the water quality of the Rockaway River and its tributaries.

Raritan Highlands Compact

The Raritan Highlands Compact is the newest cooperative organization of nine municipalities and the County of Morris that have entered into an agreement to protect the waters of the Raritan River and its adjacent aquifers in southwest Morris County.  The member towns have pledged to voluntarily work together to establish a common and comprehensive watershed model, a set of model regulations and operating practices within their sphere of authority in order to prevent and/or minimize adverse impact upon water quality, wildlife and human well being and to enhance recreation, historic preservation and overall quality of life within the southwest Morris watershed. (Source: Mendham Borough Joins The Raritan Highland Compact! Posted by: Admin on Friday, May 28, 2004 - 05:31 PM, www.mendhamnj.org)

2.4
Municipal Master Plans and Zoning Ordinances

With few exceptions, almost all municipalities have responded that their master plans, zoning ordinances and development regulations are consistent with the State Plan.  (See Table 1).   Based on the Bedminster and Mt. Olive Villages court cases, several municipalities with substantial areas of the Environmentally Sensitive Planning Area have increased the minimum residential lot size to five and ten acres.  In contrast, several municipalities within the Metropolitan and Suburban Planning Areas have created or are in the process of creating redevelopment plans in accordance with the Local Housing and Redevelopment Law.  In these areas, the municipalities are allowing an increase in the intensity and density of development to revitalize their traditional downtown areas.  

To date, the County Planning Board has received responses from 33 of 39 municipalities concerning the consistency of their master plans and zoning ordinances with the State Plan.

· 32 municipalities state that their master plans are generally consistent with the State Plan.

· 1 municipality states that its master plan is inconsistent with the State Plan, but will be consistent once the State Plan is corrected.

· 30 municipalities state that their zoning ordinances are consistent with the State Plan.

· 1 municipality states that its zoning is not consistent with the State Plan.

· 2 municipalities may be consistent with the State Plan, but are uncertain.

Table 1: Municipal Master Plan and Zoning Consistency with the Preliminary State Plan
	Municipality
	Is Master Plan Consistent?
	Comment: Master Plan Consistency
	Is Zoning Consistent?
	Comment: Zoning Consistency

	Boonton Town
	Yes
	Current Master Plan is in general conformity with the State Plan.
	Yes
	Current Zoning Ordinance is in general conformity with the State Plan.

	Boonton Township
	Yes
	Master plan last amended in 2001.  Current plan is essentially consistent with State Plan with the exception of items identified at the end of the questionnaire.
	Unknown
	Unknown at this time. Area of discrepancy in terms of existing pattern of development (commercial) and the PA5 (environmentally sensitive area) should be reviewed.

	Butler Borough
	Yes
	Current Master Plan is in general conformity with the State Plan.
	Yes
	Current Zoning Ordinance is in general conformity with the State Plan.

	Chatham Borough
	Yes
	The Master Plan is essentially consistent with the State Plan. Any minor differences will be addressed during Master Plan review in 2005/06.
	Yes
	Some PA5 areas currently zoned Industrial well be rezoned to Conservation.

	Chatham Township
	No
	We will be consistent once the State Plan map is corrected.
	No
	We will be consistent once the State Plan is corrected.

	Chester Borough
	Yes
	Section XV of the Master Plan identifies consistency between the State Plan and the Borough’s Master Plan – Borough believes that Planning Area designations in State Plan are appropriate to the Borough and that the Master Plan is consistent with the State Plan.
	Yes
	Borough believes that the Zoning Ordinance is consistent with the State Plan.  Therefore, no revisions are needed to bring the Borough’s zoning ordinance into consistency with State Plan.

	Chester Township
	Yes
	Chester Township's Master Plan is consistent with the existing and proposed State Plan.
	Yes
	Chester Township's zoning ordinance is consistent with the existing and proposed State Plan.

	Denville
	Yes
	The current plan is in general conformance with the State Plan with exception of changes that need to be made to the State Plan map.
	Yes
	Current Zoning Ordinance is in general conformity with the State Plan.

	Dover
	Yes
	Dover is already a designated Regional Center.  Exact changes are to be determined.
	Yes
	Dover's zoning is already consistent.  Any changes will most likely still be consistent.

	East Hanover
	Yes
	The master plan is presently undergoing a comprehensive update and will incorporate appropriate smart growth principles
	Yes
	The zoning ordinance will be revised to comply with the new master plan

	Florham Park
	Yes
	It is felt that the Master Plan is consistent and no amendment is necessary.
	Yes
	Not necessary, because it is consistent.

	Hanover
	Yes
	An amended master plan is currently being prepared.  It is anticipated that the new plan will be more consistent with the State Plan.  
	Yes
	Following preparation and adoption of the amended master plan, an amended Land Use Ordinance will be prepared, which will incorporate the policies of the master plan discussed in Item 2.

	Harding
	Yes
	See addendum
	Yes
	In response to Master Plan revisions adopted in 2004, the Township Committee adopted an ordinance establishing a new lower density zoning district consistent with the Master Plan’s goals of preserving the township’s rural character and protecting environmental resources, achieving greater consistency with the local Master Plan and state planning policies for this PA-5 designated area

	Jefferson
	Yes
	The Township Planning Board has reexamined its Master Plan several times over the past several years Each time, the Reexamination Reports have brought the Township in closer consistency with the State Plan.  In addition, the Township has and continues to endorse the concept of centers and has proposed, in the past, one for the Lake Hopatcong Region and one for the Milton section of the Township.
	Yes
	The Township has provided 5 acre zoning for much of the remaining undeveloped lands within the Township.

	Kinnelon
	Yes
	The Kinnelon Master Plan will be amended to comply with final Highlands regulations.
	Yes
	The Kinnelon zoning ordinance will comply with final Highlands regulations.

	Lincoln Park
	N/A
	 
	N/A
	 

	Long Hill
	Yes
	The Long Hill Master Plan is currently consistent with the State Plan.
	Yes
	The Long Hill Township zoning ordinance is currently consistent with the State Plan.

	Madison
	Yes
	Minor data and reference updates pursuant to Re-Examination Report recommendations.
	Yes
	Minor zoning changes to improve development patterns in the municipal center and discourage further sprawl.

	Mendham Borough
	Yes
	The Planning Board adopted a Master Plan in 1994 with the specific intent of being consistent with the SDRP Village Center Designation within a PA 5 Environmentally Sensitive Planning Area.
	Yes
	The Mendham Borough Council has adopted Section 215-14. Village Center Cluster Option in the Zoning Ordinance to implement  the Master Plan and be consistent with the SDRP.

	Mendham Township
	Yes
	The entire Township is designated PA 5.  the Mendham Township master plan was amended to be consistent with the goals and policies for PA 5, which include protection of environmental resources and capacity-based planning for future development.
	Yes
	Mendham Township was rezoned based on a capacity-based analysis.

	Mine Hill
	N/A
	 
	N/A
	 

	Montville
	Yes
	Montville Township believes that the current Montville Township Master Plan, as reexamined in 2003, is consistent with the State Plan.
	Yes
	The Township Committee believes that the zoning ordinance of the Township is consistent with the State Plan. It will consider further amendments in the future as needed.

	Morris Township
	Yes
	The Planning Board has adopted a master plan amendment to create a CCRC on 41 acres surrounded by permanent open space (100 acres) protected by conservation easements. The amendment was adopted by resolution of the Planning Board on October 1, 2001.  
	Yes
	The Township Committee has adopted a zoning ordinance amendment (Ord. No. 16-02) on August 14, 2002 to create a CCRC, Continuing Care Retirement Community.  For the reasons as stated in the Morris Township Re-examination Report 2000 and the Master Plan amendment, the zoning is consistent with the State Plan.  The CCRC includes 300 potential units to be akin to, if not identical with, a small hamlet in a PA 5.

	Morris Plains
	Yes
	Current Master Plan is in general conformance with the SDRP, with the exception of the revisions noted.
	Maybe
	The Borough Council may adopt amendments based on the final State Plan.

	Morristown
	Yes
	The 2003 Master Plan allows for mixed use development in the center of the community at density levels appropriate for a designated regional center.   The Open Space and Recreation Plan Element adopted in 2004, delineates the environmentally sensitive areas of the community to be protected as per the goals and objectives of the State Plan.  At the same time, the Town Master Plan is protective of the lower density residential neighborhoods and the community's historic character. 
	Yes
	A number of ordinance amendments have been or will be forwarded to the Town Council that are aimed at implementing the recommendations of the Master Plan.  As an example, an ordinance amendment that will allow mid rise residential structures in the central business district is being considered by the Council.  Also, the Town has, during the last several years, taken actions that are consistent with its role as a regional center, such as establishing a Transit Village Zone and designation of several locations within the community as “areas in need of redevelopment”.

	Mountain Lakes
	Yes
	 
	Yes
	 

	Mount Arlington
	N/A
	 
	N/A
	 

	Mount Olive
	Yes
	The current Land Use Element of the Master Plan reflects the appropriate land use objectives consistent with PA 4B and 5, particularly with regard to the environs surrounding the developed areas of the Township.  Three proposed Centers have been identified in the Master Plan however, to the extent these designations are not consistent with the "Highlands Water Protection and Planning Act" wherein regional and town centers shall not be included within the Preservation Area, the Township will amend its Master Plan accordingly.
	Yes
	The current Land Use Ordinance of the Township provides development regulations, including land use classifications, density factors, and environmental controls consistent with the above-referenced planning areas of the State Plan.

	Netcong
	Yes
	The 1998 Reexamination Report describes how the Borough fits the SDRP definition as a traditional compact mixed use core of development providing all commercial, industrial office, cultural and governmental functions with a mix of residential housing types inherent in such a center.  Recently, the Borough has undertaken the Netcong Station Area Redevelopment Plan (Draft completed November 2004) which will further State Plan goals for the municipality.  Under this Plan, an approximately 13 acre area is designated for “Borough Center” use in conjunction with the original Town Center designation.  The Redevelopment Plan includes a proposal for mixed use development with improvements to land use, circulation and the character of the underutilized area north and west of the exiting NJ Transit Boonton tracks, creating an entirely new neighborhood of high-quality multi-family housing with the train station serving as a focal point for new plaza/commuter parking framed by retail space.  
	Yes
	The 1998 Master Plan Reexamination, prepared in conjunction with the Borough's application to the State for designation as a "Town Center," proposed "Borough Center" zoning to help create a delineated Borough Center.  The Borough adopted this new zoning district, which presently covers a large portion of the Redevelopment Plan area.  With approval of the Redevelopment Plan, related zoning, including various design details, will be developed and adopted to accommodate this plan in support of State Plan goals for town center redevelopment in this area.

	Parsippany-Troy Hills
	Yes
	See addendum
	Yes
	See addendum

	Pequannock
	N/A
	 
	N/A
	 

	Randolph
	Yes
	It is the intent of the Planning Board that the Master Plan be consistent with the State Plan.  There are certain aspects to the State Plan Map that require amendment to reflect existing conditions within the Township with respect to environmental conditions, existing development patterns, historical sites, highway access and sewer availability.  Those corrections will be forwarded to the Office of Smart Growth via the Morris County Planning Board for the appropriate amendments.  

Additionally, in coordination with the Highlands Water Protection and Planning Act, the Township is in the process of petitioning to include the Mill Brook basin in the Highlands Protection Area.  This area, currently designated as a Critical Environmental Site (CES) meets the criteria for Planning Area 5, and should be so designated.  It is over one square mile in area, has Category 1 waters, includes a contiguous freshwater wetlands system and has significant areas of steep slopes.

The Planning Board will be undertaking an update to the Township’s Master Plan during 2005.  It is the Board’s intent that the updated Master Plan be consistent with the amended version of the State Plan Map.
	Yes
	The current zoning ordinance and zoning map are fairly consistent  with the State Plan.  Once the Master Plan is updated, the Governing Body will consider and adopt appropriate amendments to the zoning ordinance and zoning map to be consistent with the Master Plan recommendations.  Since it is the intent that the Master Plan will be consistent with the State Plan, it is anticipated that the amended zoning ordinance and map will also be consistent.

	Riverdale
	Yes
	The Borough will re-examine its Master Plan in 2005.
	Yes
	The Borough will consider amendments based on the re-examination of the Master Plan in 2005.

	Rockaway Borough
	Yes
	The 1995 Rockaway Borough Master Plan recognizes that the development pattern of the Borough meets the criteria of an existing town center.  The plan recommends that the Borough review the possibility of a formal center designation by the State Planning Commission.  In addition, the plan recommends a new land use designation, Borough Center Commercial for the downtown area as well as architectural and design controls to protect the historic character of the central core.
	Yes
	The Borough Center Commercial District was incorporated into the zoning ordinance, implementing the recommendations of the 1995 Master Plan.

	Rockaway Township
	Yes
	See addendum.
	Yes
	The governing body has and will amend the zoning ordinance to be consistent with the State Plan.  For example the Planned Economic Development District (PED) has provisions for a commercial planned village center which seeks to limit sprawl and concentrate commercial development as a single "village" like entity with a variety of retail uses and mandated public open space all within one development.  This pedestrian center within the PED seeks not only to reduce sprawl but limit automobile trips, both of which are goals of the SDRP.  

	Roxbury
	Yes
	The southeastern portion of the 890-acre Hercules Tract is identified as PA5 while the northwestern portion of the tract is identified as PA2.   The Land Use Plan has been amended to change this site from the Industrial I-10 category to the Planned Office / Light Industrial category.  New design parameters will allow comprehensive planning for this area, concentrating development in the PA2 area while preserving the area identified as PA5.  Lower residential densities are also proposed via the creation of a new Rural Residential 5 acre category and the lowering of residential densities in several areas of the Township to better correspond with the PA5 designation, including areas in the Berkshire Valley and in the western central portion of the Township.  The exact boundaries of the State Plan designations do not correspond to all locations of proposed development within the Township, and there are some locations of higher intensity or density land uses within Roxbury which are within PA5.  Nevertheless, it has been stated by State of New Jersey Officials that the State mapping is not intended to be a zoning map.  Therefore, recognizing there are areas of exception, the municipal land use plan is considered substantially consistent with the State Development and Redevelopment Plan. 
	Yes
	  The Land Use changes identified in the Master Plan have been implemented through changes to the local zoning ordinance and map

	Victory Gardens
	N/A
	The Borough is entirely built -out
	N/A
	No new development or redevelopment expected.

	Washington Township
	Yes
	Washington Township is of the opinion that the Washington Township 2003 Master Plan is consistent with the New Jersey State Plan.
	Yes
	Washington Township is of the opinion that the Washington Township Ordinances are consistent with the New Jersey State Plan.

	Wharton
	Yes
	The Borough Planning Board adopted an Open Space and Recreation Plan Element in October 2001, which assessed the Borough's open space and recreation needs as well as environmentally sensitive areas.  The 1994 Land Use element incorporates elements to enhance the Borough's Central Business District as an attractive retail shopping destination with mixed uses, including residential over commercial, convenient parking and pleasing streetscape.
	Yes
	The Governing Body has adopted ordinances to implement the recommendations of the Master Plan.  In addition, the Borough has adopted a Redevelopment Plan in accordance with the Local Housing and Redevelopment Law for the reuse of former contaminated industrial sites.


ADDENDUM

Harding Township

The Harding Master Plan is consistent with the PA-5 designation that covers almost all of Harding Township.1  In 2003 an updated Environmental Resource Inventory (ERI) was adopted by the Planning Board.  The ERI highlighted the importance of the township’s water resources and recommended a carrying capacity analysis to determine appropriate development densities based on soil types since most of the township is not served by public water or sewer systems.  The township received a Smart Growth Grant from ANJEC to undertake a carrying capacity analysis of areas served by on-site septic systems to determine sustainable development based on the “Nitrate Dilution Model.”  In addition, a build-out analysis and lot pattern study were conducted to determine the consistency between the potential development under existing zoning and important Master Plan goals concerning the preservation of the township’s rural character and the protection of environmental resources.  These analyses indicated the need to lower development densities to achieve greater consistency with the Master Plan’s goals and the state planning policies for PA-5 designated areas.  The Planning Board amended the Master Plan in September 2004 to recommend a lowering of the development density in significant portions of the township.  Over 75% of the township is either in public ownership (45%), privately preserved (2.5%), or zoned for very low density residential uses (30%).  

1 The 8+ acre affordable housing site is designated PA-1.
Parsippany – Troy Hills 

The Master Plan of Parsippany Troy Hills has been recently reexamined and modified to be generally consistent with the State Plan except that several assumptions of the PA1 Metropolitan Planning Area do not apply to Parsippany Troy Hills. The PA1 designation assumes that since a municipality has sewer and water infrastructure existing that there are adequate capacities available for growth. Parsippany Troy Hills obtains potable water supplies from the Buried Valley Aquifer through approximately 20 well sites, and due to the existing level of build-out within the township, they were notified during the summer of 2002 by the Department of Environmental Protection that they were exceeding the permitted water diversion permit limits during specific times of peak demand.  This critical resource issue has led to greater efforts for water conservation and the township has implemented an amendment within their Master Plan that the proposed density of all developments must not exceed the maximum water demand that was planned for within the communities zoning and land use plan. In addition due to the wellhead supply of potable water and the particular sensitivity of this supply to groundwater pollution, additional efforts are underway to control development and to limit lot coverage and increase groundwater recharge. It is also important to note that the small amount of lands remaining for development within Parsippany are largely constrained with steep slopes, wetlands or poor soil conditions indicating that additional growth within these area’s will be limited, which is not specifically recognized within the broad PA1 category. 

The master plan is consistent with the PA2 designation within the northwesterly portion of the township otherwise known as the Greystone area due to the presence of the Greystone Psychiatric Hospital.  The township and Cross-Acceptance Committee recognizes that the PA2 designation is an appropriate designation for this part of Parsippany.  It is important to note that a significant portion of this area is constrained by environmental features such as steep slopes, wetlands, poor soils, limited or no sewer service areas and water supply limitations.  The township and the Cross-Acceptance Committee do not want to halt development in this planning area, however.  It is recognized that Morris County, Parsippany-Troy Hills, and the State of New Jersey all have in interest in developing this locale.  The township will allow for the rehabilitation and adaptive re-use of the existing facilities located on the Greystone Psychiatric Hospital site.  Nevertheless, township policy, as expressed in the master plan and as stated during Cross-Acceptance III, is for the future development that takes place here to respect the environmental constraints present as well as to limit sprawl-like development within this planning area.  The township will conduct a thorough review of all new development as well as all new public facilities proposed for this area in order to protect the critical environmental features located within this planning area.  

The master plan has been and continues to be consistent with the State Plan by supporting the existing employment centers along the townships regional highway corridors, revitalizing and rehabilitating established neighborhood centers, increasing pedestrian and mass transit linkages and designating nodes of housing in close proximity to the established centers of the community. In addition, the township has utilized the Local Redevelopment and Housing Law to encourage redevelopment of pre-existing developments to improve their functional and economic viability.  The PA5 designation for the Troy Meadows region of the township has also been consistent with the land use plan and goals and policies of the master plan.

Rockaway Township

The Master Plan has been reexamined and modified to be generally consistent with the State Plan.  For example, the Master Plan and State Plan recognize that a large portion of the Township is impacted by environmentally sensitive features, including steep slopes, wetlands, and flood hazard areas.  These areas are primarily found in the northern and central part of the Township and correlate with the lands designated as PA5 by the SDRP and R-5 and R-20 by the Rockaway Township Land Use Plan (1999 Reexamination Report).   

Furthermore, Goal 3 of the 1999 Reexamination Report states that the Township should “concentrate higher density development in the southerly portion of the Township.”  This goal is consistent with the current State Plan Map in that most of the southern portion of the Township is designated as metropolitan and suburban planning areas (PA1 and PA2).  These areas are classified as smart growth areas according to the State Plan, where much of the state’s future redevelopment will take place.  

Goal 14 of the 1999 Reexamination Report states that the master plan “will support the overall philosophy of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan (SDRP) as a means of providing growth management on a state-wide basis while retaining the principles of home-rule.”  The policy statements associated with this goal states that “the Township maintains that the general intent of the SDRP, to manage growth within the framework of an assessment of needs and infrastructure capabilities, and the SDRP’s specific planning area designations for Rockaway Township (except where inconsistent with the Township plan), represents a reasonable approach to growth management. 

Nevertheless, there are two (2) cases where the Master Plan is inconsistent with the current Preliminary State Plan and State Plan Map.  There are two (2) vacant parcels (Block 21202, Lots 71 and 46) of land to the north and east of White Meadow Lake that are currently designated within Planning Area 5 (environmentally sensitive).  Based on the 1999 Reexamination Report and maps produced for the 1990/1991 Master Plan this area should be changed from Planning Area 5 to Planning Area 1.  These parcels are not constrained by environmental factors and there is currently water and sewer service provided to the area.  Furthermore, the vacant parcels are surrounded by residential development and are within the R-13 zone which zones for medium density residential development (see New Jersey Office of Smart Growth Map Amendment Document for a further explanation).  

The second case where the Master Plan is inconsistent with the current State Plan and State Plan Map regards the Lake Telemark area in the central part of the Township.  The State Plan Map designates this fully developed area as being within a Planning Area 5 however the Township and its citizens wish to expand sewer capacity for this area and are concerned that a PA5 designation will foreclose future expansion of sewer infrastructure.  This area is currently not within the RVRSA sewer service area.  It is important to note that the residential portions of the Lake Telemark area are designated as being within the R-13 zoning district and are not within the more restrictive (large lot minimums) R-20 or R-5 zoning classifications.  In addition, Goal 4 as stated in the 1999 Reexamination Report wishes to see all of Rockaway Township within the sewer service area.  The current PA5 designation for Lake Telemark makes it difficult to get state permission for sewer expansion either to (extension from adjacent PA5 areas) or within the Lake Telemark area itself.  It is important to note that the Township realizes that a PA1 or PA2 designation for Lake Telemark is not warranted; however, the current PA5 designation is not consistent with the Rockaway Township Master Plan.  

2.5
Redevelopment Areas in Morris County

Under the Local Redevelopment and Housing Law, municipalities may designate “Areas in Need of Redevelopment” or “Rehabilitation” and then implement a Redevelopment Plan for such areas.  The Redevelopment Law lists eight criteria for designating Areas in Need of Redevelopment.  It should be emphasized that such areas need not be blighted in the traditional sense in order to meet the criteria although they may be.  An Area in Need of Redevelopment might include relatively well-maintained properties with structurally sound buildings and viable commercial and residential uses.  However, these sites may exhibit what the law characterizes as “obsolete design or layout” with regard to poor on-site circulation, inadequate parking, nonconforming building setbacks, or excessive building and lot coverage.  Once a redevelopment plan is completed for the designated Redevelopment Area, an Implementation Plan should be completed.  The redevelopment powers may be granted to a designated Redevelopment Agency to work with a private redeveloper to develop the property.

The redevelopment powers granted to the municipality or the Redevelopment Agency under the Redevelopment Law include the power to:

· Acquire property through lease or purchase

· Clear a designated area

· Construct or reconstruct infrastructure and site improvements

· Contract for professional services

· Acquire property options or property rights or furnish property, facilities, or services

· Acquire by eminent domain any land or building identified for acquisition in the redevelopment plan

· Lease or convey property or improvements without public bidding in accordance with the redevelopment plan

· Relocate residents, industry, or commerce displaced from a redevelopment area

· Issue bonds

· Borrow money and receive grants and loans

· Make loans or other financial assistance to redevelopers

As an alternative to designating an Area in Need of Redevelopment, a municipality may designate an Area in Need of Rehabilitation.  In this case, the municipality is granted all of the powers of redevelopment except for the power of eminent domain.  The criteria for designating an Area in Need of Rehabilitation is less stringent then the criteria for designating an Area in Need of Redevelopment.  The fact that eminent domain is not a factor may assist in avoiding political opposition to the process.

In Morris County, nine municipalities have designated Areas in Need of Redevelopment and six have completed Redevelopment Plans.  These municipalities are listed on the sheet entitled “Morris County Redevelopment Areas.”  Montville has proposed a Redevelopment Area but has not designated one yet.

Harding is the only municipality in Morris County with a Redevelopment Plan that may utilize the powers of eminent domain.  Harding’s New Vernon Village Redevelopment Plan states that if, within a reasonable period of time, private developers do not respond to the plan for establishing the proposed new Post Office within the redevelopment area, the township will consider site acquisition.

The Redevelopment Plan in Dover and the two Redevelopment Plans in Morristown involve municipally owned properties and Implementation Plans involving the sale of the properties to a private redeveloper.  The other municipalities have Redevelopment Plans that apply to privately owned land.

The Dover, Morristown, and Harding Redevelopment plans are comprehensive documents that include Implementation Plans and the various components that are required of such plans under the Redevelopment Law.  The other Redevelopment Plans take the form of amendments to the Zoning Regulations and lack any Implementation Plans.  They focus on design requirements for new development on private property and in some cases have rather lengthy and detailed requirements.

Table 2 lists the municipalities in Morris County with Redevelopment Plans.  Map 3 in the shows the location of these areas.

Table 2: Redevelopment Areas in Morris County
	Municipality
	Redevelopment Area
	Status of Area Designation
	Status of Redevelopment Plan

	Boonton Town
	Main Street - Block 34 - Redevelopment Study Area
	Adopted 6/13/03
	 

	Butler
	Main Street Redevelopment Area
	Adopted (date unknown)
	Adopted - 11/17/03

	Dover
	North Sussex Street Landfill Redevelopment Area
	Adopted (date unknown)
	Adopted - 12/14/99

	East Hanover
	Varityper Redevelopment Area
	Adopted - 4/13/04
	 

	Harding
	New Vernon Village Redevelopment Area
	Adopted - 2/5/03
	Adopted - 5/7/03

	Montville
	Redevelopment Area Analysis and Plan Rt. 46 Corridor Study
	Proposed - 3/13/03
	 

	Morristown
	RZ-1 Redevelopment Zone 1 (Vail Mansion)
	Adopted - 5/26/98
	Adopted - 5/26/98

	Morristown
	RZ-2 Redevelopment Zone 2 (George Washington School)
	Adopted (unknown)
	Adopted - 3/28/00

	Morristown
	Redevelopment Area (Block Bounded by North Park, Speedwell, Cattano, Washington)
	Adopted - 9/8/98
	 

	Morristown
	Sub-Area 1 (Speedwell Redevelopment Area)
	Adopted - 2/10/04
	 

	Morristown
	Sub-Area 2 (Speedwell Redevelopment Area)
	Adopted - 1/13/04
	 

	Morristown
	Sub-Area 3 (Speedwell Redevelopment Area)
	Adopted - 1/13/04
	 

	Morristown
	Redevelopment Area (Vicinity of Epstein's Department Store)
	Adopted - 5/25/04
	 

	Netcong
	Station Area Redevelopment Area
	Adopted - 6/10/04
	 

	Parsippany-Troy Hills
	Route 46 Corridor Redevelopment Area
	Adopted - 5/17/02
	Adopted - 8/12/03

	Wharton
	Redevelopment Area
	Adopted - 5/19/03
	Adopted - 7/28/04


3.0
CROSS-ACCEPTANCE ISSUES AND PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE STATE PLAN

3.1
County Agency Concerns

The Morris County Planning Board sent letters to various County agencies and commissions requesting comments on the State Plan for Cross-Acceptance.  Only the Morris County Municipal Utilities Authority responded with a written statement of issues.

Morris County Municipal Utilities Authority (MCMUA)

With respect to Goal #4 on protecting the environment and Goal #5 on providing public service at reasonable cost, the State Plan needs to recognize that burdensome fees and regulations on facilities that help accomplish these goals may result in facilities that are either not developed and/or not upgraded.  For example, recent increases in NJDEP fees and regulatory requirements on recycling facilities act as a hindrance to their development.  This may result in facilities that could potentially protect the environment not being built and /or may result in facilities that don’t provide public services at reasonable costs.  In this situation the State’s regulations and fees that are in place to help the environment may have the opposite impact resulting in environmental degradation due to a lack of adequate facilities.

The MCMUA would object to any infringement through the State Plan on its ability to operate, maintain and expand its water production and transmission facilities.  It contends that the operation and resource development goals of a utility are not threats to the State Plan; rather, they are critical components of sound planning and development within the Plan.

The MCMUA is concerned that the State Plan criteria will be extrapolated to regulate water supply development and infrastructure improvements within the various planning areas as if it was commercial development.  Also, under the semblance of watershed protection, a water purveyor will be denied access to the resource that the plan is protecting.  Development of water supply resources and facility improvements should be exempted in the entirety from the scope of the State Plan, as these activities are already regulated by the NJDEP.

3.2
Revisions Proposed by Municipalities

Thirteen municipalities have proposed changes or identified issues concerning the State Plan.  These issues include:

· Greater acknowledgement should be made in the State Plan recognizing the right of self-determination by local communities.  State Plan goals should not take precedence over local decision-making.  

 

· Planning Area and Center categorizations need to be expanded to recognize center, municipal and county diversity.  For example, Planning Area 1 encompasses areas as diverse as Newark and Florham Park. These are clearly different areas, but both are characterized as Planning Area 1.  A category is needed between PA1 Metropolitan and PA2 Suburban to address “edge” metropolitan areas that are neither urban nor suburban. 

 

· Both the physical and the cultural limits of a community’s ability to absorb growth require greater emphasis from the State.  Greater emphasis should be placed on the protection of historic and cultural assets, particularly in centers.  Here, the goal of absorbing regional growth can overwhelm not only physical infrastructure capacities (roads, water, sewers, educational institutions), but also destroy those features which give communities their unique identity.  While there may be some ability to absorb growth in centers, it is not absolute and must be accommodated within locally defined limits. 

 

· The State should reconsider the concept of transferring regional growth into centers in Planning Area 4 and 5.  The center concept is inappropriate in these areas. 

· Objective and definable standards should be developed for “consistency” determination between local, county and state planning documents.  At this time, the term consistency is too subjective and, therefore, has little meaning. 

Below are the individual comments provided by municipalities.

Chatham Township

In the Cross Acceptance report submitted to your office in September 2004, the Chatham Township Planning Board agreed with the PA-1 Metropolitan planning area designation for the eastern and northern parts of the Township served by existing sewer facilities as shown on the maps in the State Development and Redevelopment Plan (SDRP) issued April 28, 2004. Since Chatham Township’s Master Plan and Zoning for these areas are consistent with the State Plan’s Intent and Policy Objectives for both the PA-1 and PA-2 Suburban planning areas, either designation may be appropriate at this time, given the state of the SDRP.

However, the following defining criteria for the PA-1 designation are not satisfied in the parts of Chatham Township so designated: 

1.
Density of more than 1,000 people per square mile.

4.
A population of not less than 25,000 people.

5.
Areas that are totally surrounded by land areas that meet the criteria of a Metropolitan

Planning Area, are geographically interrelated with the Metropolitan Planning Area and meet the intent of this Planning Area.

The defining criteria of the PA-2 Suburban Planning area more clearly apply to the parts of Chatham Township presently designated PA-1 in the State plan:

1.
Population density of less than 1,000 people per square mile.

2.
Natural systems and infrastructure systems reasonably anticipated to be in place by 2020 that have the capacity to support development that meets the Policy Objectives of this Planning Area. These systems include public water supply, sewage collection and treatment facilities, stormwater, transportation, public schools and parks.

3.
A land area contiguous to the Metropolitan Planning Area.

4.
Land area greater than one square mile.

Therefore, we request that the planning area designation for those areas of the Township presently designated PA-1 be reviewed if or when the SDRP is modified in the future.

We note in the Draft Morris County Cross-Acceptance Report that several municipalities have expressed similar concerns over the PA-1 and PA-2 definitions and their applications in the SDRP, and Chatham Township shares those concerns.

Chester Borough

Chester Borough agrees with State Plan goals and policies to target reinvestment and encourage redevelopment in the State’s urban centers.  State agencies should develop partnerships with the private sector to encourage redevelopment in the State’s urban centers and the State should develop state funding mechanisms, similar to open space and farmland preservation funding programs, to catalyze private sector reinvestment in the urban center.  Special policies should be developed to direct funding toward improving essential services, such as adequate police, fire, emergency and educational services, and to fund infrastructure improvements needed to support the redevelopment of existing neighborhoods and the development of new neighborhoods in the cities.  

The Borough supports policies and encourages the development of expanded policies that will foster social, cultural and economic growth and diversity in urban centers.  Particular attention and special public investment programs may be needed to attract private sector investment in the State’s cities.  In this way, sprawl development pressures may be effectively relieved in the fringe, rural and environmentally sensitive planning areas.  

The goal should be to measurably improve the quality of life in urban areas to provide NJ’s citizens with a realistic living alternative and lifestyle choice to sprawl development in areas of the State that are remotely situated relative to employment centers.  

· Historic Preservation: Chester Borough recommends that the State develop tax incentives to retain/restore/adaptively reuse buildings and structures of historic and potentially historic significance.  Additional strategies and incentives should be developed at the state level to encourage the retention of historic structures.  

· Affordable housing policies: Sufficient farm labor housing resources are needed in the rural and environmentally sensitive planning area to accommodate farm labor housing needs, irrespective of whether housing resources are located in centers or on the farm.  Sufficient farm labor housing resources will help maintain the economic viability of agricultural operations and help protect public investments and productivity of agricultural areas that have been preserved through taxpayer funded farmland preservation.  

In most centers, land with infrastructure to support new development and affordable housing is growing increasingly scarce and prohibitively expensive to acquire.  Municipalities need funding assistance to provide safe, decent affordable housing in centers where increased land values are limiting municipal and private sector efforts to provide affordable housing.  

In addition to affordable housing production subsidies, the State should implement revenue sharing to help defray the cost of educational services generated by the production of new affordable housing.

Chester Township

Remove the identified center of Route 206-Cooper Lane. The area does not meet the criteria for a village center and the Township has no plan to develop the area as a center.

Florham Park

The Plan’s statewide goals, strategies and policies are necessarily broad and comprehensive. They mostly endorse goals and policies that are laudable and supportable on the broad statewide level.  Therefore, there is little criticism of these goals, etc. on the broad basis in which they are presented.

With regard to #2 “Comprehensive Planning, General Planning Policies and Collaborative Planning” there are many policies that promote regional planning and multi-jurisdictional planning.  While regional planning and multi-jurisdictional planning should be supported and are an important aspect  of comprehensive planning, the reality in New Jersey is that it is a home rule state, and the municipal master plan is the primary tool to establish land use.  The criticism here is that there are no policies that acknowledge the home rule nature of this state.  While intergovernmental cooperation and planning is a laudable goal, individual communities have their own character needs, assets and problems.  Florham Park does not support any policy that relinquishes any of the authority it has to maintain its character and promote the factors that make it a desirable place to live and work.

During the last cross-acceptance process Florham Park issued a report that was critical of the broad designation of Planning Area 1 (PA1).  Most of Florham Park is in that planning area.  In 1997 we noted that PA1 accounts for 46% of all New Jersey municipalities, 17% of total New Jersey land area, 60% of the State’s population and 67% of the State’s total jobs.  This planning area includes communities as diverse as Newark, Jersey City, Woodbridge, Westfield and Florham Park.  A planning area this large and broad in scope has little meaning for municipalities such as Florham Park.

Descriptively, Florham Park seems that it could also fit into the Suburban Planning Area (PA2), but the Borough’s population density is greater than the criteria of less than 1,000 people per square mile.  Additionally, there are no contiguous PA2 communities adjacent to Florham Park.

This criticism of the broad reach of the PA1 designation that was forwarded during the previous cross-acceptance process is reiterated here.  There should be another planning area designation that more appropriately accommodates Florham Park and other communities that have mostly developed since World War II, and are vastly different from the urban centers.  This type of community is suburban in nature, may have some redevelopment opportunities, and may even have some vacant land that is subject to development pressures.  These communities do not want to increase their overall density; on the contrary, their goals as often stated in their master plans are to maintain their existing character.  Communities like Florham Park are lost within the PA1 designation, and the creation of an edge metropolitan planning area that recognizes this type of municipality would be appropriate.

Harding Township

The definition of “Smart Growth” found on page 30 of the document titled Building a Better New Jersey dated April 28, 2004 (The New Jersey State Development and Redevelopment Plan: Preliminary Plan) should be amended to include the words “historic and cultural resources” in the first sentence to reflect that these important resources should be preserved.

Kinnelon

The PA1 areas in Kinnelon are not consistent with the delineation of the Highlands Preservation Area within the Borough.

Madison
Statewide strategy to allow transfer of development must be broad enough to allow communities that can absorb development consistent with State Plan objectives via Smart Growth and/or redevelopment to provide for appropriate infrastructure and incentives to allow this growth to occur safely and far removed from core preservation areas.

Mendham Borough

The Borough of Mendham recommends continuation of the Borough’s “Village Center” designation on a permanent basis without need for further review or plan endorsement by the State Planning Commission.  The Borough is an historic and widely recognized village center in the truest sense of the term and does not need or desire any further planning or bureaucratic process to confirm that fact.

Montville Township

The Township reiterates concerns and issues brought to the attention of the County and the State Planning Commission during the prior Cross-Acceptance process leading up to the March 1, 2001 readopted State Plan. The Township of Montville has actively participated in the cross-acceptance and negotiation process leading up to the adoption of the revised pan.  Issues previously brought to the attention of the State Planning Commission by the Township include the following:

· The PA-5 Environmentally Sensitive Area in the Township is not conducive to the establishment of centers.  Any development in PA-5 should only be very low density.  This coincides with the Township’s very low density zoning for these areas.  Also, it is now consistent with the recent delineation (August 10, 2004) of the northwest quadrant of the Township to be within the Preservation Area of the Highlands Region.

· A more precise boundary delineation is needed between PA-1 and PA-5 to better distinguish between the developed areas of PA-1 and the undeveloped, environmentally sensitive areas under PA-5.

· An area designated as PA-3 may be more logical as PA-5 depending upon how the State Plan addresses adjacent areas in Lincoln Park and Kinnelon.  The Township notes that the actual designation in Montville may not be too important since it will not alter the established, relatively built-up character of development in this area.

· The Township during the previous round of Cross-Acceptance for the 2001 State Plan advised the State Planning Commission that it did not have any areas within PA-1 that qualified as a center under the terms of the State Plan.  Now, however, the Township has addressed the planning, land development and design issues of the Towaco Village Center with a new ordinance and design standards.  The Township may wish to further advance this center for formal designation in the State Plan.  Further, since the adoption of the 2001 Plan, Montville has focused considerable planning and urban design efforts along its Route 46 and Pine Brook commercial “cores.”  The resultant improvements are in new design elements of lighting, landscaping, signage, and circulation of traffic with new Route 46 roadway improvements by NJDOT now underway.

Morris Plains

Although the plan goals, objectives and policies are broad in nature and indicate that existing housing and commercial neighborhoods are to be preserved where appropriate, we recommend that language be added with emphasis on the following:

1.
Growth should only occur where needed, and not be used as a tool to justify the elimination of stable residential neighborhoods, commercial districts and remaining vacant lands with that of more intensive development than what would otherwise be permitted by local ordinance and existing transportation routes.

2.
Support of local master plans should be clarified within the plan in terms of supporting overall development types and intensity made at the municipal level.

Morris Township

Changes should be made to the State Plan to clarify and refine what objective standards are to be used to evaluate local plan consistency with State Plan Statewide Goals, Strategies and Policies.  Without revision the current format leads to endless subjectivity and opinion regarding coordination of State, County and local plans.

Delineation criteria for planning areas must be better refined and articulated to reflect the State’s diversity of counties and municipalities.  Once this has been accomplished it would be more likely that a consistent application of planning areas could be achieved statewide.  Definitions of centers are too limited and inflexible to reflect the desirable planning objectives of special purpose centers such as CCRC’s.

Morristown

The Town of Morristown is pleased to work with Morris County to facilitate the State Plan Cross Acceptance process in accordance with the procedures established by the State Planning Commission.

As one of the first Designated Regional Centers, Morristown has always been supportive of the goals and objectives of the State Development and Redevelopment Plan.  In the last ten years in particular, Morristown has been one of the leaders in allowing higher density and transit oriented projects that help implement New Jersey’s Smart Growth policies.

However, Morristown is now at a point where serious concerns have been raised about how much more growth can be absorbed within its 2.9 sq. miles.  The 2003 Morristown Master Plan emphasizes the need to protect the lower density residential areas within the Town from unwanted intrusions.  “Unwanted intrusion” is defined as non-residential uses and higher density residential uses that would disrupt the neighborhoods consisting of the two and a half story wood frame construction that is predominant in a band that encircles the more density developed core of the community that has the Town Green, as its focal point.  In addition, with respect to the densely developed core of the community, the line has been drawn in the sand with respect to building height.  Five stories have been reaffirmed as the maximum and in certain locations (primarily along South St) the height restriction is to be lowered from five to three stories.  So, while Morristown anticipates accommodating more growth and development – residential as well as non-residential – the amount of ground area is increasingly limited and the upward extent of that growth is to be limited as well.

It is also the position of the Town that the State Plan map should be amended to reflect a number of Critical Environmental Sites and a number of existing parks.  We are not, however, suggesting the mapping of Historic and Cultural Sites but the Town may choose to do so at some future date.  This lack of action now, however, should not be construed to mean that our historic resources are unimportant.  Quite to the contrary, Morristown is Morristown largely because of its historic resources and the importance of same is increasingly being factored into our land use decisions.

So, in summary Morristown is a Designated Regional Center and intends to remain as such but we want to make it clear that there are limits to the amount of growth that is appropriate here.  And how that growth affects our quality of life, our mobility and the historic character of the community will be the criteria to be used to determine what is appropriate and what is not.

Parsippany-Troy Hills Township

It seems that due to the regional premise of the planning areas, the ability to recognize that location specific issues such as steep slopes, wetlands, limitations of sewer service areas, water supply limitations, well head protection and other geographic specific issues will limit greater development of specific tracts of land.  This represents a great concern due to the general growth premise that is portrayed under the PA-1 areas, irrespective of the environmental effects on the critical environmental sites within a tract of land or the sub region or the other infrastructure and fiscal impacts.  It is strongly recommended there be further recognition within the planning areas policies that certain parcels within the specific planning area may fall within a regional planning area, but due to site conditions or infrastructure limitations, these areas may not be appropriate for a greater level of development.

Washington Township

Washington Township does not object to the State Plan as adopted on March 1, 2001, except as it refers to centers.  Washington Township does not agree that designated centers are appropriate in the 4b and 5 planning areas.

3.3
Changes to the Preliminary Plan Map
Below is the list of changes proposed by municipalities to the Preliminary Plan map.  Most of the changes are corrections to the Preliminary Plan map.  For example, several areas, originally designated as Planning Area One, Metropolitan Planning Area, are proposed to be changed to Planning Area Five, Environmentally Sensitive Planning Area on the Preliminary Plan map.  However, these areas are developed and fully sewered or are parks.  The informational layers used by the Office of Smart Growth were not corrected or updated, which required the County and municipalities to spend considerable time reviewing and correcting the information.  

To make the process of correcting the maps more efficient, the County will provide the changes to the Office of Smart Growth as follows:

Parks:  The County is providing a digital file of county parks, as confirmed by the County, and municipal parks, as confirmed by the municipalities.  There may still be omissions; however, as the County receives additional information, it will be forwarded to the Office of Smart Growth.
Historic and Cultural Sites:  Several municipalities have provided extensive listings of historic sites and districts to be identified as Cultural and Historic Sites (HCS) on the State Plan map.  Because of the number of sites to be identified and mapped, the County has decided to locate the sites on a separate mapping layer to be provided to the Office of Smart Growth.  An issue to be decided is whether HCS’s should be included on the State Plan map.  These sites are small, and most will not be discernible on a statewide map.  If every historic and cultural site is shown, the map will be undecipherable.  

Planning Area Corrections and Changes:  The County has mapped the planning area changes to the Preliminary Plan as proposed and supported by the municipalities.  

Existing and Future Sewer Service Areas: The County Planning Board is still compiling updated information on the location of existing and future sewer service areas.  This information will be provided to the Office of Smart Growth as soon as it is completed.  

NOTE: No Planning Area changes are proposed within the Preservation Area of the Highlands Region, except for the location of Parks and Historic and Cultural Sites (for informational purposes only).

3.4
Recommended Changes to the Preliminary Plan Map by Municipalities

Boonton Town

· Open Space Changes Only – See County data set

Boonton Township

· No PA changes proposed

Butler

· No PA changes proposed

Chatham Borough

· Open Space Changes– See County data set
· In the northern portion of the Borough, PA5 changes made by State should be returned to PA1

Chatham Township

· Incorrect location of sewer service area in PA5
· Open space changes (see County data set)
· Incorrect location of critical historic site on Green Village Road – should be located on Loantaka Way
· Lots shown as PA1 on Woodland Road should be identified as parkland 

· Lots north of Shunpike Road identified as PA5 are sewered and should be PA1 

· Lot on Green Village Road adjacent to Green Village Post Office is owned by County Park Commission and should be shown as County Parkland

· Open Space Changes– See County data set
Chester Borough

· No PA changes proposed

Chester Township

· Open Space Changes Only – See County data set

Denville

· Open Space Changes Only – See County data set

Dover

· Open Space Changes Only – See County data set

East Hanover 

· Open Space Changes – See County data set

· Revise proposed PA5/PA1 limits along the Whippany and Passaic Rivers to reflect existing land use conditions, removing developed lands from PA5
Florham Park

· Open Space Changes – See County data set

· Various changes requested from PA5 to PA1 in northern and southeastern portion of Borough

· Note: Requesting new PA category to reflect development character between PA1 and PA2
Hanover

· Open Space Changes – See County data set

· Requesting CE/HS change for Registered Historic Sites

Harding

· Open Space Changes– See County data set

· Corrections needed to sewer service area data set

Jefferson

· No PA changes proposed

Kinnelon

· Open Space Changes Only – See County data set

Lincoln Park

· Open Space Changes – See County data set

· Town Center Boundary should be checked for accuracy.
· The existing condominium developments of Deer Run and Woodland Hills – along the southerly sideline of Pine Brook Road [West], near the westerly boundary of the Borough at Montville Township – should not be changed from PA-1 to PA-5. Rather, it should stay as PA-1
· The large lot/parcel along the easterly sideline of Chapel Hill Road, just south of the intersection with Pine Brook Road [West], should not change from PA-1 to PA-5. Rather, it should stay as PA-1

Long Hill

· No PA changes proposed

Madison

· Change PA5 area to PA1 in Peach Tree annexation area

· Open Space Changes – See County data set

· CE/HS Changes – various locations

Mendham Borough

· Open Space Changes Only – See County data set

Mendham Township

· Open Space Changes – See County data set

Mine Hill

· Change PA5 area back to PA2, southwestern portion of township

· Change PA5 area back to PA2 central-western portion of township

· Change PA5 area back to PA2 in northwestern portion of township

· Change PA5 area back to PA2 in north-central portion of township

· Change PA5 area back to PA2 at north –central portion of township at boundary with Wharton. 

Montville

· More precise boundary delineation needed between PA1 and PA5 areas

· Change PA5 area to PA3 in conjunction with similar changes requested in Lincoln Park and Kinnelon
Morris Township

· Open Space Changes and CES/HS– See County data set

Morris Plains

· Open Space Changes – See County data set

· CE/HS changes in area east of Sun Valley Way and along Mountain Avenue

Morristown

· No PA changes proposed
· CES: All stream corridors and associated riparian corridors, mapped and unmapped (Morristown Open Space Plan)

Mountain Lakes

· Open Space Changes – See County data set

Mt. Arlington

· No PA changes proposed

Mt. Olive

· No PA changes proposed at this time. May seek Planning Area change for the ITC area through Plan Endorsement.. 

· Sanitary sewer areas incorrectly mapped

Netcong

· Open Space Changes – See County data set

Parsippany-Troy Hills

· Open Space and CES/HS Changes – See County data set

Pequannock

· No PA changes proposed

Randolph

· Open Space Changes – See County data set

· Change area in northeastern portion of the township from PA3 to PA5

Riverdale

· No PA changes proposed

Rockaway Borough

· Open Space Changes – See County data set

Rockaway Township

· Change PA5 to PA1 for White Meadow Lake Country Club

· Change PA5 to PA1 for lots adjacent to Country Club

· Change PA5 to PA2 in southeastern portion of Township near Country Club

· Open Space Changes –See County data set 

· Add Cultural and Historic Sites.

Roxbury

· South-central portion of the Township, several parcels in PA5 back to PA1

· Open Space Changes – See County data set

Victory Gardens

· No PA changes requested

Washington

· Changes requested to include CES/HS historic sites listing

Wharton

· Open Space Changes – See County data set

· Planning Area Change:  PA5 back to PA2 in southwest section of the Borough

4.0
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND COMMENT

To provide the public an opportunity to comment on the Preliminary State Plan and the Cross-Acceptance process, the Morris County Planning Board held a meeting on July 15, 2004.  Notices of the meeting were distributed to all municipalities, various organizations and agencies, as well as individuals who requested to be placed on the Morris County Planning Board’s Public Outreach list.

In addition, the Planning Board accepted comments through various means including written correspondence and e-mail.

Summaries of the public comments received by the Morris County Planning Board are given below.

4.1 
Comments by the Public on the State Plan Preliminary Plan for Cross-Acceptance

July 15, 2004 Meeting of the Morris County Planning Board

Frelinghuysen Arboretum, Haggerty Center

53 East Hanover Avenue

Morris Township, New Jersey

1.) 
Representing Roxbury 80, LLC


Thomas Carroll, Esq.


c/o Hill Wallack


202 Carnegie Center


Princeton, NJ 08543

George Ritter, PP

Ritter & Plante Associates, LLC.

1701 Walnut Street

Philadelphia, PA 19103


Request for Planning Area Change


Mr. Carroll requested that the Morris County Planning Board consider changing the Planning Area designation for property in Roxbury Township from a PA5, Environmentally Sensitive Planning Area, to a PA2, Suburban Planning Area.  The property, owned by his client, consists of Block 9302, Lot 1 and Block 9401, Lots 1, 12 and 13, and is located in the northeast quadrant of the Route 206 and I-80 interchange, just southeast of Netcong.  Mr. Ritter provided an aerial of the site, as well as maps showing existing land use and zoning.  He explained the reasons why he believed that the PA2 was more applicable to the site than PA5.  The Muscarelle Tract is in Roxbury Township’s fair share plan as an inclusionary affordable housing site; it is in close proximity to sewers; it is within a water supply service area according to the Township’s Master Plan; it is within well-defined area of development and activity; it is within walking distance of train and bus service; and it would complement and reinforce the Netcong Town Center and would be a logical extension of the Center.

Response:
Roxbury Township supports the delineation of the site as Planning Area 5 as shown in the Preliminary Plan map.  The Roxbury 80, LLC site (Muscarelle Tract) is not a certified site and was deemed by the Council on Affordable Housing (COAH) to be in excess of the Township’s certified affordable housing plan.  The property is not required for Roxbury’s third round obligation.

2.)
Mary Prendergast


Morris County Heritage Commission


618 Van Beuren Rd.


Morristown, NJ 07960


Request Changes to the Preliminary Plan


On Page 30, revise definition of Smart Growth so that the first sentence reads:  “Smart Growth means well-planned, well-managed growth that adds new homes, creates new jobs, and promotes redevelopment and urban revitalization, while preserving open space, farmland, and historic, cultural and environmental resources.”


Page 41 states that 


“Additional consideration will be given during the Cross-acceptance process to making a distinction between Critical Environmental Sites and Historic and Cultural Sites. Changes are not proposed in this document.”


How are the above changes to be made?  Historic and cultural sites should be specifically mentioned in the State Plan.


Response:
The County will recommend the above wording change in the State Plan...
3.)
Wilma Frey


Highlands Coalition/New Jersey Conservation Foundation


170 Longview Rd.


Far Hills, NJ 07931


State Plan Map Changes to PA 1, PA 2, and Centers


Any change in the designation of an area to a PA 1, PA 2, or Center should be considered very carefully because of the “Fast Track” law.  Make sure that you want to develop in these areas.


Response:
The County will recommend the Planning Area changes proposed and supported by municipalities.

4.)
Jennifer Zorn


Bikers for Open Space


P.O. Box 155


Madison, NJ 07940


Planning for Transfer of Development Rights


What is the Planning Board doing with respect to Transfer of Development Rights?  It is a successful tool in managing growth elsewhere in the nation and it should be discussed by the County.  We are not aggressive enough in preserving our resources and should use this planning tool.


Response:
The County Planning Board will work with the Highlands Council in creating a TDR program in Morris County

5.)
Susan M. Young, Resident


35 School House Lane


Morristown, NJ 07960


Correction to Sewer Service Area


Washington Valley is designated as a Sewer Service area on the Preliminary Plan.  This designation is incorrect and should be removed from the map in Washington Valley.


Response:
The County is creating a map showing the location of existing and future sewer service areas.  The County will submit the corrections to the state once the mapping is completed and verified for accuracy.

6.)
Chris Mills


Sierra Club


37 Green Ave.


Madison, NJ 07940


State Plan Map Changes to PA 1, PA 2, and Centers


Concurs with Wilma Frey’s comments concerning any changes of an area to PA 1, PA 2 or Centers.  Any such change should consider the impact of the “Fast Track” law.


Response:
The County will recommend the Planning Area changes proposed and supported by municipalities.

4.2
Written Comments Submitted to the Morris County Planning Board

7.) Dr. Lynn L. Siebert, President

Burnham Park Association

178 Hillcrest Ave.

Morris Township, NJ 07960

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

Sewer Service Area:

a) No current State approval for any Township Wastewater Management Plan.

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

Land Use Classification

I. Washington Valley

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

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

c.) A PA 3 classification is highly inappropriate fro Washington Valley

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

e.) Other problems with the “Hamlet” classification (sewer extensions, inappropriate incidental land uses.)

II.
Jones Woods – Not appropriate as a proposed PA 3; meets criteria as a PA 5, Environmentally Sensitive Planning Area.

Procedures, Public Participation – The Township must provide more opportunities for meaningful public input with respect to Cross-Acceptance.


Response:
Morris Township has not proposed any Planning Area changes at this time.

8.)
Barbara Lawrence, Executive Director


New Jersey Future

137 W. Hanover Street


Trenton, NJ 08618

Focus municipalities on planning area boundary lines

NJ Future is encouraging the County to review the data layers provided by the NJDEP, in particular the Landscape Project Endangered Species Habitat maps, to improve the accuracy of the State Plan map.


Response:
The County will recommend the Planning Area changes proposed and supported by municipalities.

9.)
Julia Somers, Executive Director


Great Swamp Watershed Association

P.O. Box 300


New Vernon, NJ 07976

Recommendations to the Morris County Planning Board Regarding the Third Round Cross-Acceptance for the State Development and Redevelopment Plan

A.
Planning Area Designations


The Morris County Planning Board should be cautious when considering designating any area as Planning Area 1 or 2 because of the “Fast Track” bill, S1368.


Proposed State Plan Map Changes


1.  From PA 3 to PA5 – The area south of Jockey Hollow Road and on both sides of Bailey Hollow Road in Morris Township.  The area contains Catfish Brook, headwaters of Great Brook, a principal stream of the Great Swamp Watershed and forested and emergent wetlands.


2.  From PA1 to PA 5 – The area in Chatham Township, on the edge of the Great Swamp national Wildlife Refuge, south and west of Southern Boulevard.  It is highly environmentally sensitive, adjacent to a National Wilderness Area and contains wetlands that are habitat for state and federally listed threatened and endangered species.

B.
Road Designations – correct designation of County Road 510 through Morristown.

C.
Sewer Service Areas

Washington Valley area of Washington Township is not within a Sewer Service Area.  

The PA5 around Green Village Road is not within a Sewer Service Area.

D.
Critical Environmental Sites and Historic and Cultural Sites

1.  All Category 1 (C-1) streams should have a 300-foot buffer designated as CES.

2.  All historic districts, designated at the local or state level, should be designated as Historic and Cultural Sites.  

3.  Use the Great Swamp Watershed Association’s “Saving Space: The Great Swamp Watershed Greenway and Open Space Plan” to determine CES’s.  Maps of proposed CES’s are included.


Response:
At this time, Morris Township is not considering any Planning Area change.  The Township may seek Plan Endorsement and will contemplate any changes in Planning Areas at that time.  
10.)
Mr. Glenn Geiger, Esq.


Pitney Hardin, LLP


P.O. Box 1945


Morristown, NJ 07962-1945


Representing 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


Planning Area Change:  Change PA 5 area back to PA 2 in Mine Hill Township


The applicant’s 229-acre property is currently zoned TH-1 (Residential Townhouse) and C (Commercial).  The TH-1 zone permits the construction of up to 800 townhouses on approximately 200 acres.  The applicant has a site plan application before the Mine Hill Planning Board and a Wastewater Management Plan amendment before the NJDEP.  The Planning Area delineation was changed in the Preliminary Plan from a Planning Area 2 to a Planning Area 5.  The Planning Area should remain as a Planning Area 2 based on the proposed development and the characteristics of the property and the surrounding area.


Response:
The Township has not taken a position on the Planning Area change.   The County will recommend the Planning Area changes proposed and supported by municipality.
11.)
Mr. Hing Lum


Interverse Enterprises, Inc.


3 Alpine Drive


Denville, NJ 07834


Planning Area Change:  Change PA 5 area in Mount Olive Township (Block 800, Lots 15 and 16)


All of Mount Olive is delineated as Planning Area 5.  Mount Olive may seek a change to Planning Area 2 for a specific section of the township.  Other areas of the township should also be assessed for a more appropriate Planning Area as they are densely populated.  


Response
The above-mentioned property is completely within the Preservation Area of the Highlands Region and is under the jurisdiction of the Highlands Council.

12.)
Mr. Howard Wolfe, Executive Vice President


Community Builders Association of New Jersey


9 Whippany Road, Bldg B-2, Suite 3


Whippany, NJ 07981


Concerns, comments, and questions for Cross-Acceptance

1. Are there discrepancies between the map provided by the Office of Smart Growth and the one used by the County?  If so, what are they?

2. How can towns/counties plan effectively with ever changing regulations?

3. The need for jobs and growth fit must be included in all master plan submissions.  What are the county’s current needs?  Were those needs determined by study?  Does the county invest in programs to keep business/jobs here?

4. Since most of the county is either now preserved, developed, undevelopable, or under comprehensive management plans, do the remaining planning areas in PA3, PA4 and PA5 contain enough lands for development in the future?

5. Can land preservation be achieved through development without cost to the taxpayer?

6. How does the Cross-Acceptance process stop downzoning, which is a waste of land use in areas that call for 1, 2, 3, or 20 or more acres per unit?

7. What can the county do to make housing more affordable to its residents, given its high cost and the migration to less costly areas?  Will local businesses also move to areas (Pennsylvania?) where their employees live?

8. Can the PA3 and PA4 sustain growth with adequate water allocations and coordinate infrastructure planning since all of our growth needs cannot be sustained in PA1 and PA2?

9. With the passage of the Highlands Bill preserving a large portion of the State, has the county increased its PA1 and PA2 to accommodate the need for increased housing in neighboring areas?

Response:


1. The Morris County Planning Board is making corrections to the Preliminary Plan map using information submitted by municipalities.  The County will only make changes that have municipal concurrence.  The changes are listed in this report and will be shown on a map.

2. No response.

3. The need for jobs and growth fit is not mandated in the Municipal Land Use Law or the County Planning Act.  The Morris County Economic Development Commission, supported in large part by the Count of Morris, is responsible for attracting and maintaining businesses in Morris County.  The Commission, formerly the Morris Area Development Group, has conducted a survey of business concerns.

4. Residential and commercial and industrial land use projections provided by the municipalities and North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority are contained in this report.

5. The determination of whether land preservation can be achieved through development at no cost to the taxpayer is beyond the scope of the County Cross-Acceptance Report.

6. Cross-Acceptance is the process of comparing local plans to the State Plan; it does not stop downzoning.

7. While the County does have programs funded through the federal government and is a supporter of the Housing Partnership for Morris County, the County has no authority over local land use decisions.

8. See Responses 1. and 4.

9. See Response 1.  

5.0
PLAN ENDORSEMENT AND CENTER DESIGNATION

To gauge interest in the State’s Plan Endorsement process and center delineation, the County included the following questions in the Cross Acceptance Questionnaire:

1. a.
Will your municipality be applying for Plan Endorsement by the State Planning Commission within the next three years?  (Circle one) 








Yes
No
Maybe




1. b.
If “Yes”, would you be creating or delineating one or more centers within your municipality? (Circle one)







Yes
No
Maybe


Table 3 on the following page lists each municipality’s responses to these questions.  

To date:

· nine (9) municipalities are considering Plan Endorsement (one of which is an existing center)

· 18 municipalities are not certain if they will seek Plan Endorsement (one of which is an existing center)

· seven (7) municipalities state that they have no interest in Plan Endorsement at this time (two of which are existing centers), and 

· five (5) municipalities did not provide answers.

Concerning Centers, of the 33 municipalities that are NOT centers:

· no (0) municipalities stated they would delineate any centers within the next three years;

· nine (9) municipalities indicated that they may be interested in delineating a center;

· 15 municipalities stated that they are not interested in delineating a center; and 

· nine (9) municipalities did not provide answers 

In addition, the municipalities provided the following comments:

Chester Borough

The Borough has no wastewater capacity and is virtually built out.  The Borough has also applied for a $20,000 Smart Growth Grant; Borough wishes to seek center designation if Smart Growth Grant is received.

Harding Township

The Township is interested in Initial Plan Endorsement at this time.

Montville Township

The Township may be interested in delineating the Towaco Village Center.

Morristown

Morristown is already a designated regional center - the boundaries, however, may be modified.

Mount Olive Township

The Township will be seeking Plan Endorsement through the process established in the "Highlands Water Protection and Planning Act" for the Preservation Area and through SDRP for Planning Area.

Table 3: Responses to Questions on Plan Endorsement and Center Delineation

	Municipality
	Consider Plan Endorsement?
	Create Any Centers?

	Boonton Town
	Maybe
	No

	Boonton Township
	Maybe
	No

	Butler Borough
	Maybe
	N/A

	Chatham Borough
	Maybe
	No

	Chatham Township
	Maybe
	N/A

	Chester Borough
	Maybe
	Maybe

	Chester Township
	Yes
	No

	Denville
	Maybe
	No

	Dover
	Maybe
	Existing Regional Center

	East Hanover
	Maybe
	N/A

	Florham Park
	No
	No

	Hanover
	Maybe
	N/A

	Harding
	Yes
	No

	Jefferson
	Maybe
	*

	Kinnelon
	Yes
	No

	Lincoln Park
	N/A
	Existing Town Center

	Long Hill
	Yes
	No

	Madison
	Maybe
	Maybe

	Mendham Borough
	No
	Existing Village Center

	Mendham Township
	No
	No

	Mine Hill
	N/A 
	 N/A

	Montville
	Maybe
	Maybe

	Morris Township
	Yes
	Maybe

	Morris Plains
	Maybe
	Maybe

	Morristown
	Yes
	Existing Regional Center

	Mountain Lakes
	Maybe
	Maybe

	Mount Arlington
	No
	Existing Village Center

	Mount Olive
	Yes
	Maybe

	Netcong
	No
	Existing Town Center

	Parsippany-Troy Hills
	Maybe
	Maybe

	Pequannock
	N/A 
	 N/A

	Randolph
	Yes
	No

	Riverdale
	No
	No

	Rockaway Borough
	No
	No

	Rockaway Township
	Maybe
	No

	Roxbury
	Maybe
	N/A

	Victory Gardens
	N/A
	N/A

	Washington Township
	Yes
	No

	Wharton
	Maybe
	Maybe


* As the State Plan is somewhat inconsistent with the Highlands Water Preservation Act, Jefferson Township may seek Plan Endorsement within the next three years.  It is unknown, at this point, what the total impact of the Highlands Water Preservation Act will have on the Township's Master Plan and how Plan Endorsement will be consistent with the Highlands legislation.  The Township has and continues to endorse the concept of centers and has proposed, in the past, one for the Lake Hopatcong Region and one for the Milton section of the Township.
6.0
PROVIDE COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING STATE AGENCY IMPLEMENTATION OF THE STATE PLAN

 

This round of cross acceptance was marked by unrealistic time schedules and the lack of accurate data needed for fully considered municipal review and comment.  Accurate mapping of planning areas and associated discussion and review, arguably the most important aspect of this round of cross acceptance, was significantly hindered by a lack of preparedness and coordination between the Office of Smart Growth, the NJ DEP and other agencies responsible for mapping data associated with cross-acceptance. 

 

The abbreviated review schedule began with several months of delay in receiving needed data sets that were to be reviewed prior to the commencement of cross-acceptance.  When finally received, only days were left to review this data before the cross-acceptance process was to begin.  During that review, it became obvious that the data provided was of only limited value due to widespread and pervasive inaccuracies.  The GIS mapped State Agency data layers failed to accurately represent critical environmental features; parkland, sewer service areas and other data sets critical to the review of planning area boundaries.   

 

While correction of inaccurate data through county and municipal review was to be expected, it was also expected that the initial data provided would have displayed a greater amount of base accuracy particularly given the shortened review period.  It is not clear whether the fault lies in the agencies providing the data, or in administrative decisions resulting in inadequate funding to hire needed staff to develop and check this data.  It is hoped that the State will adequately prepare for future cross-acceptance efforts, and that sufficient time and accurate information will be provided to allow for considered and constructive review of all associated data.  Ensuring better coordination between agencies and confirming the accuracy of base data will become even more critical as the amount and complexity of regulation in the state increases.  

7.0
INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS

As requested by the Office of Smart Growth, the Morris County Planning Board recommended that county agencies and municipalities provide a list of needed infrastructure projects and/or capital improvement programs.  

7.1
County Infrastructure Plans and Programs


Transportation:

The Morris County Department of Planning, Development & Technology had submitted an extensive listing of transportation capital projects during the review of the State Plan Informational Layers maps to the Office of Smart Growth.  The prior submission is to be considered a part of the County’s Cross-Acceptance Report.


Solid Waste and Recycling:

Projects that may need to be implemented – 

· Mt. Olive Transfer Station Expansion (proposed)

· Par-Troy Transfer Station Expansion (proposed)

· Camp Pulaski Garage Compost Facility - Mt. Olive (pending)

· County Recycling Facility (proposed)

· Railroad Transfer Facility (proposed)

· Recycling Curbside Program Vehicle Maintenance Facility (pending)


Water Supply


Existing

· Alamatong Well Field, well rehabilitation, water treatment facility

· Flanders Valley Well Field, well rehabilitation, water treatment facility

· Markewicz Pump Station, maintenance

· Mt. Arlington Pump Station, maintenance

· Storage Tanks, maintenance

· Meter Pits, maintenance

· Transmission Main, replacement

Pending

· Transmission Main Extension, Alamatong Well Field to Mt. Arlington Pump Station

· Well Rehabilitation, Replacement Well for Alamatong #3

· Clyde Potts Pump Station, Interconnection

· Rockaway Well Field, Water Well

Proposed

· Transmission Main Extension, Along Berkshire Valley Road to Rockaway Well Field

· Transmission Main Extension, Sussex Turnpike to Denville Pit along North Star Road

· Transmission Main Replacement, Pleasant Hill – Ironia Road PCCP

· Rockaway Well Field, Well Pump and House

Conceptual

· Scrub Oaks Mine Storage Reservoir, Water Source, Reservoir, Water Treatment Plant

7.2
Municipal Infrastructure Plans and Programs

Table 4 lists the municipalities, which have provided a list of infrastructure projects or capital improvement programs to the county.  Since several of these listings and reports are extensive, the County will provide copies to the Office of Smart Growth as a separate item.

Table 4: Capital Improvement Plan Reference/Municipal Infrastructure Needs

	Municipality
	Information on Future Capital Improvements

	Boonton Town
	Capital Information Not Provided

	Boonton Township
	Capital Information Not Provided

	Butler Borough
	Capital Information Not Provided

	Chatham Borough
	1) Replace failing Jackson Avenue Sewage Pumping Station - $509,000 (Engr./Permits/Construction)

2) Replace 100-year old water main on Main Street - $490,000 (Engr./Permits/Construction)

	Chatham Township
	Information Not Provided - Note: The Chatham Township questionnaire reports that the SDRP Cross Acceptance map incorrectly place portions of the PA-5 area within sewer service area.  See Township questionnaire. 

	Chester Township
	Capital Information Not Provided

	Chester Borough
	Capital Information Not Provided

	Denville Township
	Capital Information Not Provided

	Dover Town
	Capital Information Not Provided

	East Hanover Township
	Capital Information Not Provided

	Florham Park Borough
	Capital Information Not Provided

	East Hanover Township
	Capital Information Not Provided

	Harding Township
	Capital Information Not Provided - Note : Harding has indicated that an affordable housing project, to be constructed on Township property at the intersection of Kitchell Road and Woodland Avenue, will be connected to the Morris Township wastewater system.  The property is included in Harding's approved sewer service area and is designated Planning Area 1 in the State Plan.
Harding also reports in their questionnaire that the State Plan data layer does not reflect the approved service area in Harding served by the Morris Township wastewater management system. These areas are depicted on the map included with the questionnaire.   

	Jefferson Township
	Capital Information Not Provided 

	Kinnelon Borough
	Capital Information Not Provided

	Lincoln Park Borough
	Capital Information Not Provided

	Long Hill Township
	Capital Information Not Provided

	Madison Borough
	Capital Information Not Provided

	Mendham Borough
	Capital Information Not Provided

	Mendham Township
	Capital Improvement Budget for 2004-2008 Provided.  Date October 3, 2003.  Includes: General Government, Roads, Buildings & Grounds, Police, Recreation, Ralston Fire, Brookside Fire, Mendham Fire, First Aid.  Copy of 75 page document available upon request

	Mine Hill Township
	Capital Information Not Provided

	Montville Township
	Capital Information Not Provided

	Morris Plains Borough
	Capital Information Not Provided 

	Morris Township
	Capital Information Not Provided  - Note:  Questionnaire indicates updated information provided (digital) to OSG regarding future sanitary sewer area, pending wastewater management plan and open space map. 

	Mount Arlington Borough
	Capital Information Not Provided

	Morristown 
	Capital Information Not Provided

	Mount Olive Township
	Capital Information Not Provided  - Note:  Questionnaire indicates sewer service areas identified on OSG Quadrangles Stanhope #26, Chester #37, Hackettstown #36 and Tranquility #25 are incorrect. See mapping amendments in Wastewater Management Plan prepared by Schoor DePalma dated April 2003 revised through September 10, 2004.  (Available from Mt. Olive Township)

	Mountain Lakes  Borough
	Capital Information Not Provided

	Netcong Borough
	Capital Information Not Provided

	Parsippany-Troy Hills

Township
	Six year capital budget dated November 10, 2003 covers vehicle replacement, tank painting, well replacement, fire hydrant installation, meter change out, water tank painting, supervisory control, interconnections, GIS, radio survey installation, road reconstruction, drainage, traffic lights, road resurfacing, Lake Parsippany improvements.  Available upon request. 

	Pequannock Township
	Capital Information Not Provided

	Randolph Township
	Capital Information Not Provided

	Riverdale Borough
	Capital Information Not Provided

	Roxbury Township
	Capital Information Not Provided

	Rockaway Borough
	Capital Information Not Provided

	Rockaway Township
	Questionnaire indicates intent of Township to expand sewer capacity to Lake Telemark area, not currently in the RVRSA sewer service area and which is currently in PA5.  Municipality is also preparing a feasibility study for extending the public sanitary sewerage system to provide sewer service to a section identified as the Mount Hope triangle.  This is an area generally described as Mt. Hope Road north of Route 80 and Richard Mine Road between Mr. Hope Avenue and Mt. Hope Road.  Map available upon request.   

	Victory Gardens Borough
	Capital Information Not Provided

	Washington Township
	1)       Recreation Improvements Reported:  Falcon Fields ($3,000,000), Palmer Park (parking, playground, concession pavilion, bathroom pavilion, landscaping, maintenance building, trails fencing, skate park - $1,000,000), Community Center (meeting space, auditorium, indoor recreation and outdoor pool - $5,000,000)
2)       Park and Recreation, Police Compound Building ($185,000)
3)       Washington Township Municipal Building (($2,000,000) 
4)       Infrastructure and Facilities: Sewer expansion (for new elementary school, high school expansion and failing septic systems), Long Valley Safety Project.  Infrastructure total $14,000,000
5)       Washington Township Board of Education:  New K-5 School ($19,000,000), Improvements and additions to existing schools, ($7,000,000) 
6)       West Morris Board of Education: Improvements and additions to West Morris Central High School ($28,166,000)  

	Wharton Borough
	Capital Information Not Provided


 
8.0
EXISTING DEVELOPMENT AND FUTURE GROWTH 

In order to assess how effective the State Plan has been in guiding where growth will occur, the Morris County Planning Board requested that municipalities provide data on existing development and future growth by Planning Area.  To compile information on where development has occurred with respect to Planning Areas, the Cross-Acceptance Questionnaire contained a table dividing residential, commercial/industrial, parks, and vacant lands by Planning Area.  We also requested municipalities to estimate the growth potential of their municipalities to the year 2025 as recommended in their master plans and regulated by their zoning ordinances.  This information was also to be distributed by Planning Area.

Please note that these numbers are best “guesstimates”; based on existing conditions and regulations.  For municipalities within the Preservation area of the Highlands, some attempted to factor the impact of the Highlands Legislation into the growth potential, while others did not.

Developing a set of estimates and projections by municipality by Planning Area is an ambitious effort by the municipalities and the County.  The County Planning Board and staff are grateful to the municipalities that were willing and able to provide the estimates and projections after realizing the amount of work it would actually require.  And we also are indebted to those municipal officials who realized that they would not be able to complete the questionnaire in a timely manner and permitted us to complete the questionnaires for their towns.  Without their cooperation and patience, this type of analysis would not have been possible. 

A number of municipalities are still working on their questionnaires and have stated that they will be submitting information on existing development and growth projections.  When the municipalities submit numbers or revised numbers, the County will submit the updated data as an addendum to the Final Morris County Cross-Acceptance Report.  For those towns unable to submit projections on future growth, the County will use the draft 2025 projections developed by the North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority (NJTPA), dated November 18, 2004.  The following municipalities have indicated that they will be completing the Cross-Acceptance Questionnaire: Mine Hill and Pequannock.

The numbers in the following tables may differ than the numbers originally submitted by the municipalities.  Upon review of the data contained in the questionnaires, a number of errors in calculating sums and transposing numbers were discovered and corrected.  The following is a list of towns, for which corrections were made and/or gaps in information completed in Part I of the Cross-Acceptance Questionnaire.

	 Corrected Errors
	Filled in Blanks

	Boonton Town
	Montville Township

	Chatham Borough
	Morris Plains Borough 

	Chester Borough
	 

	East Hanover Township
	 

	Florham Park
	 

	Kinnelon Borough
	 

	Mountain Lakes Borough
	 

	Parsippany Troy Hills 
	 

	Randolph Township
	 

	Washington Township
	 

	
	


8.1
Housing Units

Based on estimates and projections provided by municipalities and the NJTPA, the number of new housing units projected for 2025 ranges from 13,714 to 14,414 units
, an increase of 7.5% to 7.8% countywide (Table 5).  For comparison, between the 1990 and 2000 Census, the number of housing units increased by 18,631 units, an increase of almost 12%.  If the projections hold true, then the rate of housing growth will significantly decrease in Morris County.  The average number of units added to the county between 1990 and 2000 were 1,863 per year; while for the time period between 2004 and 2025, the municipalities are projecting a combined average of 653 units to 686 units per year.  This will be the lowest rate of growth in the County since 1950.

Examining individual municipal projections, the rate of growth ranges from 0 percent (Victory Gardens) to 63.4% for Mine Hill if the Canfield property is developed.  In terms of absolute numbers, Rockaway Township is expecting the largest increase in number of new dwellings (2,405) followed by Pequannock (1,134), Mine Hill (883), Morristown (800) and Randolph (775).  Most of these housing units were projected from approved or pending development applications. Most of these developments consist of large-scale multi-family developments, a significant number of which are age-restricted and/or inclusionary affordable housing.
Towns that do not expect significant increases in housing, other than Victory Gardens include Chatham Borough (15), Rockaway Borough (17), Chester Borough, (45), Mountain Lakes (60), Madison (75), Kinnelon (80, NJTPA) and Mendham Borough (90).  These municipalities are all boroughs, and with the exception of Kinnelon and Mendham Borough, are small traditional Planning Area 1 communities that are almost fully developed.  Kinnelon is almost entirely within the Preservation Area of the Highlands, while Mendham Borough is a designated village within Planning Area 5, with future growth limited by wastewater treatment capacity.

Analyzing housing growth by Planning Area (Table 6), in terms of absolute numbers, most of the future housing increase will occur in Planning Area 1 with an increase of 7,272 housing units, followed by Planning Area 5 with an increase between 3,130 to 3,830 housing units.  Looking at percentage increase, Planning Area 4B will experience the largest percentage increase at 23.4%, followed by Planning Area 2 with an increase of 15.9%.

Table 7 provides a breakdown of total existing housing units by Planning Area, which provides a snapshot of the number and percentage of housing units in each Planning Area, answering the question of “Where has housing development occurred with respect to Planning Areas?”  The analyses shows that well over half of the existing housing units in Morris County are located in Planning Area 1, followed by Planning Area 5 with over ¼ of the housing units in the county.  In contrast, Planning Area 2 contains less than 10% of the county’s housing units, with Planning Area 3 and 4B each with one percent of the total.  Considering the area that each of these Planning Areas cover in Morris County, these numbers appear to be reasonable.

Table 8 provides a similar analysis as Table 7, but for future growth.  The percentage of total housing units by Planning Area will not change significantly.  Whether Scenario A. or B., the percentage of housing units in Planning Area 1 decreases slightly, while the percentage of units in Planning Area 2 will increase slightly.  Table 9 shows future housing units by planning area for each municipality. 

Table 5: Projected Growth in Housing Units: 2004-2025

	 
	2004 Housing Units
	2025 Housing Units 
	2004 – 2025 Housing Unit Change 
	% Difference

	Boonton Town
	3,368
	3,544
	176
	5.4%

	Boonton Township
	1,720
	1,880
	160
	9.3%

	Butler Borough
	3,192
	3,339
	147
	4.6%

	Chatham Borough
	3,232
	3,247
	15
	0.5%

	Chatham Township
	4,055
	4,169
	114
	3.1%

	Chester Borough
	627
	672
	45
	7.2%

	Chester Township
	2,581
	2,918
	337
	13.1%

	Denville 
	6,375
	6,855
	480
	7.5%

	Dover 
	5,700
	6,080
	380
	6.7%

	East Hanover 
	3,933
	4,059
	126
	3.2%

	Florham Park 
	4,120
	4,495
	375
	9.1%

	Hanover 
	5,024
	5,363
	339
	6.7%

	Harding 
	1,488
	1,727
	239
	16.1%

	Jefferson 
	8,152
	8,392
	240
	2.9%

	Kinnelon 
	3,522
	3,602
	80
	2.3%

	Lincoln Park 
	4,124
	4,224
	100
	2.4%

	Long Hill 
	3,255
	3,500
	245
	8.5%

	Madison 
	6,100
	6,175
	75
	1.2%

	Mendham Borough
	1,828
	1,918
	90
	4.9%

	Mendham Township
	1,966
	2,103
	137
	7.0%

	Mine Hill 
	1,392
	1,575 to 2,2751
	183 to 8831
	13.1% to 63.4%

	Montville 
	8,035
	8,585
	550
	6.8%

	Morris Plains 
	2,022
	2,051
	29
	1.4%

	Morris Township
	9,163
	9,523
	360
	3.9%

	Morristown 
	7,615
	8,415
	800
	10.5%

	Mount Arlington 
	2,098
	2,458
	360
	17.2%

	Mount Olive 
	10,824
	10,920
	96
	0.9%

	Mountain Lakes 
	1,370
	1,430
	60
	4.4%

	Netcong 
	1,423
	1,773
	350
	24.6%

	Parsippany-Troy Hills 
	20,421
	20,924
	503
	2.5%

	Pequannock 
	5,667
	6,801
	1,134
	20.0%

	Randolph 
	9,300
	10,075
	775
	8.3%

	Riverdale 
	1,068
	1,728
	660
	61.8%

	Rockaway Borough
	2,507
	2,524
	17
	0.7%

	Rockaway Township
	9,164
	11,569
	2405
	26.2%

	Roxbury 
	8,486
	9,2252
	7392
	8.7%

	Victory Gardens 
	588
	588
	0
	0.0%

	Washington Township
	5,894
	6,536
	642
	10.9%

	Wharton 
	2,463
	2,614
	151
	6.1%

	TOTAL
	183,862
	197,576
to 198,276
	13,714 to 14,414
	7.5% to 7.8%


1. NJTPA Draft Projections, 11/18/04 – Mine Hill’s projections are provided as range.
2. Roxbury Township’s projections are subject to change, based on build-out analyses to be completed in 2005.

Table 6: Increase in Housing Units by Planning Area: 2004 - 2025

	Planning Area 
	2004
	2025
	Numeric

Change
	Percent Increase

	PA1
	114,754
	122,026
	7,272
	6.3%

	PA2
	17,430
	20,204
	2,774
	15.9%

	PA3
	1,905
	2,035
	130
	6.8%

	PA4B
	1,747
	2,155
	408
	23.4%

	PA5
	48,026
	51,156 to 51,856 
	3,130 to 3,830
	6.5% to 8.0%

	TOTAL
	183,862
	197,576
to 198,276
	13,714 to 14,414
	7.5% to 7.8%


Table 7: Percent of  Total Housing Units by Planning Area, 2004

	Planning Area
	2004

Housing Units
	% of Total Housing Units

	PA1
	114,754
	62.4%

	PA2
	17,430
	9.5%

	PA3
	1,905
	1.0%

	PA4B
	1,747
	1.0%

	PA5
	48,026
	26.1%

	TOTAL
	183,862
	100.0%


Table 8: Percent of Total Housing Units by Planning Area, 2025

	A. Mine Hill increase of 183 units
	
	B. Mine Hill increase of 883 units

	Planning Area
	2025 Housing Units
	% of Total Housing Units
	
	Planning Area
	2025 Housing Units
	% of Total Housing Units

	PA1
	122,026
	61.8%
	
	PA1
	122,026
	61.5%

	PA2
	20,204
	10.2%
	
	PA2
	20,204
	10.2%

	PA3
	2,035
	1.0%
	
	PA3
	2,035
	1.0%

	PA4B
	2,155
	1.1%
	
	PA4B
	2,155
	1.1%

	PA5
	51,156
	25.9%
	
	PA5
	51,856
	26.2%

	TOTAL
	197,576
	100.0%
	
	TOTAL
	198,276
	100.0%


Table 9: Projected Growth in Housing Units by Planning Area, 2004-2025

	 
	2004 Housing Units
	2025 Housing Units

	
	PA 1
	PA 2
	PA 3
	PA 4B
	PA 5
	PA 1
	PA 2
	PA 3
	PA 4B
	PA 5

	Boonton Town
	3,364
	0
	0
	0
	4
	3,406
	0
	0
	0
	4

	Boonton Township
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1,720
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1,880

	Butler 
	3,192
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3,339
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Chatham Borough
	3,232
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3,247
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Chatham Township
	3,785
	0
	0
	0
	270
	3,877
	0
	0
	0
	292

	Chester Borough
	0
	0
	0
	1
	626
	0
	0
	0
	1
	671

	Chester Township
	0
	0
	0
	65
	2,516
	0
	0
	0
	127
	2,791

	Denville 
	2,000
	4,250
	0
	0
	125
	2,175
	4,545
	0
	0
	135

	Dover
	5,700
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6,080
	0
	0
	0
	0

	East Hanover 
	3,933
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4,059
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Florham Park 
	4,095
	0
	0
	0
	25
	4,470
	0
	0
	0
	25

	Hanover
	5,024
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5,363
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Harding
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1,488
	24
	0
	0
	0
	1,703

	Jefferson
	0
	0
	0
	0
	8,010
	0
	0
	0
	0
	8,9511

	Kinnelon 
	295
	0
	0
	0
	3,227
	295
	0
	0
	0
	3,307

	Lincoln Park 
	4,074
	0
	50
	0
	0
	4,174
	0
	50
	0
	0

	Long Hill
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3,255
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3,500

	Madison 
	6,075
	0
	0
	0
	25
	6,150
	0
	0
	0
	25

	Mendham Borough
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1,828
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1,918

	Mendham Township
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1,966
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2,103

	Mine Hill 
	1,253
	0
	0
	0
	139
	1,436
	0
	0
	0
	139 to 839

	Montville
	7,501
	0
	0
	0
	534
	7,944
	0
	0
	0
	641

	Morris Plains
	2,022
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2,051
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Morris Township
	8,544
	0
	45
	0
	574
	8,594
	0
	45
	0
	884

	Morristown
	7,615
	0
	0
	0
	0
	8,415
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Mount Arlington
	0
	2,098
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2,302
	0
	0
	156

	Mount Olive
	0
	0
	0
	207
	10,617
	0
	0
	0
	232
	10,688

	Mountain Lakes
	1,370
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1,430
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Netcong
	0
	1,413
	0
	0
	10
	0
	1,763
	0
	0
	10

	Parsippany-Troy Hills
	19,388
	1,009
	0
	0
	24
	19,751
	1,149
	0
	0
	24

	Pequannock
	5,667
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6,801
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Randolph
	0
	5,385
	1,810
	0
	2,105
	0
	5,950
	1,940
	0
	2,185

	Riverdale
	1,068
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1,728
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Rockaway Borough
	2,507
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2,524
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Rockaway Township
	5,706
	1,245
	0
	0
	2,213
	6,937
	2,395
	0
	0
	2,237

	Roxbury
	4,393
	1,930
	0
	0
	2,163
	4,5202
	2,0002
	0
	0
	2,7052

	Victory Gardens
	588
	0
	0
	0
	0
	588
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Washington Township
	0
	0
	0
	1,474
	4,420
	0
	0
	0
	1,795
	4,741

	Wharton
	2,363
	100
	0
	0
	0
	2,514
	100
	0
	0
	0

	TOTAL
	114,754
	17,430
	1,905
	1,747
	48,026
	122,026
	20,204
	2,035
	2,155
	51,156 to 51,856


1. NJTPA Draft Projections, 11/18/04

2. Roxbury Township’s projections are subject to change, based on build-out analyses to be completed in 2005.
8.2
Commercial and Industrial Floor Area

NOTE: The County is still expecting to obtain missing information from municipalities before the end of  Cross-Acceptance.  This information will be provided as an addendum to the Final Report.

Table 10: Projected Growth in Commercial/Office/Industrial Floor Area, 2004-2025

	Municipality
	2004 Floor Area (Sq. Ft.)
	2025 Floor Area (Sq. Ft.)
	Change
	Percent Increase

	Boonton Town
	1,861,850
	1,981,850
	120,000
	6.4%

	Boonton Township
	433,758
	448,758
	15,000
	3.5%

	Butler
	1,153,048
	1,393,048
	240,000
	20.8%

	Chatham Borough
	1,307,085
	1,445,652
	138,567
	10.6%

	Chatham Township
	N/A
	N/A
	175,000
	N/A

	Chester Borough
	659,155
	760,155
	101,000
	15.3%

	Chester Township
	331,971
	396,771
	64,800
	19.5%

	Denville
	3,461,972
	3,711,972
	250,000
	7.2%

	Dover
	7,280,000
	7,700,000
	420,000
	5.8%

	East Hanover
	7,852,929
	7,884,031
	31,103
	0.4%

	Florham Park
	4,500,000
	7,250,000
	2,750,000
	61.1%

	Hanover
	9,905,330
	12,005,330
	2,100,000
	21.2%

	Harding
	431,500
	439,000
	7,500
	1.7%

	Jefferson
	1,017,573
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Kinnelon
	402,900
	465,185
	62,285
	15.5%

	Lincoln Park
	1,461,535
	1,511,535
	50,000
	3.4%

	Long Hill
	1,232,133
	1,293,740
	61,607
	5.0%

	Madison 
	1,200,000
	1,700,000
	500,000
	41.7%

	Mendham Borough
	374,398
	374,398
	0
	0.0%

	Mendham Township
	5,000
	5,000
	0
	0.0%

	Mine Hill
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Montville
	4,900,000
	5,200,000
	300,000
	6.1%

	Morris Plains
	3,266,831
	4,016,831
	750,000
	23.0%

	Morris Township
	6,618,562
	6,678,562
	60,000
	0.9%

	Morristown
	2,500,000
	2,650,000
	150,000
	6.0%

	Mount Arlington
	603,712
	916,400
	312,688
	51.8%

	Mount Olive
	7,464,400
	10,864,400
	3,400,000
	45.5%

	Mountain Lakes
	331,571
	348,149
	16,578
	5.0%

	Netcong
	605,953
	640,953
	35,000
	5.8%

	Parsippany-Troy Hills
	21,475,334
	24,261,296
	2,785,962
	13.0%

	Pequannock
	1,920,095
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Randolph
	3,024,635
	3,524,635
	500,000
	16.5%

	Riverdale 
	1,648,000
	2,050,700
	402,700
	24.4%

	Rockaway Borough
	2,656,543
	2,670,669
	14,126
	0.5%

	Rockaway Township
	5,667,080
	7,299,720
	1,632,640
	28.8%

	Roxbury
	4,328,262
	6,954,734
	2,626,472
	60.7%

	Victory Gardens
	153,245
	153,245
	0
	0.0%

	Washington Township
	1,271,717
	1,414,818
	143,101
	11.3%

	Wharton
	2,272,002
	2,605,682
	333,680
	14.7%


	Table 11: Projected Growth in Commercial/Office/Industrial Floor Area, 2004-2025

	 Municipality
	Existing Floor Area (Sq. Ft.)
	Floor Area by 2025 (Sq. Ft.)

	
	PA 1
	PA 2
	PA 3
	PA 4B
	PA 5
	PA 1
	PA 2
	PA 3
	PA 4B
	PA 5

	Boonton Town
	1,861,850
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1,981,850
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Boonton Township
	0
	0
	0
	0
	433,758
	0
	0
	0
	0
	448,758

	Butler 
	1,153,048
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1,393,048
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Chatham Borough
	1,307,085
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1,445,652
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Chatham Township
	N/A
	0
	0
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	0
	0
	0
	N/A

	Chester Borough
	0
	0
	0
	0
	659,155
	0
	0
	0
	0
	760,155

	Chester Township
	0
	0
	0
	3,972
	327,999
	0
	0
	0
	15,772
	380,999

	Denville 
	2,079,277
	1,382,695
	0
	0
	0
	2,154,277
	1,557,695
	0
	0
	0

	Dover 
	7,280,000
	0
	0
	0
	0
	7,700,000
	0
	0
	0
	0

	East Hanover 
	7,852,929
	0
	0
	0
	0
	7,884,031
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Florham Park 
	3,550,000
	0
	0
	0
	950,000
	5,550,000
	0
	0
	0
	1,700,000

	Hanover 
	9,905,330
	0
	0
	0
	0
	12,005,330
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Harding 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	431,500
	0
	0
	0
	0
	439,000

	Jefferson
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1,017,573
	0
	0
	0
	0
	N/A

	Kinnelon 
	402,900
	0
	0
	0
	0
	402,900
	0
	0
	0
	62,285

	Lincoln Park
	1,461,535
	0
	
	0
	
	1,511,535
	0
	
	0
	

	Long Hill 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1,232,133
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1,293,740

	Madison 
	1,200,000
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1,700,000
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Mendham Borough
	0
	0
	0
	0
	374,398
	0
	0
	0
	0
	374,398

	Mendham Township
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5,000
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5,000

	Mine Hill
	N/A
	0
	0
	0
	N/A
	N/A
	0
	0
	0
	N/A

	Montville 
	3,700,000
	0
	0
	0
	1,200,000
	4,000,000
	0
	0
	0
	1,200,000

	Morris Plains 
	3,266,831
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4,016,831
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Morris Township
	6,618,562
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6,678,562
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Morristown 
	2,500,000
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2,650,000
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Mount Arlington 
	0
	603,712
	0
	0
	0
	0
	916,400
	0
	0
	0

	Mount Olive 
	0
	0
	0
	327,950
	7,136,450
	0
	0
	0
	327,950
	10,536,450

	Mountain Lakes 
	331,571
	0
	0
	0
	0
	348,149
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Netcong 
	0
	605,953
	0
	0
	0
	0
	640,953
	0
	0
	0

	Parsippany-Troy Hills 
	20,900,000
	0
	0
	0
	575,334
	23,685,962
	0
	0
	0
	575,334

	Pequannock
	1,920,095
	0
	0
	0
	0
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Randolph 
	0
	1,152,235
	864,138
	0
	1,008,262
	0
	1,377,235
	1,064,138
	0
	1,083,262

	Riverdale 
	1,648,000
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2,050,700
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Rockaway Borough
	2,656,543
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2,670,669
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Rockaway Township
	4,224,430
	556,831
	0
	0
	885,819
	5,458,463
	702,065
	0
	0
	1,139,192

	Roxbury 
	2,753,616
	354,209
	0
	0
	1,220,437
	2,833,010
	2,449,206
	0
	0
	1,672,518

	Victory Gardens 
	153,245
	0
	0
	0
	0
	153,245
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Washington Township
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1,271,717
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1,414,818

	Wharton 
	2,272,002
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2,605,682
	0
	0
	0
	0

	TOTAL
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


8.3
Open Space

As stated earlier in the report, Morris County has a successful Open Space Trust Fund program.  In addition, 29 municipalities have approved Local Open Space Funding Programs.  Table 12 shows the acreage of existing and future open space by municipalities, which had submitted the data.  According to the information provided by the municipalities, the amount of preserved open space is expected to increase by 14,437 acres by 2025.  Because Parks are designated as a separate Planning Area in the State Plan, we can not provide a breakdown by Planning Area.  

Table 12: Preserved Open Space, 2004-2025

	 
	Existing Open Space (acres)
	Open Space by 2025 (acres)
	Change

	Boonton Town
	66
	80
	14

	Boonton Township
	718
	1,318
	600

	Butler 
	21
	25
	4

	Chatham Borough
	193
	248
	55

	Chatham Township
	277
	377
	100

	Chester Borough
	106
	166
	60

	Chester Township
	6,537
	6,911
	374

	Denville 
	950
	1,350
	400

	Dover 
	85
	92
	7

	East Hanover 
	483
	1,183
	700

	Florham Park 
	402
	652
	250

	Jefferson
	11,260
	12,010
	750

	Hanover 
	830
	925
	95

	Harding 
	6,224
	6,624
	400

	Kinnelon 
	2,073
	3,338
	1,265

	Long Hill 
	3,581
	3,760
	179

	Madison 
	140
	160
	20

	Mendham Borough
	187
	387
	200

	Mendham Township
	2,855
	3,195
	340

	Montville 
	1,507
	1,705
	198

	Morris Plains 
	110
	130
	20

	Morris Township
	1,931
	2,031
	100

	Morristown 
	150
	165
	15

	Mount Arlington 
	535
	535
	N/A

	Mount Olive 
	5,918
	6,718
	800

	Mountain Lakes 
	834
	845
	11

	Netcong 
	58
	58
	0

	Parsippany-Troy Hills 
	1,598
	1,798
	200

	Pequannock
	676
	676
	N/A

	Randolph 
	2,400
	2,900
	500

	Riverdale 
	10
	10
	0

	Rockaway Borough
	91
	112
	21

	Rockaway Township
	8,280
	13,345
	5,065

	Roxbury 
	3,042
	3,796
	754

	Victory Gardens 
	0
	0
	0

	Washington Township
	2,286
	3,200
	914

	Wharton 
	229
	255
	26

	TOTAL
	66,643
	81,080*
	14,437*



Open space data for Lincoln Park and Mine Hill will be included in the addendum to the Final Report.

9.0
NEGOTIATION AGENDA

To be developed with the Office of Smart Growth.

10.0
CROSS-ACCEPTANCE STAFF AND CONTACT INFORMATION


Long Range Planning Division


Christine Marion, PP, Assistant Planning Director


Anthony Soriano, PP/AICP, Principal Planner


Kevin Sitlick, Senior Planner


Rene Axelrod, Planning Aide


Gillian Connell, Planning Intern


GIS Division


Steve Rice, Assistant Director


Janice Peal, GIS Specialist


Jennifer Loller, GIS Specialist


Tina Travers, GIS Specialist Trainee


Michael Umansky, GIS Specialist Trainee


Stuart Walter, GIS Specialist Trainee


Morris County Department of Planning, Development & Technology


PO Box 900


30 Schuyler Place, 4th floor


Morristown, NJ 07963-0900


Telephone: 973-829-8120


Fax: 973-326-9025


E-mail: cmarion@co.morris.nj.us
� Mine Hill Township has not yet provided 2025 projections for housing units or future commercial/industrial.  The Township is under court order concerning an approximate 700 unit residential development, Canfield Associates.  However, the Township has also received County Open Space Trust Fund monies to purchase the tract for open space, therefore, the future use of the tract is uncertain.
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