


Brookwood Musconetcong River 

Property Owners’ Association, Inc. 

PO Box 797 

Stanhope, New Jersey 07874 

Telephone: (973) 347-1040 

Fax: (973) 347-1767 

Web: www.bmrpoa.homestead.com 

Email: bmrpoa@verizon.net 

 

SUBJECT: MT. OLIVE TOWNSHIP PROPOSED PLANNING AREA AMENDMENT 
FROM PLANNING AREA 5 TO PLANNING AREA 2  

 

Dear Mr. Scharfenberger:  

The Brookwood Musconetcong River Property Owners’ Association, Inc. (BMRPOA) received 
notice of the December 11, 2012 meeting because our property is within 200 feet of the proposed 
amendment area. I attended the December 11, 2012 meeting.   

The community of West Brookwood consists of residential and commercial properties. Water 
service is provided by three (3) wells; one (1) located on Chestnut Street proximate to the 
Musconetcong River and two (2) located on River Road near the intersection with Waterloo 
Road. These three (3) wells service 420 properties and 5 commercial establishments. 

Concerning the proposed amendment in the Planning Area (from a PA 5 to a PA 2), that is 
directly adjacent to our community, we have the following concerns: potential impacts to our 
water quality, water supply, capacity of the wells to provide current water supply and water 
quality, well heads, well drawdown, and well recharge areas; potential impacts to the 
Musconetcong River (a Federal Wild and Scenic River), its water quality, fish wildlife and 
adjacent habitat areas. 

The proposed amendment from a Planning Area 5 to a Planning Area 2 would potentially result 
in additional development that could have serious impacts on the health and well-being of our 
community. We strongly oppose any change in this Planning Area that could seriously impact 
our Well Sites and our Community.          

http://www.bmrpoa.homestead.com/


Thank you for this opportunity to express our concerns on this Planning Area amendment. 

Barbara McLoughlin 

 

BMRPOA, President 

 

























Public Comment Opportunity Summary:  

On Tuesday, December 11, 2012 at 7:00 p.m. a public hearing was held in the Mount Olive 
Township municipal court room at 204 Flanders-Drakestown Road, Budd Lake, NJ. Over 500 
property Owners within 200 feet of the proposed map amendments were sent letters about the 
public hearing and an article about the I80 Map Amendment proposal appeared in the Mount 
Olive Chronicle prior to the meeting.  Written public comment closed on January 14, 2013. 

Approximately 60 people attended the public hearing on December 11th. OPA Staff gave a 
general overview of the process and provided additional specifics about both proposed 
amendments.   

Most people who spoke at the meeting asked questions regarding definitions of Planning Areas, 
who initiated this proposal and others were concerned about higher taxes, water supply, flooding 
and well protection. 

Stated Reasons for General Support: 

• 80% of the Township is in the Highlands Preservation Area 
• Need for economic growth for the remaining 20% in Highlands Planning Area 
• Existing master plan and approvals 
• Existing infrastructure 
• Capacity for growth 
• 383,000 gallons per day excess sewerage capacity 
• In the county WQMP 

Stated Reasons for Opposing: 

• The undeveloped property (Block 301, Lot 4) is forested of high importance  
• High groundwater recharge area 
• Need to protect wells 
• Change would be in conflict with the Highland Regional Plan 
• The proposed State Strategic Plan would see this area as a targeted preservation area                                
• Undeveloped property functions as an extension of the park 
• Open space trust fund targeted the property for acquisition. 
• Need to protect Morris Canal historic district 

Stated Reasons for General Support with modification: 

• Need for economic growth 
• Placing CES and HCS on the map would protect important environmental and historic 

resources 
 



 

Written comments: 

Most written comments came via an online survey that generated an e-mail to our office. 

To:  
Edward J. McKenna, Jr., Chair, New Jersey State Planning Commission  
Gerard.Scharfenberger, Acting Director, Office of Planning Advocacy  

We oppose the State Plan Policy Map Amendments proposed in Mt. Olive, Morris County, to change 413 acres in 
the Foreign Trade Zone from Planning Area-5 to Planning Area-2; and to change 396.5 acres in the vicinity of 
Pleasant Hill and Bartley roads from Planning Area-5 to Planning Area-1, as originally proposed on September 
12, 2012 and discussed at the State Planning Commission hearing in Mt. Olive on December 11, 2012. These 
proposed changes are inconsistent with the known and valuable environmental and cultural resources of these 
locations, they will significantly degrade these resources and will adversely impact the character of our 
communities. We acknowledge that more defined portions of these areas could be redesignated without 
impairing environmental quality, but the wholesale-scale redesignations as proposed are contrary to the goals 
of the State Planning Commission and the State Planning Act.  

More than 750 people signed a petition set up by the Highlands Coalition which auto-generated 
an e-mail stating opposition to the two amendments as written, while accepting that there are 
areas where the Planning Area could be changed without impairing environmental quality.  Note 
that about half of the e-mails deviated from the standard text with one line statements that were 
not in support of the proposed amendment. 
 
Letters were sent by the Borough of Stanhope’s engineer and the Brookwood Musconetcong 
River Property Owners’ Association, Inc. (BMRPOA).  Both were concerned that their wells 
might be negatively impacted by development that may occur after the Planning Area change.  
While Stanhope’s letter requested at their three wells should be noted on the map with a CES, the 
BMRPOA letter raised additional concerns.  The Township of Byram sent a letter outlining 
general concerns and asking for more time to review the proposed amendment. 

 



 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

January 9, 2013 
 
 

VIA EMAIL AND REGULAR MAIL 
 
Mr. Gerry Scharfenberger, Ph.D., Director 
Office for Planning Advocacy 
Department of State 
State of New Jersey 
P.O. Box 820 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0820 
 
 
     RE: Proposed Map Amendment 
      Change from PA-5 to PA-2 
      Township of Mount Olive  
      Borough of Stanhope Comments 
      OEA File No. STB001 
 
Dear Dr. Scharfenberger: 
 
These written comments are on behalf of the Borough of Stanhope in our capacity as the 
Municipal Engineer.  We attended the public hearing on this proposed map amendment held on 
December 11, 2012 and listened to the presentation by members of your staff and the questions 
from the public.  We also asked questions of your staff and the proposal.  This proposed area is 
generally bounded by Interstate 80 to the south, the Musconetcong River to the north, Love Lane 
to the east and the former BASF headquarters to the west. 
 
The Borough of Stanhope’s primary interest and concern with respect to this map amendment are 
that two of our municipal wells are located within the designated map amendment area and a third 
well is located immediately across the Musconetcong River.  These three wells represent 90 
percent of the production of the entire Stanhope municipal water system and therefore are critical 
to delivering safe drinking water to the residents and businesses of the Borough. 
 
This proposed map amendment must be weighed within the context of the overall State Plan 
document and given the context of the boundaries of the lands included within this proposed area.  
The goals of the State Plan which are relevant to this proposed amendment area include the 
following: 
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• Goal #2 – Conserve the State’s Natural Resources and Systems 
• Goal #4 – Protect the Environment, Prevent and Clean Up Pollution 
• Goal #5 – Provide Adequate Public Facilities and Services at a Reasonable Cost 

 
Any decision regarding the appropriateness of the designated Planning Area for this area cannot 
be made without careful and thorough consideration of not only the Stanhope Borough wells in 
this area but also other community and private wells which serve the majority of the population in 
this area.  These wells serve a population of over 4,000 residents and businesses in the Borough 
and adjacent Byram Township.  The two-year wellhead protection area encompasses 
approximately 45 percent of the entire proposed map amendment area (approximately 95% of the 
portion east of Route 206) and the five-year wellhead protection area encompasses 80 percent of 
the entire proposed map amendment area (and all of the area east of Route 206). 
 
The properties comprising the proposed map amendment area are also located along the 
Musconetcong River and through which the remnants of the Morris Canal extend.  The State 
already owns lands along the northerly side of the River, including a portion of the Morris Canal, in 
Stanhope and there are also other preserved open space parcels along this segment of the River.  
The Stanhope Union Cemetery, a cultural site, is also located within this area between Love 
Lane/Continental Drive and Interstate 80.  This cemetery dates to at least the late 1800’s with a 
number of grave sites of Civil War veterans. 
 
The roadway system serving the portion of the proposed map amendment area east of Route 206 
is limited with Love Lane/Continental Drive extending between International Drive North and 
Route 46 Westbound; and Waterloo Road extending into a low-density residential area of 
Stanhope.  The existing bridge on Waterloo Road over the Musconetcong Bridge is weight 
restricted to only 4 tons further limiting access into this area. 
 
Development activity within this area could have a negative impact on the quality of water drawn 
from the Borough wells and other wells in the area, particularly given that the parcels immediately 
adjacent to the Borough’s wells are within the most critical wellhead protection area.  Negative 
impacts on the Borough wells could result in increased costs of water treatment to continue to 
meet ever more stringent water quality standards.  In an extreme case, the Borough may need to 
seek new well sites which will be prohibitively expensive and possibly unsuccessful given the 
small size of the Borough and limited land resources.  Therefore, protection of the wellhead areas 
of the Borough wells is critical to their continued viability and water quality.  For these reasons, the 
Borough is not in favor of the proposed map amendment changing the subject area from Planning 
Area 5 to Planning Area 2, at least for the area east of Route 206. 
 
However, should the Office for Planning Advocacy determine that the proposed map amendment 
is to be recommended to the State Planning Commission, the Borough of Stanhope requests that 
the three Borough wells and the associated wellhead protection areas located in or adjacent to the 
subject area be designated as critical environmental sites.  The State Plan identifies wellfields and 
wellhead protection areas as appropriate features to be mapped as Critical Environmental Sites.  
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This designation means that the site(s) are of local, regional or statewide significance and that its 
protection and enhancement is of primary importance.  The Borough certainly concurs and must 
emphasize that these areas are crucial to the viability of the Borough’s water system.   
 
While the Borough wishes to be on the record as not in favor of the map amendment for that 
portion of the area east of Route 206, if the Office of Planning Advocacy and State Planning 
Commission determine otherwise, the Borough requests, at a minimum, that the wells and the 
wellhead protection areas be designated as Critical Environmental Sites concurrently with the 
map amendment process. 
 
Should you have any questions or require additional information in this matter please do not 
hesitate to contact either our office or the Borough Administrator, Brian McNeilly (973-347-0159 x-
14). 
 

Very truly yours, 
OMLAND ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES, INC. 
 
 
 
 
Eric L. Keller, P.E., P.P., LEED AP 
Borough Engineer 
ekeller@omland.com  

 
w/ enc. 
 
Cc:   Mayor R. Maio and Borough Councilmembers 
 Brian McNeilly, Borough Administrator 
 Ellen Horak, Borough Clerk 
 Richard Stein, Esq., Borough Attorney 
 Senator Steven Oroho 
 Assemblywoman Alison McHose 
 Assemblyman Gary Chiusano 
 

mailto:ekeller@omland.com
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New Jersey State Planning Commission 
Trenton, New Jersey 
electronically filed to: osg_ed@sos.state.nj.us 

January 11, 2013 

Re:  Comments on the proposed Map Amendments concerning 413 acres in Mt. Olive Township, 
Morris County 

In the final draft State Strategic Plan the preservation of New Jersey’s critical resources is not only equal 
in priority to promoting economic growth, the Plan recognizes that protecting our natural resources is 
an essential element of a vibrant economy and as such, designates the protection of natural resources 
as one of the four main investment goals of the State Plan. 

If the State Planning Commission seeks to faithfully adhere to its own stated goals, if it is to implement 
the State Strategic Plan honestly and with credibility, the Commission cannot ignore the presence of 
verified critical natural resources when contemplating planning area policy changes, or apply policies 
that would place our critical resources at risk. 

The 413 acre site in Mt. Olive includes portions that are developed, disturbed, or have limited resource 
value. The site also contains verified and inventoried critical natural and cultural resources. The 
Commission staff documentation in support of the proposed downgrade from the designation of 
environmentally sensitive either diminishes or ignores the presence of these known critical resources. 

How does the State Planning Commission account for this omission? Can the Commission designate 
planning policies suitable for sites with low or impaired resource values to sites where high value natural 
resources are present? Is it that the Commission determines where we will have natural resources and 
where we won’t? Does the intended planning policy determine whether or not a site’s natural resources 
will be recognized as present?   

In the documentation that attempts to justify the proposed map amendment, it omits any discussion of 
the 65 acres of undisturbed upland forest surrounded by a forested area of Allamuchy State Park. There 
are no references to the wellhead protection areas, the prime groundwater recharge areas, the 
presence of wood turtles, or the extant features of the State and federally listed Morris Canal. All of 
these known critical resources are inventoried and mapped by the Department of Environmental 
Protection, the Highlands Council, and even in the 2007 Mt. Olive Natural Resources Inventory. In fact 
the Mt. Olive NRI categorizes parts of the site as having the highest level of environmental resource 
value in the township.  

NEW JERSEY HIGHLANDS COALITION 
508 Main Street 
Boonton, NJ 07005 
(973) 588-7190     

mailto:osg_ed@sos.state.nj.us
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Good planning takes on the difficult and important challenge of balancing economic growth and 
development with natural resource protection. The proposed map adjustment fails to attempt this 
balance.  

The new State Strategic Plan, with little resemblance to the impenetrable policy encyclopedia of past 
plans, offers not much more than clear statement of estimable goals, high standards, common sense 
and transparency. The State Planning Commission under the new Plan determines the criteria that align 
the spectrum of State agencies towards investing agency resources so that good planning outcomes are 
encouraged.  Protecting the natural resources of the State, as the State Strategic Plan clearly recognizes, 
is essential to our economic health. 

The State Planning Commission has no regulatory authority. It doesn’t approve or deny development 
proposals and the municipality is free to be guided or not by the Commission’s recommendations.  The 
role of the Commission is to encourage. So it becomes very difficult to understand why the Commission 
doesn’t encourage the very best planning.  

You cannot encourage good planning and you cannot maintain a vibrant economy if you fail to protect 
our natural resources. But the very first step is to stop ignoring them. Maintaining the PA-5 designation 
for the portions of the site that are environmentally sensitive and culturally significant is a step in that 
direction. 

Sincerely, 

 

Elliott Ruga 
Senior Policy Analyst 

cc: State Planning Commissioners (by email) 
Dan Kennedy, Deputy Director, Office of Planning Advocacy (by email) 
Julia Somers, Executive Director, NJ Highlands Coalition (by email) 
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