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:*::-.--:-rpIe Stephen Skillman
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':cc-v;' Brunswick/ NJ C8903

Re: ••'orris County Fair Housing Council,
v. Boonton Township, et al
Docket #L-6 001-7 8 P.W.

et al

3£ir ;••;•:?£ 5kill~an:

Eridosed please find Revised Vacant Land Analysis dane
Jur:e 5, 1534, prepared by Russell Xon-ney, Planner for defendant
rownshio of Denville. ^ith this submission, the expert reports
on behalf of Danville have now been completed and submitted. I
am by copy of this letter providing same to Mr. Sisdorfer.

ery truly yours,

Stsphan C •Hansbufy

SCH/'njs
enc
cc: Stephen Eisdorfer, Asst. Deputy Public

Advocate
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MEMORANDUM

TO: John J. Harper, Special Counsel
FROM: Denville Township, N. J.
SUBJECT- Russell L. Montney

v~' ' Revised Vacant Land Analysis - Mt. Laurel II Litigation
DATE: J u n e 5f 19 8 4

On prior occasions, we have prepared studies which
examined the vacant land potential for Denville Township.
The first such occasion was October 1979 at which time we
provided a table in which we listed all available vacant land
in Denville by zoning category without regard for the size of
these parcels based upon information assembled in conjunction
with land use studies that were completed as a part of our
Master Plan studies. This information was later updated in
December 1980 in conjunction with the Mt. Laurel I
litigation.

As shown on the accompanying table, within each of the
available vacant land areas, we measured that portion that
was impacted by three categories of environmental
constraints:

1. Slopes in excess of 25 percent.

2. Composite limitations which included

Depth to bedrock of 0-6 feet
Depth to groundwater of 0-5 feet
Soil permeability - classified unacceptable

3. Flood hazard areas.

The areas remaining without one or more of these constraints
were then measured and shown as vacant lands suitable for
development. Of the total of 1810 acres of available vacant
land identified in this study, 786 acres remained as suitable
for development.

Since those studies were made, there have been a number
of events that have occurred that have an impact on the
suitability of vacant land for development. First of all,
the New Jersey Supreme Court, in its Mt. Laurel II decision,
reassures us that, "....Mount Laurel is not designed to sweep
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away all land use restrictions or leave our open spaces and
natural resources prey to speculators. Municipalities
consisting largely of conservation, agricultural or
environmentally sensitive areas will not be required to grow
because of Mount Laurel. No forest or small towns need be
paved over and covered with high rise apartments as a result
of today's decision."

In our discussions with the Public Advocate's Office,
they have recognized that slopes in excess of 15 percent
should not be disturbed and that there are practical limits
on the size of parcels that should be considered for
development in meeting the low and moderate income housing
need. In addition, there have been a series of studies which
have brought into sharper focus the environmental constraints
on these vacant lands, which include:

1. Refinement of flood hazard areas by the Federal
Insurance Program and the New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection.

2. Identification of Wetlands by the U. S. Fish and
Wildlife Service.

3. The identification of sole source critical
groundwater aquifers by Gerathy and Miller, Geonics and
others.

4. The identification of Critical Soils areas based
upon studies by the Morris County Soil Conservation
Service.

In recognition of these events, we have prepared a
Revised Vacant Land Analysis based upon this more recent
information. This study has consisted of the preparation of
a series of six overlays to a new Vacant Land Map. On the
Base Map of the Township revised to July 1981, we have shown
all vacant parcels of eight acres or larger as well as
parcels of five acres or larger that are adjacent to either
an eight-acre or another five-acre parcel. Parcels of eight
acres were used because they represent the minimum size that
might reasonably be expected to be developed for low and
moderate income projects and five acres was used on the
premise that it could be combined with other lands to form a
reasonable project size.

Within each of these vacant areas we have identified, on
five acetate overlays, and measured the area for each of the
following environmental constrants:



John J. Harper 6/5/84 Page 3

High Water Table This overlay shows those portions of
the vacant lands that have a seasonal high water table
of from 0-5 feet. Some of the major impediments to
development of lands in these areas for high density
housing includes limitations on development of
basements, construction of sanitary sewers and other
utilities such as electrical, telephone and natural gas
lines. Over 484 acres of these vacant lands are
impacted by high water table.

Stream, Overflow Areas Included on this overlay are
those areas subject to stream overflow as determined by
the flood hazard areas established by the Federal
Insurance Program as well as those areas so classified
as a part of the Morris County Soil Survey. Yet another
135 acres of these vacant parcels fall within this
category.

Assorted Wetlands Adjoining Stream Overflow Areas These
are lands identified by the Morris County Soil Survey as
well as wetlands identified by the U. S. Fish and
Wildlife Service* Just over 200 acres of vacant land
are impacted by wetlands.

Critical Groundwater Resource Areas. This overlay shows
those areas identified as sole source groundwater
aquifers, which must be protected. Just under 290 acres
of the vacant lands are within this category.

Slopes Tn Excess Of 15 Percent. This overlay is taken
from the Excessive Slopes Map of the Land Use Ordinance
and shows those portions of these vacant lands with
slopes of 15 percent or greater. Over 242 acres were
found in this category.

On our sixth overlay, we have shown severe restrictions
which is a composite of one or more of the previous five
overlays which takes into consideration any overlap of these
various categories. This area was then deducted from the
total area of vacant land to arrive at the total figure for
developable vacant land.

This information is shown on the accompanying table
which indicates that, of the total of 1166 acres of vacant
land, 331 acres are located outside these ares with
environmental limitations.
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R~C
R-l
R-2
R-2A
R-3
R-4
A-l
PO8
B-l
B-2
B-2A
B-3
OB-1
OB-2
OB-3
OB-4
1-1
1-2

TOTAL

Available
Vacant Land

(Acres)

149.06
310.32
751.55
121.11
40.00
45.92
12.62

.86
17.79
3.84

.86
2.12

61.24
5.56

287.17

Vacant Land De iopment Pot' Ual
October

Excessive
Slopes

25^ and Over

28.41
35.53

149.06
17.04
4.75
3.09
1.72

-
-
-
-

3.96
-

14.98

1979

Composite
Limitations^1)

128.17
83.00

307.48
36.62
20.66
17.04
7.63

.28
10.10
1.89

.22
•"

40.23
3.55

176.27

Flood Hazard
Areas

2.30
54,99
34.33
10.05

-
14.58
3.16

.69
6.69

-
.57

-
60.56

HIP

Suitable For
Development

13.83
179.51
368.91

66.76
15.21
16.93
2.93

4.31
2.01

1.84

14.92
.80

98.79

1 ,810 .02 258.54

(1) Composite Limitations
Depth to Bedrock - 0-6 feet
Depth to Water - 0-5 feet
Soil Permeability • Unacceptable

833.14 188.12 786.75'(2)

(2) This represents 9.58 percent of the total Township area.



DBNVILLB TOWMSUIP
REVISED VACANT LAND ANALYSIS

MAY, 1984

Zone

C

R-C

R-l

R-2

R-2A

OB-4

B-2

1-2

Vacant
Acre

135.36

220.26

432.94

32.60

31.91

70.96

3.08

239.80

High Water
Tbl.O'-S1

Acre

55.61

51.09

140.38

6.71

18.65

34.72

3.08

174.53

Stream
Overflow

Acre

-

11.36

27.54

3.61

10.33

.23

1.72

81.15

Assorted
Wet Area

Acre

i
i _

112.43

1.66

9.01

34.72

49.41

Total 1,166.91 484.77 135.94 207.23

Critical
Ground Water Over
Resource Area 15% Slope

Acre Acre

127.66

161.40

289.06 242.14

Severe Developablt
restrictions* Land

Acre Acre

45.34

43.53

118.11

5.62

.97

10.96

1.20

16.41

99.51

172.38

268.59

18.31

21.29

58.09

3.08

193.67

35.85

47.88

164.35

14.29

10.62

12.87

-

46.12

834.92 331.99

Sewer Re
five env
overlap of these categories



EXHIBIT B

DENVILLE TOWNSHIP
MOUNT LAUREL II COMPLIANCE PROGRAM DATE: 6-12-85

II. FAIR SHARE COMPLIANCE

A. INTRODUCTION

Denville Township already has a significant stock of^ov^a^fmoderate

income housing. As shown by the 1980 census, Deny^lYe^as over 400 units

of housing affordable to low and moderate inc$meN>eo>le. Twenty-six per-

cent of the Township's households are low and^moderate income households as

defined in the Mount Laurel I I decision.

The Township acknowledges that homesVor low and moderate income people

should continue to be made ava£Iabte/in Denvi l i e . Denvi l i e believes that

this can best be accompli sfiedj>^>a coherent and coordinated program de-

signed, controlled and/implemented by the Township i t se l f . The social,

environmental anoVeconomic/health of the community must be carefully

preserved i f Denyi^1e\)s to continue to provide affordable low and moderate

income homes..

The he kter-skelter, immediate force- f i t approach must be avoided, because

Denvilie Township cannot survive the introduction of a large number of new

residents without adequate environmental review and prior development of

adequate infrastructure. In the interest of orderly progress and preserva-

tion of community character, Denvilie's fa i r share should be provided at a

pace consistent with the overall development of the community.

B. COMPLIANCE PROGRAMS

Denvilie Township wi l l provide its fa i r share of affordable housing through

five principal mechanisms:

1 . Rehabilitation of existing substandard housing with assistance

from the Morris County Department of Community Development.



2. Conversion of existing structures to create affordable rental

units within them.

3. Construction of publicly subsidized affordable senior citizen
housing.

4. High density development of approximately 60 acres of land appro-

priate for such development to provide additiqna^iffordable hous-

ing.

5. Creation of an overlay zone requiri jro-^^vall developers provide
affordable low and moderate income noising within their develop-
ments.

1. Rehabilitation

Denville has already receivedoaVne for one compliance credit for 41 hous-

ing units rehab1"lttate<M>y\tbVMonr1s County Department of Community Devel-

opment as of July^x1984..\jDepartment director Grace Brewster reports that

twelve Denville Households were assisted or found eligible for assistance

between August; 1984 "and May 1985. Ms. Brewster anticipates completing 50

to 60 a,dditibnal~cases in the next five years, making a total of 62 to 72

units beyond the 41 for which Denville has already received credit. Thus,

the Township can be expected to satisfy at least 62 units of i ts fa ir share

obligation by continuing to encourage and support housing rehabilitation.

2. Accessory Conversion

In the spring of 1984 the Township proposed and was prepared to adopt an

ordinance providing for and encouraging accessory conversions. A fu l l year

has been lost because this approach to implementing fa i r share was not

agreed to at that time. Now, more than a year later , Denville Township

again proposes to adopt an accessory conversion ordinance allowing home-

owners to create apartments within or, where appropriate, as additions to

their homes.



Accessory apartments in Denville must meet the following cri ter ia:

1 . The unit must be rented to a low or moderate income household.

2. The rent, including u t i l i t i e s , must be no more than 30% of the

income of a low or moderate income household.

3. The owner must agree to comply with the New Je/sJy^Law Against

Discrimination, NJSA 10:4-1 et seq.

4. The unit must be subject to controls^adnnmastered by the Denvil u

Affordable Housing Board to ensureXfiat)|t is rented by and

affordable to lower income houseful ds\f or a reasonable period of

time.

Based upon citizen response, the\Township believes that accessory conver-

sion will be a very active^r^grim; For the purpose of estimating the

number of potential conveSiptjs, i t should be noted that Denville contains

about 4,500 single-fajn1%vdetached housing units, of which about 3,200 have

three or more bedroomsy'Xonversion of as l i t t l e as 3% of the 3,200 larger

homes would prp'videVbout 100 Mount Laurel units, while a more realistic 5%

conversion.rate^would provide 160 Mount Laurel units.

3. Senior^ Citizen Housing

With a large and rapidly increasing older population, Denville is particu-

larly concerned about providing additional housing for senior citizens.

Denville proposes to build (150) units of publicly subsidized senior c i t i -

zen housing. This housing will be administered by the Denville Affordable

Housing Board. Units wil l be rented or sold to senior citizens of low and

moderate income. Sites should be selected for their proximity to existing

adequate infrastructure, public transportation and community services.

Possible sites include a 21 acre tract between the end of Luger Road and

the Parsippany Troy Hil ls border and the 19 acres owned by the township on

Vanderhoof Avenue.



4. High Density Development

To implement the immediate development of low and moderate income housing,

Denville wil l rezone a limited area of the Township for well-planned high

density development. This zone wil l provide for an in i t ia l maximum of (60)

acres with densities between 7 and 10 units per acre depending on environ-

mental and infrastructural constraints and community resources. In areas

judged by the Township Planning Board to have only minof^cj^traints, den-

sities of 7 units per acre will be sought. In areas w4ljvs}?nificant con-

straints densities of up to 10 units per acre of s^tatu/rland will be

allowed depending on the developer's efforts/fo^myuipize impacts to the

environment and to contribute to infrastructura^mprovements. In a l l

cases, site selection and development c j^er ia must be compatibility with

existing uses, adequacy of existing if i irasWcture, environmental con-

straints and access to public transportation and community services.

I f the Planning Board determinesxthat high density development should be

allowed such development-must-provide a significant proportion of the Town-

ship's fa i r share>x6iP^1ow\nd moderate income housing. Denvilie Township

has determined tha£\a*30'% set-aside of low and moderate income housing

should be mandatory in such high density developments

I t is \nt ic ipated that the Nuzzo and Stonehedge tracts may be suitable for

a high density approach. Development of these tracts at 7 units per acre

with a 30% set-aside could provide approximately 122 units of low and

moderate income housing.

5. General Mandatory Set-Aside

To provide additional affordable housing as the Township develops, Denville
will prepare an overlay zone requiring that at least 30% of all newly con-
structed housing units within a subdivision of five or more building lots
be affordable to and reserved for persons of low and moderate income. Con-
struction of low and moderate income units will generally be allowed at a



density four times the zoned density. Because small subdivisions will not

contain enough market rate units to subsidize development of low and mode-

rate income housing on the site, subdivisions of less than five building

lots will have the alternative of paying a fee to the Denville Affordable

Housing Board. The Township will specify the structure of this fee after

further economic analysis. The Affordable Housing Board will use the pro-

ceeds to supplement other sources of financing for the senior citizen hous-

ing and accessory conversions discussed in sections 2

Under this plan, development of all residentiary ?onpd)^acant land in the
Township would provide about 386 units of MountH.aunernousing.

C. SELECTION OF BUYERS AND RENTERS A v-^

All low and moderate income housing"-uh.its produced under the programs out-
lined above will be sold or rente&ttcr'persons of low and moderate income.

The Denvilie Affordablejfousinij Board will select buyers and renters from

among the income eli'sfbTvapplicants in accordance with the following

priority list:

1. Resfdents-of Denvilie who have lived in the Township for at least
e year and who are living in shared or deficient housing.

2. Employees of Denville Township, Denville Township School District,

or other public agencies or educational facilities located within

the Township who are living in shared or deficient housing.

3. Other persons employed in Denville who are living in shared or

deficient housing.

4. Residents of Denville Township not included in (1), (2), or (3)
above.



5. Persons employed in Denville Township and living more than 20 miles

from their place of work in the Township or living in any urban aid

municipality within the Township's Mount Laurel I I prospective

housing need region.

6. Persons employed within ten miles of the municipal boundary of

Denville Township and living in shared or deficient housing.

7. All other persons living in shared or deficiejitHwustng within

Denville Township's prospective need regionyv<w£ta> preference given

to those living in designated urban ai9""wqKipalities

8. All others.

In al l categories, preference wilKBeJgjveftr to former residents of Denville
over persons who have never lived cinythe Township.

(302/2)



EXHIBIT C

DENVILLE TOWNSHIP

MOUNT LAUREL I I COMPLIANCE PROGRAM

1.0 TOWNSHIP SUITABILITY FOR IMPLEMENTING MT. LAUREL I I

p lanning-cr i ter ia , includin

Development Guide Pl

Denville TownshiD

potential

and

A. INTRODUCTION

The c r i t e r i a outlined below wi l l be used to ev^tia£teN$jmable areas for

development. The c r i t e r i a are broken out undeXre i / subheadings: (1)

c r i t i ca l environmental planning cri ter ia.^-^j i juding environmental factors,

si te design, and land use c o m p a t i b i l i t y * ? ! ^ c r i t i c a l infrastructure

systems, including water, sewage di*1m^aV< storm drainage, and t r a f f i c and

transportation; (3) township^as^Kkl^n and zoning; and (4) additional

planning-criteria i n c l d i < County Master Plan, and the State

evaluated using these criteria to identify
"areas that are consistent with sound environmental
principles. Those development areas that have been

proposedNtfW be compared against each specific criterion in relationship
to one another to determine which site(s) is(are) most suitable for
development. The best sites will be those that most closely meet all'of
the criteria; good sites will satisfy most of the criteria, but fall short
in a few critical areas; while poor sites will generally exhibit a few
positive criteria, but will rank low in other criteria evaluations.

(The object of this suitability analysis will be to determine what the
total development potential of the township is and to assess what effect,
if any, the use of limiting environmental and non-environmental criteria
^ay have in implementing this development.)

-1-



B. CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING CRITERIA

An understanding of the existing environment is important in identifying
areas suitable for acceptable residential development. Development areas
need to be identified considering the natural environment so as not to
encroach on environmentally sensitive areas such as wetlands, floodplains,
steep slopes, or aquifer recharge zones,

1.0 Environmental Parameters

Any land development activity will apply presWheYi £he existing natural
environmental balance of Denville Township^K Impacts to one element of this
natural system could result in a wide r^roeSyf effects extending beyond the
individual element and affecting the-nedtrse System.

1.1 Geology, Topography an

The geologic history<0nd^ctofffScter of an area should be considered prior to
development actiWit^svyfhe land forms of Denville Township are predomi-
nantly glacial nê JcsNjfchat are presently being altered by natural processes
associated-wiri^Vhe^xontemporary humid climate. The effects of these
process ê ŝ itae enrident in the evaluation of soils and drainage patterns of
the presen£>environment.

Bedrock geology depth reflects the thickness of overlying soil, surface
resistance to excavation, and the hydrologic characteristics for potable
water supplies. The ease of excavation usually decreases with depth and
may vary considerably with the extent and nature of fracture patterns.

Bedrock is nearest to the surface in areas of high relief or steep slope

where glacial scour was the most severe and deepest on flat valley bottoms.

-2-



Steep and Excessive Slopes

An area with steep slopes should be avoided for development activities.
Areas containing slopes greater than 15 percent are considered to have
steep slopes, while slopes greater than 25 percent are excessive. Con-
struction in these areas would increase slope instability, particularly
where vegetation is removed and drainage patterns altered, accelerate
erosion of surface soils, and involve higher development

n portion of
of the township.

Areas of steep and excessive slopes are common in thi
the township and along the ridges in the southej

Soils

Existing soil type and characteristi^s^Kfciultl/'be considered in identifying
a suitable development area.--SoU^JIWW high erosion potential, poor
drainage, and subject to land^xcfe^o^ slope failure should not be
extensively developed. Thê "Wofc£>S County Soil Survey and the Denville
Comprehensive Plan locateTtm^aescribe surficial soils found in Denville
Township. The soiOs&^ey^out lines the chemical and physical properties,
water levels, sut^Sjpwty for onsite sewage disposal, and other limitations
regarding dfiv̂ f̂tprafim for each soil type.

1.2 Floo ins

Development in floodplain areas should be restricted as these areas absorb
excess water providing important protection against flood damage and silta-
tion from eroded lands upstream. Areas designated as floodplains represent
those areas where the probability of a 100-year flood occurring during any
one year is about 1 percent. The National Flood Insurance Act of 1968
provides government sponsored flood insurance for structures in designated
floodplains. Insurance is limited to communities that have developed
measures to limit development in floodplains. New buildings in flood prone

-3-



areas are unlikely to receive federal flood insurance. Lending institu-
tions are reluctant to finance construction in such areas. Federal Execu-
tive Order (#11988) and State regulations direct the avoidance of
floodplain development whenever possible.

Flood hazard areas are concentrated to the north and northeastern end of
Denville Township along the Rockaway River, its tributaries and associated
lakes. Areas subject to stream overflow, as identified by^&te U.S.D.A.
Soil Conservation Service, are concentrated south of RouCe^^v-jBlong Den
Brook, Peck Meadow Brook, and Mitchell's Brook.

1.3 Wetlands

Wetland areas are mapped by the U.S.
are necessary habitat for a number of
of construction in wetlands is dir
there is no practical alterna£

These an

designat

Wildlife Service. Wetlands
d animal species. Avoidance

federal regulations, unless

Federally designated wet&mMNtreas ar*e located in scattered parcels along
each of the" existi^^o^ways in Denville Township. Large contiguous
areas have been idefh^rVed along Beaver Brook. The U.S.D.A. Soil Conser-
vation Service/ftasMMSo identified wetland areas by soil characteristics.

ocated south of Route 80 and overlap the federally
etland areas.

1.4 Aquifer Recharge Zones

Groundwater is the sole source of drinking water in Denville Township.
Areas within the township have been designated as prime aquifer and
immediate recharge zones for the federally designated sole source aquifer
underlying Denville Township. Protection of the prime aquifer (the ground-
water supply) and proper management of recharge areas are critical criteria
for development.

-4-



Along the terminal moraine in Denville, the Rockaway Valley areas have been
delineated as important sites for groundwater recharge to the subsurface
aquifers. The quantenary deposits in these areas are a principle source of
potable water not only for Denville but its neighboring communities as
well. These areas should be preserved to protect the future quantity and
quality of groundwater resources.

1.5 Wild!and and Wildlife Preservations

Unique and/or critical habitats should be prohibited

Areas containing habitat suitable for state-idejjjy^efi S=#fe, threatened or
endangered species should also be protected. OJrea.sjW'lxh diverse habitat
able to accommodate a variety of naturallyjaccufc^jng species should be set
aside as "green acres" or "wildlife corp£§©fc\." Use of adjacent land or
development density or configuratior^ja^sneeg/to be regulated to ensure
little impact to these important

2.0 Site Design

2.1 Site C6nf igur^6n\ \

Size and shapjOo^^pe S l t e nuiS* accomm°date the physical layout of proposed

land use</*^s^n options increase with increases in size. I t is essential

to evalua\e\site suitability in light of potential housing arrangements.

o Site suitability for rural-urban development. Detached single
family development on larger lots, onsite sewage and disposal
(septic service), low density;

o Site suitability for suburban development. Detached single
family development, medium size lots, city sewage, good site
drainage;

-5-



o Site suitability for clustered suburban development. Single
family houses (attached), provide open space, city sewage0

service required, works well with site amenities;

o Site suitability for urban development. Foundations and heavier
structures, and extensive paved areas, city sewage service€
required, accessibility need high.

2.2 Site Location

Proper location of high density housing within ̂fctrevYuVur'tfan and rural
fabric of Denville must be considered. Past ̂ rfe<idsJof city growth should
enhance the location of high density housing PB^ticular attention to
movement of land use (i.e., residentiaU'fK&vtag) must be provided to
evaluate site suitability. LocatioDjramn\coinmunity services, such as mass

j ^ T ^ c . , must be evaluated to determine
i^res and possible need for right-of-way
the proper location of high density

transit, hospital services,
site suitability. Availabl
access provide extra cone
housing.

3.0 Land Use C

3.1

Contiguous properties must be studied in light of current land use to-

ensure compatible use of the proposed site.

o Suitability of site for alternative land uses must be

evaluated.

o Impacts of alternative land uses shall be considered in light

of adjacent property land uses.
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o Responsible practice must be developed for land uses - buffers
to mitigate conflicting land uses.

3.2 Historic Resources

Caution must be taken to preserve the unique and significant historical

community resources of both natural and built environments:

o No alteration to sites or structures deemed of hisJLorHS^ value
except for restoration purposes;

o No land uses which conflict with the u<e\bf\lihase sites for
historical purposes permitted in the^imm^j^te environs of
these sites;

o Ensure preservation of suhs£feftfo^ftracts of hilltop land

deemed of visual, envfoo^m^taT, and historical value.

3.3 Aesthetic Resoucc

Caution must be fe^eX^o^preserve the aesthetic resources of Denville.
Development Sy*£exjp'11 be evaluated in light of their impact, positive or
neg at ive^^yutej^n lie's character, visual resources, open space needs, and
hillside preservation needs.

Town Character Criteria

o Architectural Quality. Developments must convey aesthetic
character that is compatible with the township as a whole, as
well as adjacent properties.

o Scale of Development. Developments must present a pattern and
density of development that is compatible to the township and
adjacent properties.
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Visual Resources

o Extended views. Developments must not approach or obstruct
valuable vistas or extended views.

o Developments, must not alter existing wooded hillsides deemed of
value by the township.

o Developments must not disrupt scenic terrain
prominence.

o Developments must not disrupt scenic/fcerrai'n of local interest

o Developments must not obscure^o^Sg\snipt views of water
surfaces in Denville.

Open Space Needs

o Developmentsyshcjbld^not disrupt space suitable for active and

passive

Ipntents should not negatively impact or alter surface
resources.

o Developments should consider open space areas where best
compatible to adjacent property and township open space needs.

Hillside Preservation

o Slopes exceeding 15 percent should remain vegetated to prevent
soil erosion in developments of hillside settings and to
preserve township hillsides.

-8-



o Hillsides identified as valuable to the township (visual
resource) must be preserved, and developments must not encroach
or disrupt the hillside character.

o Adjacent properties to hillside preserves should be carefuljy

reviewed by the township in light of potential impact to

aesthetic resources and environmental conservation

-9-



C. CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE SYSTEMS

1.0 Water Supply

Development sites should have access to the existing public water supply
system. The local municipal well field, water source, transmission,
pumping, and storage facilities must be adequate to supply ̂ .sufficient
quantity of good quality potable water. If the existingCw&eV^ystem is
incapable of meeting the expected demand, provision shj^n^ojfe made to
provide new transmission lines, pumping and storage^^(\Tpfties, municipal
interconnections and/or additional water sour^*pa!£w^uired, while
minimizing the costs and environmental impacts>a\^ciated with construction
activities. The water system must also J^gXpable of supplying adequate
water flow and pressure for fire

2.0 Sanitary Sewage Disposal

Development sites should/Havfe^ccess to the existing public sewer system.
The capacity of lcK^TCtran^mission lines, force mains, pump stations, trunk
line, interceptoiv-arttr̂ fiVRSA treatment facilities should be adequate to
ensure that m^icj^l sewage disposal and treatement can proceed
efficient^jh^reliably without detriment to other system users or to the
environment^ If the existing sewage transmission facilities are inadequate
for the increased flow, additional sewers, pumping facilities and system
redundancy must be provided, while cost and the environmental impacts
associated with construction activity are minimized.

If connection to public sewage treatment facilities is not feasible,
package sewage treatment plant systems may be considered providing there is
adequate available space, the plant can be operated reliably and efficient-
ly without generating odors or other neighborhood disturbances, and that
the treated effluent can be discharged without detriment to local surface

-10-



and groundwater resources. Onsite septic systems may also be considered
provided that adequate area and suitable soil conditions exist, and if it
is demonstrated that the sole source aquifer will not be contaminated.

3.0 Stormwater Drainage

Site development plans should include adequate drainage plans. The amount

of stormwater runoff from the site should be calculated,/$/5a"^nethods to

convey stormwater from the site provided in order to:

o avoid aggravation of local or downstreajjr^fVq&^Kng or high water
table conditions;

o minimize the impact of non-poin£/^ou^c\ pollution on surface
water, groundwater and wetlai

charge where possible.

Any increase in/£bppiwater runoff should not exceed the capacity of
downstreajp-"5j^mwater drainage facilities.

4.0 TrafN^- and Transportation

Development sites should have suitable egress and access to the local road
system and principal arterials, such as Routes 46, 53 and 10, and West
Hanover Avenue; and to public transportation systems. Local roadways and
intersections should be capable of absorbing the increased vehicular and
pedestrian traffic safely (without increasing the risk of accidents), and
without serious congestion. The increased traffic should not disrupt
existing residential areas, nor exceed the design capacity of local roads,
intersections and bridges. Deficient intersections and roadway segments
should be improved or avoided if adequate improvement is not feasible.
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D. TOWNSHIP MASTER PLAN AND ZONING

1.0 Township Master Plan

New developments should consider recent Planning Board discussions and
considerations concerning the update to the Denville Master Plan.

o Developments shall be considered with respect to Jb$/H£tu£ Land
Use. Plan compatibility.

o Developments shall be considered with feipe>p$ rb community
facilities and services.

o Developments shall be considepe^\vKth^espect to township

distribution of residentiaAjcp&ph'ng units and population

goals.

o Developments ^ a ^ r b k considered with respect to township
street pian^tej^i^pment goals.

2.0 Town s h i p/-$>n i i «

New development should consider township zoning criteria and policies of

the Denville Township Master Plan.

o Developments shall be considered with respect to adjacent

property zoning criteria for compatibility.

o Developments shall be considered with respect to township
zoning criteria and city wide zoning patterns for assessment of
compatibility.
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o Developments shall be considered with respect to variance
requirements and easements.

o Impact to zoning classification changes shall be considered on
adjacent properties and for the township as a whole.
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E. OTHER PLANNING CRITERIA

1.0 Morris County Master Plan

Development areas should consider the most recent elements of the«Morris
County Master Plan, which delineate certain land use goals and policies.
Site suitability shall be evaluated in light of county P0y*Jjj\s and
planning criteria.

o Developments shall be considered with re-ŝ ecJyoQ tbunty land

use plan compatibility.

o Developments shall be considered^K^i^espect to county

faci l i t ies and services. s

o Developments shall be<;^oXsHdefed with respect to county

population distribu£jpir>gbals.

2.0 State Developmengykrrae PI an

New developiqemsS&tfuld be located within areas designated "growth area,"
on the Sta'Jfe/Development Guide Plan. (The current State Development Guide
Plan identHjKes all of Denville, except the northeastern corner, as a
"growth area.") Site suitability shall be evaluated in light of state
policies and planning criteria.

o Developments shall be considered with respect to population

distribution and population growth.

o Developments shall be considered with respect to housing needs
and criteria.
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o Developments shall be considered with respect to natural

resources and conservation areas.

o Developments shall be considered with respect to agricultural

areas and designated Prime Agricultural Areas.

-15-



F. TOWNSHIP ENVIRONMENTAL SUITABILITY FOR DEVELOPMENT

The natural environment of Denville Township, as is true for any place, is

a complex system of interrelated components. The natural system and its

components have been identified by the Township in their comprehensive plan

and their natural resources inventory. Each component or element of the

natural environment adds to the balance of the system. (^J^anQe (whether

natural or human) to one element of the system may effe^/meworkings of

other elements. For example, diverting the flow oj^TsSwam will change

the habitat and ecology of the area of the o><f^Xkaj!V channel and that of

the new channel.

When planning for development, or a cMrlge^tb the natural environment, the

interdependences and relationship^amdo^ tne components of the environment

must be kept in mind so as not^N^aplct an adjacent habitat or disrupt the

natural-system. Cvv̂ ^

The previously desc^l^a>^oVironmental criteria are those which have been

found to be critical^M)> protecting and conserving the integrity of Denville

Township's natur<S^hvironment. The following discussion evaluates the

developjp€fTflN^o<istraints as they relate to the natural environment. Al-

thoughSaN&rtion of a potential development site may preclude development,

adjacent a-reas of the parcel may be suitable for development. In order to

protect and conserve these crit ical areas, development of the adjacent

suitable areas may be limited or restricted in some way, such as by main-

taining a buffer between the crit ical area and the development, restricting

the density of development, or restricting the type of drainage system and

septic system.

Any development proposal must demonstrate that i t is an environmentally

sensitive development approach that avoids or satisfactorily mitigates

adverse environmental impacts, minimizes use of limited land resources and

conserves and enhances natural land form, vegetation, and other existing

natural features.



1.0 ENVIRONMENTAL PARAMETERS

1.1 Geology, Topography and Soils

The bedrock geology of Denv411e Township is important to s i te development

as the depth to bedrock ref lects the thickness of the overlying s o i l , the

surface resistance to excavation, the f e a s i b i l i t y of onsroe^septic systems

and the hydrologic characterist ics for potable water, - ^ f v * ? ^ l s m o s t

often nearest the surface in areas of steep slope aiul$|e^est in f l a t

val ley bottoms. The ease of excavation usuaUjQiesrfcases with depth i n -

creasing the cost--of development.- A shallow\ate0h) to bedrock often e l i -

minates the use of an onsite septic systeirfVto prfftect the public health.

Aquifers in bedrock tend to be thin wijdlNravk storage capacity and trans-

m i s s i b i l i t y . Those areas of the "feflh^Mp wttere depth to bedrock is a t 0 to

6 fee t are areas where developj^xfsnjoiild be l i mi ted . "These areas t y p i -

ca l ly have a steep slope and^chJM not be developed (see discussion on

Steep Slope).

Topography

The land>-5u<f4cV-iTi Denvil le ranges from rugged, i r regu la r , h i l l y ter ra in

to ro lV f taMnMs that often have f l a t tops. Ridgelines seem to-al ign along

a northeasterly ax is . Glacial va l leys , "U" shaped are found between the

ridges. Land forms generally do not exceed 800 feet above mean sea 'level

except in a few locations in the southern part of the township where

elevations reach 1000 feet above mean sea l e v e l .

The topography is an indicator of soil cover over bedrock. Steep slopes

tend to have a thin soil layer and val ley bottoms have a thick soil layer .

Those areas of the township with slopes of 25 percent and over and 15 per-

cent to 25 percent have been iden t i f i ed by the Township in the i r natural

resources inventory. Those areas with slopes exceeding 25 percent should be

rest r ic ted from development. Those areas with slopes less than 25 percent

but not less than 15 percent should have l imi ted development.



As slopes increase, the necessity exists for massive cut and f i l l grading,

operations associated with maintaining maximum grades. Where vegetation is

removed and drainage patterns altered there can be problems with slope *

stabil i ty. These issues become most evident as slopes exceed 12 percent as

stated in the Denville Comprehensive Plan. In areas highly susceptible to

erosion the potential exists for sediment produced with land development

that may overload the natural stream transport capacity/a/Jch^result in

flooding and damage to the existing biota associated

courses.

Areas with-slopes greater than 25 percent ar^^xyemely susceptible to

erosion, soil creep (gradual downslope moye^enV^f soil) and potential

massive sliding. These areas should ne£j»\tevel oped not only for

environmental conservation reasonsybt^sfprpersonal safety and protection

of property.

In terms of implementinqj^B^peep slopes criterion, provisions have been

enacted by Denville^toQ^&tate intensity of development to the limitations

imposed by topograDhl^^ohditions, and to do so in a manner that respects'

natural features^a^tOscenic values of a site and adjoining areas. The

level of̂ deytfro'pment should be consistent with the level of services that

can re^JSJaoly^be provided in hi l l areas, and adverse physical phenomena,

such as e$>essive erosion flooding and landsliding, should be advoided.

To protect against siope-related development impacts, the minimum required

land area per dwelling unit i s , by ordinance, related to the natural topo-

graphy of the site in accordance with-the following table. Percent slope

is determined by dividing the change in elevation between contours by the

horizontal distance between the respective contours.



TABLE

Percent Slope Land Area Required per Dwelling Unit

0 - 1 4 percent

15 - 24 percent

Underlying zoning applies. •

Twice the underlyi

per dwelling uni

Greater than 25 percent No deve

ing land area

rmitted.

The method for computing the permitted ]%{£{ of^evelopment of a site would

be to divide the site into the slope bai!&sS\lentified above and tabulate

the land area in square feet by e&dp^Vg^e category. The land areas in

each category are then divided£?\t(he;Hand area required perdwelling unit

for each- category to obtain^t*fe\oral number of dwelling units. Mapping of

these slope categories Jwis^^jnously been done township-wide at 5-foot

contour interval

Where i t can^beCdemonstrated that sound site development consistent with

the Towj^siri^Master, PI an can be achieved by means of innovative design and

devel opqjefw: solutions, an increase in the total allowable number* of devel-

opment unHxs up to some percent might be permitted. The following are the

types of conditions under which an increase in density might be granted.

A. All or a major portion of required parking is included within resi-

dential structures and results in a substantial decrease in the total

land area devoted to structures and paved surfaces.

B. Auxiliary transportation modes are used either to reduce the total

land area devoted to structures and paved surfaces or to preserve

areas of special open space value.



c.

D . ,

- E.

Structural systems are employed for residential building which both
reduce the land area to be altered from a natural state and preserve
the overall natural appearance and scale of the area.

Where an increase in dwelling units can be accommodated bacause of
specific topographical conditions of the s i te , without increasing the
total land coverage or requiring grading in excessw^that which
would be normal for a development of the size dete^rfijre?by the ini-
tial calculation of permitted density.

An increase in the allowable density
housing units of a type or price wh"
number of affordable housing unl

- Soils

Tftit construction of
8 help provide a greater

he township.

Generally, the soi ls of DiaqW\pe Township may be divided into four broad
soil associations. <A < WV^ s o c 1 " a t l ' o n » according to the USDA Soil Conser-
vation Service, 5>Qv&irv\y for Morris County, New Jersey, August, 1976, is
a "landscape tw£$yha*>a distinctive proportion pattern of soi ls ." The
associatJ^^HVtaWs one or more major soi ls and at least one minor soi l .
The so^j^jsysocsrations give a general idea of the soi ls and their suitabi-
l i ty forN^e. For specific development sites the individual soil types
must be referred to for suitable uses and restrictions. Soil areas -that
have been identified as limited for use as septic fields because of poor
permeability are shown on the map. These areas have been identified by the
Township in their comprehensive plan and natural resources inventory.

The four soil associations are the Rockaway-Hibernia-Urban land associa-
tion, the Netcong-Rockaway association, Riverhead-Urban land-Pompton
association and the Parker-Edneyville association.



According to the Soil Survey for Morris County, New Jersey, the Rockaway-

Hibernia-Urban land association Is characterized by "deep, well drained to

somewhat poorly drained, gently sloping to steep gravelly sandy loams and

stony to extremely stony loams and sandy loams that overlie granitic

gneiss; on uplands,"

Rockaway soils are found on upland areas and are gently/ i&mnj to steep.

The soils are well drained to moderately well draineoy-s}A«rnia soils are

found in depressions and drainageways and also at titp'/pa^e of steep slopes.

They are gently sloping to steep and general ly^SbKjjfained. The original

soil profile of the Urban land has been change^Kpn/covered during construc-

tion to the extent that i t can no longer^sj^recognized. The depth to bed-

rock for the soil association is 4 to^Hf^feA. Rock outcrops are present

in a few areas. This soil associayC5onN* found in the northern section of

the township.

Because of the steep slppesA^tbniness, and slow permeability, this soil

association is poor^s^m^b! to farming and most community development. I t

is well suited toxroeV^space and recreation.

Accord^cCts^\& e"S>C$, the Netcong-Rockaway association is characterized by
11 deep,\e1<r drained and moderately well drained, gently sloping'to wery

steep graVelly, very stony and extremely stony sandy loams that overlie

granitic gneiss; on uplands." This association makes up the center'and

southern portion of the township.

Netcong soils are generally found on rolling upland and are gently to

strongly sloping and well drained. Rockaway soils are found in upland

areas. They are gently sloping to wery steep and are well to moderately

well drained.

The soils in this association are delineated by wery steep slopes, many

stony to extremely stony areas, and seasonal seepage on top of the more

slowly premeable subsoils. Bedrock is generally below 10 feet.



Those areas that do not have steep, stony, or wet soils are considered

suited for fanning, community development, open space and wildlife habitat.

Open space, wildlife habitat or low-intensity recreation uses are better

suited for areas with steep, stony or wet soils.

The Riverhead-Urban land-Pompton association is characterized by "deep

well-drained to somewhat poorly drained, mearly level trfcsm&gly sloping

gravelly sandy loams and sandy loams that overlie s t raw ie^ outwash sand
f

and gravel; on outwash plains and terraces." This^s^&j^tion is concen-

trated along the major waterways of the town;

The areas of urban land within this ass

distributed during construction. Mo

buildings and pavement. Most of

have been"disturbed to the ex

exists.•

ion have been cut, f i l led or

se areas are covered with

in the remaining open spaces

the original profile no longer

According to the Sl&r^JvO^ssociation is limited for farming and community

development beca^vojMnadequate drainage in low areas, the hazard of

erosion-on sloimjfr^oil s, and coarse texture. Onsite disposal of septic

tank efRJTfem^is severely limited for wet areas and for coarse-textured

soils.\remy of the soils in this association have been rated as prime

farmland of the SCS.

The Parker-Edneyville association is characterized by "deep, excessively

drained and well drained, steep to very steep very gravelly sandy loams,

gravelly loams, and extremely stony sandy loams that overlie granitic

gneiss; on uplands." This association is found in the southern tip of the

township.

Parker and Edneyville soils are found on the top and sides of ridges. The

Parker soils are generally steep to very steep, are excessively drained and

very gravelly. The Edneyville soils are steep and well drained. Bedrock

is found as shallow as 4 feet but is typically more than 10 feet deep.



Development within the
Valley, encroachim
has come an increase^

The soi ls in the association, according to the SCS are limited by steep to
very steep slopes, stoniness and rock outcrops. This association has been
found to be unsuitable for farming activities and is severly limited for
intensive development. It has been found suitable for open-space activi-
t ies and for the protection-of the watershed. Most areas of the associa-
tion are woodland.

1.2 Floodplains

The 100-year floodplain, as designated by the^ThB^Mnsuranee Rate Map
issued by the Federal Emergency Management K§h^\?£Hk) on April 17, 1985,
should be restricted from development actAitieYf Floodplain areas absorb
the excess water that cannot be acconp l̂tê &di by the water course affording
protection against flood damage tq^^WkCjentnands and siltation from eroded
lands upstream.

"Mjljr has extended into the Rockaway River

floodplains. With the additional development
amage as a result of seasonal flooding.

Flood inq -̂a^oM the Rockaway River occurs virtually throughout the entire
lengthNp^meNSaterway within Denville Township with the greatest damage
occurringCilong the area of Riverside Drive and the river-front properties
in the area of Diamond Spring Road Bridge (FEMA, October 17, 1984).' Flood-
ing along Beaver Brook has not-caused extensive damage as the low-lying
area is presently undeveloped.

Flooding associated with Den Brook occurs along the shoreline of Lake
Estling and Indian Lake. Additional damages have also occured along Peck
Meadow Brook and Woodland Avenue. U.S. Route 46 and Denville Center have
been inundated on occasions when both Den Brook and the Rockaway River
experience flooding (FEMA, October 17, 1984).



1.3 Wetlands

Areas designated as wetlands by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on the

National Wetlands Inventory maps should be restricted from development."

Development of these lands is regulated by the U.S. Corps of Engineers. A

permit to f i l l or dredge these lands must be f i led and approval must be

granted prior to any work done.

Development surrounding the designated wetlands

viewed to insure the wetland is not

adjacent lands.

The control of runoff and sediment i

the wetland area.

1.4 Aquifer Recharge Zone"

In Denville Towns

reported in the

zones of satu

:arefully re-

by the activities on

n protecting the integrity of

aquifer zones occur in "buried valleys". As

tesource Study of the Rockaway Valley" these thick

and gravels occupy relatively narrow channels in

s underlie present river valleys. In Denville the

valleys involved are the Rockaway River and BeSver Brook.

However, \ t should be noted that recharge is not limited to the river

valleys, but occurs over entire watershed areas. Thus, contamination in

upland areas can degrade groundwater quality. In other words, development

in all parts of the township is constrained to some degree by the need for

aquifer protection.

One feasible mechanism for protecting Denville's crit ical groundwater re-

sources would be an overlay zoning distr ict of the type recommended in the

Geonics water resources study of Rockaway Valley. As envisioned in the

Geonics report this ground water resource protection district would overlay

existing zoning in Denville and would include the valley floors and adja-



cent slopes within a 1,000-foot buffer zone. There would be two zones in

the overlay, district : 1) a "Prime Aquifer Zone" which would include the

area immediately over the Rockaway River channel and a 600-foot radius

buffer zone around each township municipal water supply well: and 2) a

"Zone of Immediate Recharge" containing area outside the "Prime "Aquifer

Zone".

To protect groundwater resources, all development wouJjHtesjMscouraged, but

not prohibited, in the "Prime Aquifer Zone". One e^T^pwon is industrial

development which should be prohibited. In thif^Zor^of Immediate Re-

charge", residental and commercial developmerh\pUd be permitted subject

to the following conditions: 1) private>s$e\ls and onsite sewage disposal

should be carefully regulated; 2) f i l ^ W ^ \ l ° w l a n d a r e a s a n d storage of

chemicals and petroleum products stfmTWyle prohibited; and 3) cluster

development and maintenance of^Gnc^dpen spaces should be encouraged in

the "Zone of Immediate Recha^jei^ In considering development proposals in
the "Zone of ImmediateJteCT^kjfc*1, a key finding would be no net negative

impact on ground w^TBr^uivity and quantity.

by USEPA of an aquifer recharge zone for the

UnconsoM^&o\duaternary Aquifer of the Rockaway River could be used as a

basic lHefKification of areas sensitive to development-induced groundwater

contamination.

1.5 Wildland and Wildlife Preservation

According to the Natural Resources Inventory (NRI) for Denville Township

(June 1976), there are five major habitat types in the township: (1) wet-

lands (marshes, bogs and swamps), (2) mesic upland wooded habitat, (3) open

land, (4) urban/residential, and (5.) lakes and streams. Species common to

Denville Township or known to occur in the township are identified within

the NRI document. Some species known to appear in Denville Township have

been identified by the State of New Jersey as rare, threatened or endan-

gered species. The habitats of these species must be protected to help

insure the survival of the few remaining individuals of the species.



.2.0 SITE DESIGN CRITERIA

2.1 Site Configuration

The physical layout of a development must accommodate the dimensions of the

selected site. Design options increase rapidly as a site increases in

size. The larger the site the greater the amount of po^awSx useable and

unuseable land that may be incorporated into the

shapes exhibit inf inite variety. Regardless of

usual slope, site potential can be maximized

is essential to ^evaulate site configuration f

arrangements.

light of

2..2 Hp<fftr*&

concept. Site
despite un-

ul site planning. I t

t of potential housing

An inventory of vacant land has bejb.m|pped for Denville. Vacant parcels

are assessed in l ight of sijte^cw^guration and acreage. The development

potential of parcels exceed*n§N^ acres are considered to have the highest

f lex ib i l i ty , parcelsi be^ewMtf and 50 acres are given next highest poten-

t i a l , and parcels^ina^ipAcres are classified as minimal potential in

uvtability

Potential housing suitability is identified in four types related to the

intensity of development; rural-urban, suburban, clustered suburban and

urban. Rural-urban refers to detached single family development on large

lots, larger than an acre, with onsite sewage disposal through means of

a septic tank. Suburban refers to the most common subdivision type of

development. Density may vary from one unit on less than one acre to 6

units per acre. At lower density, septic tanks may be an option, otherwise

such a development is usually sewered. Clustered suburban is similar in

overall density to the suburban type, but i t is assumed this type of

development can be clustered at higher densities, leaving some areas open.

Urban includes all types which entail greater ground coverage than the



suburban type, and includes institutional, small commercial and light in-

dustrial development. These four housing types and their criteria for .

development are discussed as they relate to the vacant land in Denville

Township.

slope limitations; and

limits of geology^>

Suburban Deve *

evettSuburbanite v^topment is suitable in areas of good site drainage

o Rural-Urban Development

The suitability for this type of development/jjsNfrofcsible in

Denville, the only restriction being theA*mV&aavailability of

areas over., which septic tanks can beM^^ayetf'. In terms of loca-

tion and desirability, this type is geM»4lly compatible with

factors l ike vegetative and wilw^Ve resources, open space re-

sources, historic and visuaJv4soV^es, and steep and excessive

incompatible within specific

fy and soils.

higher degree of ground coverage will result in less

nity for improving existing drainage by grading. The most

table .areas for suburban development are restricted in Denville

€o moderately sloping hillsides. This type of development should

avoid hil l tops, and riparian lowlands because of its uniformly

disbursed extensive coverage* This development type is incompat-

ible .with most scenic locatlojis (vegetative/wildlife resources, -

open space resources, historic and visual resources, steep and

excessive slope resources),- for these resources would be adversely

affected, i f not all together eliminated, with suburban develop-

ment. From .a .loc at tonal, point, of view, its suitability is low and

restricted to some tolerant areas along moderate slopes and ro l l -

ing lowlands throughout the Denville basin.



o Clustered Suburban Development

The suitability for this type of development is more extensive

than suitability for suburban development in Denville. Clustered

type of development differs from the suburban type as i t requires

more paved surfaces within the clusters, can mow^easily adapt to

sloping terrain (15 to 25 percent), and encourtg&Oeaving larger

open areas to alternative land uses. Clusterfjach ĵofesing arrange-

ments are compatible with all slopes less^&ia<£75 percent, open

, -space -resources, wildl i fe, , and vege^ta^t^ resources, historic and

visual resources, *nd generally incomparable with floodplains, and

site specific limits of geol ogi rwi soi l .

o Urban Development

Urban developmen
and extensive

„ .being - ~ '

itates foundations for heavier structures

reas. Its suitability is limited^in Denville,

.lands.over geologic formations suited to

f structures and moderately sloping torflat areas

ved surfaces.

Proper location of housing developments within the suburban aria* rural

fabric of Denville must be considered. Vacant land has been rtiapped for

JtenvilXeJojmshi-p* from, whicfulocaiion potential with respect to-^ite

accessibility, available u t i l i t i es , and past trends of township growth is

used to develop a gradation of good, fa i r , or poor site potenHal.

Accessibility, is a. factor, essential to a site's development potential.

Highway access and transportation faci l i t ies to places of employment,

the central business distr ict* shopping centers, schools, churclies, and



recreation places are primary considerations for site development poten-

t i a l . Accessibility takes two forms, vehicular and pedestrian. With re-

spect to pedestrian accessibility, nearly all of Denville1s developable

parcels are poorly located. Lack of adequate bikeways, greenways, and park
*

links are the main cause, in regard to vehicular transportation, many of

Denville's developable parcels are well lcoated. While proximity to places

of employment is not always necessary or desirable, goo<

public and private transportation will add to site p(

housing needs differ with respect to location, fr\

high income housing. I f low income housing

walking distance of employment centers is

transit and is over a mile in walking dj
then i t may be poorly located for lo\

Available ut i l i t ies present. 1>

potential. Infrastructure

information to assess v>

3.0

by both

Low-income

of middle and

sd, a site within

'If the site lacks public

ce from employment or shopping,
housing needs.

d constraints for site development

fs will provide necessary and relevant

reels with" regard to u t i l i ty sources.

Existing rand use has been mapped by Denville Township; both vacant and

occupied properties. Vacant parcels are of particular interest when

assessing deveiopmet potential and when excluding rehabilitative measures /

for alternative land uses. Site potential with respect to alternative land

use has>been assessed for vacant properties in Denville Township, and is

presented in a nominal order of good, fa i r , or poor development potential.

o Site development is feasible when the impact of any change of

existing land use does not lessen the inherent natural or cultural

resources of the property.



The nature and intensity of parcels adjacent to vacant properties must be

assessed to determine comparability with any change in land use. - -

o Site development is feasible when the impact or any chajige of

existing land use does not create "spill-over" effects to lessen

;T :.::=„: the in heren t na tural•* or .c u * tu ral resources of the'Sip'jacent proper-

t ies.

Site suitability for residential land use must J>e

site, development potential.- Desirable

are: parcels adjacent to public open spac

l i t i es (parks, schools), and compatibl

surrounding properties. Undesirabl

w4.th

run-down commercial develop^

the adverse effects of t a

water are also unde^>/t^e\w:tors of site potential.

d to determine

idential land -use..-»*::

cinxefral i and community faci-

mic and social character of

ft>r* residential land use are

such as railroad tracks-̂ ••-•«=•

noxious industrial uses. Proximity to

large storage tanks of gas, o i l , or

elopment is feasible when desirable factors

factors.

noji-.compatiWe usesrabufer-areas being considered for

t ia l use, buffering, berming, and other forms of screening pan

substantially reduce adverse impacts.

J:be. :Si=ze:̂ cCorHli£ionv appearance-̂ - and- preci se nature of conf3 icting_Jaad ---:.-

uses need to be fully "presented by the developer to the Denville Planning

Board for crit ical evaluation of land use compatability. A wide gradation

exists between potentially noncompatible uses; some can -be accommodated

^hUe^others vC^nnot,be^Avalded^ .In,general, compatibility can4>e measured.

by the degree to which adjacent uses detract from residential environments,

and are reflected in the classification of site potential for residential

use.



3.2 Historic Resources

The specific goals and objectives of Denville Township's Master Planning

endeavors calls for Denville to preserve the township's historical sites.

Caution must be taken to preserve the unique and significant historical

resources of both the natural and built environments.

o No alteration to sites or structures deemed

except for restoration purposes.

o No alteration to natural features, de

cance except for preservation jyttfcp'&ses.

.0 .Na land uses which jcxxnf.l_1

historical purposes

sites.

value

of historical signifi-

the use of these sites for
in the immediate environs of these

At, present Jthe

fie historical

in the urban.

St.

Society refers to three-specie

of the built environment. All sites are located

i&iQFd of Denville's central business district (Peer's Store,

th Resort, and the Denville Railroad Station). Structures

Morris County Master.Plan endeavors (Historic Preservation

Element) are the Morris Canal - Fork #8, and the Ebeling House located near

the southwest township border on Openaki Road." Impact to these sites by

proposed development must be assessed to ensure proper preservation. All

of _thes.e-structures.-are, mapped nn the Historical Resources Inventory.

Historical resources of the natural environment are extensive in Denville

Township. Denville's earliest developments arose as resorts and summer

cottages of New.Yjork City vacationers. I t is because of Denville's abun-

dant natural resources, specifically h i l ls and lakes, that Denville began

to develop. Due to Denville's earliest beginnings, all lakes in Denville

Township are considered a historical natural resource. Rock Ridge, Indian



Lake, Cooks Pond, Laurel Lake, and Lake Arrowhead are designated on the

Historical Resources Inventory map, and are to be preserved without -altera-

tion.

Hilltops in Denville have naimes like Beacon H i l l , Snake H i l l , and Union

H i l l . Due to their eminent attraction to resort seekers

dwellers, these hilltops are considered a natural histo

the Township of Denville, for they are closely associ

earliest beginings.

cottage

source to
th Denvilie's

Vegetative resources of historical value are "HeVJjfcated on the Historical

Resources Inventory Map. Federal and St&aNdesignated wetlands present
sensitive ecological communities of

threatened and endangered species

State of New Jersey prohibits

t ies. *

3.3 Aesthetic Res

Visual Resources'

tal and wildlife value. Many

in the environs, and thus the

ent of any designated wetland proper-

-*•-

In the ojv^rsjty of i ts visual environments, Denville is unique to its

county neighbors. Dramatic lakefront views, wooded, rugged h i l l s , ambling

creeks, pastbral landscapes, and tight-knit zones of rural , suburban, urban

and industrial character are visually intensified by their juxtaposition to

the. natural environs. I t is. the. strength and ̂ relatively undisturbed qual-

i ty of the :ttatural features of the setting whjch give the environment shape

and form thejibasis for a potentially unique i^age of high quality for the

Denvi l ie environs. J-

Analysis of .the major travel corridors has been correlated with the analy-

sis of features significant to the Township o£ Denville. Dominant hilltops

and ridge!iries have been identified and correlated with the topographic



map. Four categories of analysis are mapped: major scen.ic routes,
visually significant hilltops and ridges, visually significant hil ls ides,
and visually significant skyline vegetation.

o Major travel corri8ors are important to the Denville image. The
appreciation of a traveler for the area is genera^gd by the qual
ity and character of the area traveled.

Visually significant hilltops and ridges^^Wftf as topographic
features that dominate the visual fj^Jd^frfcj^ both near and far
views, are to be identified and mappfenv/Ahe uninterrupted profile
of these h i l l s and ridge topsJLs^fecognized as a critical feature.
Conflicts are most noticeabl^me^sN housing developments disrupt
this continuity when siteWo^tnese dominant profile l ines, rather
than, in subordinate ( i . e . , along the military crest).

o'̂ A significant
sky!i ne

associated^rith the above is the presence of-
are noted as trees which are congruent with -

areas and whic^ serve to heighten and complement.

Within ^tKe/local environment of Denville, these features take on increased
significance. Key hilltops become dominant focal points within local
streets and neighborhoods. Within the central business district and along
Routes 46, 10, and 80, the steep sides of the hi l l s tend to dominate and
condition the near and far visual fields by their encompassing presence.
The vegetation along these hillsides and hilltops has unusual visual
strength^ ^

£' ?'

Significantly, in many areas the visual impact of natural vegetation is
extended, and carried through developed areas by boulevard trees. Mature
trees irt^the older lakeside neighborhoods*^ ve this effect.



Availablejopenospace.dn DenVilleiTownship is bestedelineated by Denvilleis

vacant -land inventory; yCautionjmust be taken to preserve the tbpen.; space .u:c

resources of Denvillei/ ?Cur~£ent Township Master' Plan: endeavors .-indicate «> :

Denville-s"need to evaluateaand expand the existing recreational faci l i t ies

and:to provideifor~new facilities;where appropriate. ''Pera&atoge of land id

used;forrpublic/semi^pub]ici needs,amounts to 10.4jpepd«n"ON$f total .land

available in 1975^7and 10.5jpercenteof total land•^a<yn£6-ie in 1981, r e -

presenting-a ?0:l! percent increases dn pub] ic^tSfeiNs^ce over a 6iyear r

period^ ilt is Denville!s}respon$ibil1tyito mfee^currentvandafuture.iopen;

space needs*-HExisting parks; have beeh-^^ffnded, however,cadditibfial, land. ;

must be acquired through an active la^d^a^bmlsition program as directed^by,

the:Planning Board of Oenville. • jMhxwe:must work toward aireasonable^

ratio of population distri^tit5n\^^-open space resources:dn order to pro-

vide public; space of umque^bafyrty for the Denvilleienvirons* is.

o DeveloproxenX>s}iq^a' nbt- disrupt space sui table':^orTactive: and
passive

pmentSi;shoulducbnsider -open space areasewhere .best compat-1?

•lewi|h ^adjacent property and^township open.space needs, j - ^ -
> • - • = - * > • " "

! ( — * t - . .; • • •* " — r l —

Township open,:space-needs willibe met by assessment of site suitability for?,

recreational lUseiJ-rrVacantal and has been -mapped* and iiis assessed in light of 4I

this specific ;cri|eron. 1 Desirable locations for recreational :use encompas^

water relatedtsites;.;(streamrand 1 alk4)', sites for specifie interest ( h i l l - T

tops, hi 11 sidesv3ii storical>.. si gnificance);vvegetati ve or wildl i fe;

Four recreation^fypesjare considered for^tsuitability identification. These

are; intensive recreation, general recreation^ natural recreation, and

cultural/historical recreation. "Intensive" includes all forms of recrea---

tion;requiring some preparation of ground forms. rThese include activities"



l ike f ie ld , court, and track sports. Denville has developed some, intensive

recreation resources within the public school system. Critical require-

ments for intensive forms of recreation include generally f la t land with

good drainage. Flat land is not extensive in Denville Township. "General"

recreation refers to park or camp type use which includes some intensive

type use. The "natural recreation" type covers reservations which are pre-

dominantly in their natural state with their recreatior/ase^Ujnited to

passive activit ies. The "cultural historical recreatJEhN^ype includes

those areas where cultural and/or historical resouV&e^^n st for use as

educational and passive recreation. A subca£^g5rxx£ water-related recrea-

tion can be identified as occurring in any ors^toe/four recreation types.

(252/7)



DENVILLE TOWNSHIP n z r r F .
MOUNT LAUREL I I COMPLIANCE PROGRAM U M I t *

5. Community Services

a. Introduction

Denville Township's police and f i r e departments and i ts recreational and

educational f a c i l i t i e s are barely adequate to service the present popula-

t ion of approximately 14,500. The current Denville Mas^eftplan and recent

Planning Board discussions on updating the Master PIlaj^ar^btth based on an

ultimate population of about 20,000. However, i f / ^ f t j n a s h e d principles of

municipal master planning are disregarded and-tlra "township is required to

accept extensive high density development,M)envi]le's population w i l l

quickly r ise far beyond 20,000. ^.

For example: the court has ruled^that\Denvil ie's f a i r share of Mount

Laurel housing is 883 uni ts . Assuming that , contrary to the compliance

program proposed by the TpwnsliiDOtsee Chapter I I ) , Denville is required to

provide 700 of these unytS\thrbugh 20% set-aside within market rate devel-

opments and is allowedrcredit for only 51 units through rehabi l i tat ion of
A. > \ . X, Nt ~

existing units (theKcourt's number) and only the remaining 132 units

through other^ecnanisms such as senior citizen housing and accessory
'" ' " number of new housing units would be 5 X 700, or
for a total of 3,632 units. Site plans for potential Mount

Laurel^developments in Denville indicate that of the 3,500 units subject to
set-aside, about one sixth would have one bedroom, about one half would
have two bedrooms and the remaining third would have three bedrooms. The
majority of the 132 units provided through other means would be one bedroom
units. An extensive study of housing in New Jersey conducted by the Center
for Urban Policy Research of Rutgers University (Sternlieb, 1974) indicates
that 3,632 units of this type and bedroom distribution would contain a
population of approximately 9,900, which would bring Denville's population
to over 24,000. This is far in excess of the ultimate population planned
for by the township, county and regional agency, all of which could be
reached in relatively few years if an aggressive program of development is
imposed on the Township.
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Such population growth would overwhelm Denville's existing community

services. Problems in specific areas are discussed in the sections that

follow.

b.. Public Schools

Based on data in the Rutgers study referred to above, rfte-is\jesti ma ted that

high density developments of the kind proposed for Derm^o^ will generate

about 34 public school students for every 100 dwejl>™c0jutiits. The 3,500

units required to produce 700 Mount Laurel un>is\a£>20% set-aside would

therefore contribute approximately 1,200 newvs£udents to the public school

jsponsilsystem. Of these, about 240 would be theVesponsibility of the Morris
Hills Regional High School District .and^about 960 would attend Denville
Township public schools.

Denville Township School

The Denville Towns#lp<1>2ho>l District includes two schools serving grades
K-6 and one for grades\7-8. Total enrollment as of June 1984 was 1,410.
The addition of£960students would bring this total to 2,370, exceeding the

regional

schooKvfotD'd nave to be constructed.

combined capacity of these schools, which is 1,997. A new

According to the Denville Township School District Educational Facilities
Master Plan, the pupil/teacher ratio in the District is 14 to 1 and the
average class size is 21. To maintain the present ratio and class size
while absorbing 960 new students, the District would have to hire 69 new
teachers.

Denville would incur substantial additional expenses for educational
materials and for busing. The need for additional busing would be
particularly great if the Township were required to meet its Mount Laurel
obligation through builder's remedies. In keeping with sound planning
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principles, the existing schools are located near concentrations of popu-

lation, reducing the need for busing. In contrast, several of the projects

proposed by the potential Mount Laurel developers are in remote areas of

the Township, far from any of the three schools in the Denville District.

I t follows that the proposed developments and developments on o*ther vacant

tracts around the-Township would disproportionately add l& the demand for

busing in Denville. While 3,500 new units would incr^asfc\tte number of

students by about 68%, i t could more than double thej3teM>for busing.

Increased busing, in turn, would add to Denvi33^s^lready severe traff ic

problems. Because t raf f ic must stop when sc^boybuses are picking up or

discharging passengers, the impact of busijig on traf f ic flow is consider-

able. The problem can be severe in<arrea5ssuch as the outlying sections of

Denville where narrow, winding ro£3s\ma

to pass school buses

Mount Laurel development wou^CVidt be suitable.

Morris Hills

^u i »_ u5s Su .

*o£5s\make it very difficult for motorists

these sections of the Township

School District

The Morris H^l(l^eg1onal High School District (MHRHSD) contains two

schools/*

BorougftMto'clcSway Township, Wharton Borough and Denville Township. At

present,^1 of Denville's public high school students attend one school,

Morris Knolls Regional High School, which is located off Franklin Avenue in

Denville. This school also serves over 90% of Rockaway Township.

The combined current enrollment in the MHRHSD is about 3,000 students. The

MHRHSD Educational Facilities Master Plan recommends a combined functional

capacity of 3,100 to avoid overcrowding and provide adequate programsupport

space. Construction of 3,500 new townhouses and garden apartments in

Denville would generate about 240 new high school students. This number

alone would push enrollment above the recommended functional capacity, but

Denville is not alone in the District. Wharton Borough, Rockaway Borough
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and Rockaway Township also have Mount Laurel obligations to meet; and all
of both boroughs and a large section of Rockaway Township are within a
growth area designated by the State Development Guide Plan, as is almost
all of Denville. This means that all four municipalities must provide"a
share of the regional need for low and moderate income housing*as deter-
mined by the court. Mount Laurel development will bring^^additional high
school students into each municipality. This may necei^&^&e construction
of a third high school somewhere in the District. DerJv\Ke Township would
have to pay a significant portion of the cost of jftiyr^w faci l i ty .

The impact of such a massive influx of new s£fo|i&its could not be adequately
handled by the township and would place^Vl stfidents, both new and exist-
ing, at a substantial educational d^swvajitage.

c. Police

According to Police ChiefxHoward C. Shaw, the Denville Township Police
Department is current|y^uiiderstaffed. The Department consists of 28
officers, 4 dispatchersand 3 clerical workers to cover 12.6 square miles
and about 450CT 0*esidences. According to Chief Shaw the Department should
have aVteastL 32-"officers but cannot hire additional personnel due to

budget\irestrict ions.

For policing purposes, the Township i s divided into three districts . Nor-
mally, a patrol car or two is assigned to each district 24 hours a day.
However, there are times when so many officers are tied up in municipal
court proceedings that a district cannot be covered at a l l . Adequate
adjustments cannot be made because overtime pay is largely ruled out by the
limited budget. If an emergency call i s received from an uncovered dist-
rict the response must come from police headquarters rather than from
within that district . Response time can be as long as ten minutes.
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The Denville Police must patrol Routes 10, 46 and 53 and assist the State

Police on Interstate 80. Chief Shaw notes that at least five cars should

be assigned to traf f ic enforcement 16 to 17 hours a day, more than tr iple

the current allocation of manpower and equipment for that purpose. This

cannot be done under current conditions because the available o*fficers

are kept busy by an increasing number of other reported^amJ observed events

requiring police response. In 1983 the Denville Polic^ev^pa^tment res-

ponded to 16,900 "incidents"; in 1984 the number

The department estimates that i f the popula^o^YCpenville increased by

two thirds, as in the Mount Laurel scenario\DB$Vjned in the introduction to

this section, they would need two thirds\more police officers just to main-

tain the minimum level of protection^'that. t\s possible under present

budgetary constraints. That mean^Jl̂ Nor 19 new officers for minimum pro-

>atror <

tection. To provfde adequate/protection about 25 new officers would be

needed.. In addition, more'<patTyl cars, office space, and clerical per-

sonnel would be requin

I t should be noteisttjat^even the current level of police protection cannot

be taken for grcanied. The Denville Township Police Department exceeded its

budget be^oreAhe end of the last fiscal year and expects to exceed i t

againxamKearlier, this year.

\S
The influx of population projected under the Mount Laurel II builder's
remedy scenario would leave Denville without adequate police protection.

d. Fire Department and First Aid Squad

The Denville Township Volunteer Fire Department and First Aid Squad is an
all-volunteer organization with 90 members. The Department maintains three
stations: the Main Street Firehouse in the Central Business District, the
Union Hill Firehouse on Franklin Road off Route 10 (southwestern Denville),
and a station on River Road just off Diamond Spring Road in the northeastern
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section of the Township. Equipment includes three 1,500 gallon per minute

pumpers, one 1,250 gallon per minute pumper, one 75-foot snorkel, a rescue

vehicle and three ambulances, one of which is substandard according to Fire

Chief Henry Hammond. Replacement of the substandard ambulance has been*

delayed for lack of funds.

During daytime hours Monday through Friday, Fire Depai(tir#T -̂members are

scattered over a large geographical area at their re<&Ttervplaces °f employ-

ment. Chief Hammond reports that f i re alarms at^$?o^ey£imes are generally

answered by only five to eight members, the^a-v^ra^ej>response being closer

to five than to eight. Because of the lackNjK^ersonnel at other stations,

daytime response on workdays must come>-<xom the Main Street Firehouse.

This station is far from the outlyirra (sectijpns of Denvilie, especially the

southernmost parts of the TownshmAjtesponse time is already dangerously

long, and the traf f ic congestlSBstbat accompanies the projected population

growth will make i t evenjo/ige^

Development of high^density housing in outlying sections of Denville would

clearly increas^HneNpotential for a major f i re disaster. Under current

conditions, the^/pical residential f i re involves a single, detached

dwellinxpjmtsoccupied by two to five people. In a Mount Laurel develop-

ment asrancaf f i re would involve or immediately threaten six to sixteen

attachedNfhits occupied by fifteen to f i f ty people.

The potential for disastrous fires and the traff ic congestion generated by

extensive high density development could force Denville to establish a

ful l - t ime, paid f i re department and f i rs t aid squad to ensure that a ful l

response could be mounted from any of the three f i re houses. Each station

would have to be fully manned and equipped around the clock. The cost to

the Township would be enormous, in terms of both taxes and dramatically

increased f i re insurance premiums.

T.cn



e. Public Recreational Space

Denville does not have enough public recreational space to adequately serve

the needs of its present population. Children and adults have trouble-

finding space for outdoor team sports, and the four public tennis courts

fa l l far short of meeting the demand. There is no public golf course

within the Township. Denville has one small public laJQ&j\ the northeast-

ern corner of the Township and no public swimming po<

New Jersey Department of Environmental Proteerf-^MHdJuEP) guidelines recom-

mend that at least 3% of a municipality's devê ppied and developable land be

set aside as public open space by the municipality, and that at least 7% of

each county's developed and developab^v^And be set aside as public open

space by the county. The municipsff^y^s share and the county's share are

not to overlap; municipal and /Counî ropen space should total at least 10%

of the developed and developabVeMand in the_county. Undevelopable land is

excluded from this formutaNbepause i t tends to be inaccessible to the

people who need recreafitmal space.

Based on Denvyi^iisvMaster Plan Community Facilities Inventory and topo-

graphicaJ^nra[p(Dif»g-of the Township, i t is estimated that only about 2.5% of

Denvit^fcydeveloped and developable land is available to the general

public rqp recreational use. At the county level the open space supply is

even more deficient in relation to the state guideline. Data supplied by

the Morris County Parks Commission shows that the Morris County park system

contains only 2.8% of the total land area of the county. Within Denville,

only about 3.0% of the developed and developable land is county-owned re-

creational space. This is less than half of the 7% recommended by the

NJDEP.

Both Denville and Morris County need to acquire more developable land

within the Township to add to their park systems. A significant increase

in population would make this need more acute and would also make i t more
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difficult and expensive to satisfy. Land prices are already high but will

climb much higher as the supply of vacant land is depleted, Denville Town-

ship and Morris County should therefore fill out their park systems before

extensive new development takes place. This will not be possible if the

Township and the County are forced to apply their limited resources to

accommodating rapid implementation of the Mount Laurel mandate.



6. Fiscal Impact

As indicated by the discussion in sections 4 and 5 above, Denville Township

would have to expand its infrastructure systems and its community services

to accommodate any significant increase in population. Denville could not

accommodate the large influx of residents that would accompany extensive

use of the Mount Laurel builder's remedy without a thrinWiuexpansion and

upgrading of the Township's systems and services. Th^s^oufd cause an

extensive drain on the township's fiscal resourceivYv/

Only part of the off-site costs caused by rrewstey el opment could be col-

lected from developers; the balance woul&haveto be raised by Denville.

The on>y practical way for a municipaTkfWto raise the large sums that

would be required is through the/^suance^f bonds. Sale of municipal

bonds creates municipal debt,/3hq(m(irricipal debt is limited by state law.

As of October 22, 1984pl)€hviJhels debt l imit as reported by Township

Director of F1nan<&J$CH£k W. Bailey was $16,028,374.07 and its net muni-
cipal debt was $3^26^847.08. Available municipal debt was therefore

$16,028,374.0f5»Ws>$3,266,847.08, or $12,761,526.99. Twelve million

dollars^wotrt'tf notr cover the Township's expenses in providing the additional

infras^nJtture and services that would be necessitated by extensive Mount

Laurel - rented development. However, i t would be sufficient to increase

Denvilie's debt service costs, currently less than 9% of the municipal

budget, to about 30% of the budget. Mr. Bailey has advised the Township

that debt service generally should not exceed 20% of the budget.

Furthermore, i t is doubtful that Denville could sell another twelve million

dollars in bonds even i f the Township wished to take on the additional

debt. The general obligation bonds issued by Denvilie in February 1983

were rated Al by Moody's Investors Service and A by Standard and Poor's,
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several steps below the highest rating, AAA. Because bond ratings reflect

a municipality's abil i ty to repay its debt, the rating tends to go down as

the debt rises. Should Denville attempt to increase its municipal debt

several-fold through bond sales, i t is clear that the rating of the

Township's bonds would fa l l low enough to make them very diff icult to se l l .

Failure to sell the bonds would make i t impossible for Dgnville to improve

its infrastructure and expand its community services.

Recent discussion with Moody's and Standard and BpWJjrdicate both consider

the potential for pending Mount Laurel deve^^pinem^nd its associated debt

requirements to be extremely negative factoY^s\m/bond ratings assigned to a

"Mount Laurel" community.

I f the fiscal integrity of Denvirf^Township is to be preserved, any new
development must be inip 1 ernentejjSncadually7
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TABLE 10
DWELLING UNITS AUTHORIZED BY BUILDING PERMITS

1984 ANNUAL SUMMARY FOR MUNICIPALITIES IN MORRIS C0UNT7

Boonton Town
Boonton Twp.
Butler Boro
Chatham Boro
Chatham Twp.
Chester Boro

Chester Twp.
Dcnvi11e Twp.
Dover Town
East Hanover Twp.
Florham Park Boro
Hanover Twp.

Harding Twp.
Jefferson Twp.
Ktnnelon Boro
Lincoln Park Boro
Madison Boro
Mendham Boro

Mendham Twp.
Mine Hill Twp.
Montvi1le Twp.
Morris Twp.
Morris Plains Boro
Morristown Town x

Mountain Lakes Boro
Mt. Arlington Boro
Mt. 01ive Twp.
Netcong Boro
Parsippany-Troy Hills Twp.
Passaic Twp.

Pequannock Twp.
Randolph Twp.
Riverdale Boro
Rockaway Boro
Rockaway Twp.
Roxbury Twp.

Victory Gardens Boro
Washington Twp.
Wharton Boro
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY
THOMAS H. KEAN
Governor

CHARLES SERRAINO
Commissioner

Data for February 1985 Prepared in April 1985

Planned homebuilding in New Jersey slowed
somewhat in February. The number of dwelling
units authorized by building permits for the
month totaled 1,865. Although down somewhat
from a very strong January level, planned units
in February 1985 were about 300 above the Febru-
ary 1984 total. Single-family construction ac-
counted for over 72% of the current month's
total, while about 20% of the permits issued
were for apartment units.

January and February are usually considered
"slow" months for homebuilding activity. Still,
the year-to-date total of 4,298 units was note-

worthy because it was 46.7% above the number of
authorizations registered for the same period
'one year ago. All types of private-unit con-
struction realized gains over the period, with
three- or four-family units showing the greatest
increase.

Geographically, all but 3 of the state's 21
counties reported equal or higher levels of
activity for the first two months of 1985 com-
pared to the same period of 1984. Middlesex,
Ocean, Monmouth, and Cape May Counties recorded
exceptionally strong starts this year.

RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZED BY BUILDING PERMITS
THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY

Type or Construction

Total Dwelling Units Authorized

Private' units
Single family
Two family
Three or four family
Five or more family

Public units

Estimated Cost of Residential
Construction (OOC's)

New residential buildings
Additions and alterations

1

FEBRUARY
1985

1,865

1.865
1.345

132
17
371
0

$121,879
$100,381
$ 21.498

2

JANUARY
1985

2,433

2,433
1,665

148
101
519

0

$151,945
$129,185
$ 22,760

Year to Date-*

1985

4,298

4.298
3,010

280
118
890

0

$273,824
$229,566
$ 44,258

1984

2,929

2,929
1,832

270
32
795
0

$194,738
$159,450
$ 35,288

% Change

+ 46.7

+ 46.7
+ 64.3
+ 3.7
+268.8
+ 11.9

+ 40.6
+ 44.0
+ 25.4

jBased on reports received fron43lof 567 municipalities
:Based on reports received from 396 of 567 municipalities
*~ not include lste reports

Source: NJ Department of Labor



Municipality

MONMOUTH COUNTY (Cont

Freehold
Freehold Twp.
Ha2let Twp.
Highlands
Holmdel Twp.

Howe11 Twp.
Interlaken
Keansburg
Keyport
Little Silver

Loch Arbour Vil.
Long Branch
Manalapan Twp.

asquan
Marlboro Twp.

Matawan
Middletown Twp.
igyistone Twp.
Smmouth Beach
Neptune Twp.

Neptune City
Ocean Twp.
Oceanport
Red Bank
Roosevelt

Rumson
c-* Bright
. a Girt
Shrewsbury
Shrewsbury Twp.

South Belmar
Spring Lake
Spring Lake Heights
Tinton Falls
Union Beach

Upper Freehold Twp.
Wall Twp.
West Long Branch

Dwelling
Units

0
1
1
0

15

18
0
2
*
*

0
0
31
0
0

2
12
2
2

24

0
6
0
0 x-
0

0
*
*
*
0

*.
*
0

165
0

0
4
*

FEBRUARY

Municipality

MORRIS COUNTY

Boonton
Boonton Twp.
Butler
Chatham
Chatham Twp.

Chester
Chester Twp.
Oenville Twp.
Dover
East Hanover Twp.

Florham Park
Hanover Twp.
Harding Twp.
Jefferson Twp.
Kinnelon

Lincoln Park
Madison
Mendham
Mendham Twp.
Mine Hill Twp.

Montville Twp.
Morris Twp.
Morris Plains
Morristown
Mountain Lakes

Mt. Arlington
Mt. Olive Twp.
Netcong
Parsippany-Troy
Hills Twp.
Passaic Twp.

Pequannock Twp.
Randolph Twp.
Riverdale
Rockaway
Rockaway Twp.

Roxbury Twp.
Victory Gardens
Washington Twp.
Wharton

1985

Dwelling
Units

144

0
0
0

1

0
1
6
0
1

1
2
0
8
4

0
3
0
0
0

4
2
2

70
*

0
6
*

1
13

*
10
*
0
1

4
*
4
0

Municipality

OCEAN COUNTY

Barnegat Twp.
Barnegat Light
Bay Head
Beach Haven
Beachwood

Berkeley Twp.
Brick Twp.
Dover Twp.
Eagleswood Twp.
Harvey Cedars

Island Heights
Jackson Twp.
Lacey Twp.
Lakehurst
Lakewood Twp.

Lavailette
Little Egg Harbor Twp.
Long Beach Twp.
Manchester Twp.
Mantoloking

Ocean Twp.
Ocean Gate
Pine Beach
Plumsted Twp.
Point Pleasant

Point Pleasant Beach
Seaside Heights
Seaside Park
Ship Bottom
South Toms River

Stafford Twp.
Surf City
Tuckerton

PASSAIC COUNTY

Bloomingdale
Clifton
Haledon
Hawthorne
Little Falls Twp.

Dwell ing
Units

226

*
1
0
2
3

*

16
15
0
4

0
29
21
0
3

2
5
8

54
0

4
*
*

5
26

2
0
3
2
0

20
1
0

79

*
it

it

it

0

See footnotes at end of tables



ENTIAL EXHIBIT E

UILDING
> "UMAS H. KtAN
Governor

CHARLES SERRAINO
Commissioner

Data for March 1985 Prepared in May 1985

o

Planned homebuilding in New Jersey was up in
March 1985. The number of dwelling units autho-
rized by building permits for the month totaled
2,937, an increase of nearly 1,100 from Febru-
ary. This was the highest March figure since
1974 when 3,401 new units were authorized.

During the- first quarter of 1985 a total of
7,235 dwelling units were approved for construc-
tion statewide, approximately 39% above the com-
parative 1984 figure.

Based on three months of data, the state's
leading centers of homebuilding in 1985 were
Middlesex County with 1,149 authorized units,
Ocean County with 863, Monmouth County with 701
units, and Cape May County with 484 units.
Overall, 15 of New Jersey's 21 counties reported
equal or higher levels of activity for the first
quarter of 1985 compared to the same period of
1984.

RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZED BY BUILDING PERMITS
THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY

Type of Construction

Total Dwelling Units Authorized

Private units
Single family
Two family
Three or four family
Five or more family

Public units

Estimated Cost of Residential
Construction (000's)
New residential buildings
Additions and alterations

1

MARCH
1985

2,937

2,937
1,920
190
88
739
0

$217,129

$182,453
$ 34,676

2

FEBRUARY
1985

1,865

1,865
1,345
132
17
371
0

$121,879

$100,381
$ 21,498

Year to Date3

1985

7,235

7,235
4,930
470
206

1,629
0

$4 90,953

$412,019
$ 78,934

1984

5,207

5,207
3,437
412
108

1,250
0

$342,417

$281,155
$ 61,262

% Change

+ 38.9

+ 38.9
+ 43.4
+ 14.1
+ 90.7
+ 30.3

-

+ 43.4

+ 46.5
+ 28.8

on reports received from 412of 567 municipalities.
2Based on reports received from 431of 567 municipalities.
3Does not include late reports

Source: N.J. Department of Labor



DWELL, J UNITS AUTHORIZE!? BY BUIL..NG PERMITS
NEW JERSEY MUNICIPALITIES

PAG*

MUNICIPALITY

MONMOUTH COUNTY

UNITS

228

MUNICIPALITY

ABERDEEN TWP.
ALLENHURST BORO
ALLENTOWN BORO
ASBURY PARK CITY
ATLANTIC HIGHLANDS BORO
AVON-BY-THE-SEA BORO
BELMAR BORO
BRADLEY BEACH BORO
BRIELLE BORO
COLTS NECK TWP.
DEAL BORO
EATONTOWN BORO
ENGLISHTOWN BORO
FAIR HAVEN BORO

4 FARMINGDALE BORO
* FREEHOLD BORO
0 FREEHOLD TWP.
* HAZLET TWP.
1 HIGHLANDS BORO
0 HOLMDEL TWP.
* HOWELL TWP.
0 INTERLAKEN BORO
1 K.EANSBURG BORO
* KEYPORT BORO
* LITTLE SILVER BORO
1 LOCH ARBOUR VIL.
0 LONG BRANCH CITY
1 MANALAPAN TWP.

MARCH 1985

UNITS MUNICIPALITY

O MANASQUAN BORQ
0 MARLBORO TWP.
2 MATAWAN BORO
1 MIDDLETOWN TWP.
O MILLSTONE TWP.
18 MONMOUTH BEACH BORO
51 NEPTUNE TWP.
* NEPTUNE CITY BORO
2 OCEAN TWP.
• OCEANPORT BORO
* RED BANK BORO
• ROOSEVELT BORO
13 RUMSON BORO
29 SEA BRIGHT BORO

TS

1
56
2
1O
1
0
0
0
7
1
*
1
2
*

MUNICIPALITY

SEA GIRT BORO
SHREWSBURY BORO
SHREWSBURY TWP.
SOUTH 8ELMAR BORO
SPRING LAKE BORO
SPRING LAKE HEIGHTS BORO
TINTON FALLS BORO
UNION BEACH BORO
UPPER FREEHOLD TWP.
WALL TWP.
WEST LONG BRANCH BORO

UNITS

*
0
*
*
*
0
9
1
1

12
*

MORRIS COUNTY 157

BOONTON TOWN
BOONTON TWP.
BUTLER BORO
CHATHAM BORO
CHATHAM TWP.
CHESTER BORO
CHESTER TWP.
DENVILLE TWP.
DOVER TOWN
EAST HANOVER TWP.

3
5
0
*
0
0
5
5
*
0

FLORHAM PARK BORO
HANOVER TWP.
HARDING TWP.
JEFFERSON TWP.
KINNELON BORO
LINCOLN PARK BORO
MADISON BORO
MENDHAM BORO
MENOHAM TWP.
MINE HILL TWP.

1
4
13
9
4
0
*
4
6
0

MONTVILLE TWP.
MORRIS TWP.
MORRIS PLAINS BORO
MORRISTOWN TOWN
MOUNTAIN LAKES BORO
MT. ARLINGTON BORO
MT. OLIVE TWP.
NETCONG BORO
PARSIPPANY-TROY HILLS TWP
PASSAIC TWP.

13 PEOUANNOCK TWP.
18 RANDOLPH TWP.
7 RIVERDALE BORO

24 ROCKAWAY BORO
* ROCKAWAY TWP.
* ROXBURY TWP.
8 VICTORY GARDENS BORO
* WASHINGTON TWP.
6 WHARTON BORO
1

OCEAN COUNTY 321

BARNEGAT TWP.
BARNEGAT LIGHT BORO
BAY HEAD BORO
BEACH HAVEN BORO
BEACHWOOOD BORO
BERKELEY TWP.
BRICK TWP.
DOVER TWP.
EAGLESWOOD TWP.

* HARVEY CEDARS BORO
4 ISLAND HEIGHTS BORO
O JACKSON TWP.
0 LACEY TWP.
* LACKHURST BORO
* LAKEWOOD TWP.

55 LAVALLETTE BORO
43 LITTLE EGG HARBOR TWP
1 LONG BEACH TWP.

0 MANCHESTER TWP.
0 MANTOLOKING BORO
7 OCEAN TWP.

87 OCEAN GATE BORO
O PINE BEACH BORO
12 PLUMSTED TWP.
10 POINT PLEASANT BORO
27 POINT PLEASANT BEACH BORO
14 SEASIDE HEIGHTS BORO

17
1
5
*
*
8
11
0
0

SEASIDE PARK BORO
SHIP BOTTOM BORO
SOUTH TOMS RIVER BORO
STAFFORD TWP.
SURF CITY BORO
TUCKERTON BORO

*
1
•

14
3
1



SIDENTIAL
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PERMITS

STATE OF NEW JERSEY
THOMAS H. KEAN
Governor

CHARLES SERRAINO
Commissioner

Data for April 1985 Prepared in June 1985

A Over 3,900 new units were authorized for con-
struction in April, approximately 1,000 more
than in March 1985 and nearly twice the total of
April 1984. For the first four months of 1985,
total units planned were 55% higher than the
comparable period in 1984. This sizable in-
crease represents a. continuation of the strong
growth in planned housing since 1983 in New
Jersey.

Included in the April figure were plans for
2,700 single-family homes and 600 apartment
units. These two major categories continued to
show strong gains compared to one year ago. The

most dramatic increase occurred in the three or
four family category—583 units in 1985 compared
to 120 units in 1984, an increase of 463 units
or 385.8%.

To date in 1985, the leading homebuilding
areas of New Jersey were Middlesex County (1,683
units), Ocean County (1,265 units), and Monmouth
County (1,237 units). In all three counties,
total planned construction was well ahead of the
1984 levels. All but four of New Jersey's 21
counties reported higher levels of planned resi-
dential building through the first four months
of 1985 compared to the same period in 1984.

RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZED BY BUILDING PERMITS
> . THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY

Type of Construction

Total Dwelling Units Authorized

Private units
Single family
Two family
Three or four family
Five or more family

Public units

Estimated Cost of Residential
Construction (000's)

New residential buildings
Additions and alterations

l
A nn TT
APRIL
1985

3,931

3,861
2,715
132
377
637
70

$263,521

$225,472
$ 38,049

2
vt A n /"*u

MARCH
1985

2,937

2,937
1,920
190
88
739
0

$217,129

$182,453
$ 34,676

Year to Date3

1985

11,166

11,096
7,645
602
583

2,266
70

$754,474

$637,491
$116,983

1984

7,205

7,205
5,047
522
120

1,516
0

$495,349

$401,181
$ 94,168

% Change

+ 55.0

+ 54.0
+ 51.5
+ 15.3
+385.8
+ 49.5

-

+ 52.3

+ 58.9
+ 24.2

1 Based on reports received from 401 of 567 municipalities.
2Based on reports received from 412of 567 municipalities.
3Does not include late reports.

Source: N.J. Department of Labor
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MUNICIPALITY

MONMOUTH COUNTY

UNITS

536
ABERDEEN TWP.
ALLENHURST BORO
ALLENTOWN BORO
ASBURY PARK CITY
ATLANTIC HIGHLANDS BORO
AVON-BY-THE-SEA BORO
BELMAR BORO
BRADLEY BEACH BORO
BRIELLE BORO
COLTS NECK TWP.
DEAL BORO
EATONTOWN BORO
ENGLISHTOWN BORO
FAIR HAVEN BORO

DWELLING UNITS AUTHORIZED BY BUILDING PERMITS
NEW JERSEY MUNICIPALITIES

MUNICIPALITY

* FARMINGDALE BORO
* FREEHOLD BORO
0 FREEHOLD TWP.
* HAZLET TWP.
* HIGHLANDS BORO
* HOLMOEL TWP.
1 HOWELL TWP.
* INTERLAKEN BORO
1 KEANSBURG BORO
* KEYPORT BORO
* LITTLE SILVER BORO

66 LOCH ARBOUR VIL.
37 LONG BRANCH CITY
4 MANALAPAN TWP.

APRIL 1985

UNITS MUNICIPALITY

O MANASOUAN BORO
2 MARLBORO TWP.

63 MATAWAN BORO
2 MIDDLETOWN TWP.
0 MILLSTONE TWP.
49 MONMOUTH BEACH BORO
87 NEPTUNE TWP.
* NEPTUNE CITY BORO
1 OCEAN TWP.
* OCEANPORT BORO
* RED BANK BORO
* ROOSEVELT BORO

43 RUMSON BORO
52 SEA BRIGHT BORO

UNITS MUNICIPALITY-

1 SEA GIRT BORO
53 SHREWSBURY BORO
1 SHREWSBURY TWP.

37 SOUTH BELMAR BORO
12 SPRING LAKE BORO
3 SPRING LAKE HEIGHTS BORO
* TINTON FALLS BORO.
0 UNION BEACH BORO
* UPPER FREEHOLD TWP.
* WALL TWP.
0 WEST LONG BRANCH BORO

UNITS

MORRIS COUNTY 209

BOONTON TOWN
BOONTON TWP.
BUTLER BORO
CHATHAM BORO
CHATHAM TWP.
CHESTER BORO
CHESTER TWP.
DENVILLE TWP.
DOVER TOWN
EAST HANOVER TWP.

0
4
0
0
0
0
2
3
3
0

FLORHAM PARK BORO
HANOVER TWP.
HARDING TWP.
JEFFERSON TWP.
KINNELON BORO
LINCOLN PARK BORO
MADISON BORO
MENDHAM BORO
MENOHAM TWP.
MINE HILL TWP.

1
7

24
26
*
*
*
5
4
3

MONTVILLE TWP.
MORRIS TWP.
MORRIS PLAINS BORO
MORRISTOWN TOWN
MOUNTAIN LAKES BORO
MT. ARLINGTON BORO
MT. OLIVE TWP.
NETCONG BORO
PARSIPPANY-TROY HILLS TWP
PASSAIC TWP.

10 PEOUANNOCK TWP.
2 RANDOLPH TWP.
3 RIVERDALE BORO

37 ROCKAWAY BORO
1 ROCKAWAY TWP.
1 ROXBURY TWP.

19 VICTORY GARDENS BORO
* WASHINGTON TWP.
* WHARTON BORO
19

O
5
8
*

22

OCEAN COUNTY 403

BARNEGAT TWP.
BARNEGAT LIGHT BORO
BAY HEAD BORO
BEACH HAVEN BORO
BEACHWOOOD BORO
BERKELEY TWP.
BRICK TWP.
DOVER TWP.
EAGLESWOOD TWP.

*
*
1
0
15
*

174
53
0

HARVEY CEDARS BORO
ISLAND HEIGHTS BORO
JACKSON TWP.
LACEY TWP.
LACKHURST BORO
LAKEWOOD TWP.
LAVALLETTE BORO
LITTLE EGG HARBOR TWP
LONG BEACH TWP.

1
*

25
51
*
8
9
10
16

MANCHESTER TWP.
MANTOLOKING BORO
OCEAN TWP.
OCEAN GATE BORO
PINE BEACH BORO
PLUMSTED TWP.
POINT PLEASANT BORO
POINT PLEASANT BEACH BORO
SEASIDE HEIGHTS BORO

4 SEASIDE PARK BORO
O SHIP BOTTOM BORO
2 SOUTH TOMS RIVER BORO
* STAFFORD TWP.
* SURF CITY BORO
* TUCKERTON BORO
9
3

O
22
O
0
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY
THOMAS H. KEAN
Governor

CHARLES SERRAINO
Commissioner

Data for May 1985 Prepared in July 1985

Planned homebuilding in New Jersey was up in
May 1985. The number of dwelling units autho-
rized by building permits for the month totaled
4,263, an increase of nearly 300 from both April
1985 and May 1984. This was the highest May figure
since 1972, when 4,706 new units were authorized.

The addition of May's statistics brought the
year-to-date total for 1985 to 15,429 units, 38.1%
above the number of authorizations for the same
period of 1984. All types of construction, with the
exception of public housing, have shown gains

compared to one year ago. The overwhelming majority
of planned units continue to be single-family dwellings.

With over 3,000 units authorized for the first
five months of 1985, Middlesex County led the state
in planned homebuilding followed by Ocean and
Monmouth with 1,805 and 1,625, respectively. In
fact, 17 of New Jersey's 21 counties registered equal
or higher levels of planned homebuilding, while only
four counties were unable to keep pace with their
1984 levels.

RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZED BY BUILDING PERMITS
THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY

Type of Construction

Total Dwelling Units Authorized

Private units
Single family
Two family
Three or four family
Five or more family

Public units

Estimated Cost of Residential
Construction (000's)

New residential buildings
Additions and alterations

Mayi
1985

4,263

4,263
3,007

182
50

1,024
0

$293,907
$252,176
$ 41,731

Apri l 2
1985

3,931

3,861
2,715

132
377
637

70

$263,521
$255,472 .
$ 38,049

Year to Date

1985

15,429

15,359
10,652

784
633

3,290
70

$1,048,381
$ 889,667
$ 158,714

1984

11,169

10,908
7,103

606
150

3,049
261

$743,892
$615,523
$128,369

3

% Change

+ 38.1

+ 40.8
+ 50.0
+ 29.4
+322.0
+ 7.9
- 73.2

+ 40.9
+ 44.5
+ 23.6

1 Based on reports received from 396 of 567 munic ipal i t ies.
2 Based on reports received from 401 of 567 munic ipa l i t ies.
3 Does not include late reports-

Source: NJ Department of Labor



DWEI NG UNITS AUTHORIZED BY BIT DING PERMITS
NEW JERSEY MUNICIPALITIES

MUNICIPALITY

MONMOUTH COUNTY

UNITS

388

ABERDEEN TWP.
ALLENHURST BORO
ALLENTOWN BORO
ASBURY PARK CITY
ATLANTIC HIGHLANDS BORO
AVON-BY-THE-SEA BORO
BELMAR BORO
BRADLEY BEACH BORO
BRIELLE BORO
COLTS NECK TWP.
DEAL BORO
EATONTOWN BORO
ENGLISHTOWN BORO
FAIR HAVEN BORO

MUNICIPALITY

* FARMINGDALE BORO
O FREEHOLD BORO
* FREEHOLD TWP.
* HAZLET TWP.
* HIGHLANDS BORO
O HOLMDEL TWP.
O HOWELL TWP.
0 INTERLAKEN BORO
2 KEANSBURG BORO
*• KEYPORT BORO
* LITTLE SILVER BORO ,

71 LOCH ARBOUR VIL.
0 LONG BRANCH CITY
O HANALAPAN TWP.

MAY 1985

UNITS MUNICIPALITY

• MANASOUAN BORO
2 MARLBORO TWP.
22 MATAWAN BORO
6 MIDDLETOWN TWP.
• MILLSTONE TWP.
16 MONMOUTH BEACH BORO
* NEPTUNE TWP.
O NEPTUNE CITY BORO
2 OCEAN TWP.
* OCEANPORT BORO
• RED BANK BORO
0 ROOSEVELT BORO
* RUMSON BORO

68 SEA BRIGHT BORO

UNITS MUNICIPALITY UNITS

0
60
0
63
3
1
*
0
31
*
0
0
1

SEA GIRT BORO
SHREWSBURY BORO
SHREWSBURY TWP.
SOUTH BELMAR BORO
SPRING LAKE BORO
SPRING LAKE HEIGHTS BORO
TINTON FALLS BORO.
UNION BEACH BORO
UPPER FREEHOLD TWP.
WALL TWP.
WEST LONG BRANCH BORO

*
0
•

0
*
0
14
3
6
17
•

MORRIS COUNTY 192

BOONTON TOWN
BOONTON TWP.
BUTLER BORO
CHATHAM BORO
CHATHAM TWP.
CHESTER BORO
CHESTER TWP.
DENVILLE TWP.
DOVER TOWN
EAST HANOVER TWP

3
1
*
*
0
0
3
0
4
3

FLORHAM PARK BORO
HANOVER TWP.
HARDING TWP.
JEFFERSON TWP.
KINNELON BORO
LINCOLN PARK BORO
MADISON BORO
MENDHAM BORO
MENDHAM TWP.
MINE HILL TWP.

1
9
1
10
13
1
*
4
4
6

MONTVILLE TWP.
MORRIS TWP.
MORRIS PLAINS BORO
MORRISTOWN TOWN
MOUNTAIN LAKES BORO
MT. ARLINGTON BORO
MT. OLIVE TWP.
NETCONG BORO
PARSIPPANY-TROY HILLS TWP
PASSAIC TWP.

19 PEOUANNOCK TWP.
22 RANDOLPH TWP.
3 RIVERDALE BORO
O ROCKAWAY BORO
0 ROCKAWAY TWP.
* ROXBURY TWP.

30 VICTORY GARDENS BORO
* WASHINGTON TWP.
* WHARTON BORO

2
16
5
*

30
2

OCEAN COUNTY 539

BARNEGAT TWP.
BARNEGAT LIGHT BORO
BAY HEAD BORO
BEACH HAVEN BORO
BEACHWOOOD BORO
BERKELEY TWP.
BRICK TWP.
DOVER TWP.
EAGLESWOOD TWP.

* HARVEY CEDARS BORO
2 ISLAND HEIGHTS BORO
O JACKSON TWP.
1 LACEY TWP.
0 LACKHURST BORO

193 LAKEWOOD TWP.
78 LAVALLETTE BORO
66 LITTLE EGG HARBOR TWP
2 LONG BEACH TWP.

0 MANCHESTER TWP.
1 MANTOLOKING BORO

62 OCEAN TWP.
44 OCEAN GATE BORO
O PINE BEACH BORO
* PLUMSTED TWP.
4 POINT PLEASANT BORO
* POINT PLEASANT BEACH BORO
8 SEASIDE HEIGHTS BORO

31 SEASIDE PARK BORO
1 SHIP BOTTOM BORO
5 SOUTH TOMS RIVER BORO
* STAFFORD TWP.
1 SURF CITY BORO
* TUCKERTON BORO

31
3
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CHARLES SERRAINO
Commissioner

Data for June 1985 Prepared in August 1985

A total of 3,260 new units were authorized for construc-
tion in June 1985, approximately 1,000 less than May 1985 but
nearly 300 more than in June 1984. For the first six months
of 1985, total planned units were 32.1% higher than the compara-
ble period in 1984.

The two major categories of planned homebuilding—single
family and apartments—accounted for nearly 95% of the current
month's activity. A total of 2,283 single-family units were

authorized, which represented 70% of all activity; -a total
of 796 apartment units, representing 25%, were planned.

Of the state's 21 counties, only Burlington, Cumberland,
and Warren counties failed to keep pace with their year-to-
date 1984 levels. Middlesex County (3,312 units) continues
to be the leading homebuilding center in New Jersey followed
by Ocean (2,342 units), Monmouth (1,921 units), Morris (1,041
units), and Bergen (1,009 units) counties.

RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZED BY BUILDING PERMITS

TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION

TOTAL DWELLING UNITS AUTHORIZED

PRIVATE UNITS
SINGLE FAMILY
TWO FAMILY
THREE OR FOUR FAMILY
FIVE OR MORE FAMILY

PUBLIC UNITS

ESTIMATED COST OF RESIDENTIAL
CONSTRUCTION ($OOO'S)

NEW RESIDENTIAL BUILOINGS
ADDITIONS ANO ALTERATIONS

June*
1985

3.260

3,260
2,283

142
39

796
0

$223,125
$186,632
$ 36,493

May2
1985

4,263

4,263
3,007

182
50

1.024
0

$293.9.07
$252,176
$ 41.731

YEAR TO DATE3

1985

18,689

18.619
12,935

926
672

4,086
70

$1,271,506
$1,076,299
$ 195,207

1984

14,152

13,791
9,370
758
181

3,482
361

$956,571
$785,719
$170,852

PERCENT
CHANGE

+ 32.1

+ 35.0
+ 38.0
+ 22.2
+271.3
+ 17.3
- 80.6

+ 32.9
+ 37.0
+ 14.3

NOTES: 1 BASED ON REPORTS RECEIVED FROM 396 OF 507 MUNICIPALITIES.
2 BASED ON REPORTS RECEIVED FROM 396 OF 587 MUNICIPALITIES.
3 Does not include late reports.

«snn»rF N U DEPARTMENT OF LABOR



DWELLING UNITS AUTHORIZED BY BUILDING PERMITS
NEW JERSEY MUNICIPALITIES

MUNICIPALITY

MONMOUTH COUNTY

UNITS

296

MUNICIPALITY

JUNE 1985

UNITS MUNICIPALITY UNITS

ABEROEEN TWP.
ALLENHURST BORO
ALLENTOWN BORO
ASBURY PARK CITY
ATLANTIC HIGHLANDS BORO
AVON-BY-THE-SEA BORO
BELMAR BORO
BRADLEY BEACH BORO
BRIELLE BORO
COLTS NECK TWP.
DEAL BORO
EATONTOWN BORO
ENGLISHTOWN BORO
FAIR HAVEN BORO

MORRIS COUNTY
BOONTON TOWN
BOONTON TWP.
BUTLER BORO
CHATHAM BORO
CHATHAM TWP.
CHESTER BORO
CHESTER TWP.
OENVILLE TWP.
DOVER TOWN
EAST HANOVER TWP.

OCEAN COUNTY

•

0
0
•

0
0
0
0
1
*
0
0
0
3

234

0
4
0
*
4
1
*
3
0
2

537

FARMINGDALE BORO
FREEHOLD BORO
FREEHOLD TWP.
HAZLET TWP.
HIGHLANDS BORO
HOLMDEL TWP.
HOWELL TWP.
INTERLAKEN BORO x

KEANSBURG BORO
KEYPORT BORO
LITTLE SILVER BORO
LOCH ARBOUR VIL.
LONG BRANCH CITY
MANALAPAN TWP.

FLORHAM PARK BORO
HANOVER TWP.
HARDING TWP.
JEFFERSON TWP.
KINNELON BORO
LINCOLN PARK BORO
MADISON BORO
MENDHAM BORO
MENDHAM TWP.
MINE HILL TWP.

0
1

59
25
0
31
•

0
0
*
*
*
•

37

1
6
4
21
7
1
8
4
5
1

MANASQUAN BORO
MARLBORO TWP.
MATAWAN BORO
MIDDLETOWN TWP.
MILLSTONE TWP.
MONMOUTH BEACH BORO
NEPTUNE TWP,
NEPTUNE CITY BORO
OCEAN TWP.
OCEANPORT BORO
RED BANK BORO
ROOSEVELT BORO
RUMSON BORO
SEA BRIGHT BORO

MONTVILLE TWP.
MORRIS TWP.
MORRIS PLAINS BORO
MORRISTOWN TOWN
MOUNTAIN LAKES BORO
MT. ARLINGTON BORO
MT. OLIVE TWP.
NETCONG BORO
PARSIPPANY-TROY HILLS TWP
PASSAIC TWP.

0
33
*

31
10
4
*
0
7
4
0
0
1
*

27
3
4
4
1
•

60
4
*
6

BARNEGAT TWP.
8ARNEGAT LIGHT BORO
BAY HEAD BORO
BEACH HAVEN BORO
BEACHWOOOD BORO
8ERKELEY TWP.
BRICK TWP.
DOVER TWP.
EAGLESWOOD TWP.

* HARVEY CEDARS BORO
2 ISLAND HEIGHTS BORO
1 JACKSON TWP.

12 LACEY TWP.
5 LACKHURST BORO

123 LAKEWOOD TWP.
56 LAVALLETTE BORO
77 LITTLE EGG HARBOR TWP
1 LONG BEACH TWP.

1
•

31
113
0
9
6
21
*

MANCHESTER TWP.
MANTOLOKING BORO
OCEAN TWP.
OCEAN GATE BORO
PINE BEACH BORO
PLUMSTED TWP.
POINT PLEASANT BORO
POINT PLEASANT BEACH BORO
SEASIDE HEIGHTS BORO

47
0
7
0
0
•
9
1
0

MUNICIPALITY

SEA GIRT BORO
SHREWSBURY BORO
SHREWSBURY TWP.
SOUTH BELMAR BORO
SPRING LAKE BORO
SPRING LAKE HEIGHTS BORO
TINTON FALLS BORO.
UNION BEACH BORO
UPPER FREEHOLD TWP.
WALL TWP.
WEST LONG BRANCH BORO

UNITS

*
0
*

o
*
5

25
3
3
13

PEOUANNOCK TWP.
RANDOLPH TWP.
RIVERDALE BORO
ROCKAWAY BORO
ROCKAWAY TWP.
ROXBURY TWP.
VICTORY GARDENS BORO
WASHINGTON TWP.
WHARTON BORO

SEASIDE PARK BORO
SHIP BOTTOM BORO
SOUTH TOMS RIVER BORO
STAFFORD TWP.
SURF CITY BORO
TUCKERTON BORO

46

13
2
O



RESIDENTIAL
BUILDING
PERMITS

STATE OF JERSEY

THOMAS H. KEAN
Governor

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

CHARLES SERRAINO
Commissioner

Data ftitf July 1985 State of New Jersey Prepared in September 1985

Local construction officials reported over 4,100 new
units authorized for construction In July 1985, approx-
imately 900 units more than June 1985 and 1,200 units
above the July 1984 figure.

The addition of July's statistics brought the year-
to-date total for 1S85 to 22,827 units, 33.8% above the
number of authorizations for the same period of 1884.
This was the highest July total since 1973 when 4,240
new units were authorized. All types of private-unit
construction have realized sizeable gains In 1985, with

3 or 4 family unit construction showing the greatest
Increase.

With nearly 4.000 units authorized for the first
seven months of 1985, Middlesex County continues to be
the overwhelming choice of hometouilders In New Jersey
followed by Ocean and Monmouth with 2,781 and 2,481 re-
spectively. In fact, 18 of New Jersey's 21 counties
registered higher levels of planned homebuiIding activ-
ity, while only Cumberland, Essex and Warren counties
were unable to keep pace with their 1984 levels.

RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZED B7 BUILDING PERMITS

TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION

TOTAL DWELLING UNITS AUTHORIZED

PRIVATE UNITS
SINGLE FAMILY
TWO FAMILY
THREE OR FOUR FAMILY
FIVE OR MORE FAMILY

PUBLIC UNITS

ESTIMATEO COST OF RESIDENTIAL
CONSTRUCTION (SOOO'S)

NEW RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS
ADDITIONS AND ALTERATIONS

JULY
1985

4.138

4.138
2.682

146
12

1.298
0

277.917
223.374
54.543

JUNE
1985

3.260

3.260
2.283

142
39

796
0

223.125
186,632
36.493

YEAR TO DATE

1985

22.827

22.757
15.617
1 072
684

5.384
70

1,549.423
1.299.673
249.750

1984

17,087

16.726
11.577

838
227

4,084
361

1,129,924
923.993
205.931

PERCENT
CHANGE

33.6

36.1
34.9
27.9

201.3
31.8

-80.6

37.1
40.7
21.3

NOTES: BASED ON REPORTS RECEIVED FROM 406 OF 507 MUNICIPALITIES.
BASED ON REPORTS RECEIVED FROM 39B OF 5B7 MUNICIPALITIES.
DOES NOT INCLUDE LATE REPORTS.

SOURCE: N. J. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR



DWELrTNG UNITS AUTHORIZED BY BUT DING PERMITS
NEW JERSEY MUNICIPAL!* fiS

MUNICIPALITY UNITS MUNICIPALITY

JULY 1985

UNITS MUNICIPALITY UNITS MUNICIPALITY UNITS

MONMOUTH COUNTY 560

ABERDEEN TWP.
ALLENHURST BORO
ALLENTOWN BORO
ASBURY PARK CITY
ATLANTIC HIGHLANDS BORO
AV0N-BY-THE-5EA BORO
8ELMAR BORO
BRADLEY BEACH BORO
BRIELLE BORO
COLTS NECK TWP.
DEAL BORO
EATONTOWN BORO
ENGLISHTOWN BORO
FAIR HAVEN BORO

*
0
0
•

3
0
1
0
10

0
47
0
1

FARMINGDALE BORO
FREEHOLD BORO
FREEHOLD TWP.
HAZLET TWP.
HIGHLANDS BORO
HOLMDEL TWP.
HOWELL TWP.
INTERLAKEN BORO
KEANSBURG BORO
KEYPORT BORO
LITTLE SILVER BORO /
LOCH ARBOUR VIL.
LONG BRANCH CITY
MANALAPAN TWP.

0
7

79
4
0

34
167
0
3
*
*
*
*

61

MANASQUAN BORO
MARLBORO TWP.
MATAWAN BORO
MIDDLETOWN TWP.
MILLSTONE TWP.
MONMOUTH BEACH BORO
NEPTUNE TWP.
NEPTUNE CITY BORO
OCEAN TWP.
OCEANPORT BORO
RED BANK BORO
ROOSEVELT BORO
RUMSON BORO
SEA BRIGHT BORO

2
35
0
18
26
3
*

0
34
1
0
1
1
*

SEA GIRT BORO
SHREWSBURY BORO
SHREWSBURY TWP.
SOUTH BELMAR BORO
SPRING LAKE BORO
SPRING LAKE HEIGHTS BORO
TINTON FALLS BORO.
UNION BEACH BORO
UPPER FREEHOLD TWP.
WALL TWP.
WEST LONG BRANCH BORO

O
3
6
*
13

MORRIS COUNTY 236

BOONTON TOWN
BOONTON TWP.
BUTLER BORO
CHATHAM 80R0
CHATHAM TWP.
CHESTER BORO
CHESTER TWP.
DENVILLE TWP.
DOVER TOWN
EAST HANOVER TWP

1
3
0
*
2
0
7
5
1
7

FLORHAM PARK BORO
HANOVER TWP.
HARDING TWP.
JEFFERSON TWP.
KINNELON BORO
LINCOLN PARK BORO
MADISON BORO
MENDHAM BORO
MENDHAM TWP.
MINE HILL TWP.

2
5
2
14
4
1
1
2
1

14

MONTVILLE TWP.
MORRIS TWP.
MORRIS PLAINS BORO
MORRISTOWN TOWN
MOUNTAIN LAKES BORO
MT. ARLINGTON BORO
MT. OLIVE TWP.
NETCONG BORO
PARSIPPANY-TROY HILLS TWP
PASSAIC TWP.

36 PEOUANNOCK TWP.
33 RANOOLPH TWP.
4 RIVERDALE BORO
42 ROCKAWAY BORO
0 ROCKAWAY TWP.
* ROXBURY TWP.
* VICTORY GARDENS BORO
O WASHINGTON TWP.
* WHARTON BORO

40
•
O
2
6

OCEAN COUNTY 439

BARNEGAT TWP.
BARNEGAT LIGHT BORO
BAY HEAD BORO
BEACH HAVEN BORO
BEACHWOOOO BORO
BERKELEY TWP.
BRICK TWP.
DOVER TWP.
EAGLESWOOD TWP.

*
0
0
1
•
*

21
139

1

HARVEY CEDARS BORO
ISLAND HEIGHTS BORO
JACKSON TWP.
LACEY TWP.
LACKHURST BORO
LAKEWOOD TWP.
LAVALLETTE BORO
LITTLE EGG HARBOR TWP
LONG BEACH TWP.

2
2
19
60
0
4

58
15
*

MANCHESTER TWP.
MANTOLOKING BORO
OCEAN TWP.
OCEAN GATE BORO
PINE BEACH BORO
PLUMSTED TWP.
POINT PLEASANT BORO
POINT PLEASANT BEACH BORO
SEASIDE HEIGHTS BORO

32
1

12
*
*
*

38
26
6

SEASIDE PARK BORO
SHIP BOTTOM BORO
SOUTH TOMS RIVER BORO
STAFFORD TWP.
SURF CITY BORO
TUCKERTON BORO

«AW



RESIDENTIAL STATE OF N W JERSEY

THOMAS H. KEAM
Goverr ?;

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

fc CHARLES SERRAINO
Commissioner

Data for August 1S35 State of New Jersey Prepared in October 1985

Planned homebui ldirig in New Jersey continued to be
strong in August 1985. The number of dwelling units
authorized by building permits for the month totaled
4,373, nearly 250 more than July 1985 and about 1,450
higher than August 1984. For the first eight months of
1985, total planned units were 36% higher than the com-
parable period in 1S84.

The two major components of planned homebui1ding--
single family and apartments accounted for 96% of the
current month's activity. A total of 3,219 single fam-

ily units were authorized, which represented 73.6% of
all activity; a total of 978 apartment units, repre-
senting 22.4% were planned.

Of the state's 21 counties, only Cumberland and
Warren Counties failed to k««?p pace with their 1984
levels. Middlesex County (4,439 units) continues to
lead the state in new residential construction followed
by Ocean (3,318 units), Monmouth (3,151 units), Morris
(4.138 units), Atlantic (1,434 units), and Somerset
(1,383 units) counties.

RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZED BY BUILDING PERMITS

TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION

TOTAL DWELLING UNITS AUTHORIZED

PRIVATE UNiTS
SINGLE FAMILY
TWO FAMILY
THREE OR FOUR FAMILY
FIVE OR MORE FAMILY

PUBLIC UNITS

ESTIMATED COST OF RESIDENTIAL
CONSTRUCTION (SOOO'S)

NEW RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS
ADDITIONS AND ALTERATIONS

1
AUGUST l

1985

4.373

4,373
3.219

120
56

978
0

267,124
233.985
33.139

JULY L

1985

4. 138

4. 138
2.682

146
12

1.298
0

277,917
223.374
54.54 3

YEAR TO DATE •>

1985

27.200

27. 130
18.836
1 . 192

740-
6.362

70

1.816.547
1 .533.658
282.889

1984

19.994

19.633
13.865

912
263

4.084
36 1

1.324.238
1.088.098
236.140

PERCENT
CHANGE

36.0

38.2
35.9
30.7
181.4
31 .8

-80.6

37.2
40.9
19.8

N O T E S : 1 B A S E D O N R E P O R T S R E C E I V E D FROM 401 OF 567 M U N I C I P A L I T I E S
2 B A S E D O N R E P O R T S R E C E I V E D FROM 4 0 6 OF 5 6 7 M U N I C I P A L I T I E S
3 D O E S NOT INCLUDE LATE R E P O R T S

S O U R C E : N. J. D E P A R T M E N T OF LA80R



DWELrTNG UNITS AUTHORIZED BY BUTTDING PERMITS
NEW JERSEY MUNICIPALI £S

MUNICIPALITY UNITS MUNICIPALITY

AUGUST 1985

UNITS MUNICIPALITY UNITS MUNICIPALITY UNITS

MONMOUTH COUNTY 670

ABERDEEN TWP
ALLENHURST BORO
ALLENTOWN BORO
ASBURY PARK CITY
ATLANTIC HIGHLANDS BORO
AVON-BY-THE-SEA BORO
BELMAR BORO
BRADLEY BEACH BORO
BRIELLE BORO
COLTS NECK TWP.
DEAL BORO
EATONTOWN BORO
ENGLISHTOWN BORO
FAIR HAVEN BORO

*
0
0
*
1
0
0
0
24
*
0
18
0
0

FARMINGDALE BORO
FREEHOLD BORO
FREEHOLD TWP.
HAZLET TWP.
HIGHLANDS BORO
HOLMDEL TWP.
HOWELL TWP.
INTERLAKEN BORO
KEANSBURG BCPO
KEYPORT BORO
LITTLE SILVER BORO
LOCH ARBOUR VIL.
LONG BRANCH CITY
MANALAPAN TWP.

*
2

40
8
1

42
296
0
»
*
*
•

3
69

MANASOUAN BORO
MARLBORO TWP.
MATAWAN BORO
MIDDLETOWN TWP.
MILLSTONE TWP.
MONMOUTH BEACH BORO
NEPTUNE TWP.
NEPTUNE CITY BORO
OCEAN TWP.
OCEANPORT BORO
RED BANK BORO
ROOSEVELT BORO
RUMSON BORO
SEA BRIGHT BORO

0
4 1
0

' 81
7
0
*
0
7
1
0
1
2
*

SEA GIRT BORO
SHREWSBURY BORO
SHREWSBURY TWP.
SOUTH BELMAR BORO
SPRING LAKE BORO
SPRING LAKE HEIGHTS BORO
TINTON FALLS BCRO.
UNION BEACH BORO
UPPER FREEHOLD TWP.
WALL TWP.
WEST LONG BRANCH BORO

O
5
1
5
15

MORRIS COUNTY 161

BOONTON TOWN
BOONTON TWP.
BUTLER BORO
CHATHAM BORO
CHATHAM TWP.
CHESTER BORO
CHESTER TWP.
DENVILLE TWP.
DOVER TOWN
EAST HANOVER TWP

0
6
0
•

2
7
0
*
0

FLORHAM
HANOVER
HARDING

PARK BORO
TWP .
TWP

JEFFERSON TWP.
KINNELCN BORO
LINCOLN
MAO I SON
MENDHAM
MENDHAM

PARK BORO
BORO
BORO
TWP.

MINE HILL TWP.

1 MONTVILLE TWP.
4 MORRIS TWP.
1 MORRIS PLAINS BORO
3 MORRISTOWN TOWN
12 MOUNTAIN LAKES BORO
2 MT. ARLINGTON BORO
12 MT. OLIVE TWP.
5 NETCONG BORO
3 PARSIPPANY-TROY HILLS TWP
3 PASSAIC TWP.

18
2
1
8
1
*
7
6
*

PEOUANNOCK TWP.
RANDOLPH TWP.
RIVERDALE BORO
ROCKAWAY BORO
ROCKAWAY TWP.
ROXBURY TWP.
VICTORY GARDENS BORO
WASHINGTON TWP.
WHARTON BORO

*
26
*
0
17
14
*
*

OCEAN COUNTY 537

BARNEGAT TWP.
BARNEGAT LIGHT BORO
BAY HEAD BORO
BEACH HAVEN BORO
BEACHWOOOD BORO
BERKELEY TWP.
BRICK TWP.
DOVER TWP
EAGLESWOOD TWP.

*
3
0
1
*
*

179
64
3

HARVEY CEDARS BORO
ISLAND HEIGHTS BORU
JACKSON TWP.
LACEY TWP.
LACKHURST BORO
LAKEWOOD TWP.
LAVALLETTE BORO
LITTLE EGG HARBOR TWP
LONG BEACH TWP.

0
0
42
113
0
3
0
29
*

MANCHESTER TWP.
MANTOLOKING BORO
OCEAN TWP.
OCEAN GATE BORO
PINE BEACH BORO
PLUMSTED TWP.
POINT PLEASANT BORO
POINT PLEASANT BEACH BORO
SEASIDE HEIGHTS BORO

47
0
14
1
2
•

5
1
6

SEASIDE PARK BORO
SHIP BOTTOM BORO
SOUTH T0M5 RIVER BORO
STAFFORD TWP.
SURF CITY BORO
TUCKERTON BORO

1
*

20
O
3



RESIDENTIAL
BUILDING
PERMITS

STATE OF NEW JERSEY

THOMAS H. KEAN
Governor

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

CHARLES SERRAINO
Commissioner

Data for September 1985 State of New Jersey Prepared in November 1985

A total of 3,148 new units were authorized for con-
struction In September 198S, approximately 1,200 below
the August 19BS figure but, 400 more units than In Sep-
tember 1984. Although new homebutiding slowed somewhat
In September, the year-to-date totals are substantially
higher than the comparable period of last year.

The addition of September's statistics brought the
year-to-date total for 1985 to 30,348 units, 33.5%
above the number of authorizations for the same period
of 1984. All types of construction, with the exception

of public housing, have shown gains compared to one year
ago. The overwhelming majority of planned units contin-
ued to be single-family dwellings.

Based on nine months of data, the state's leading
homebutIding centers In 1985 were Middlesex County with
5.033 authorized units. Ocean County with 3,757, and
Monmouth County with 3,518 units. Of the state's 21
counties, 19 reported higher levels of activity In 1985.
Only Camden County and Cumberland County have failed to
keep pace with last year's level.

RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZED BY BUILDING PERMITS

TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION

TOTAL DWELLING UNITS AUTHORIZED

PRIVATE UNITS
SINGLE FAMILY
TWO FAMILY
THREE OR FOUR FAMILY
FIVE OR MORE FAMILY

PUBLIC UNITS

ESTIMATEO COST OF RESIDENTIAL
CONSTRUCTION (tOOO'S)

NEW RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS
ADDITIONS AND ALTERATIONS

I
SEPTEMBER1

1985

3. 146

3. 145
2.111

98
48

888
1

219,127
190.798
28.329

AUGUST L

1985

4,373

4,373
3,219

120
56

978
0

267.124
233.985
33.139

YEAR TO DATE?

1985

30.346

30.275
20.947
1,290

788
7,250

71

2.035.674
1,724.456
311.218

1984

22.738

22,377
15,925
1.006
295

5.151
361

1,500.66.1
1.233.321
267,340

PERCENT
CHANGE

33.5

35.3
31.5
28.2
167. 1
4O.7
-8O.3

35.7
39.8
16.4

NOTES: \ BASED ON REPORTS RECEIVED FROM 391 OF 567 MUNICIPALITIES.
i BASED ON REPORTS RECEIVED FROM 401 OF SB7 MUNICIPALITIES.
3 DOES NOT INCLUDE LATE REPORTS.

SOURCE: J DEPARTMENT OF LABOR



Dfc^LING UNITS AUTHORIZED BY .JILDING PERMITS
NEW JERSEY MUNICIPALITIES

PAGE 7

MUNICIPALITY

MONMOUTH COUNTY

UNITS

387

ABERDEEN TWP.
ALLENHURST BORO
ALLENTOWN BORO
ASBURY PARK CITY
ATLANTIC HIGHLANDS BORO
AVON-BY-THE-SEA BORO
BELMAR BORO
BRADLEY BEACH BORO
BRIELLE BORO
COLTS NECK TWP.
DEAL BORO
EATONTOWN BORO
ENGLISHTOWN BORO
FAIR HAVEN BORO

MUNICIPALITY

* FARMINGDALE BORO
O FREEHOLD BORO
O FREEHOLD TWP.
• HAZLET TWP.
• HIGHLANDS BORO
0 HOLMOEL TWP.
O HOWELL TWP.
1 TNTERLAKEN BORO
O KEANSBURG BORO
• KEYPORT BORO /
* LITTLE SILVER BORO
2 LOCH ARBOUR VIL.
0 LONG BRANCH CITY
1 HANALAPAN TWP.

SEPTEMBER 1985

UNITS MUNICIPALITY

0 MANASOUAN BORO
2 MARLBORO TWP.
14 MATAWAN BORO
1 MIDDLETOWN TWP.
O MILLSTONE TWP.
19 MONMOUTH BEACH BORO

199 NEPTUNE TWP.
O NEPTUNE CITY BORO
2 OCEAN TWP.
* OCEANPORT BORO
* RED BANK BORO
O ROOSEVELT BORO
4 RUMSON BORO
15 SEA BRIGHT BORO

TS

2
22
1
12
8
1
*
0
11
1
0

MUNICIPALITY

SEA GIRT BORO
SHREWSBURY BORO
SHREWSBURY TWP.
SOUTH BELMAR BORO
SPRING LAKE BORO
SPRING LAKE HEIGHTS BORO
TINTON FALLS BORO.
UNION BEACH BORO
UPPER FREEHOLD TWP.
WALL TWP.
WEST LONG BRANCH BORO

UNITS

*
*
0
0
*
1

31
2
1

12
*

MORRIS COUNTY 140
BOONTON TOWN
BOONTON TWP.
BUTLER BORO
CHATHAM BORO
CHATHAM TWP.
CHESTER BORO
CHESTER TWP.
DENVILLE TWP.
DOVER TOWN
EAST HANOVER TWP.

0 FLORHArft PARK BORO
• HANOVER TWP.
5 HARDING TWP.
• JEFFERSON TWP.
2 KINNELON BORO
O LINCOLN PARK BORO
7 MADISON BORO
4 MENDHAM BORO
• MENDHAM TWP.
• MINE HILL TWP.

2 MONTVILLE TWP.
3 MORRIS TWP.
0 MORRIS PLAINS BORO
8 MORRISTOWN TOWN
9 MOUNTAIN LAKES BORO
2 MT. ARLINGTON BORO
O MT. OLIVE TWP.
2 NETCONG BORO
4 ; PARSIPPANY-TROY HILLS TWP
O PASSAIC TWP.

32 PEOUANNOCK TWP.
17 • RANDOLPH TWP.
0 RIVERDALE BORO
0 ROCKAWAY BORO
O ROCKAWAY TWP.
* ROXBURY TWP.
10 VICTORY GARDENS BORO
* WASHINGTON TWP.
* WHARTON BORO

O
18
15

OCEAN COUNTY 439

BARNEGAT TWP.
BARNEGAT LIGHT BORO
BAY HEAD BORO
BEACH HAVEN BORO
BEACHWOOOD BORO
BERKELEY TWP.
BRICK TWP.
DOVER TWP.
EAGLESWOOD TWP.

* HARVEY CEDARS BORO
2 ISLAND HEIGHTS BORO
O JACKSON TWP.
0 LACEY TWP.
14 LACKHURST BORO
* LAKEWOOD TWP.

118 LAVALLETTE BORO
69 LITTLE EGG HARBOR TWP
1 LONG BEACH TWP.

1 MANCHESTER TWP.
* MANTOLOKING BORO
* OCEAN TWP.

44 OCEAN GATE BORO
0 PINE BEACH BORO
12 PLUMSTED TWP.
O POINT PLEASANT BORO
13 POINT PLEASANT BEACH BORO
* SEASIDE HEIGHTS BORO

73
0
31
4
0
*
4
1

12

SEASIDE PARK BORO
SHIP BOTTOM BORO
SOUTH TOMS RIVER BORO
STAFFORD TWP.
SURF CITY BORO
TUCKERTON BORQ

1
0
*

36
2
1
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PERMITS
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY

THOMAS H. KEAN

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

! CHARLES SEPRAINO

Data for October 1985 State o£ New Jersey Prepared in December 1985

Local construction officials reported over 3,900 new
units authorized for construction In Octoberr 1985,
approximately 800 units more than September 1985 and
1.100 above the October 1984 figure. For the first ten
months of 1985. total planned units were 34% higher than
the comparable period tn 1984.

Authorizations for single-family units, which repres-
ented 69% of all activity, were up almost 32% during the
first ten months of 1985 compared to the same period for
1984. Planned apartments, which accounted for 24% of

all activity were up by 43% during the same period.
Of the state's 21 counties. Camden and Cumberland

remain the only counties unable to keep pace with their
1984 levels. Middlesex County with 5,737 authorized
units continues to be the top choice of new homebutiders
In the state, followed by Ocean County with 4,451, Mon-
mouth County with 4,091, Mercer County with 1.901.
Morris County with 1,813, and Atlantic County with 1.737
units.

RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZED BY BUILDING PERMITS

TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION

TOTAL DWELLING UNITS AUTHORIZED

PRIVATE UNITS
SINGLE FAMILY
TWO FAMILY
THREE OR FOUR FAMILY
FIVE OR MORE FAMILY

PUBLIC UNITS

ESTIMATED COST OF RESIDENTIAL
CONSTRUCTION ($000'S)

NEW RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS
ADDITIONS AND ALIERAUONS

OCTOBER1

1985

3,932

3.882
2.B61

168
36

817
5O

262,543
222.904
39.639

SEPTEMBER2

1985

3. 146

3, 145
2.111

98
48

888
1

219. 127
190.798
28,329

YEAF

1985

34.278

34. 157
23.808
1.458
824

8,067
121

2,298.217
1 ,9'17,36O
35O.857

I TO DATE i

1984

25.576

25.215
18.090
1.172
324

5.629
361

1.689.295
1.392.843
296.452

PERCENT
CHANGE

34.0

35.5
31 .6
24.4
154.3
43.3

-66.5

36.0
39.8
18.4

NUIES: ), BASED ON REPORTS RECEIVED FROM 402 OF 507 MUNICIPALITIES
' OASI.D ON RFPOBIS RECEIVED FROM 39 1 OF 507 MUNICIPALITIES.
* OOFS Not iNfuunr I A T F ne roms

i » F P A n i M f N i n r t A n o n



DWELLING UNITS AUTHORIZED BY BUILDING PERMITS
NEW JERSEY MUNICIPALITIES

MUNICIPALITY UNITS MUNICIPALITY

OCTOBER 1985

UNITS MUNICIPALITY UNITS MUNICIPALITY UNITS

MONMOUTH COUNTY 573

ABERDEEN TWP
ALLENHURST BORO
ALLFNTOWN BORO
ASBURY PARK CITY
ATLANTIC HIGHLANDS BORO
AVON-BY-THE-SEA BORO
BELMAR BORO
BRADLFY BEACH BORO
BRICLLE BONO
COLTS NECK TWP.
DEAL BORO
EATONTOWN BORO
ENGLISH TOWN RORO
FAIR HAVEN BORO

0
1
0
•

•

0
0
3

24
•

•

5
0
2

FARMINGDALE BORO
FREEHOLD BORO
FREEHOLD rWP .
HAZLFT TWP
HIGHLANDS ROPO
HOLMDEL TWP.
HOWELL TWP.
INTERLAKEN BORO
KEANSBURG BORO
KEYPORT BORO
L I 1TLE SILVER BORO
LOCH ARBOUR V IL .
LONG BRANCH CITY
MANALAPAN TWP.

0
3
*
1
0
32
233
0
3
•

•

0
4

62

MANASOUAN BORO
MARLBORO TWP.
MAT AWAN BORO
MIDOLETOWN TWP.
MILLSTONE TWP.
MONMOUTH BEACH BORO
NEPTUNE TWP.
NEPTUNE CITY BORO
OCEAN TWP.
OCEANPORT BORO
RED BANK BORO
ROOSEVELT BORO
RUMSON BORO
SEA BRIGHT BORO

0
51
0
51
8
0
*
2
12
*
0
3
2
*

SEA GIRT BORO *•
SHREWSBURY BORO O
SHREWSBURY TWP. *
SOUTH EELMAR BORO O
SPRING LAKE BORO .*
SPRING LAKE HEIGHTS BORO O
TINTON FALLS BORO. 3 1
UNION BEACH BORO 4
UPPER FREEHOLD TWP. 4
WALL TWP. 32
WEST LONG BRANCH BORO *

MORRIS COUNTY 235

BOONTON TOWN
BOONfON TWP.
BUTLER BORO
CHATHAM BORO
CHATHAM TWP.
CHESTER BORO
CHESTER TWP.
DENVILLE TWP.
DOVER TOWN
EAST HANOVER TWP

1
2
1
•

45
1
4
9
2

27

FLORHAM PARK BORO
HANOVHR TWP.
HARDING TWP
JEFFERSON TWP
KINNELON BORO
LINCOLN PARK BORO
MADISON BORO
MENDHAM BORO
MENOHAM TWP.
MINE HILL TWP.

2
8
5
10
5
0
+

5
2
12

MONTVILLE TWP.
MORRIS TWP.
MORRIS PLAINS BORO
MORRISTOWN TOWN
MOUNTAIN LAKES BORO
MT. ARLINGTON BORO
MT. OLIVE TWP.
JNETCONG BORO
PARSIPPANY-TROY HILLS TWP
PASSAIC TWP.

33 PEQUANNOCK TWP.
1 RANDOLPH TWP.
2 RIVERDALE BORO
4 ROCKAWAY BORO
O ROCKAWAY TWP.
• ROXBURY TWP.
5 VICTORY GARDENS BORO
• WASHINGTON TWP.
• WHARTON BORO

O
4
16
*

28
O

OCEAN COUNTY 694

BARNEC.AT TWP
BARNEGAT LIGHT BORO
BAY HEAD BORO
BEACH HAVF.N BORO
BEACHWOOOD BORO
BERKELEY TWP.
BRICK TWP.
DOVER TWP.
EAGLCSWOOD TWP.

•

5
1
1

16
•

149
97
0

HARVFY CEDARS RORO
ISLAND HEIGHTS BORO
JACKSON TWP.
LACEY TWP.
LACKHURST BORO
LAKEWOOD TWP.
LAVALLETTE BORO
LITTLE EGG HARBOR TWP
LONG BEACH TWP.

MANCHESTER TWP. 68
2

86
161

1
6
2

47

MANTOLOKING BORO
OCEAN TWP.
OCEAN GATE BORO
PINE BEACH BORO
PLUMSTED TWP.
POINT PLEASANT BORO
POINT PLEASANT BEACH BORO
SEASIDE HEIGHTS BORO

0
10
2
0
•

5
5
16

SEASIDE PARK BORO
SHIP BOTTOM BORO
SOUTH TOMS RIVER BORO
STAFFORD TWP.
SURF CITY BORO
TUCKERTON BORO



RESIDENTIAL
BUILDING
PERMITS

4 MAR 1986

STATE OF NEW JERSEY

THOMAS H. KEAN
Governor

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

CHARLES SERRAINO
Commissioner

Data for^November 1985 State of New Jersey Prepared in January.1986

New Jersey's building boom continued in November.
Although down seasonally by about 550 units from Oct-
obar, new dwelling units authorized for construction in
November registered 3,375 -- the second highest November
total since 1978.

The addition of November's statistics brought the
year-to-date total for 1985 to 37,653 units, 26.2% above
the number of authorizations for the same period of 1984.
All types of private construction have shown gains com-
pared to one year ago. The overwhelming majority of

planned units continue to be single-family dwellings.
Based on eleven months of data, the state's leading

homebuiiding centers in 1985 were Middlesex County with
5,915 units. Ocean County with 4,947, Monmouth County
with 4,479, Mercer County with 2,139, and Morris County
with 2,105 units. In fact, 18 of New Jersey's 21
counties registered higher levels of planned home-
building activity while only Camden. Cumberland and
Salem counties were unable to keep pace with their 1984
levels.

RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZED BY BUILDING PERMITS

TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION

TOTAL DWELLING UNITS AUTHORIZED

PRIVATE UNITS
SINGLE FAMILY
TWO FAMILY
THREE OR FOUR FAMILY
FIVE OR MORE FAMILY

PUBLIC UNITS

ESTIMATED COST OF RESIDENTIAL
CONSTRUCTION ($OOO'S)

NEW RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS
ADDITIONS AND ALTERATIONS

NOVEMBER !
1985

3.375

3.375
2.679

1 10
3

583
0

234.852
203.145
31.707

OCTOBER 2
1985

3.932

3.882
2.86 1

168
36

817
50

262.543
222.904
39.639

YEAR TO DAI E 5-

1985

.17.653

37.532
?6.487
1.568
827

8.650
121

2.533.069
2.150,505

382.564

1984

29.839

29.478
20.328
1 .270
351

7.529
36 1

1.914. 153
1.589.47 1
324.G82

PERCENT
CHANGE

26.2

27.3
30.3
23.5
135.6
14.9

-66.5

32.3
35 3
17 8

N O T E S : ' B A S E D ON R E P O R T S R E C E I V E D FROM 403 OF 567 M U N I C I P A L I T I E S
2 B A S E D ON R E P O R T S R E C E I V E D FROM 4O? OF 567 M U N I C I P A L I T I E S
3 0 O E S NOT INCLUDE LATE R E P O R T S .

S O U R C E : N d. D E P A R T M E N T OF LABOR



©
DWELLING UNITS AUTHORIZED BY BUILDING PERMITS

NEW JERSEY MUNICIPALITIES

MUNICIPALITY

MONMOUTH COUNTY

UNITS

388

ABERDEEN TWP.
ALLENHURST BORO
ALLENTOWN BORO
ASBURY PARK CITY
ATLANTIC HIGHLANDS BORO
AVON-BY-THE-SEA BORO
BELMAR BORO
BRADLEY BEACH BORO
BRIELLE BORO
COLTS NECK TWP.
DEAL BORO
EATONTOWN BORO
ENGLISHTOWN BORO
FAIR HAVEN BORO

MUNICIPALITY

* FARMINGDALE BORO
* FREEHOLD BORO
1 FREEHOLD TWP.
0 HAZLET TWP
0 HIGHLANDS BORO
0 HOLMD«a TWO
2 HOWELL TWP.
*' INTERLAKEN BORO
2 KEANSBURG BORO
* KEYPORT BORO
1 LITTLE SILVER BORO
1 LOCH ARBOUR VIL.
O LONG BRANCH CITY
O MANALAPAN TWP.

NOVEMBER 1985

UNITS MUNICIPALITY

O MANASOUAN BORO
5 MARLBORO TWP.
* MATAWAN BORO
4 MIDDLETOWN TWP.
* MILLSTONE TWP.

20 MONMOUTH BEACH BORO
148 NEPTUNE TWP.
O NEPTUNE CITY BORO
0 OCEAN TWP.
• OCEANPORT BORO
• RED BANK BORO
0 ROOSEVELT BORO
1 RUMSON BORO

43 SEA BRIGHT BORO

TS

2
43
*

41
4
0
•

0
10
*
0
2
1

MUNICIPALITY

SEA GIRT EORO
SHREWSBURY BORO
SHREWSBURY TWP.
SOUTH BELMAR BORO
SPRING LAKE BORO
SPRING LAKE HEIGHTS BORO
TINTON FALLS BORO.
UNION BEACH BORO
UPPER FREEHOLD TWP.
WALL TWP.
WEST LONG BRANCH BORO

UNITS

*
0
0
0
•

11
15
1
0
30
•

MORRIS COUNTY 292

BOONTON TOWN
BOONTON TWP.
BUTLER BORO
CHATHAM BORO
CHATHAM TWP.
CHESTER BORO
CHESTER TWP.
DENVILLE TWP.
DOVER TOWN
EAST HANOVER TWP

1 FLORHAM PARK BORO
2 HANOVER TWP.
5 HARDING TWP.
* JEFFERSON TWP.
2 KINNELON BORO
0 LINCOLN PARK BORO
O MADISON BORO
3 MENDHAM BORO
0 MENDHAM TWP.
0 MINE HILL TWP.

0 MONTVILLE TWP.
5 MORRIS TWP.
1 MORRIS PLAINS BORO

10 MORRISTOWN TOWN
13 MOUNTAIN LAKES BORO

136 MT. ARLINGTON BORO
2 MT. OLIVE TWP.
1 NETCONG BORO
2 PARSIPPANY-TROY HILLS TWP
0 PASSAIC TWP.

10 PEOUANNOCK TWP.
3 RANDOLPH TWP.
O RIVERDALE BORO
0 ROCKAWAY BORO
• ROCKAWAY TWP.
• ROXBURY TWP.
6 VICTORY GARDENS BORO
* WASHINGTON TWP.
* WHARTON BORO

29

31

7
13

OCEAN COUNTY 496

8ARNEGAT TWP.
BARNEGAT LIGHT BORO
BAY HEAD BORO
BEACH HAVEN BORO
BEACHWOOOD BORO
BERKELEY TWP.
BRICK TWP.
DOVER TWP.
EAGLESWOOD TWP.

• HARVEY CEDARS BORO
2 ISLAND HEIGHTS BORO
O JACKSON TWP.
2 LACEY TWP.
17 LACKHURST BORO
* LAKEWOOD TWP.

56 LAVALLETTE BORO
29 LITTLE EGG HARBOR TWP
1 LONG BEACH TWP.

2
2

93
41
0
1 1
0
5
*

MANCHESTER TWP.
MANTOLOKING BORO
OCEAN TWP.
OCEAN GATE BORO
PINE BEACH BORO
PLUMSTED TWP.
POINT PLEASANT BORO
POINT PLEASANT BEACH BORO
SEASIDE HEIGHTS BORO

184
0
7
•
1
• '

10
1
5

SEASIDE PARK BORO
SHIP BOTTOM BORO
SOUTH TOMS RIVER BORO
STAFFORD TWP.
SURF CITY BORO
TUCKERTON BORO

0
0
•

23
4
0
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CHARLES SERRAINO
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Data Cor December 1985 State of New Jersey Prepared in February 1986

Planned residential construction activity In New Jer-
sey for 1985 exceeded last year's level by approximately
10.500 units or 32.5%. based on preliminary reports
received from municipal construction officials. Histor-
ically. 1985 with 42.785 new units authorized 1s the
most active year In new construction since 1973 when
more than 52.100 new authorizations were reported.

Over 5.100 new dwelling units were authorized by
building permits In December 1985, approximately 1.760
units higher than November 1985 and more than twice the
number of authorizations (2,443) in December 1984. This
represents the most activity reported for any month
since August 1973 and the highest December total since
1971 when 5,134 and 5,638 units were authorized respec-
tively. December 1985's figure was bolstered by a major
project of 1,504 units In Jersey City, Hudson County,

representing the largest monthly municipal total on re-
cord. The previous high was 1.200 units reported by
Guttenberg In Hudson County in March 1974.

Preliminary 12-month figures showed a statewide total
of nearly 42.800 units authorized In 1985 compared to
32,300 a year earlier but neither number includes late
reports. Tabulations of late reports raised the 1984
figure from 32.282 to 43.925. Only after a similar tab-
ulation for 1985 becomes available can an accurate com-
parison of 1984 and 1985 homebuiiding activity be made.

A geographic breakdown of end-of-year statistics for
1985 revealed that Middlesex County with 6.370 units was
the leader in new residential construction for the fifth
consecutive year, followed by Ocean (5.518 units) and
Monmouth (4,961 units) counties. The largest increase
in activity between 1984 and 1985 occurred in Hudson
County--up by 2,146 units.

RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZED BY BUILDING PERMITS

TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION

TOTAL DWELLING UNITS AUTHORIZED

PRIVATE UNITS
SINGLE FAMILY
TWO FAMILY
THREE OR FOUR FAMILY
FIVE OR MORE FAMILY

PUBLIC UNITS

ESTIMATED COST OF RESIDENTIAL
CONSTRUCTION ($OOO'S)

NEW RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS
ADDITIONS AND ALTERATIONS

1

DECEMBER1

1985

5. 132

5. 132
2.631

162
14

2.325
0

317.665
287.805
29.B6O

NOVEMBER*
1985

3.375

3.375
2.679

110
3

583
0

234.852
203.145
31.7O7

YEAR TO DATE 3

1985

42.705

42.66-1
29. 1 18
1 .730

84 t
10.975

121

2,850.734
2.438.3 1O

412.424

1984

32.282

31.920
22.088
1.382
401

8.049
36 1

2.083.268
1.725.634

357.634

PERCENT
CHANGE

32.5

33.7
31.8
25.2
109.7
36.4

-66.5

36.8
41.3
15.3

NOTES: I BASED ON REPORTS RECEIVED FROM 438 OF 567 MUNICIPALITIES
i BASED ON REPORTS RECEIVED FROM 403 OF 587 MUNICIPALITIES
3 DOES NOT INCLUDE LATE REPORTS.

N .1 f>FPARTMFNT OF I ABOR



DWELLING UNITS AUTHORIZED BY BUILDING PERMITS
NEW JERSEY MUNICIPALITIES

PAGE 7

MUNICIPALITY

MONMOUTH COUNTY

UNITS

482

ABERDEEN TWP. 5
ALLENHURST BORO •
ALLENTOWN BORO 0
ASBURY PARK CITY O
ATLANTIC HIGHLANDS BORO 0
AVON-BY-THE-SEA BORO O
BELMAR BORO • 2
BRAOLEY BEACH BORO
BRIELLE BORO 3
COLTS NECK TWP. *
DEAL BORO •
EATONTOWN BORO 4
ENGLISHTOWN BORO O
FAIR HAVEN BORO 1

MUNICIPALITY

FARMINGDALE BORO
FREEHOLD €ORO
FREEHOLD TWP.
HAZLET TWP.
HIGHLANDS BORO
HOLMDEL TWP.
HOWELL TWP.
INTERLAKEN BORO
KEANSBURG BORO
KEYPORT BORO
LITTLE SILVER BORO
LOCH ARBOUR VIL.
LONG BRANCH CITY
MANALAPAN TWP.

DECEMBER 1985

UNITS MUNICIPALITY UNITS

0 MANASOUAN BORO 2
1 MARLBORO TWP. 86

24 MATAWAN BORO 2
3 MIDDLETOWN TWP. 46
* MILLSTONE TWP. 4

28 MONMOUTH BEACH BORO *
240 NEPTUNE TWP. •

* NEPTUNE CITY BORO O
1 OCEAN TWP. 4
* OCEANPORT BORO 3
* RED BANK BORO O
O ROOSEVELT BORO O
7 RUMSON BORO 1
* SEA BRIGHT BORO •

MUNICIPALITY UNITS

SEA GIRT BORO
SHREWSBURY BORO O
SHREWSBURY TWP. 2
SOUTH BELMAR BORO O
SPRING LAKE BORO *
SPRING LAKE HEIGHTS BORO O
TINTON FALLS BORO. 2
UNION BEACH BORO 1
UPPER FREEHOLD TWP. 2
WALL TWP. 8
WEST LONG BRANCH BORO *

MORRIS COUNTY 320

BOONTON TOWN
BOONTON TWP.
BUTLER BORO
CHATHAM BORO
CHATHAM TWP.
CHESTER BORO
CHESTER TWP.
OENVILLE TWP.
DOVER TOWN
EAST HANOVER TWP

0
2
O
#

169
O
4
1
2
3

FLORHAM PARK BORO
HANOVER TWP.
HARDING TWP.
JEFFERSON TWP.
KINNELON BORO
LINCOLN PARK BORO '
MAO I SON BORO
MENDHAM BORO
MENDHAM TWP.
MINE HILL TWP.

0
1
3
2
4

49
•
3
4
0

MONTVILLE TWP. 5
MORRIS TWP. 35
MORRIS PLAINS BORO O
MORRISTOWN TOWN O
MOUNTAIN LAKES BORO. 4
MT. ARLINGTON BORO *
MT. OLIVE TWP. 6
NETCONG BORO 0
PARSIPPANY-TROY HILLS TWP •
PASSAIC TWP. 1

PEOUANNOCK TWP.
RANDOLPH TWP.
RtVERDALE BORO
ROCKAWAY BORO
ROCKAWAY TWP.
ROXBURY TWP.
VICTORY GARDENS BORO
WASHINGTON TWP.
WHARTON 80R0

O
5
10

OCEAN COUNTY 571

BARNEGAT TWP
BARNEGAT LIGHT BORO
BAY HEAD BORO
BEACH HAVEN BORO
BEACHWOOOD BORO
BERKELEY TWP.
BRICK TWP.
DOVER TWP.
EAGLESWOOD TWP.

5
O
3
10

106
79
64
1

HARVEY CEDARS BORO
ISLAND HEIGHTS BORO
JACKSON TWP.
LACEY TWP.
LACKHURST BORO
LAKEWOOD TWP.
LAVALLETTE BORO
LITTLE EGG HARBOR TWP
LONG BEACH TWP.

2
0

118
35
0
3
0
26
•

MANCHESTER TWP.
MANTOLOKING BORO
OCEAN TWP.
OCEAN GATE BORO
PINE BEACH BORO
PLUMSTED TWP.
POINT PLEASANT BORO
POINT PLEASANT BEACH BORO
SEASIDE HEIGHTS BORO

59
0
6
*
2
4
5
0
4

SEASIDE PARK BORO 0
SHIP BOTTOM BORO 4
SOUTH TOMS RIVER BORO *
STAFFORD TWP. 32
SURF CITY BORO 3
TUCKERTON BORO O



r EXHIBIT F

TOWNSHIP OF PENVILLE

MORRIS COUNTY, NEW JERSEY

SUMMARY REPORT

AREA-WIDE SEWER SYSTEM CAPABILITIES

MT. LAUREL II CONSIDERATIONS

MAY 23, 1985

LEE T. PURCELL ASSOCIATES
CONSULTING ENGINEERS
60 Hami1 ton Street

Paterson, New Jersey 07505

35 Main Street
Franklin, New Jersey 07416



TOWNSHIP OF DENVILLE

AREA-WIDE SEWER SYSTBVi CAPABILITIES
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GENERAL

The Township of Denville, a municipality in the Upper Rockaway'

River Basin is a member community in the Rockaway Valley Regional

sewerage Authority (RVRSA). RVRSA has been structured to provide

sewage treatment at its facilities located close to the foot of the

dam of the Boonton Reservoir, at a site in Boonton Township. New

major facilities of RVRSA include its 12 MGD facility now under

construction, and its regional interceptor sewer. Essentially, the

latter parallels the Rockaway River in its upstream routing through

the tributary municipalities. Pipe size is substantial for the

interceptor with a 60-inch line in Denville, with reductions to

54-inch, 48-inch and 42-inch between the Denvi1le-Rockaway Borough

border and the Rockaway Township-Dover line.

Denville, as a contributing community, has been subject to a

long-term court imposed and regulated building ban that has been in

force some 14-15 years.

CONTROL OF SEWER CONNECTIONS

In its present situation, local connections to sewers must be

reviewed for acceptance by RVRSA and the court under Judge Gasgoyne.

Additionally, sewer extensions for developers or existing streets

demonstrating need are subjected to review and comment of NJDEP prior

to gaining approval for construction and activation. Details of
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same and allocation under the court-imposed ban is felt to be beyond

the scope of this evaluation, at this time.

RECENT LTPA STUDIES FOR THE TOWNSHIP OF DENVILLE

LTPA has provided Township-wide sewer system consultation from

the . incept ion and construction of area-wide sewers iji the early

1960fs. In recent years, and with cognizance of the planning guides

of P.L. 92-500 and amendments thereto, this office has prepared:

a. 201 Facilities Plan - 1979

(Approval by NJDEP of Addendum No. 4)

EPA Project No. O340-466-01

b. Regional Collector Sewer Step II Planning - 1982

Contract 41 (A - F Inclusive)

c. Segmented Implementation Schemes to Alleviate Local Health

Conditions and to provide Mechanical Upgrading:

•o Meadow St. - Dickerson Rd. (Contract No. 41A)

o Upgrade Riverside Dr. Sewage Pumping Station

(Contract No. 42)

o Front St. Sanitary Sewer (Contract No. 43)

ASSESSMENT OF RVRSA

A review of the Environmental Impact Statement on the Upper

Rockaway River Basin, 201 Facility Plan, January 1981 Draft, indicates
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the following data pertinent to land use planning for the Township

of Denvi1le:

Population Analysis, Table 2-3

Present Population (1977) Served

, Predicted Growth 1980-2000

Presently Unsewered Population

Total Year 2000 Population 16,040

Cons trained Saturation population, as per the EIS was calculated as

18,750, Table F-7 of the EIS.

Future Flows as Summarized in EIS Table 2-4

Present Flow 1.06 MGD

Year 2000 1.36 MGD

In-town share of industrial and institutional allowances would

be superimposed upon the above-stated sewage flows.

Each of the cited tables are attached for perusal purposes.

From the above, sewage generation by community appears to present

a format for allocation. However, in discussion with RVRSA technical

personnel. Service Agreements were executed to represent "FIRST

COME, FIRST SERVE" distribution of sewage plant capacity. Recent

developments pertinent to the existing Rockaway Valley building ban

indicate that the courts of New Jersey under Judge Gasgoyne may be

a participant in future flow allocation in some form.

TOWNSHIP OF DENVILLE - COLLECTOR SEWER PLANNING

The 201 Facilities Plan for the Township of Denville, including

all supplements and amendments thereto was completed in 1981. Approval

of the Plan was made by USEPA and a Step 2 Planning Grant was tendered

to the Township on July 8, 1981.
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The Plan due to its early completion did not undertake a "needs

survey", but it did define the known septic tank malfunctions for

the period of 1971 - 1977, including the existing development in the

Den Brook Area. It should be noted that the EPA review found that

areas of existing development experiencing such problems in the

Franklin Road Area and the Union Hill - Openaki Road Area, were*-

ineligible for funding for improvements due to the low density (units

per acre) development. Construction without benefit of Federal funds

could be undertaken by the Township.

The Township, although not able to sewer these properties at

the present, intends to maintain appropriate allocation for future

alleviation of the septic system problems, especially where the land

form is not condusive to successful on-site disposal of sewage.

In accordance with the precepts of. P.L. 92-500, USEPA funded

collector sewer construction was developed to assure service to those

areas where two-thirds of the households were in existence prior to

October 18, 1972. NJDEP approved plans prepared by LTPA under

Contract 41 complied with said regulation, and designated those areas

of demonstrated need for the implementation -of central collector

sewers. Upon completion of these lines, additional quanitites of

carry domestic wastewater would be transported to the RVRSA
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Segment No.

1

2

3

4

5

6

Contract No.

41-A

41-B_

41-C

41-D

41-E

41-F

interceptor sewer. Included in this planning were six (6) major

sub-areas (or contracts) as follows:

Area Description

Lake Arrowhead/Route 46

Meadow Street to Industrial Rd.

Hall Ave., Richwood PI., Cook's Rd.
Vicinity near Conrail R.O.W. and
Route 80.

Cisco Tract off Board St. Between
Route 46 and Route 80.

Harr iman St. Vicinity Between Savage
Rd. and Route 80.

Cedar Lake - Cookfs Pond locality,
northward of Morris Avenue.

All of the above have been identified and mapped in detailed plans,

including environmental ly acceptable routes and connect ions to RVRSA.

LTPA map, Drawing No. 3677, Sheet 1 of 109 on file with the Township

would identify same. Based on the level of planning of the 201,

some 1,025 individual residences eligible under the guidelines of

P.L. 92-500 would receive service, should federal funds become

available, under the combined planning for Contract 41. It should

be noted, that with or without financial aid, such areas are of

sufficient density and have experienced frequent septic system failure

to warrant further consideration for central sewer construction.
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Physical Connections to RVRSA

201 Facilities Plan localities were to be connected to RVRSA

as per the following schedule:

Segment No. Point of Connection

1 . At Savage Rd. via Pumping^
Station and 6,900 feet of*
8-inch force main.

2 Via Peak Meadow Brook Trunk
Sewer (Exist. ) to Savage Rd.

3 Via Savage Rd. Peck Meadow Brook
Trunk Sewer (Exist.) to Savage Rd.

4 River crossing near Rockaway
Borough Boundary.

5 " At Savage Road

6 Cedar Lake Rd. (Portion of Service
Area; Cedar Lake, Cooks Pond at
Diamond Spring Rd.).

DEN BROOK/FRANKLIN ROAD SYSTEM

A study of the capacity of certain major facilities identified

as the Den Brook/Franklin Road System to accept flow from Randolph

Township, and the tributary areas within Denville that connect to

the Den Brook interceptor from its upstream o-rigin at the Randolph

Boundary to the Forest Trail Sewage Pumping Station. A house count

based on mapping and Township sewer information indicates that 3,499

existing sewered and unsewered units were tributary to said trunk

sewer without consideration of the Brill Tract (Affordable Living

Corporation). Also, vacant land areas westerly of Franklin Rd. but

lying in the Den Brook Drainage Basin were not initially accounted

for. One constraint placed upon the initial study of the Den

Brook/Franklin Road System was the requirement that intensive
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development on large vacant tracts, with or without the need to

satisfy Mt. Laurel II, would be separately diverted over the ridge

to 'join the RVRSA interceptor sewer through the Rockaways. .Such

planning would avert severe impacts upon facilities known to be

undersized based on present operations.

DEN BROOK/FRANKLIN ROAD SEWAGE SYSTEM ANALYSIS

A sanitary sewage system exists within the Township that has

been constructed to serve the residential, commercial and industrial

properties of the Township. With few exceptions, all such properties

are conected to the RVRSA trunk sewer system, with treatment provided

at the RVRSA facilities.

A major segment of the Township's collector system serves the

portions of the Township lying southward of the Route 80 ROW. The

purpose of this analysis is to address, the major elements of the

infrastructure that serve as the trunk or interceptor system for

this area.

The southerly portion of the municipality that are sewered

include the combined valleys of Peck Meadow Brook and Den Brook,

including the Indian Lake section of the Township. The major

components of the Den Brook/Franklin Road system serve portions of

the Township as well as segments of Randolph Township. With only

minor exceptions, all sewage generated in the drainage basin passes

through the Forest Trail Sewage Pumping Station (SPS). Of primary

interest for this document is the Den Brook/Franklin Road system

which must provide service (by Contractual Agreement) to Randolph

and to Denville residents as well; see attached schematic diagram.
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It is the intent of this document to identify the major components

of the infrastructure (sewer system) and their relative capacities.

Additionally, the said capacities will then be converted to allowable

connection units, whether existing or proposed. It will be necessary

that the Township verify thereafter, the existing connections,

allocated connections via the planning board and/or court-mandated *•

(building ban) decisions, and available connections which could be

reserved for the intense development now envisioned for the Brill

Tract on Shongum Mountain.

Tributary Units to the Study Area

For the purpose of ascertaining the growth potential, the housing

mapping developed by Catlin Associates, dated September 30, 1981,

was utilized. Lots approved for subdivision growth were marked based

on the current status of use or construction. This information is

reflected in Table S-l.

Included within this summary are:

a. 1200 contracted-for units in Randolph;

b. allowance for residential units actually being served;

c. allowance for 2 schools, with each one-taken to be equivalent

to 20 residential units;

d. units approved for subdivision construction;

e. residential units existing in the Den Brook Drainage Basin

with reasonable density but currently without a central sewer

system;

f. allowance in the amount of 417 existing (1979 value) plus

50 additional to care for recent sewer construction in the Peck
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TOWNSHIP OF DENVILLE

TABLE S-l

TRIBUTARY UNITS TO THE SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM

DEN BROOK/FRANKLIN ROAD

SYSTEM SEGMENT SEWERED UNITS

Den Brook/Randolph

Den Brook/South of
Rte 10

Den Brook, North of
Rte 10

Estling Lake
Communi ty

Indian Lake to South
Shore SPS

Franklin Rd. Trunk
Sewer

Hall Ave. to Franklin

1200

217

225

--

193

618

417

UNITS APPROVED
OR UNDER CONST.

221

EXISTING NON-
SEWERED UNITS

180

58

62

58

Rd.

SUBTOTALS

GRAND TOTAL

2870 271

3499 1

35 8

LEE T. PURCELL ASSOCIATES
CONSULTING ENGINEERS
60 Hamilton Street

Paterson, New Jersey 07505

35 Main Street
Franklin, New Jersey 07416

1. Does not include any units on the Brill Tract
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Meadow basin along Luger Drive, Meadow Street and the Front

Street project (HUD approved); and

g. allowance for Rte. 10 commercial strip for future

connections in the amount of 30 equivalent units.

Specifically excluded from the analyses of anticipated needs

at this time is any future development on the Brill Tract, since-.,

this land is currently vacant and, further, the capability of serving

same is to be developed by this study.

Existing Capacities

Table S-2 represents the summary of capacities for the major

lines of the conveyance system tributary to the RVRSA trunk sewer

at Savage Road, just north of Route 46, The values shown for pipe

lines are based on the slopes shown on engineering documents for the

gravity lines and a Kutter*s "n" of 0.013. The capacity as noted

represents the quantity in millions of gallons per day (MGD) that

the pipeline could carry when flowing full, but without surcharge.

This is the PEAK FLOW value and the average flow can then be developed

by dividing by the peaking factor of 2.91 for the trunk sewerage

system. The AVERAGE FLOW OR design capacity is also listed for each

1. Peak to average flow ratio of 2.9 utilized based on design of
improvements for Forest Trail SPS and related facilities.
Source: ASCE MANUAL 37, Design and Construction of Sanitary
and Storm Sewers, Fig. 4, Curve A, "Ratio of extreme flows to
average daily flow compiled from various sources". It is
presumed that this value will care for diurnal variations and
moderate inflow to the system.
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segment of the system.

Based on the AVERAGE FLOW, the theoretical number of allowable

connection units can be ascertained. This effort was undertaken for

this study so that the tributary equivalent residential units

(existing and new) can be compared to allocation needs within the

basin. The means to develop same must recognize that.,

infi11rat ion/inflow management must be included. The most current

standards of EPA regarding infiltration allowance, where this is

considered to be non-excessive in existing sewers, permits

calculations to include 70 gal/capita/day (gcd) for sewage'flow plus

50 gcd for a total 120 gcd. For the purposes of this initial analysis,

the overall contribution per household was taken as the Allowable

set by USEPA as follows:

120 gcd x 3.2 persons/unit = 384

Say 385 gal/unit/day or 0.000385 MGD/unit

Reduction in system capacity to allow for excessive inflow has

not been made part of this analysis at this time.

In Table S-2, Gross Connection Units based on Average Flow have

been computed. For Forest Trail and northward to the existing RVRSA

trunk sewer, there appears that with future modificatiota as per

proposed planning of January 1980, it will be possible to continue

to serve new and existing dwelling units at the Forest Trail SPS,

including tributary flow from:

a. Den Brook/Franklin Rd. for Denville

b. Den Brook/Franklin Rd. for Randolph

c. Peck Meadow Brook Intercepting system via Hall Avenue

(Railroad Avenue) SPS.
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TOWNSHIP OF DENYILLS

System Element

RVRSA Trunk Sewer

Inverted Siphon

24" 0, N/S Rte 46

18" 0, Crossing Rte 46

10" 0, F.M. from Forest
Trail SPS

Forest Trail SPS

Ex i s t
Peak

Cap (MGD)

--

4.3

3.8

2.65

--

3.5

Ave
Flow
(MGD)

--

. 1.48

1.31

0.91

--

1.21

TABLE S-2

INTERCEPTING SEWER

DEN BROOK/FRANKLIN

MAY 1985

•

SYSTEM

: ROAD

Gross
Connection

Planning Remarks (Units)

Tie-in

None

Bypass
Exist

Bypass
Exist

at Savage Rd.

w/14" F.M., Plans

w/14" F.M., Plans

Parallel w/14" F.M., Plans
Exist

Upgrade Station by Adding

3844

3402

2364

--

3116

Randolph
Al locat ion

(Units)

--

1200

1200

1200

.—

1200

Denvi

Total

--

2644

2202

1164

--

1916

lie Allotment (Units
Exist &

Allocated

-- .

1941

1941

« 1941

--

1941

Existing
Unsewered

--

358

358

358

--

358

-

)
Avail
able

345 1

None*

None 1

None*

None 1

2 4" 0, Franklin Rd 5.0 1.72

Redundant Pump/Station
Improvements

S = 0 . U % , Picks up Hall Ave.
p.s. ;

24" 0, Franklin

16'* 0, Franklin

South Shore SPS

18" 0 Den
Interceptor

18" 0 Den
Interceptor

Rd.

Rd.

Brook

Brook

4.2

3.9

2.7

2.4

2.4

1.45

1.34

0.93

0.83

0.83

S=0.08%

3=0.32%

Co 11e c t s Den
Indian Lake

North of

South of

•

Rte

Rte

Brook,

10,

10,

S-0

S=0

Part

.12%

.12%

4468

3766

3481

2415

2078

2078

1200

1200

1200

1200

1200

1200

3268 1941

2566

2281

1215

1474

1174

856

878

878

663

438

1. 3.50 MGD Limitation w/10" F.M. & Exist. Down-stream
Conditions. With 14 in. F.M., capacity will increase to 4.39
MGD Peak, 1.51 MGD Average. 1.51 MGD Is equivalent to 3922
units with available units equal to 450 once improvements are
on-1ine.

358

300

150

969

358

358

358

734

749

1

None

290



Portions of the Indian Lake Area are directly tributary to the

Franklin Road trunk sewer, while other portions in the Den Brook

drainage basin enter the sytem through the South Shore Sewage Pumping

Station. Randolph tributary areas also flow through the South Shore

SPS.

Connection Unit Information

Based on current mapping, and sewer department records, the

distribution of existing and future connection units amounts to the

following:

DENVILLE & RANDOLPH DENVILLE ONLY

Forest Trail SPS 3499 2299

Hall Ave. SPS — 467

South Shore SPS 2414 1214

Deficiency in Capacity

Examination of the data shown in Table S-2 reveals that the

allotment of units within Denville indicates that capacity will not

be available in portions of the Den Brook/Franklin Rd. system to

allow for the Brill Tract. This occurs in the following reaches of
«

the system:

a) Sections of 18 in. Den Brook Interceptor above Rte 10 to

Openaki Road;

b) Sections of .18 in. Den Brook Interceptor between Rte 10

and the South Shore Sewage Pumping Station;

c) The South Shore Sewage Pumping Station; and
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d) The Forest Trail Sewage Pumping Station and the Conveyance

System to the RVRSA trunk.1

Deficient capacity would require upgrade of the above-indicated

elements (off-tract improvements) so that sufficient capacity was

available in the trunk and interceptor sewers of the municipality

to carry additional subdivision development beyond that currently

planned for. It is projected at this time that the off-tract

improvements would include the following work elements and estimated

costs therefor are shown in Table S-3. The work includes the

reinforcement of approximately 6000 l.f. of the Den Brook interceptor,

beginning at the South Shore SPS and proceeding upstream along, and

parallel to the existing Den Brook Interceptor to upgrade the lower

portions of-this line that is at maximum slope (s = 0.12%). For the

purposes of this study, a minimum of 6000 l.f. has been proposed for

upgrading along Estling Lake (Estling Lake R o a d ) . The exact

configuration and exact final length of pipe requiring reinforcement

would have to be determined on the basis of final, detailed engineering

study and field investigation. Since there was identified capacity

of 290 homes in the 18-inch Den Brook Interceptor south of Route 10,

consideration for upgraidng same has been held in abeyan'ce until

such time that upstream users are better identified.

Environmental Considerations

The above proposed upgrade does not reflect the approval of

environmental considerations. It appears that this would directly

1. Plans exist for the upgrade of this segment of the existing
infrastructure.
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TOWNSHIP OF DENVILLE

TABLE S-3

ESTIMATED COSTS FOR IMPROVEMENTS

TO THE DEN BROOK /FRANKLIN ROAD SEWER SYSTEM OF THE TOWNSHIP

ITEM

Forest Trail SPS and
Coveyance System to RVRSA

6000 l.f. 18ft 0 Den Brook
Parallel Interceptor

South Shore SPS Upgrade

CONSTRUCTION

$ 997,000

750,000

200,000

$1,947,000

COSTS (1984) '
. PROJECT1

$1,371,000

1,031,000

300,000

$2,702,000

1. Project Costs include additional monies for contingencies,
financing and bonding costs, and fees for engineering, legal
and administrative services.
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relate to the final routing of the parallel interceptor for Den

Brook. At such time that the project becomes available for detailed

planning and the preparation of Contract Documents, an environmental

assessment of the project should be undertaken.

Financial Consdierations - In-Basin Solution

An initial evaluation and assessment of growth potentials in

the upper reaches of the Den Brook Drainage Basin and the Peck Meadow

Brook Drainage Basin was made, and the extent of development was

compared to the apparent capacity of the trunk and intercept ing sewer

system. The evaluat ion was made on the bas is of equivalent residential

units, including the need for continued service in Denville and

Randolph Townships. Based on this first level assessment, it appears

that the Township, in order to satisfy development pressures in the

upper reaches of the Den Brook basin on the Brill Tract, must consider

a means to construct and finance the following off-tract improvements

to increase capacity:

a. Upgrade Forest Trail SPS and downstream conveyance

system to reach RVRSA interceptor at Savage Road.

b. Upgrade South Shore Sewage Pumping Station.

c. Upgrade the interceptor by providing a parallel line

6000 l.f., 18 in. dia., southward from South Shore SPS.

It is projected that such improvements if undertaken to

accommodate the needs for serving additional, intense development

on the Brill Tract, will require the input of an estimated $1,947,000

in construction costs and $2,702,000 in project costs.
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PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS - DIVERSION TO RVRSA IN ROCKAWAY BOROUGH

Initial assessments of the Den Brook/Franklin Road system were

confined to improvements within the basin to accommodate new growth

in the upstream segments of the Township. It was the purpose of

this work to identify the shorcomings in the major components of the

Infrastructure and identify the available capacity of various

component in terms of equivalent res ident ial units, us ing an allowance

of 385 gal/unit/day for the purpose of conversion of capacity to

units (see Table S-2).

Reevaluation of the Den Brook System, with recognition of the

proximity of Mt. Laurel II Sites 1-6 inclusive plus Site 8 (Brill),

indicated that an alternate scheme appeared viable for upgrading the

infrastructure. A major system modification could be constructed

wherein the entire Den Book tributary area would be intercepted at a

new major sewage pumping station located at the upstream (or southerly

end of Estling Lake). The trunkated basin, including upstream

segments of theMt. Laurel sites between ther ridge line and Franklin

Road could be routed to this same location. Flow would be diverted

via force main along the adjacent railroad R.O.W. in combination

with Franklin Avenue to bring all systems to the Rockaway Valley

interceptor sewer within the Borough of Rockaway. Such a scheme

would avert upgrading of the lower segments of the Den Brook sewerage

system.
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Preliminary Design of Sewer Diversion

for Den Brook

The construction of a new sewage pumping station at the head end

of Estling Lake, 14 in. force main, 24 in. gravity sewer, and 30 in.

gravity sewer to RVRSA in Rockaway Borough were preliminary developed

to care for the following existing and projected segments of equivalent

residential units:

1. Upper portions of Den Brook (Above Estling Lake)

a) Sewered Exist & Unsewered Exist
(Includes 1200 Randolph Units)

b) Brill Tract (Affordable Living)

c) Sites 1-6 Mt. Laurel II @ 3000
Assume 1/2 in Basin

d) Addition: In-Fill Units in Basin
(Allowance)

Say

1826

360

1500

200

"38815

3 9 0 0

A d d i t i o n a l c o n n e c t i o n s w o u l d be a d d e d to thi s s y s t e m in the

R o c k a w a y V a l l e y b e t w e e n the r i d g e line a n d F r a n k l i n A v e n u e . T h i s

has b e e n a s s u m e d to a m o u n t to an a d d i t i o n a l 1 5 0 0 u n i t s at this l e v e l .

In a l l , a s y s t e m h a s b e e n s u g g e s t e d h e r e i n by L e e T . P u r c e l l A s s o c i a t e s

to p r o v i d e a l t e r n a t e m o d i f i c a t i o n s to i n f r a s t r u c t u r e , u s i n g a d i r e c t

o u t l e t t h r o u g h t h e p l a n n i n g a r e a for n e w M t • L a u r e l II p r o p o s e d

s i t e s , and b a s e d o n p r e l i m i n a r y d i s t r i b u t i o n o f p o t e n t i a l u n i t s u n d e r

the B u i l d e r s 1 R e m e d y , to e v o l v e the p o t e n t i a l cost for s u c h an

a l t e r n a t i v e , w i t h t h e a b i l i t y to s e r v e up to 5 4 0 0 t o t a l u n i t s .

E s t i m a t e d c o s t for this c o n s i d e r a t i o n , a n d the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y

for f i n a n c i n g a p r o j e c t of th i s n a t u r e h a v e b e e n p r e l i m i n a r y i d e n t i f i e d

at t he ti m e of t h i s w r i t i n g . T h e e s t i m a t e d v a l u e for s u c h a s o l u t i o n
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would amount to $3,174,000 in construction costs and $4,404,000 in

project costs .

Final configurations and size adjustments once Mt. Laurel- site

specific arrangements are known would then be utilized to adjust

final improvements and their costs. .

FUTURE SITUATION

The number of connect ions to the sewer system and the anticipated

flows resulting therefrom could amount to the following for the

Township of Denville. The values as noted are the combination of

previously anticipated levels of development with impact of Mt.

Laurel II, as follows:

Existing Service (EIS)

Mt. Laurel II

201 Identified Need (LTPA)

TOTAL

Existing service conversion between population and EDU is based

on 3.2 persons/unit. Mt. Laurel II data represents the projected

maximum solution under the "Builders' Remedy". 201 identified need

utilizes the relationship of 3.2 persons per unit in the above table.

The overall density would then amount to 3.06 persons/dwelling.

Populat-ron

8,000

13,000

3,280*

24,280

Equivalent
Dwelling Uni ts

2,500

4,400

1,025

7,925

EIS indicates a presently unsewered population of 3,770 which
would encompass a small number of persons beyond those LTPA
has identified from 201 planning. x
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TOWNSHIP OF DENVILLE

TABLE S-4

ESTIMATED COST TO DIVERT

SEWAGE TO RVRSA

VIA ROCKAWAY BOROUGH

NPW Estling Lake SPS

2000 L.F., 14 in. 0 F.M.

1800 L.F., 24 in. 0 Grav. Sewer

3600 L.F., 30 in. 0 Grav. Sewer

Rockaway River Siphon

TOTAL

COSTS (1985)

CONSTRUCTION

$2,000,000

150,000

234,000

540,000

250,000

$3,174,000

PROJECT

$2,776,000

208,000

325,000

749,000

346,000

$4,404,000
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In addition to the above connections, allowances for future

growth in the Township beyond the level of Mt. Laurel II must be

recognized. The EIS projected a constrained saturation population

of 18,740, and a year 2000 service population of 16,040. Of the

latter 4,270 were predicted growth, and if realized o,ver and above

those shown in the above-stated summary, a design population in the'

magnitude of 24,380 + 4,270 or 28,650 should be considered for the

year 2000. This is above the constrained saturation poulation by

almost 10,000 persons. If Denville is allotted only 1.36 MGD of the

current plant upgrade (12 MGD) by RVRSA, it would appear that this

flow would be equivalent to the following number of potential

equivalent dwelling units and population:

a) Plant Capacity: 1,360,000 gal/day

b) Equiv. Resid. Units © 3 0 0

gal/unit/day 4533

c) Equiv. Resid. Population

@ 3.06 persons/unit 13,870

From the above, there is a question as to the* magnitude of

permissible growth due to the level of allocation to Denville, if

the proportioning of flow is to prevail in accordance to the

suggestions of the EIS distribution of potential flow.

The comparison of the Tables of this section indicate that a

limiting factor in the expansion of the Township lies with the RVRSA

and the administration of future allocation. This element may well

be beyond the control of the Township, and may remain with the counts

if the sewer ban is extended beyond the start-up of the new RVRSA

wastewater treatment plant.
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WASTE LOAD ALLOCATION

RVRSA is responsible to operate its wastewater treatment

facilities under the administration of the NJPDES Permit issued by

NJDEP to the Authority. In investigation of the maximum growth

constraints that may be .placed on the Upper Rockaway Valley Region

by the capacity of the River to assimilate treated wastewater.

Currently, due to the fact that the Authority is in the midst

of construction, it must only meet inter im acceptable standards of

NJDEP.

From our efforts in this regard, it was determined that the

final levels of treatment are still in contention at this time. The

question as to whether the RVRSA is required to Level 4 treatment

without primary clarifiers preceding the oxidation ditch biological

treatment, or whether the Authority can be required to perform to

the less stringent Level 3 is the subject of a forthcoming Ajudicatory

Hearing for the NJPDES Permit.

Additionally, the ability to maintain the 7.0 MGD letdown at

the Boonton Reservoir to the lower portions of the RocKaway-Passaic

Basin will be a factor in determining the degree of treatment that

must be in place to satisfy 7 day - 10 year low flow criteria.

Waste load allocation may, once this is resolved for the River

regime, become a limiting factor in the allowable development within

the area of jurisdiction of RVRSA.

Elements of this nature are beyond the control of the Township

of Denville, and should be a subject of detailed discussion with the

Authority and NJDEP.
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SUMMARY

The study of the major segments of the infrastructure of the

Den Brook/Franklin Road sanitary sewer system was undertaken by this

office to demonstrate the ability of such facilities to care for

future growth in the Township, including the impact pf M t . Laurel

II, Builders 1 Remedy, upon the pipelines and pumping stations of the*

Township.

Table S-2 includes data which shows deficiencies in capacity

within the existing facilities to care for equivalent connection

units representing existing sewered, allocated for sewers, and

existing unsewered. Available capacity translated to connection

units is carried in this table for each significant segment of the

system.

Means to upgrade the infrastructure of Den Brook/Franklin Road

have been included herein as follows:

Facilities within the Basin to meet the needs of the

Township exclusive of M t . Laurel Sites 1-6. This could

include the Affordable Living Tract and would require

capital improvements estimated to amount to $1,947,000 in

Construction Costs, and $2,702,000 in Project Costs.

Facilities to divert flows generated above Estling Lake

in concert with Mt. Laurel II Sites 1-6 directly to RVRSA

through Rockaway Borough at estimated costs of $3,174,000

in Construction Costs, and $4,404,000 in Project Costs.

There appears to be insufficient proportioning of flow for the

new 12 MGD RVRSA plant to accommodate existing and projected equivalent

dwelling units. From the EIS prepared by USEPA, 1.36 MGD was

considered for Denville through the 2000. This was shown to translate
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into 4533 total units. However, the equivalent dwelling units, when

combining existing service, Mt. Laurel II needs (Builders' Remedy),

and the approved 201 Facilities Plan areas has been shown to encompass

7925 units. If flow is to be allocated according to a formula similar

to that of the EIS, the Township could not accommodate all potential

connections to the central sewer system.

Without specific allocation guidelines imposed to parallel community

needs, the "FIRST COME, FIRST SERVE" basis of management could

prevail, unless the sewer ban is extended to permit court-imposed

distribution of excess.capacity in RVRSA. It appears that a growiong

concern is materializing to assure a balanced regional plan that

would incorporate single family, multiple family, and Mt. Laurel II

needs as may be wi tnessed by the Apr i 1 18, 1985 quest ionnai re of RVRSA.

Waste Load Allocations, and the degree of treatment to be

rendered by RVRSA could limit the extent of growth for the currently-

sized 12 MGD new RVRSA treatment plant. The NJPDES is still undergoing

revision and discussion. It appears unresolved at this time and is

scheduled to be the subject of an Ajudicatory Hearing* at the time

of preparation of this document.

LIMITATIONS

The information and conclusions contained in this report

represent our best professional judgement regarding the generation

of sewage flow, the capacities of the existing facilities, and the

accuracies in construction of the facilities in accordance with the

original design criteria and contract documents previously prepared

by your office. There can be modified conditions created by others

in making connections to the existing pipe, pumping stations, etc.,
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