








SUBDIVISIONS

The Development Review Committee reviews all subdivisions in the County.  This includes lot

line adjustments which produce no new lots, minor subdivisions which produce three or less new

lots, and major subdivisions which create four or more new lots.  Although not every new lot

created is built upon, the potential for residential or commercial construction exists.  
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The preceding graph shows the number of new lots that have been proposed since 2006. Note the

sharp difference between 2006 and 2007 - 2010.  In 2010, 31 new lots, the lowest in more than

20 years, were proposed, opposed to 1,366 in 2006. 

 

Table 6 lists by municipality the number of subdivision applications or plats and the number of

new lots created by these applications.  Vineland led the County in the number of new lots

proposed in 2010 with 13; 2008 with 27; 2007 with 93; and in 2006 with 1,045.  Millville led in

2009 with 70.  Of the 1,797 new lots proposed during this five-year period, the City of Vineland

had 1,190, and the City of Millville had 305. 

On the following page, Figure 5 graphically represents the geographic distribution of the creation

of new lots.
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2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 5 yr Total 5 yr Total

MUNICPALITY Plats Lots Plats Lots Plats Lots Plats Lots Plats Lots Plats Lots

Bridgeton 8 9 4 7 2 2 0 0 1 2 15 20

Commercial 4 6 8 7 1 0 2 0 2 1 17 14

Deerfield 3 32 4 3 10 9 2 1 2 3 21 48

Downe 3 1 3 4 1 13 1 2 1 2 9 22

Fairfield 15 29 12 12 8 11 5 6 4 3 44 61

Greenwich 2 1 1 0 3 3 1 0 1 1 8 5

Hopewell 11 26 5 8 4 4 3 4 3 0 26 42

Lawrence 5 16 5 13 4 3 0 0 3 1 17 33

Maurice River 2 2 7 10 4 4 0 0 0 0 13 16

Millville 36 186 14 37 8 9 13 70 2 3 73 305

Shiloh 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 1

Stow Creek 1 1 2 1 3 2 2 2 1 1 9 7

Upper Deerfield 7 12 15 19 4 1 1 0 1 1 28 33

Vineland 63 1045 29 93 22 27 15 12 13 13 142 1190

Totals 160 1366 110 214 75 89 45 97 34 31 424 1797

Table 6



NEW LOTS PROPOSED
2006 - 2010

Figure 5
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Major subdivision activity can play a significant role in the number of new lots being created.

Listed below are some of the larger subdivisions for 2009, there were no major subdivisions in

2010.

Millville had the only lots proposed by major subdivision (61) in the County in 2009. 

BUILDING PERMITS

(Not issued by the County)

The U.S. Bureau of the Census, Manufacturing and Construction Division, provides building

permit data for new residential construction. Cumberland County does not issue building permits.

They are issued by the municipality after county subdivision/site plan approval is granted. 

The following graph shows the trend in building permits from 2005 to 2010 for Cumberland

County. There was a 53 percent decrease in the number of building permits between 2007 and

2008. The 219 permits listed for 2010 are year-to-date January through November. The annual

data for 2010 is not available as of this printing.

The number of permits issued in 2006 (737) was a twenty-five year high. The twenty-five year

low was this years 219 (see chart on page 24).
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LARGEST SUBDIVISION APPLICATIONS

2010

THERE WERE NO MAJOR SUBDIVISIONS IN 2010

Table 7

LARGEST SUBDIVISION APPLICATIONS

2009

Name Municipality Status Lots

Whitaker Homes,LLC Millville Approved 48

Lakeview Estates Millville Approved 13

Table 8

The tw o applications above w ere the only major subdivisions submitted in 2009



Figure 6

Figure 7 shows the distribution of building permits in Cumberland County from January through

November 2010. The most building permits were issued in the cities of Millville, and Vineland,

following the pattern of new lots proposed by subdivision for those cities in previous years.
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Figure 7

Figure 8 compares the number of applications, proposed new lots, and area of new construction

against the number of building permits issued in the seven year period 2003 to 2010. The chart

shows the general trend of growth in Cumberland County.

Figure 8

2010 Development Review Annual Report

14

17

9
6

1 1 3

10
6

10

58

1 2

28

67

B
rid
g
e
to
n

C
o
m
m
e
rc
ia
l

D
e
e
rfie

ld

D
o
w
n
e

F
a
irfie

ld

G
re
e
n
w
ic
h

H
o
p
e
w
e
ll

L
a
w
re
n
c
e

M
a
u
ric
e
 R
iv
e
r

M
illv
ille

S
h
ilo
h

S
to
w
 C
re
e
k

U
p
p
e
r D
e
e
rfie

ld

V
in
e
la
n
d

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

Residential Building Permits Issued

January - November 2010

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

0

500,000

1,000,000

1,500,000

2,000,000

S
q

u
a

re
 F

e
e

t

0

500

1000

1500

2000
A

p
p
 /

 L
o
ts

 /
 P

e
rm

it
s

No. applications No. lots by subdivision Square Footage No. Building Permits*

*Buildig permit data is year to date, January to

November.  2010 annual data not available

as of January 1, 2011

Comparison of Development Statistics



The preceding report presented an overview of development applications requiring County

review.  This data should not be viewed as a comprehensive measurement of the actual activity

taking place throughout the County.  The statistics in this report describe only applications for

development and do not describe the development that actually takes place within the current

time frame.  Additionally, certain types of development such as single family dwelling units do

not require County review and are not included within the statistics presented in this report,

except in the Building Permit section. As stated previously, the County does not issue building

permits. They are only used in this report as a comparison tool.

The purpose of this development review report is to provide a “barometer” of proposed

development activity. Any trends that occur might be used with caution to forecast future

development.

With the increasing growth in the County, the role of comprehensive planning becomes ever

more important.  It is essential that future growth occur in a manner which is as beneficial to the

County as possible.  Public service and infrastructure concerns associated with growth include

adequate roads, affordable housing, public open space, recreation, and a strong local economy.

In short, the other aspect to “growth” is “management.”  A good growth management approach to

future development activities in the County will assure that progress is achieved in the best

possible manner.
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DEVELOPMENT REVIEW TRENDS
Number of Applications Reviewed 1990 - 2010
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DEVELOPMENT REVIEW TRENDS 1990 - 2010
Number of Site Plan Applications Reviewed
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DEVELOPMENT REVIEW TRENDS 1990 - 2010
New Area - Square Footage Proposed
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DEVELOPMENT REVIEW TRENDS 19909 - 2010

Number of Subdivisions Reviewed
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Building Permits 1980 - 2010
New Privately Owned Residential Housing Units Authorized to be Built




