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Purpose. 
This Planning Evaluation Report was prepared by MJP Land Use Planning LLC (MJP) at 
the request of a South Orange neighborhood group called the Neighbors of Orange 
Lawn Tennis Club, as input to the South Orange Village Planning Board’s consideration 
of proposed Ordinance #2016-08, “AN ORDINANCE OF THE TOWNSHIP OF SOUTH 
ORANGE VILLAGE APPROVING THE ORANGE LAWN REDEVELOPMENT PLAN 
FOR BLOCK 1304, LOT 6.  For brevity, the words “Township” and “Village,” as used in 
this report, refer to the Township of South Orange Village.  Use of the words “proposed 
ordinance” in this report refers to the subject Redevelopment Plan Ordinance. 
 
Methodology. 
MJP reviewed the various Village planning documents, the proposed Orange Lawn 
Tennis Redevelopment Plan Ordinance #2016-08 and attachments, visited the Project 
Site (Block 1304, Lot 6), toured the surrounding neighborhood, discussed the property 
history and project background with members of the Neighbors of Orange Lawn Tennis 
Club, and reviewed relevant portions of the Township’s Development Regulations. 
 
Findings. 
Findings are organized into two categories – Consistency Review, for how the proposed 
ordinance is or is not consistent with the Township’s Master Plan, and Planning 
Considerations, for commentary on the ordinance content.  In short, the proposed 
ordinance is substantially inconsistent with the Township’s Master Plan and with RA-100 
Zone standards. 
 
Consistency Review. 
The Master Plan is not one document but a compendium of a whole master plan and 
subsequent individual master plan elements, which were adopted over time, 
commencing in 1979, which is the date of the most recent entire Master Plan for the 
Township.  The library of Master Plan elements is augmented by several Master Plan 
Re-examination Reports, which are technically not master plan elements but are 
adopted by the Planning board and typically serve as updates to planning information 
and planning policies between master plan adoptions.  Together, these documents are 
regarded as the Master Plan for the purpose of this analysis. 
 
The overarching planning objective that is clearly evident throughout the Township’s 
planning literature is to protect and preserve the character of existing residential 
neighborhoods.  The 2011 Master Plan Reexamination report strongly emphasizes this 
guiding principle, which carried forward from the 1979 and 1991 Land Use Elements in 
the following language: 

� “Maintaining the existing pattern of development within the Village’s residential 
neighborhoods remains a critical land use objective.” (page 7) 
It then sets forth a more specifically articulated land use planning goal on page 
33:  

� “To protect and preserve the character, diversity, vitality, value and existing 
density of the Village’s neighborhoods.” 
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The following observations individually and collectively indicate that the proposed 
ordinance is substantially inconsistent with the above guiding principles and other 
Master Plan objectives, as noted: 
 

1. The proposed ordinance seeks to introduce a totally different and conflicting new 
land use and building form into an existing, established single-family detached 
residential neighborhood.  This particular neighborhood is zoned RA-100 for 
10,000 square foot minimum lot sizes, supporting single-family detached 
residential uses.  

 
2. On the ground, the fully developed area surrounding the Project Site has an 

average of more than double the minimum required lot area (25,842 sq. ft.) in the 
balance of the block immediately surrounding the Project Site, bounded by N. 
Ridgewood Road to the east, Forest Road to the north, N. Wyoming Ave. to the 
west and Redmond Road to the south.  It is also clearly an established and 
stable residential neighborhood. 

 
3. The proposed townhouse development within the Project Site would be 

developed at significantly less lot area per home than the surrounding 
neighborhood.  In addition, the proposed density is effectively significantly higher 
than the 4.4 units per acre allowed by RA-100 Zone standards because the 
townhouses would be on one lot with no road right-of-way, thus making it 20-25% 
more dense than standard RA-100 development regulations now permit. 

 
4. The spatial pattern in the area surrounding the Project Site is such that homes 

are spaced apart and exhibit a varied pattern of sizes, shapes, setbacks, 
landscaping, etc.  In stark contrast, the spatial pattern envisioned in the proposed 
ordinance would produce rows of uniformly designed buildings that will not only 
be literally much closer together than the surrounding spatial patterns between 
principal structures but will have the appearance of massive 500-foot long 
apartment buildings, when viewed from adjoining existing homes at the ends of 
each row of townhouses. 

 
5. The spacing between the townhouses themselves, front-to-front will also be 

significantly less than the typical RA-100 pattern that surrounds the Project Site.  
The proposed townhouse development standards will allow as little as 72 feet 
between building fronts (28’ road width, plus one 5’ sidewalk, plus two 20’ 
building setbacks), while the minimum spacing between homes on the 
surrounding neighborhood streets is 100 feet (50’ road right-of-way, plus two 25’ 
front setbacks). 

 
6. The proposed ordinance will allow substantial intensification of land use in 

several ways.  First, the site for the existing private recreation facility will be 
reduced initially to 9 acres from the current 16 acres but may be further reduced 
to an unspecified size through the infill of the tennis club lot with additional 
townhomes and/or single-family detached homes.  Second, there are no 
proposed limits to the continued expansion of the clubhouse building and the 
associated neighborhood impacts of a large-scale nonresidential building. Third, 
the insertion of townhouses adjacent to a more intensively used recreation facility 
site will further add to achievement of unparalleled use diversity and intensity in 
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the middle of an established single-family detached residential neighborhood, an 
outcome that has no foundation in any Township planning document. 

 
7. The Township’s Recreation and Open Space Element, adopted in 2004, sought 

to preserve the Project Site, which constitutes a significant amount of the 
remaining vacant land in the Village, as permanent open space.  Such outcome 
would have substantial and lasting public benefits.  This recommendation 
underscores the importance and value of this land within its setting.  If the entire 
tract cannot be preserved, then a public open space area within it should be 
provided as a means for achieving consistency with the objectives of the 2004 
Plan. 

 
8. The designation of the entire Village as an “Area in Need of Rehabilitation” 

provides the basis for the current proposal to use a redevelopment plan to 
provide for the development of the property.  However, nothing is being 
redeveloped or even rehabilitated. Only more development of a different type is 
being added.   

 
9. The process of regulating the Project Site appears to be a substantial departure 

from and inconsistent with land use decision-making under the Municipal Land 
Use Law, which is founded on and supported by a planning process that involves 
neighbors and interested parties to set forth the planning basis before creating 
the regulations.  The courts have emphasized that the validity of zoning relies, in 
part, on the sustained utilization of an open and participatory process.  
Unfortunately, neighbor requests for updates and inclusions have been 
disregarded for the past 8 months, since early August 2015. 

 
Planning Considerations. 
MJP review of the content of the proposed ordinance resulted in the following 
observations: 
 

1. The proposed ordinance purports to assure that new development will be  
compatible with surrounding residential development in building mass and quality 
but does not address the choice of land use (townhouses vs. single-family 
detached) is more appropriate than what current zoning would produce.  This 
should be articulated clearly. 

 
2. Notwithstanding all of the inconsistencies with the Master Plan and RA-100 Zone 

standards.  There appears to be no physical reason the land cannot be 
developed for conforming single-family detached development, which would be 
highly consistent with the afore-mentioned guiding planning principles for 
residential neighborhoods. 

 
3. If neighborhood compatibility is truly an objective, the proposed development 

standards leave out a number of additional important provisions that would be of 
great value in minimizing land use conflicts, as follows: 

 
In the RT Townhouse District: 

a. A 30’ buffer around the townhouses is proposed but there is no 
requirement to plant screening materials or any other plantings.  The 
reliance on existing vegetation is insufficient to provide an effective visual 



Planning Evaluation Report  Page 5 of 6 
Orange Lawn Tennis Club Redevelopment Plan  4/4/2016 

buffer.  Also, the buffer area can be utilized for drainage basins, lighting 
and utility lines, none of which are typically paired with vegetative 
screening.  The absence of plantings in a buffer area is essentially no 
buffer at all.  The proposed regulations appear to be aimed at helping the 
developer to build the project and do not offer the surrounding homes 
adequate screening. 

 
b. There are no requirements for where additional off-street parking can be 

placed in the proposed Townhouse District or how they should be 
screened.  This is easy to specify and will be valuable in making a better 
fit for any new development on the Project Site. 

 
c. The requirement for affordable housing is unnecessary due to the 

Township’s success in satisfying its affordable housing obligation. 
 

d. The proposed design standards are framed with ambiguous and highly 
subjective terms that can have many interpretations.  For example, how 
does one determine what is an “appropriate scale?”  The addition of more 
precision with the language now will provide for more reliability in the 
outcomes for both the developer and interested citizens. 

 
e. It is unclear what is meant by “adjacent buildings” in item (4) under G. 

Design Standards for the RT District.  Does it mean other townhouses? 
The clubhouse? Existing single-family homes? New single-family homes? 

 
f. By what means will outside storage be strictly regulated in Design 

Standard number 7? 
 

Private Recreation Facilities District: 

g. The definition of Private Recreational Facility in the Zoning Ordinance is 
quite open to a wide variety of alternative private recreational uses.  It 
would be useful to define what this use term contemplates, in addition to 
tennis, in the context of the redevelopment plan. 

 
h. The proposed ordinance allows for unlimited expansion of the clubhouse 

building.  Calling the main clubhouse an accessory structure seems 
misplaced as it is a substantial structure and the only major building 
associated with the club.  As an accessory use, multiple club houses 
could be developed, which should be avoided.  Whether it is a principal 
building or accessory structure, there should be limitations as to its 
minimum lot area, setbacks, ultimate floor area, and seating capacity.  
The activities that are permitted in the club house should be specified, as 
well. 

 
i. Screening for the recreational use parking should be required wherever 

such parking may occur, whether regular parking or overflow. 
 

j. What types of uses will be required to be 50 feet from any residential 
property line in Bulk Standard item D (5)? 
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k. Under “Supplemental Regulations,” item (2), it is unclear if unamplified 
outdoor music is permitted.  Also, it appears the word “access” was 
intended to be “address.”  With more people ultimately living closer to the 
clubhouse, there should be greater limitation to music audible beyond the 
confines of the building. 

 
l. On the Concept Plan for the Project Site, there appears to be an 

easement for driveway access to the Club property over a portion of the 
land owned by the neighbor to the south of the access driveway.  
Suitability of the easement for future use(s) should be explored. 

 
Conclusion 
In summary, the proposed ordinance should not be recommended for adoption, as it will 
create a substantially detrimental conflict with the existing character of the established 
and stable neighborhood surrounding the Project Site.  This conflict is due to the 
intended introduction of a sharply discordant, unsupported new use with an incompatible 
land development pattern, appearance, and higher overall intensity of land use on a 
substantial tract of land.  This would be in the complete absence of any publicly 
produced planning foundation in any of the Township’s planning goals or objectives 
concerning single-family neighborhoods.  Conversely, the Township’s planning program 
has steadfastly been supportive of protection and preservation of existing residential 
neighborhoods in the Village.  To do otherwise in this neighborhood would be grossly out 
of synch with the Township’s long-standing and repeatedly reinforced planning policy of 
providing the ultimate protection for its established residential neighborhoods.  It is highly 
appropriate for the Township to engage its residents in a conventional land use planning 
process to arrive at an acceptable alternative.  


