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Master Plan Reexamination Report
Township of Manchester

Introduction
The New Jersey Municipal Land Use Law, N.J.S.A. 40:55D-1 et seq.
stipulates that each municipality in the State of New Jersey shall reexamine
its Master Plan and development regulations at least every ten years.
Specifically, N.J.S.A. 40:55D-89 states:
“The governing body shall, at least every ten years, provide for a
general reexamination of its Master Plan and development
regulations by the Planning Board, which shall prepare and adopt by
resolution a report on the findings of such reexamination, a copy of
which report and resolution shall be sent to the County Planning
Board and the municipal clerk of each adjoining municipality.”
The Township of Manchester last adopted a Master Plan Reexamination
Report on April 8, 2014. The Planning Board also adopted Addenda to the
Master Plan Reexamination Report on July 7, 2014 and February 25, 2016.
This Master Plan Reexamination Report incorporates the findings and
recommendations of the July 7, 014 and February 25, 2016 Addenda, along
with any additional findings and recommendations based on changes that
have occurred since 2014.
The purpose of a Reexamination Report, prepared in accordance with the
Municipal Land Use Law, is to periodically reexamine the master plan,
zoning and land use and development regulations of a municipality to
determine whether they continue to address the development goals and
objectives of the municipality and to provide recommendations that will
address proposed changes in development goals, the impact of
development within the municipality and the impact of planning and
development regulations by Ocean County, the State of New Jersey and the
Federal government. This reexamination of the Township of Manchester
Master Plan conforms to the requirements of the Municipal Land Use Law
and addresses the requirements of N.J.S.A. 40:55D-89 by including the
following:
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A. The major problems and objectives relating to land development in
the municipality at the time of adoption of the last reexamination
report.
B. The extent to which such problems and objectives have been
reduced or have increased subsequent to such date.
C. The extent to which there have been significant changes in the
assumptions, policies and objectives forming the basis for the master
plan or development regulations as last revised, with particular regard
to the density and distribution of population and land uses, housing
conditions, circulation, conservation of natural resources, energy
conservation, collection, disposition and recycling of designated
recyclable materials, and changes in State, county and municipal
policies and objectives.
D. The specific changes recommended for the master plan or
development regulations, if any, including underlying objectives,
policies and standards, or whether a new plan or regulations should
be prepared.
E. The recommendations of the planning board concerning the
incorporation of redevelopment plans adopted pursuant to the
"Local Redevelopment and Housing Law", N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-1 et al.,
into the land use plan element of the municipal master plan, and
recommended changes, if any, in the local development regulations
necessary to effectuate the redevelopment plans of the municipality.
It is important that a Master Plan be kept up-to-date and flexible so that it
can respond to changing conditions and reflect the current land use policies
of the municipality. The Master Plan should be a document that is easily
amended so that it can respond to both concerns and opportunities. The
aforementioned requirements of the Municipal Land Use Law are addressed
in the sections of this report that follow.
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The following section of the Master Plan Reexamination Report examines the major problems and objectives relating to land development in the Township of
Manchester that were included in the 2014 Master Plan and identifies the extent to which such problems or objectives have changed.

A. Problems & Objectives Identified in the 2014
Master Plan Reexamination Report

B.

Extent to which such Problems and Objectives
have been reduced or have increased

Master Plan
1. Unified Master Plan Document - The 2010 Master Plan Reexamination
Report noted that the Township Master Plan was comprised of
separate documents that were adopted and/or amended over an
extended period of time. It was recommended that the Planning Board
prepare an updated Master Plan to incorporate the various Master Plan
elements into a unified Master Plan document.

The 2014 Master Plan Reexamination Report notes that a composite Master Plan
was prepared to incorporate various Master Plan Elements into a unified
document. The complete Master Plan document, dated December 5, 2011, was
placed on the Township website.

2. Housing Plan - The 2010 Master Plan Reexamination Report noted
that a revised Housing Plan Element will be required to be prepared by
the Township in response to amended affordable housing legislation,
Court orders and/or COAH approval of new Round 3 Rules. The
2014 Reexamination Report stated that the Township will continue to
monitor any amendments to or adoption of new COAH Rules.

The Township is in the process of preparing a new Housing Element and Fair
Share Plan to address the requirements of the Court order. The Township filed a
petition to the Court for a Declaratory Judgement on or before July 7, 2015. The
Court granted the Township temporary immunity by Order dated August 28,
2015, which has since been extended. The Township entered into Settlement
Agreement with the Fair Share Housing Center (“FSHC”) on February 7, 2017
and with the Manchester Development Group (“MDG”) on February 17, 2017.
The Court approved both Settlement Agreements on April 7, 2017. The
Township is in the process of adopting an updated Housing Element & Fair
Share Plan, which will implement the terms of the Settlement Agreements to
address the Third Round obligations. The Township has also adopted
Ordinance 17-008, which rezones the MDG property from PRC-1 to PAF-1, in
accordance with the Settlement Agreement with MDG.

3. Recycling Plan - A Recycling Plan Element was prepared in response to
the revised mandatory recycling regulations by the NJDEP and by the
amended Ocean County Solid Waste Management Plan.

The Recycling Plan has been reviewed by the Township Recycling Coordinator
for consistency with the Recycling Chapter of the Township Code adopted by
Ordinance No. 10-012 on June 14, 2010, and current and proposed revised
Township recycling rules and procedures. The finalized draft was submitted to
the Planning Board for adoption.
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A. Problems & Objectives Identified in the 2014
Master Plan Reexamination Report
4. Solar and Wind Energy Zoning –Several new laws related to solar and
wind energy were recommended to be addressed in the Township
Master Plan and Land Use and Development Regulations. The
Conservation Plan Element of the Master Plan was recommended to
be updated and expanded to include the references to the solar and
wind energy regulations.
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B.

Extent to which such Problems and Objectives
have been reduced or have increased

The Township adopted Ordinance No. 11-026 on December 12, 2011, which
established regulations for solar and small wind energy facilities in the
CAFRA/Pinelands National Reserve area.

Land Use and Development Ordinance (Zoning)
It was recommended that the Land Use and Development Chapter of the Township Code be reviewed and, where necessary, updated. Specific changes
that were recommended include:
1. Review and amend the Land Use and Development Chapter to This recommendation is still valid.
include and conform to updates to the New Jersey Residential Site
Improvement Standards.
2. Amend the Chapter to include the latest statutory changes for solar and The Township adopted Ordinance No. 11-026 on December 12, 2011, which
small wind energy systems.
established regulations for solar and small wind energy facilities in the
CAFRA/Pinelands National Reserve area.
3. N.J.A.C. 7:15, Water Quality Management Planning, section 7:155.25(g)3, required municipalities to adopt an ordinance that prevents new
disturbance and regulates existing development or activities in “riparian
zones”. Riparian zones extend between 50 and 300 feet along stream, lake
and other water bodies depending on their soil and environmental
characteristics.
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It was recommended that the Land Use and Development Regulations be
amended and that a map delineating “riparian zones” be prepared to protect the
streams, ponds, lakes, and other surface water bodies of Manchester
Township in compliance with the NJDEP Water Quality Management
Regulations for designated NJDEP riparian areas.
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A. Problems & Objectives Identified in the 2014
Master Plan Reexamination Report
4. Heritage Minerals Tract
It was recommended that an ordinance be drafted to create a CConservation Zone and a PC-Pinelands Conservation Zone, and to
amend the Zoning Map in conformance with the Builder’s Remedy
Consent Order and Stipulation of Settlement in the matter of Hovsons,
Inc. v. Township of Manchester (Docket No. OCN-L-4357-93PW
entered by Honorable Eugene D. Serpentelli, A.J.S.C. The CConservation Zone and the PC-Pinelands Conservation Zone would
consist of portions of blocks and lots commonly referred to as the
Heritage Minerals Tract currently zoned PFA-S and FA-S. The
rezoning would exclude a 995.4 acre “Development Area” zoned RC-2
and additional acreage associated with access ways from N.J. Routes 70
and Colonial Drive / N.J. Route 37.
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B.

Extent to which such Problems and Objectives
have been reduced or have increased

On June 2, 2014, the Planning Board conducted a Public Hearing on a report
entitled “Planning Investigation of the Heritage Minerals Tract Site (Block 75.01,
Lot 1 and Block 44, Lot 16) For a Determination of Suitability to be Designated
an Area in Need of Redevelopment In Accordance with N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-1 et
seq.” Following the hearing, the Planning Board determined that the Heritage
Minerals Tract qualifies as a “Non-Condemnation Area in Need of
Redevelopment” and further approved forwarding the Planning Report and the
Board’s determination that the Heritage Minerals Tract be considered for
redevelopment to the Township Council for its review and consideration in
accordance with the Local Redevelopment and Housing Law, N.J.S.A. 40A:12A1 et seq.
In June 2015, the Township formed a Heritage Minerals Working Group
(“HMWG”), made up of political and community leaders to steer and review the
redevelopment plan envisioned by the developer. The new plan being presented
included 6,543 homes proposed and 1 million square feet of commercial space
and 1 million square feet of industrial space.
The Redevelopment Plan was prepared for the Heritage Minerals Tract Site with
a Town Center concept, consisting of mixed-use development combined with a
wide variety of housing types as well as commercial and light industrial uses. The
Planning Board recommended on June 6, 2016 that the Governing Body adopt
the Redevelopment Plan for Heritage Minerals. The Township Council adopted
Ordinance No. 16-022 on June 13, 2016 to implement the Redevelopment Plan.
However, on June 20, 2016 Mayor Palmer vetoed the Ordinance. The veto was
based on input from the NJDEP that development beyond the 2004 settlement
agreement’s 1,000 acre footprint would be extremely difficult given the various
environmental issues, permit requirements, and effects on the threatened and
endangered species. The Township is currently in negotiations with Hovsons to
re-consider the 2004 settlement agreement and come up with a plan that would
respect the 2004 settlement footprint but that does work in the Township’s best
interest.
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A. Problems & Objectives Identified in the 2014
Master Plan Reexamination Report
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B.

Extent to which such Problems and Objectives
have been reduced or have increased

5. It was recommended that the northern portion of Block 70, Lot 23 The zoning was amended prior to the 2014 Master Plan Reexamination Report.
currently shown on the Zone Map as MI – Military Installation be revised
to PFA-S consistent with the Pinelands Comprehensive Management
Plan.
6. A cluster zoning provision was adopted by the Pinelands
Commission through amendments to the Pinelands Comprehensive
Management Plan (CMP) which mandated that municipalities enact
zoning ordinance in conformance with the cluster provisions. The
Township prepared conforming cluster regulations and Zoning Map
changes in and around Roosevelt City amending the PFA-S Pinelands
Forest Area Sending and PFA-R Pinelands Forest Area Receiving Zones
based on the CMP cluster regulations. A map of the proposed lots to be
rezoned was attached to that report.

The Township adopted Ordinance #11-025 on November 28, 2011 and
Ordinance #12-015 on June 23, 2012, which established Pinelands
Area
Cluster
regulations
and
revisions consistent with the Pinelands
Comprehensive Management Plan amendments and established a PFA-R
Pinelands Forest Area- Residential Cluster Zone adjacent to Roosevelt City.

7. A recommendation was made to rezone Block 46.01, lots 1.01 and 1.03 Recommendation is still valid. The properties are currently zoned TC Town
consisting of a total of 51.67 acres located at the southeastern corner of Center.
Route 37 and Colonial Drive diagonally across Route 37 from the
Municipal Building. The property was proposed to be rezoned from TC
- Town Center to MF – Multi-Family Housing at a density of 10 dwelling
units per acre with a 20 percent affordable housing component. A map
of the proposed lots to be rezoned was attached to the report.
8. It was recommended that Block 72, Lot 7 consisting of approximately Recommendation is still valid. The property is currently zoned PRC-1. The
54.88 acres be rezoned from PRC-1 to POR-LI. This parcel was acquired Zoning Map identifies the property as a County of Ocean facility.
on June 6, 2008 by the County of Ocean for the purpose of
establishing a County Garage and other County administrative office.
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A. Problems & Objectives Identified in the 2014
Master Plan Reexamination Report
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B.

Extent to which such Problems and Objectives
have been reduced or have increased

9. It was recommended that Block 79, Lot 31 consisting of approximately Recommendation is still valid. The property is currently zoned BVR-40.
26.08 acres be rezoned from BVR-40 Beckerville Village Residential to
BVMF Beckerville Village Multi-Family to reflect the existing Manchester
Apartment affordable housing development and to permit future
expansion of affordable housing units provided the site can be serviced
by an on-site sewage treatment facility. Such a facility would be designed
to replace the existing on-site community septic systems for the existing
57 affordable housing units located on the property.
10. Block 52, Lots 2 and 4 and Block 30, Lots 1.01 and 1.02 are The MF-6 Zone was created by Ord. No. 14-015 on September 8, 2014.
recommended to be revised from HD-3 (Highway Development - 3
Acres) to a new MF-6 Multi-Family-6 planning and Zone. This area is
located at the southwest corner of Route 70 and Route 571 behind the
existing Quick Check convenience store/gas station property. The site
contains wetlands to the rear, south side of the property. It also contains
the JCP&L right-of-way along the west side of the property. This change
is recommended due to the depth of the property and limited frontage on
CR 571 and N.J. 70. The upland portion of the site is suitable for multifamily residential development.
The MF-6 zone would permit a maximum density of six (6) multi-family The MF-6 Zone permits multifamily residential units, including rental
dwelling units per acre of developable upland, including townhouses, apartments, at a density of 6 units per acre.
condominium units and/or apartments, with a maximum height of 2 ½
stories. Access to the site would be from Route 70 and Route 571.
A change to the New Jersey State Plan designation for the site was This State Plan change is still pending approval by the New Jersey State Planning
formally recommended by the Township. The proposed change is from Commission.
a Planning Area 5 to Planning Area 2 since only a portion of the site is
environmentally sensitive.
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Master Plan Reexamination Report
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B.

Extent to which such Problems and Objectives
have been reduced or have increased

11. As was noted in the November 1, 2010 Reexamination Report, Block 72, Recommendation is still valid. The property is currently zoned PRC-1. The
Lot 7 located east of Ridgeway Boulevard and south of the Ridgeway Zoning Map identifies the property as a County of Ocean facility.
Branch of the Toms River, was acquired by the County of Ocean on
June 6, 2008. This 50.88 acre vacant parcel is proposed to be a site for a
highway maintenance and administrative facility. This site was rezoned
PRC-1, Planned Retirement Community, from POR-LI, Pinelands Office
Research and Light Industrial, by Ordinance #05-53 on November 28,
2005, in conjunction with a Consent Order and Stipulation of Settlement
in the matter of Hovsons, Inc. vs. the Township of Manchester
(Docket No. OCN-L-4357-93PW). At the time this parcel and adjacent
parcels along Manchester Boulevard were being considered to be
developed for retirement community single family and multi-family
housing units. With the current Ocean County ownership and proposed
use for a highway maintenance and administrative facility, it is
recommended that this parcel be rezoned to POR-LI which would be
consistent with proposed future County garage, storage facilities and
administrative activities.
12. The Township has worked with the Pinelands Commission staff to These inconsistencies were corrected as part of the Zoning Map adopted on May
correct inconsistencies in the Pinelands version of the Township Zone 26, 2015 via Ordinance No. 15-009.
Map compared with what is currently shown on the Manchester Zoning
Map. The Pinelands has made several revisions to the Pinelands
Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP) where mapping inconsistencies
were found. The chart and map shown in Appendix 2 of the 2014
Reexamination Report identifies the location of the proposed revisions to
the Township Zone Map.

Page 8 |

Master Plan Reexamination Report
Township of Manchester

A. Problems & Objectives Identified in the 2014
Master Plan Reexamination Report
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B.

Extent to which such Problems and Objectives
have been reduced or have increased

13. The Township will recommend to the Pinelands Commission that
additional revisions to the Pinelands Copy of the Township Zone Map, as
shown in Appendix 3 of the 2014 Reexamination Report, including:
a.

Block 98, Lot 7 (portion) (Tax Sheet 18) – The Pinelands Block 98, Lot 7 was rezoned WTB-1 as part of the Zoning Map adopted on May
Commission mapping shows the southern portion of the lot as 26, 2015 via Ordinance No. 15-009.
WTRC. The Township will request approval from the Pinelands
Commission to revise the Zone Map so that all of Lot 7 is within
the WTB-1 Zone. Lot 7 is assessed in its entirety as a
commercial property. (Owner is Albos, LLC).

b. Block 87, Lot 1 (portion); Block 87, Lot 10 (portion) (Tax Sheet Block 87, Lot 1 and Block 87, Lot 10 w e r e rezoned WTRC as part of the
17) – The Pinelands Commission mapping shows the southern Zoning Map adopted on May 26, 2015 via Ordinance No. 15-009.
portion of Lots 1 and 10 as PFA-S. These lots are owned by
Pine Ridge at Crestwood. Block 89, Lot 11 (portion) is owned by
Pine Ridge South. The Township would request that the
portions of these lots currently zoned PFA-S be approved by the
Pinelands Commission as WTRC since they are developed and
are under the ownership of Pine Ridge and Pine Ridge South
retirement communities respectively.
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A. Problems & Objectives Identified in the 2014
Master Plan Reexamination Report
14. Undersized Lots Planning Report – Pine Lake Park
A Planning Report was prepared in May 2012 that analyzed undersized
lots in Pine Lake Park. The Report evaluated the potential development
of undersized lots, the character of development, and existing zoning
regulations in Pine Lake Park. It also provided guidelines for
applicants and the Zoning Board of Adjustment for reviewing
undersized lots based upon the Dallmeyer vs. Lacey Township Board
of Adjustment Superior Court decision (219 N.J. Super. 134 decided
April 15, 1987) which established guidelines for municipal boards of
adjustment reviews of undersized lots. The May 2012 Report
provided potential solutions for evaluating and developing
undersized lots in the Pine Lake Park area and presented a
recommendation to amend the Land Use and Development Chapter of
the Township Code by adding a floor area ratio (F.A.R.) standard in
the R-10 Residential Zone for the historic Pine Lake Park area. In
June 2013 the Council adopted the recommended Ordinance.
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B.

Extent to which such Problems and Objectives
have been reduced or have increased

The Township adopted Ordinance #13-005 on June 24, 2013, which established
regulations and review procedures for undersized lots in the R-10 Residential
Zone for Pine Lake Park including maximum building height and maximum lot
coverage standards.
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C. Recommended Changes in the
Master Plan and Development
Regulations to effectuate Municipal
Redevelopment Plans
The 2014 Reexamination Report stated that there have been no major
changes in the underlying assumptions, policies and objectives forming the
basis for the Master Plan and Land Use Ordinance since the adoption
of the 2010 Reexamination Report.
Similarly, there have been no major changes in the underlying
assumptions, policies and objectives forming the basis for the Master
Plan and Land Use Ordinance since the adoption of the 2014
Reexamination Report, with the exception of the changes to COAH, as
discussed below.

Council on Affordable Housing (COAH):
The Manchester Housing Plan Element was originally adopted on October
18, 1993 and was amended in its entirety on August 29, 1995 to incorporate
1990 U.S. Census and other updated statistical data and incorporated
previously adopted components of the Land Use Plan Element and
amendments to the Municipal Land Use Ordinance which provide for
affordable housing option sites and inclusionary housing requirements. The
Housing Plan Element was again amended on March 15, 1999 to
incorporate updated statistical data and inclusion of the Beckerville
Apartments as a component of the Plan.
In October of 2008, COAH adopted numerous amendments to its
substantive and procedural regulations to address the Third Round fair
housing requirements in New Jersey. The Third Round methodology,
adopted in September 2008, requires that a municipality’s fair share consist of
three elements: the 1) rehabilitation share, 2) any remaining Prior Round
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obligation that was not provided for, and 3) the Growth Share or Third
Round, which is based upon one affordable housing unit for every four
market-rate units built and one affordable unit for every 16 new jobs created.
In addition to these new rules, COAH gave new rehabilitation, Prior Round
and Third Round obligation numbers to each municipality. Additionally, the
State legislature passed Assembly Bill A-500 (now P.L. 2008) that made
significant changes to COAH’s rules.
In 2009, appeals were filed regarding the new Third Round rules’
methodology. The case worked its way through the Appellate Division and
finally went before the Supreme Court. Oral argument occurred in
November 2012 and an order was finally issued by the Supreme Court on
September 26, 2013. The Supreme Court ruled that the key set of rules
establishing the growth share methodology as the mechanism for calculating
“fair shares” was inconsistent with the Fair Housing Act (FHA) and the
Mount Laurel doctrine. The Supreme Court instructed COAH “to adopt
new third round rules that use a methodology for determining prospective
need similar to the methodologies used in the first and second rounds,”
within five months. In March 2014, the N.J. Supreme Court extended the
deadline for adoption of rules to November 2014.
After COAH failed to promulgate its revised rules by the November 2014
deadline, the Supreme Court made a ruling on March 10, 2015, which allows
for judicial review for constitutional compliance, as was the case before the
FHA was enacted. The ruling allows low- and moderate-income families and
their advocates to challenge exclusionary zoning in court, rather than having
to wait for COAH to issue rules that may never come. It also will provide a
municipality that had sought to use the FHA’s mechanisms the opportunity
to demonstrate constitutional compliance to a court’s satisfaction before
being declared noncompliant and then being subjected to the remedies
available through exclusionary zoning litigation, including a builder’s remedy.
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The Court’s implementing order did not take effect for 90 days to allow the
courts to set up a system for the cases. During the first 30 days following
the effective date, through June 8, 2015, judges accepted applications only
from towns seeking protection from lawsuits by demonstrating compliance
with COAH's guidelines. The Township filed a petition to the Court for a
Declaratory Judgement on or before June 8, 2015. The Court granted
temporary immunity from builders remedy lawsuits for Manchester
Township. The Township is currently in the process of preparing a
Housing Element and Fair Share Plan to address the Court Order
consistent with the terms of the Settlement Agreements.

D. Specific Changes Recommended for the
Master Plan or Development Regulations
The following section identifies specific recommendations for the Master
Plan or development regulation, if any, including underlying objectives,
policies and standards, or whether a new plan or regulations should be
prepared
1. Subsequent to April 7, 2014 Ordinance #05-43 was deemed to be invalid
by the Superior Court Appellate Division (Docket No. A-2814-11T, A2958-12T4, A-595B-12T4) on June 3, 2014 due to a lack of proper notice
to adjoining municipalities pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-62.1 of the
Municipal Land Use Law. Ordinance #05-043 provided for the
following:
a.

To clarify the definitions of “shopping center” and improvable lot
area.

b. To add shopping plazas, shopping centers and neighborhood
shopping centers as permitted uses within the B-1, HD-3, HD-3A,
HD-10 and TC Zoning Districts.
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c.

To revise the specifications for concrete requirements for sidewalks
and bikeways, driveways and parking facilities and curbing.

The Planning Board review and recommended approval of Ordinance
#05-43 prior to its adoption in accordance with the Municipal Land Use
Law. The Planning Board recommends that the provisions of Ordinance
#05-43 be readopted by the Township Council in order that shopping
centers, shopping plazas and neighborhood shopping centers that
currently exist and that may be developed in the future are clearly
intended to be permitted in the business and commercial zones noted
above. Ordinance #05-43 is consistent with the Master Plan of the
Township and the goals and objectives for future development in the
Township. A copy of Ordinance #05-43 is attached.
The Planning Board recommends that the permitted uses within the
commercial, business and industrial zones within the Township
Land Use and Development Regulations be updated and revised
from the 1987 Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) to the current
North American Industrial Classification System (NAICS). The
NAICS provides an expanded classification of uses and revised
definitions. The NAICS is currently used by the Internal Revenue
Service and by the State of New Jersey for classifying business,
industrial, professional, service and other uses.
Based on recommendations by the Commercial Development Advisory
Committee (“CDAC”), the following changes are recommended for the
Master Plan and Land Use Regulations:
2. The Schedule of Permitted Uses Chart (Schedules D, E, F & G) codified
at Chapter 245 Attachment 6:6 – 6:16, is recommended to be revised to
utilize the 2012 NAICS code in place of the SIC code. The CDAC
Subcommittee reviewed the permitted "P" uses and the "C" conditional
uses in the Schedule of Permitted Uses. The CDAC recommends that
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Schedules D, E, F & G be repealed entirely and replaced with the
corresponding schedules attached in the appendix of this report.
3. Pursuant to §245-25R, churches are permitted on lots not less than two
acres in size, but there are no other standards. It is recommended that
Conditional Use standards be added for "Religious Use Organizations”,
which would apply to all houses of worship. The standards should include
a minimum of 4 acres, a front yard setback equal to the greater of the
front setback of the zone where the site is located or 50 feet, and require
such uses to be located on a state, county or major collector road.
4. Conditional use standards are recommended to be added for public and
private elementary, intermediate and secondary schools so as to ensure
sites of sufficient size for necessary facilities and that such schools are
licensed by the State of New Jersey with a curriculum approved by the
New Jersey Department of Education.
5. Conditional use standards are recommended for child day care
centers/nursery schools that define them and differentiate them from
public or private elementary schools and ensure sites of sufficient size for
parking and buffers.
6. Pursuant to §245-62, hospitals and nursing homes are permitted
conditional uses in the HD-3, HD-10, RA and WTHD Zones with a
maximum permitted height of 100 feet. In order to foster economic
growth, but control excess building height, it is recommended to eliminate
the 100 foot height limitation for hospitals in the conditional uses section,
which would subject any future hospital or nursing home use to the
proposed height of three stories and 40 feet in the nonresidential zones
listed in Item 8 below.
7. It is recommended that the zoning for Block 72.01, Lot 17 and Block 72,
Lots 7, 16 and 18 located on Ridgeway Blvd be returned to the original
zoning designation of POR-LI from the currently designated PRC-I.
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8. The Planning Board acknowledges the intent of the recommendations of
the CDAC to enhance opportunities for economic development,
especially on vacant property in areas where land uses transition from
residential to commercial near major intersections. However, the Board is
also mindful of the need to protect the quiet character of existing
residential neighborhoods from excess traffic, lighting and noise from
more intense uses such as commercial or high density residential. The
Planning Board also accepts the recommendation of its Master Plan
Subcommittee that the existing R-40 zoning designation of large
properties fronting on route 571 contributes to traffic congestion through
the necessity of multiple driveways. Conversely, the R-15 zoning, while
enabling lots to be arranged along new residential streets, contributes to
the burden on the school system. Additionally, the Master Plan
Subcommittee has noted the existing of 20,000 square foot lots on Wilbur
Avenue, as well as the subdivision on Shorin Way, all of which are
substandard in the R-40 Zone, and has recommended that a new R-20
district be created based on a 20,000 square foot minimum lot size. The
Planning Board has thus determined that Block 21, Lots 1, 2, and 2.01,
located on Route 571 between Route 70 and Renaissance Blvd, should
not be zoned HD-3, as recommended by the CDAC, because of the
existing single family neighborhood along Wilbur Avenue that backs up to
the tract. The same concern for preserving the character of that
neighborhood was expressed by the Board regarding a Multifamily (MF)
Overlay for the tract. It is therefore recommended that the density be
increased, but the single family use retained and that the tract be rezoned
from R-40 to R-20, and that the R-20 district be extended to include the
Shorin Way subdivision and the other lots along Wilbur Avenue that abut
Block 21 Lot 1. See “Land Use Plan Revisions Map – Recommended R40 to R-20, O-P to B-1, R-40 to B-1/R-20 Overlay and HD-3/MF
Overlay” in the Appendix.
9. Currently Block 21, Lots 620, 621 and 1712 are in two zoning districts
with the zone line between the R-40 Zone and HD-3 Zone running
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through the middle of the block between Wilbur and Ridgeway Avenues.
The Planning Board recommends that the HD-3 (which requires 3 acres
and allows more intensive commercial uses) be changed to B-1 (Business
1 District, which requires 1 acre and has less intensive uses) and that the
Zone line of the proposed B-1 Zone be moved back to the centerline of
Wilbur Avenue so that Lots 620 and 621 are entirely within the B-1 Zone,
which would also include Lots 622, 1707, and the remainder of 1712 (See
“Land Use Plan Revisions Map – Recommended R-40 to R-20, O-P to B1, R-40 to B-1/R-20 Overlay and HD-3/MF Overlay” in the Appendix).
These changes are recommended to recognize that the level of traffic
congestion at the intersection of Route 70 and 571 suggests that the
intensity of commercial uses decrease on properties further from the
intersection, both north and south on Route 571. It is also noted that the
subject lots are under multiple ownership that hinders their consolidation
for development under HD-3 standards, but are less restricted for smaller,
less intensive uses under B-1 standards. The R-20 Overlay will enable
additional marketability of the subject lots under the newly recommended
R-20 Zone. Likewise, the Board recommends that Block 5, Lot 2059,
located between Washington and Richmond Avenues with frontage on
Route 571 near its intersection with Route 70, be rezoned from O-P to B1. This parcel has frontage on Route 571, but is not large enough for HD3 zoning and is adjacent to R-10 zoning. This zoning would enable
smaller, less intensive commercial uses at a location further from Route
70, but adjacent to HD-3 uses. However, the Board also recommends that
such a change to the Zoning Map be coordinated with enhanced
landscape buffer regulations that would increase the buffer between the
B-1 Zone and abutting residential zones from the current 50 feet to 75
feet when existing vegetation of sufficient density and viability, as
determined by the Board Engineer, can be supplemented with new infill
planting. The required buffer would increase to 100 feet when no existing
natural vegetation exists or is determined to be of insufficient density and
viability to be effective.
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10. An MF Overlay would apply to all of Blocks 16, 17 and 20 (bounded by
Route 70, Wilbur Avenue, Evelyn Street and Brentwood Avenue) as
shown on the “Land Use Plan Revisions Map – Recommended R-40 to
R-20, O-P to B-1, R-40 to B-1/R-20 Overlay and HD-3/MF Overlay” in
the Appendix. These changes will increase the potential to provide
affordable housing in the Township, as well as to reinforce the properties
around the intersection of Ridgeway Road and Route 70 as a
neighborhood “node” with higher density residential uses in close
proximity to retail goods and services, without impacting the single family
character of the Wilbur Avenue neighborhood.
11. It is recommended that the maximum building height be increased to 3
stories and 40 feet in all HD, MF, B, LI, OP PB-1, POR-LI, WTB-1,
WTO-P, and WTHD Zoning Districts.
12. In the MF Zones, the maximum permitted density is recommended to be
retained at six dwelling units per developable (net) acre, as defined in the
current MF-6 Zoning District. However, for tracts of 10 acres or greater,
the MF regulations would be amended to permit Townhouse
Developments in accordance with Section 245-74. Other forms of
multifamily development would also be permitted on tracts of ten acres or
greater, but only at six dwelling units per developable acre.
The
definition of “Developable acre” in Section 245-31(S-2c) should be
moved to Section 245-8, “Definitions; word usage” as follows:
“DEVELOPABLE ACRE
Land which is not designated as freshwater wetlands or
floodplains; land areas with slopes of 15% or greater and
lands which are restricted by deeds, easements or other
covenants which prohibit or restrict residential structures.”
With this change it will no longer be necessary to have a separate MF-6
Zone and the existing MF-6 District and the MF Overlay Districts
proposed in this would all become MF Districts or Overlays with a
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density of 6 dwelling units per developable acre, except that Townhouse
Developments would be permitted on tracts of ten or more acres in
accordance with the provisions of Section 245-74. Townhouse
Developments should also be listed as a Conditional Use in nonresidential zones, with one of the conditions to be that the site be located
on a major roadway (arterial road as identified in the Master Plan) and
another condition to be that the tract have at least 500 feet of frontage to
minimize driveway cuts.
13. It is recommended that the restriction on drive-up windows pursuant to
§245-65B(4) be deleted.
14. It is recommended that the Township investigate and pursue Plan
Endorsement, Center Designation or an some alternative program that
would allow the maximum impervious coverage to be increase from 30
percent to 70 percent under the CAFRA regulations.
15. While townhouses are permitted in the MF zones as a form of multifamily
development, Section 245-74 of the Land Use and Development
Ordinance provides for Townhouse Developments on tracts of at least 50
acres where Townhouse Developments are permitted. To the extent that
townhouses are a type of multifamily housing and are already permitted in
the MF zones on much smaller tracts in accordance with the separate
provisions of the MF District, there is question as to the need for a
minimum tract area of 50 acres for Townhouse Developments in Section
245-74. Townhouse developments are permitted as a Conditional Use in
several zoning districts, including the Retirement Community zones, but a
reduction to a 10 acre minimum tract would seem reasonable, provided
that there is an expectation that the development would comply with the
Affordable Housing provisions of the Code and incorporate affordable
units into the project. However, as many of the development standards in
Section 245-74 were based on the current 50 acre minimum tract size, the
zoning amendment to reduce the tract area should include modifications
to the development standards that would be more appropriate for a tract
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of 10 acres. Also, the language regarding affordable housing requirements,
such as currently found in the MF-6 and TC Districts, will need to be
incorporated into Section 245-74 in order to require an affordable housing
set-aside in future Townhouse Developments.
16. The Planning Board also accepts the Master Plan Subcommittee’s
recommendation to recognize the transitional nature of certain land uses,
such as campgrounds, mobile home parks and golf courses on large tracts
zoned RA and to provide for their re-use. It is recommended that planned
uses, such as Continuing Care Retirement Communities (such as
Silverwood on Route 37) be permitted as a Conditional Use in the RA
Zone that with conditions similar to those proposed to be added to
Townhouse Developments that require frontage and access from an
arterial road and appropriate frontage requirements.
17. The Township entered into a Settlement Agreement with the Manchester
Development Group (MDG) on February 17, 2017. The Court
approved the Settlement Agreement on April 7, 2017. The Township
adopted Ordinance 17-008, which rezones the MDG property from
PRC-1 to PAF-1, in accordance with the Settlement Agreement with
MDG. The PRC-1 zone permitted a maximum of 300 age-restricted
market-rate units plus 15 affordable units, for a total of 315 units on the
MDG tract. The proposed development under the PAF-1 zone would
consist of 323 non-age-restricted, market-rate units and 81 affordable
rental units, for a total of 404 units.
The majority of the density increase is to accommodate the additional
affordable units. There will only be 23 additional market-rate units and
66 additional affordable units as compared to the prior plan. The overall
gross density for the project is proposed at 4.3 units per acre, which is a
slight increase from the current zoning, which would allow for 3.2 units
per acre. Despite the change in density and removal of the agerestriction, the site is still being used for multi-family affordable housing
purposes, which is consistent with the Master Plan recommendations.
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E.

Recommended Changes in the
Master Plan and Development
Regulations to effectuate Municipal
Redevelopment Plans

The Planning Board found two areas in Manchester Township may require
redevelopment in the future in accordance with N.J.S.A. 40A:12A et seq.,
the Local Redevelopment and Housing Law, consisting of the Heritage
Minerals Tract and the Ridgeway Boulevard Industrial Area.

1. Ridgeway Boulevard Industrial Area
A portion of Ridgeway Boulevard was first identified as an area for
potential redevelopment in the November 1, 2004 Reexamination
Report. That Report included the following:
“The Planning Board finds that only one area in
Manchester may require redevelopment in accordance with
N.J.S.A. 40A:12A et seq., The Local Redevelopment and
Housing Law.
The area is located along Ridgeway
Boulevard and includes existing industrial uses located
there that are not compatible with the development of
adjacent residential retirement community development in
Leisure Knoll and proposed future development of The
Retreat at Manchester [now River Pointe]. No action is
presently proposed subject to the ability of Pulte Homes or
other developer to secure those properties listed in the
Mount Laurel Stipulation of Settlement entered on June 22,
2004.”
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The properties identified in 2004 for potential redevelopment included:
Block 71
Block 72
Block 72.01

Lots 10, 11, 12 and 16
Lots 7, 8, 16,
Lots 9, 10.01, 13, 14.01, 14.02, 14.03, 15, and 17

One of the largest properties, Block 72 Lot 7 totaling 54.88 acres, was
acquired by the County of Ocean for a highway maintenance and
administrative facilities on June 6, 2008 as noted in paragraph D 2
above. This property would be excluded if the Ridgeway Boulevard
industrial properties are again considered for redevelopment in the
future.

2. Heritage Minerals Tract
The “Heritage Minerals Tract” is owned by Hovsons, Inc. with one
minor exception. It is comprised of Block 75.01, Lot 1 consisting of
approximately 3,767 acres, Lot 2 consisting of 9.10 acres, Lot 4
consisting of 0.87 acres, Lot 6 consisting of 8.60 acres and Lot 11
consisting of 12.10 acres. One small lot surrounded by the Heritage
Minerals properties is Block 75.35 Lot 51 consisting of 0.18 acres is
owned by a separate owner. These properties are located southeast of
N.J. Route 70 and south of the Consolidated Rail Line. An additional
property owned by Hovsons, Inc. adjacent to the larger tract is
Block 44 Lot 16 consisting of approximately 24.28 acres located on
N.J. Route 37 north of the Consolidated Rail Line. The overall
“Heritage Minerals Tract” redevelopment study area (including Block
44 Lot 16 and Block 75.35 Lot 51) is 3,822.13 acres.
The Township Council adopted Resolution #14-066 on January
27, 2014 authorizing the Planning Board to undertake a preliminary
investigation to determine whether the Heritage Minerals Tract is “an
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area in need of redevelopment” pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-6 of the
Local Redevelopment and Housing Redevelopment Law.

detrimental to the safety, health, morals, or welfare of the
community.

As directed by the Planning Board, an Area in Need of Redevelopment
Planning was prepared by Thomas Planning Associates, L.L.C., dated
May 1, 2014. The designation of the Heritage Minerals Tract properties
for redevelopment is for a “Non-Condemnation Redevelopment Area”
under N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-6 as amended by Chapter 159 of the Laws of
2013, approved on September 6, 2013.

d. A growing lack or total lack of proper utilization of areas caused
by the condition of the title, diverse ownership of the real
properties therein or other• similar conditions which impede
land assemblage or discourage the undertaking of
improvements, resulting in a stagnant and unproductive
condition of land potentially useful and valuable for contributing
to and serving the public health, safety and welfare, which
condition is presumed to be having a negative social or
economic impact or otherwise being detrimental to the safety,
health, morals, or welfare of the surrounding area or the
community in general.

The investigation of the Heritage Mineral Tract Study Area has
identified the requisite conditions prescribed under N.J.S.A. 40A:12A5d and other mitigating factors that are sufficient to designate the
Heritage Minerals Tract site properties (Block 75.01, Lots 1, 2, 4, 6 and
11; and Block 44, Lot 16), as an Area in Need of Redevelopment.
Based on the existing Study Area conditions, the criterion specified
under N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-5 that may be applied to the Heritage Minerals
Tract are as follows:
a.

The generality of buildings are substandard, unsafe, unsanitary,
dilapidated, or obsolescent, or possess any of such
characteristics, or are so lacking in light, air, or space, as to be
conducive to unwholesome living or working conditions.

b. The discontinuance of the use of buildings previously used for
commercial, manufacturing, or industrial purposes; the
abandonment of such buildings; or the same being allowed to
fall into so great a state of disrepair as to be untenantable.
c.
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Areas with buildings or improvements which, by reason
of
dilapidation, obsolescence, overcrowding, faulty
arrangement or design, lack of ventilation, light and sanitary
facilities, excessive land coverage, deleterious land use or
obsolete layout, or any combination of these or other factors, are

e.

The designation of the delineated area is consistent with smart
growth planning principles adopted pursuant to law or
regulation.

Historically, the Heritage Minerals Tract in Block 75.01 has been
maintained as a unified property tract by private owners and as a
unified regulatory tract by the NJDEP, the State Planning Commission,
by the Superior Court in the Builders Remedy Settlement and by the
Federal Court Stipulation of Settlement. While the LRHL permits
designation of a portion of a site for redevelopment, the scale of the
Heritage Tract coupled with the opportunity to identify upland
development areas, circulation and public utilities routes and
conservation and/or preservation of environmentally sensitive areas
can best be accomplished within the context of a comprehensive
development plan for the entire Tract. Recognition of the
comprehensive planning approach for the Heritage Tract was
recognized by the State Planning Commission, the NJDEP and the
Pinelands Commission in November 2004 during the public hearings
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on the modifications to the State Development and Redevelopment
Plan.
The Superior Court in Ocean County has retained jurisdiction of the
Mount Laurel Builder’s Remedy Lawsuits including Block 75.01 Lots 1,
2, 6 and 11 in the matter of Hovsons and Stavola Construction
Materials, Inc. bearing the caption and docket: Hovsons, Inc. v.
Township of Manchester, Docket No. OCN-L-3457-93PW (the
Hovsons Action), which includes the Heritage Minerals Tract.
Due to the Mayor’s veto of the Redevelopment Plan for the Heritage
Minerals site, there is currently no Redevelopment Plan to be
incorporated into the Township Master Plan. However, the Township
is still in negotiations with Hovsons to develop a more realistic and
economically feasible plan. A new Redevelopment Plan may be
prepared in the future which could then be incorporated into the
Township’s Master Plan and development regulations.
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Appendix 3 - Recommended Bulk Chart
(Schedule A)

Township of Manchester
Appendix 6
Schedule A
CAFRA Area and Pinelands National Reserve Area Zoning Districts Schedule
[Amended 11-27-2000 by Ord. No. 00-041; 3-25-2002 by Ord. No. 02-004; 9-27-2004 by Ord. No. 04-025; 11-28-2005 by Ord. No. 05-053; 2-27-2006 by Ord. No. 06-002; 6/24/2013 by Ord.
13-005]
Schedule A-CAFRA Area and Pinelands National Reserve Area Zoning Districts Schedule
Minimum Yard Requirements

Zone
RA
R-40
R-20
R-15
R-14
R-10
R-10A
RC
RC-2
MF
MF-AF
MP
OR-LI
O-P
B-1
HD-3
HD-3A
HD-10
TC
LI
FA-R
FA-S

Notes

(12)
(9)
(9)
(9)(10)
(9)

(11)

(4)
(4)(11)
(5)
(6)

Minimum Lot Requirements
Principal Building
Accessory Building (2)
Improvable
Maximum Maximum Maximum
Maximum
Area
Lot
Lot
Lot Area
Each
Maximum Site
Building
Lot
Building
Building
Minimum
(square Frontage Width
(square
Front Rear
Side
Rear
Side
Improvement
Coverage
Coverage
Height
Height
Floor Area
feet)
(feet) (1)
(feet)
feet)
(feet) (feet)
(feet)
(feet)
(feet)
Ratio
(%)
(%)
(stories)
(feet)(7)
(square feet)
1 acre
150
150
27,000
50
30
25
10
15
N/A
25%
25%
2.5
35
40,000
200
200
18,700
50
50
25
25
25
N/A
25%
25%
2.5
35
20,000
100
125
11,200
40
40
15
10
10
N/A
25%
25%
2.5
35
15,000
100
100
9,600
30
26
12
10
6
N/A
25%
30%
2.5
35
14,000
100
100
8,800
30
26
12
10
6
N/A
25%
30%
2.5
35
10,000
100
100
5,800
30
26
10
5
5
N/A
25%
35%
2.5
35
10,000
75
75
6,300
30
26
10
5
5
N/A
25%
35%
2.5
35
Same as R-40 (Also see Section 245-67, Planned retirement communities; Section 245-73 Senior citizen light care; and Section 245-75 Continuing care for the elderly)
See Section 245-31H, RC-2 Planned Retirement Community-2
See Section 245-31 S. (Also see Section 245-74, Townhouse developments)
See Section 245-311, MF-AF Multifamily-Affordable Housing
Same as R-40 (Also see Chapter 267, Mobile Homes and Trailers)
3 acres
200
200
40,000
75
50
50
20
20
0.20
20%
65%
3
40
4,000
40,000
200
200
18,750
50 (4) 50 (4)
50
50
50
0.20
20%
65%
3
40
2,000
1 acre
150
150
20,000
50
25
20
10
10
0.20
20%
65%
3
40
1,500
3 acres
300
300
40,000
100
50 (4)
50 (4)
50
50
0.18
18%
65%
N/A 3.0
40 35
15,000
3 acres
300
300
40,000
100
100
(5)
100
(5)
0.18
18%
65%
N/A 3.0
40 35
15,000
10 acres
500
500
200,000
400
75
75
50
50
0.15
15%
80%
N/A 3.0
40 38
60,000
10 acres
500
500
200,000
100
75
75
50
50
0.15
15%
60%
N/A
35
60,000
3 acres
250
250
107,400
100
50
50
50
50
0.20
20%
65%
3
40
15,000
20 acres
200
200
1 acre
50
50
40
20
20
N/A
10%
N/A
N/A
35
20 acres
300
300
1 acre
100
50
40
20
20
N/A
10%
N/A
N/A
35

NOTES:
1. See definition of "lot frontage" for allowable reductions.
2. In all zones, barns, animal shelters and animal pens shall maintain a minimum fifty- foot setback from all property lines.
3. Reserved
4. Minimum rear and / or side yard shall be 60 feet when yard is adjacent to residential zoning districts.
5. Minimum side yard setbacks of HD-3A District are 100 feet along western and northern property lines and 15 feet along eastern property line.
6. Planned commercial development option permitted on a minimum forty-acre tract area. Planned commercial lots must comply with the HD-3 Zoning District regulations.
7. Maximum building height for an accessory garage shall be 16 feet. All other accessory buildings shall have a maximum height of 12 feet.
8. Maximum building height for a single-family residence shall be 35 feet measured from average grade plane.
9. The first floor elevation shall not be less than 24 inches, nor more than 48 inches above the average elevation of the crown of the road in front of the property in question in the R-10, R-10A, R-15,
and R-14 Zones.
10. Undersized lots shall be subject to building height limitations set forth in §245-31E(6)(b).
11. The HD-3/MF-6 Overlay shall be subject to the regulations of §245-31 T.
12. For development of 10 lots or more, bulk requirement is average of 20,000 square feet.
Revised: August 7, 2017
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Appendix 3 - Recommended Permitted Uses Chart
(Schedules D, E, F & G)

Schedule D
CAFRA Area and Pinelands National Reserve Area Residential Zoning Districts – Permitted and Conditional Uses
KEY:
P = Permitted use.
C = Conditional use.
SIC
Code1

Use
Residential
2
Single-family detached dwellings
2
Single-family attached dwellings
2
Multifamily dwellings
2
Planned retirement community
2
Mobile homes 3
2
Home professionals
Agriculture, forestry and hunting
721211
Recreational campgrounds
54190
Veterinary services
561730
Landscape and horticultural services
115310
Forestry
Services/educational/other
623
Nursing homes
622
Hospitals
611
Vocational schools
624410
Child day-care services
712110
Museums and art galleries
813
Membership organizations (exc. 813110)
813110
Religious organizations 8
0
Federal, state, county,
municipal government/public
administration
2
Utilities

FA-R

FA-S

RA

P
P
P

P

P

Schedule D – CAFRA Area and Pinelands National Reserve Area
Residential Zoning Districts – Permitted and Conditional Uses
R-40 R-15 R-14 R-10 R-10A R-20 RC-2 MF-AF
RC
P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P
P
P

P
P

MF-6

MF

MP

P
P

P
P
P

P

P
P

P
P

C
P

P

P
P
P
C

P
P
P
P
P
P

C
P
P
P
C
C

P
P
P
P

P
P

C

C

P
P

P

P
P

NOTES:
1
The North American Industry Classification System (NAICS, pronounced Nakes) was developed as the standard for use by Federal statistical agencies in
classifying business establishments for the collection, analysis, and publication of statistical data related to the business economy of the U.S.
2
Uses not classified by NAICS Code.
3
Manufactured housing is permitted in all residential zones subject to the Uniform Construction Code.

