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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Introduction 

While the people of Madison are proud of their unique community, they recognize that they live in 
a new world in which shopping and dining behaviors are strongly affected by online and mall 
options.  At the same time, the people of Madison acknowledge that to remain vibrant and healthy, 
the role of Main Street and the entire Downtown must evolve to meet changing conditions and 
circumstances.  With these vital thoughts in mind, the Borough of Madison and the Madison 
Downtown Development Commission (DDC) have contracted with Urbanomics, Inc., which has 
prepared a comprehensive analysis of Madison’s commercial center.  The following analysis 
identifies opportuniites and encourages strategies that will strenghten and maintain the success 
of Downtown Madison for the benefit of the entire community in the short and long terms.  

Madison has a distinctive atmosphere, and there are certainly individuals and firms who will seek 
it out as a business location; however, there is extensive competition in the region. Downtowns 
everywhere are experiencing the same shift in commerce and are competing to be the locational 
choice of new businesses.  To be competitive, the public sector is taking a leadership role by 
removing barriers to business and housing; capitalizing on natural environmental and institutional 
assets including higher education, existing festivals, and the arts; creating partnerships with local 
employers; and actively marketing themselves both externally and internally. 

This study is organized into sections describing the outreach process, a business inventory of 
Madison followed by sections that examine three major influences on the Downtown environment: 
regulatory context, market conditions, and physical place. Issues and Opportunities are identified 
in these subsections and the recommendations are pulled together in the final section. 

Outreach 

The Downtown Revitalization Study included extensive public outreach, beginning with five focus 
group sessions and followed by a universal online survey.   

Five focus group sessions were held over the course of two days in mid-November 2016.  For the 
four resident and business owner focus groups, a call went out via direct email or through the 
Senior Center.  A dozen volunteers for each time slot were then randomly selected by drawing 
names out of a hat.  As is usual, not all of those selected were able to attend.  The final focus 
group was made up of the members of the DDC and Borough Council. 

The focus group participants were remarkably consistent in their thoughts and ideas regardless 
of their age, status as resident/business owner, or duration of residence. 

 Madison is a wonderful community, “classic Americana.” 
 There are some challenges: 
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 There are several widely-held opinions of barriers to success in the Downtown: 
o There is a pervasive perception that regulations prevent businesses from open-

ing/expanding. 
o There is a perception that asking rents in Madison are much higher than in neigh-

boring/competing municipalities. 
 Participants really want to support the efforts of the Borough and DDC to make the Down-

town more successful. 

The survey instrument was launched via SurveyMonkey on November 22nd, 2016 and was closed 
on December 31st.  Hard copies of surveys were available at Borough Hall, the Library, the YMCA 
and the Senior Center for those who are not internet savvy.  Response was excellent—over 1,000 
people from all target groups responded to the survey in full. 

Survey respondents confirmed the sentiments of the focus groups.  They regard Madison as a very 
pleasant place to walk around and shop, with great service and a friendly atmosphere.  It is a 
convenient place to pick up necessities, but overall the variety is lacking and price points are high. 

When asked what they would most like to see in Downtown Madison, they responded especially 
favorably to a bakery (63.3%) stated they were “very likely” to shop there, butcher (62.1%), 
women’s clothing (26.2%) or shoes (26.0%), as well as cultural/entertainment facilities (36.7%) 
or other experience-based entertainment venue such as the Escape Room or a pinball parlor 
(22.2%).  

Business Inventory 

The team did a field survey of all businesses in the Downtown and along Route 124 to the 
Chatham border, identifying 329 businesses, 244 of which are located in the Downtown.  The 
variety among businesses is more extensive than perceived.  In particular, there is a broad variety 
of retailers in Madison, many of which have been in the Borough for many years.   

Any perceived difficulty in retail quality is not variety, but is more likely accessibility and/or a 
question of ability (and possibly, the willingness given the lack of direct local competition) of 
individual stores to meet current needs and trends.  To paraphrase one focus group member, 
more competition is needed “so everyone else rises to meet the challenge”. 

Downtown and Market Trends 

The generational shift in housing choice back to urban cores has been one of the major influences 
on downtowns of all scales.1  Even in small towns and suburbs, more people are choosing to live 
in core neighborhoods with walkable amenities.  The demographics of these new “downtown 
dwellers” skew to both young residents just out of college as well as older residents who wish to 
downsize from the homes in which they raised their families. For these new residents, 

                                                   

1 The Downtown Trends. John Karas blog for www.urbanscale.com 
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convenience is key and the stores and services they seek meet their basic immediate needs and 
serve as social and community hubs.   

Retail as an industry is changing as well.  Preferred floorspace for retail establishments is 
becoming smaller—an advantage for most downtowns.  National chains are closing outposts 
around the country.  Of the sixteen retail trends outlined for the 2017 National Retail Federation’s 
national convention, only four were relevant to brick and mortar stores.  However, the analysts 
were quick to note that while shoppers research products online, people still want the experience 
of trying a product in person.  Creating and promoting “experience” are the cornerstones of current 
retail strategies. 

Demographics 

Madison is well known for being a family-friendly community, however it is seeing increasing 
numbers of married-couples without children at home and non-family households, which have 
different tastes in shopping, dining and entertainment.   

Based on the general tendencies of demographic groups, Madison residents are well-educated, 
like cultural activities and traveling, and appreciate good food and wine.  While they will pay for 
quality, they are price conscious.  They are tech saavy as a whole, while the younger segments of 
the population are difficult to separate from their devices. 

Real Estate 

Generally, real estate brokers who were interviewed spoke to the high quality of the downtown’s 
urban enviroment.  They indicated there is high demand for real estate within a walkable distance 
to the train station and agreed that the restaurants and convenience shopping available in the 
downtown within a reasonable walking distance to residences and a short drive or bicycle ride 
from office parks, is a major selling point in the Borough.  

With an annual average commercial vacancy rate of only 1.4 percent in 2016, compared with 6.4 
percent in Morris County as a whole and 3.5 percent in Morristown, Madison’s higher rents reflect 
the tight availability of the market and are not disproportionately high. 

Unmet Demand & Tenant Mix 

Housing  

Housing vacancy rates are estimated at 5% overall for Madison and the 5 Mile Radius surrounding 
it, suggesting market equilibrium under current conditions, i.e., there is no need for new units to 
house the current population.   

Population forecasts to 2021 in the 5 Mile Radius would require housing for 5,400 new residents. 
Using conservative estimates of housing size, if Madison chose to pursue this emerging market, 
it could capture demand for up to 506 new units in the near to mid-term. The increasing number 
of single person households in the 5 Mile Radius may present an opportunity for the Borough of 
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Madison to capture some of this increase while creating additional density in the Downtown 
through the development of studio and one-bedroom units.   

Retail  

The greatest potential retail opportunities for the Downtown are clothing and accessories stores 
and restaurants, with potential for an additional 13,000 square feet in the former category and 
5,600 in the latter.  Additional opportunities exist for furniture or home furnishings stores, (4,653 
sf); electronics stores (2,347 sf), miscellaneous store retailers (1,330 sf), and sporting goods, 
hobby, book and music stores (1,206 sf). 

Like that of housing demand, this estimate is conservative in that it only takes Madison residents 
into account. The daytime population will augment the totals.  It should be noted that the metrics 
of unsatisfied demand do not take behavior into account, (i.e., destination retail may be created 
by capitalizing on a niche market or establishing a regional draw) so a retailer with a good business 
plan should not be turned away because that type of business did not rise to the top in the metrics.  

The preferred tenant mix would include retailers as described including clothing, electronics and 
other specialty store retailers, focusing on those that do not have a presence in the Short Hills 
and Livingston malls.  Restaurants should be those that cater to the professional crowd (wine 
bars, gastro pub, Mexican). 

Office  

Sole proprietors and freelance workers are a growing share of the labor force.  The local tech 
community alone (many of whom are independent and work from home) hosts the Madison Area 
Tech Meet-up, which has monthly events and 1,500 members. While there is little other office 
demand, there is an opportunity for the development of a shared work and/or meeting space in 
the Downtown to meet the needs of this large and generally entrepreneurial group. 
 
Strategies for Revitalization 
 
Recommendations fall into the four major strategy categories and are classified in terms of the 
time frame or urgency of execution: Ongoing, Immediate, Short (within one year), Medium (two-
four years), and Long Term (five years or more).   
 
The full matrix of recommendations may be found in Section 7 of this report.   
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

A. STUDY BACKGROUND 

Madison residents, when asked to describe the Downtown, used terms like “classic Americana” 
“Mayberry” and “Whoville”.  While these terms are throwbacks to earlier times, an ideal of 
twentieth-century suburban America where neighbors help neighbors and take pleasure in 
community events like the Christmas and Halloween parades, they hold true in Madison. However, 
while residents are proud of their unique community, they recognize that they live in the modern 
world in which shopping behaviors have evolved to take advantage of the proliferation of online 
and regional mall options and to remain viable, the role of Main Streets and Downtowns must 
evolve as well.    

To that end, the Borough of Madison and the Downtown Development Commission (DDC) have 
contracted with Urbanomics, Inc. to prepare a comprehensive analysis of Madison’s central 
business district to identify opportunities and strategies to strengthen and maintain the success 
of the Downtown.  

The objectives of the study as stated in the RFP were: 

 To identify market potentials for Downtown Madison with respect to the following market 
segments: retail, dining/entertainment, personal and professional services, office, 
housing. 

 To quantify future demand for the market segments listed above over a defined time 
horizon (five to ten years) in terms of non-residential square footage and number and 
type of housing units. 

 To identify an optimal tenant mix, including recommendations for geographically 
clustering mutually supporting uses, if relevant. 

 To develop a market-based development strategy founded on the market analysis. This 
market strategy is not intended to be a multidisciplinary master plan for Madison, but 
rather a focused set of market-driven recommendations for retaining, expanding, and 
recruiting desired businesses, as well as attract commercial, residential, and mixed use 
development. 

 Offer implementable recommendations for improvement. 

This study has been organized into sections describing the outreach process, a business inventory 
of Madison followed by sections that examine three major influences on the Downtown 
environment: regulatory context, market conditions, and physical place. Issues and Opportunities 
are identified in these subsections and the recommendations are pulled together in the final 
section.  
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B. DOWNTOWN AND RETAIL TRENDS 

The change in settlement patterns back to urban cores has been one of the major influences on 
downtowns of all scales.2  Even in small towns and suburbs, more people are choosing to live in 
core neighborhoods with walkable amenities.  The demographics of these new “downtown 
dwellers” skew to both young residents just out of college as well as older residents who wish to 
downsize from the homes in which they raised their families. For these new residents, 
convenience is key and the stores and services they seek meet their basic immediate needs and 
serve as social and community hubs.   

The trend toward walkable communities extends beyond residential choices to business locational 
decisions as well.  Tech firms, in particular, are choosing office locations in areas that provide a 
social context for a 24/7 working environment.  The proliferation of co-working spaces for 
entrepreneurs, the self-employed and telecommuters who desire more social interaction than can 
be found in a home office also demonstrates this trend. What is more, these firms and individuals 
seek out a particular atmosphere or environment. As part of a separate study, Urbanomics 
surveyed tech and creative firms in the Brooklyn Tech Triangle regarding what criteria they used 
to select their locations; they answered almost uniformly that affordable rent was the first 
consideration and transit accessibility was the second. Yet the majority had located in the most 
expensive, least accessible, but “coolest” area of the Triangle.3   

Downtowns everywhere are experiencing shifts in commerce driven by competition from regional 
malls and online shopping and the downsizing and closing of many national chains.  These 
changes have downtowns competing even harder to be the locational choice of new businesses.  
Retail as an industry is changing as well.  Of the sixteen retail trends outlined for the 2017 National 
Retail Federation’s national convention, only four were relevant to brick and mortar stores.  
However, the analysts were quick to note that while shoppers research products online, people 
still want the experience of trying a product in person.  Creating and promoting “experience” are 
the cornerstones of current retail strategies. 

To be competitive, it is imperative for local governments to remove barriers to business; capitalize 
on natural environmental and institutional assets including higher education, existing festivals, 
and the arts; create partnerships with local major employers; and actively market themselves both 
externally and internally. 

C. STUDY AREA 

With an area of 4.2 square miles, Madison was incorporated in 1889 and reached its current 
population level of roughly 15,000 in 1960.  The Borough is located along Highway 124 (Main 

                                                   

2 The Downtown Trends. John Karas blog for www.urbanscale.com 
3 Economic Impacts of the Brooklyn Tech Triangle, 2012; Urbanomics for the Downtown Brooklyn Partnership. 
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Street) between the municipalities of Chatham and Morristown. Just over 30 miles to New York 
City, the trip takes less than an hour via Midtown Direct service on New Jersey Transit. 

 

Figure 1.1: Regional Context 

 

 

Route 124/Main Street serves as the commercial spine of Madison. It is paralleled by Kings Road, 
which is home to municipal facilities, including the Hartley Dodge Memorial Building, the Madison 
Volunteer Ambulance Corps building and the Madison Public Safety Complex. Immediately east of 
the Complex on Kings Road is a large commuter parking lot, a cluster of small businesses and 
then the Madison Area YMCA. A block south of the YMCA is the Madison Public Library on Keep 
Street. Between the two roads lies the raised NJ Transit rail line, which runs through the center of 
the Borough. There are several streets and accompanying sidewalks that cross the rail line division 
via underpasses. While the front of Madison’s historic train station faces the municipal building, 
the backside of the train station presents a simple gateway to the central business district for 
pedestrians, commuters and shoppers. The area of this gateway, which is at Lincoln Place, has 
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been improved by the Borough and DDC over the years and it offers an opportunity for further 
improvements. 

The directives of this study required that the CBD and CC zoning districts be analyzed. This area 
extends from the Downtown, along Route 124/Main Street to the Chatham Borough municipal 
border. (See Figure 1.2.) This extended study area is effectively two different commercial districts. 
The first is the Downtown core, which has much greater density, a continuous street wall, and 
smaller building footprints. The second, running from Cross Street to Division Street (the borough 
line), is made up of driver-focused chain and strip commercial uses and shopping centers on large 
lots with deep setbacks, front parking lots, and, where applicable, drive through service. The 
businesses in this extended commercial spine include Whole Foods, Staples, Starbucks, Dunkin’ 
Donuts and Burger King along with several car dealerships.  Forming a natural barrier between 
the Downtown and the rest of the commercial corridor are a cemetery and junior high school as 
well as scattered single and multi-family residential properties.  

Figure 1.2: Full Study Area 

 

The full study area will be discussed in the business inventory, land use, and market overview 
sections of this analysis.  Given this is the Downtown Revitalization Study, we will focus on the 
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Downtown area defined along Park Avenue/Main Street from Ridgedale Avenue to Alexander 
Avenue extending from Kings Road up to Cook Avenue and Elmer Street as shown in figure 1.3 
below.   

Figure 1.3: Downtown Study Area 
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2.0 PUBLIC OUTREACH 

The Downtown Revitalization Study included extensive public outreach, beginning with five focus 
group sessions and followed by a universal online survey.  What follows is a description of the 
methodology for each as well as a brief summary of the key takeaways from both the focus groups 
and the survey instrument.   

Elements of both are used throughout the study to illustrate either support for hypotheses and 
strategies, or if warranted, dissent.  Full notes from the focus groups as well as the survey write 
up are in the technical appendices. 

A. FOCUS GROUPS 

Five focus group sessions were held over the course of two days in mid-November 2016.  For the 
four resident and business owner focus groups, a call went out via direct email or through the 
Senior Center.  A dozen volunteers for each time slot were then randomly selected by drawing 
names out of a hat.  As is usual, not all of those selected were able to attend.  The final focus 
group was made up of the members of the DDC and Borough Council. 

The times and general statistics of each group are listed below, followed by a summary of 
observations and issues raised by the groups.  Complete notes from each focus group can be 
found in Appendix A. 

11/16/16 Resident Focus Groups 

10:00 am (seniors) at Senior Center 2nd Floor Conference Room 
 8 attendees (7 female, 1 male) 
 11 years of residence to 80+ years of residence 
 Median duration of residence: 42 years 

1:30 pm (residents) at the Hartley Dodge Memorial building (HDM) 
 10 attendees (all female) 
 2 years of residence to 39 years of residence 
 Median duration of residence: 7 years 

7:30 pm (residents) at HDM 
 18 attendees (8 female, 10 male) 
 2 years of residence to 30 years of residence 
 Median duration of residence: 11 years 

11/17/16 Focus Groups 

5:30 Business owners at HDM 
 11 attendees (4 female, 7 male)  
 Business in Madison from 2 to 70 years 
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7:15 pm Joint DDC/Council 

Summary of Focus Group Impressions 

The focus group participants were remarkably consistent in their thoughts and ideas regardless 
of their age, status as resident/business owner, or duration of residence. What follows is a 
summary of impressions from all five groups.   

 Madison is a wonderful community, “classic Americana.” 
o Residents really care about the community, and as such are very active and vol-

unteer for community events. 
o Physically, it has great infrastructure. 
o The Downtown is walkable, safe and family friendly. 
o The location is great, near enough to New York City to be interesting, far enough 

away that it can maintain a small town feel. 
o Community events like Bottle Hill Day, the Christmas and Halloween parades are 

fantastic assets to the community. 
o Some stores really go the extra mile in terms of service—that brings people back 

even when the goods are available elsewhere for lower prices. 
 

 There are some challenges: 
o The town is “a little sleepy”; some said “tired.” 
o There needs to be a greater variety of restaurants, as well as a place to have “an 

adult drink”/”Manhattan” cocktail. 
o The service-to-retail ratio in downtown is too high. 
o There is no real central community gathering place. (Like a traditional town green.) 
o It can be hard to get to local stores given limited hours. 
o Some businesses need to “up their game” with better window displays. 
o Madison needs to have a defined identity. 
o “Madison does not do a good job of marketing itself.” 

 
 There are several widely-held opinions of barriers to success in the Downtown: 

o There is a pervasive perception that regulations prevent businesses from open-
ing/expanding. 

o There is a perception that asking rents in Madison are much higher than in neigh-
boring/competing municipalities. 
 

 Participants really want to support the efforts of the Borough and DDC to make the Down-
town more successful. 

o Despite extensive online shopping behavior, they like the “shop local” campaign 
and try to do so when they can. 

o They are “looking for a reason” to spend more time in the Downtown. 
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B. SURVEY 

The 49-question survey was broken in three sections: shopping behaviors, policy issues, and 
demographics.  It was decided at the outset that the survey would be qualitative in nature and an 
outreach instrument rather than a scientific measure of opinion, with the dual purpose of 
spreading the word about the overall study as well as gathering responses. These responses serve 
to direct the analysis on comparable shopping areas, confirm the opinions heard in the focus 
groups, and test likely policy strategies.    

The survey instrument was launched via SurveyMonkey on November 22nd, 2016 and was closed 
on December 31st.  Hard copies of surveys were available at Borough Hall, the Library, the YMCA 
and the Senior Center for those who are not internet savvy.   

Eleven hard copy responses were received and entered manually. 1,763 persons began the 
survey online with roughly 1,400 completing the shopping behavior section; 1,100 completed the 
policy question section; 1,062 responded through the demographics questions to the end; while 
447 residents provided additional written comments as well. The response rate is phenomenal 
for a community of 16,000 people. Seventy one percent of respondents said they have visited 
Downtown Madison at least once a week over the past six months. 

Demographic questions were not mandatory, and roughly two thirds of respondents answered 
them.  Of those who did respond to these questions: 

 64 percent were female; 

 62 percent were between the ages of 35 and 54;  

 83.9 percent live in Madison; 

o 68.4 percent live but do not work in Madison 

 6.4 percent are business owners; 

 22.9 percent work in Madison; 

o 15.5 percent work/own AND reside in Madison 

o 4.8 percent work but do not live in Madison 

 13.1 percent are commuters; 

o 11.1 percent are commuters who live in Madison 

o 2.0 percent are commuters who do not live in Madison 

 4.2 percent are university students; 

 4.5 percent are visitors who do not live, work, or study in Madison 

 56.0 percent are full‐time employed; 

 16.0 percent are stay at home caregivers; 

 9.2 percent are retired; 

 53.8 percent have household incomes over $200,000. 
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As shown above, there was a wide array of respondents from all of the target stakeholder groups4; 
however, the numbers of responses in each category are not proportionate to distribution of these 
groups throughout Madison. The survey disproportionally represents women, especially between 
the ages of 35 and 54, and skews to income levels much higher than the borough median of 
$110,000. Because household income has the greatest influence on shopping patterns, survey 
questions were analyzed in terms of all respondents, those with incomes below $100,000, those 
with incomes greater than $100,000. (Note: It is possible to weight responses based on age, 
gender and income5; however doing so would require the elimination of the responses of the 
500+ individuals who chose not to answer these questions.)   

Survey respondents confirmed the sentiments of the focus groups.  They regard Madison as a very 
pleasant place to walk around and shop, with great service and a friendly atmosphere.  It is a 
convenient place to pick up necessities, but overall the variety is lacking and price points are high. 

When asked what they would most like to see in Downtown Madison, they responded especially 
favorably to a bakery (63.3%) stated they were “very likely” to shop there, butcher (62.1%), 
women’s clothing (26.2%) or shoes (26.0%), as well as cultural/entertainment facilities (36.7%) 
or other experience-based entertainment venue such as the Escape Room or a pinball parlor 
(22.2%).  

The complete survey write-up is available in Technical Appendix B. 

C. ADDITIONAL INTERVIEWS 

The team held interviews with individuals who represent specific stakeholder groups in the 
community. These conversations were particularly helpful in defining issues and testing potential 
strategies.  Interviewees included representatives of the Borough; the Downtown Development 
Commission; the business community; the tech community; the arts community; Morris County 
Economic Development; the universities; and both commercial and residential real estate brokers.  
The predominant takeaways from these interviews are summarized below. 

Existing organizations already organize, sponsor and promote large numbers of activities 
throughout Madison.  Each component of the community (business, arts, tech, etc.) is extremely 
active, but each admits that they are not completely aware of the activities of other 
groups/organizations. This was identified as a shared communication and marketing problem. A 
summary of activities of several of the most active groups follows. 

The Madison Area Chamber of Commerce, Inc., which promotes the economic interests of its dues-
paying members and Madison through programs, activities, education, advocacy and 

                                                   

4 The survey did not ask questions regarding race/ethnicity of respondents. 
5 Weighting is a method that assigns an adjustment weight to each survey respondent to compensate from over and under-

representation. Persons in under-represented get a weight larger than 1, and those in over-represented groups get a weight 
smaller than 1. In the computation of means, totals and percentages, not just the values of the variables are used, but the 
weighted values. 
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collaboration, is at the highest level of membership in years. Its member-only programs, like 
breakfast and networking events, and public programs, such as the Halloween Hoopla Parade and 
Easter Fun Fest, are well attended. 

The Madison Arts & Cultural Alliance (MACA) is very active as well. Contracting for the 
entertainment for Bottle Hill Day and the Holiday Arts Festival.  These are large-scale events with 
impressive levels of attendance, the latter including 45 events in 11 venues. There are a number 
of other theatrical events throughout the year as well, but other than Bottle Hill Day, most in 
attendance are from outside of Madison. For example, the Storytellers Festival attracted 1,700 
attendees over the course of the two-day event but few were residents. There is a great deal of 
anticipation over the community/theater space in the Green Village Road development. 

The Downtown Development Commission (DDC) manages events and outreach and invests in 
public improvements and economic development, both as the primary sponsor as well as in 
partnership with others.  DDC events include May Day, the Farmers’ Market, Bottle Hill Day and 
Sidewalk Sounds.  Partnering with other organizations6, they also provide support for Taste of 
Madison, Madison Arts Sidewalk Gallery and Auction, Drew Town Tour, Downtown Concert Series, 
Madison Holiday Arts Festival, the Storytellers Festival, and “Paint the Town Yellow/Turning 
Optimism Into Activism” a new program for 2017. The DDC funds public improvements such as 
the downtown alley signs, Lincoln Place tree grates, Waverly Clock repairs, and decorative lighting 
and sponsors the Love Madison Shop Madison program, maintains downtown social media and 
listings of available commercial properties, and partnered with the Borough to provide funding for 
the Downtown Study. 

Everyone interviewed was extremely appreciative of the work done by Downtown Development 
Commission.  In unsolicited comments, several wondered how long that level of dedication could 
be maintained by volunteers. 

There is a thriving tech community in Morris County at large. This includes a 1,500-member 
Madison Tech Meetup group, which holds meetings and lectures at venues in Madison, as well as 
at the Fairleigh Dickinson University.   

According to the brokers, interviewed, Madison is tight on space in terms of real estate. There is 
steady demand for housing and retail space; long-term vacancies are because of lack of demand, 
but rather difficulty with lease terms. Rents are slightly higher than in surrounding communities, 
but the vacancy rates are lower as well; i.e., there is high demand for limited supply so property 
owners can ask for higher rates.  Retail spaces are too small/historic for most national chains, 
they are seeking space they can build out to match their other stores. Parking availability is always 
a question for businesses and more than one broker stated a need for a municipal garage. 

                                                   

6 Partner organizations include Madison Chamber of Commerce, Madison Arts & Cultural Alliance, Museum of Early Trades & 
Crafts, Madison Music & Arts, Shade Tree Management Board/Friends of Madison Shade Trees, The Rotary Club of Madison, 
Garden Club of Madison, local universities: Drew, Fairleigh Dickinson, CSE, Madison Borough (Police, Health, DPW, etc.), 
Madison Public Schools, St. Vincent Martyr School, Madison Public Library. 
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Most interviewees agreed that Madison needs to have a distinctive single marketable identity and 
a marketing plan. 
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3.0 BUSINESS INVENTORY 

A. EXISTING BUSINESSES 

The first task in the assessment of the Downtown is a physical survey of existing businesses 
located in the CBD-1, CBD-2 and CC zoning districts. To this end, the team performed a block-by-
block field survey, noting each business and vacancy on a parcel map.  This mapped list was then 
compared to several business inventories held by the Borough of Madison including the current 
members of the Chamber of Commerce and those businesses listed in the Reference USA national 
business database. Discrepancies were noted and a follow up field survey was performed to check 
each potentially missed site. 

Table 3.1 presents a summary of Madison businesses by general location and industry type as 
classified by the federal standard North American Industry Code (NAICS) system.  Tables 3.2-3.6 
provide additional detail on the most common of the business type subcategories.  The 
implications of this retail/service mix for Madison in comparison with competing municipalities 
will be explored in Section 4.   

Table 3.1: Summary of Downtown Business Classifications 

2 Digit NAICS Category  Total  Downtown  Extended 

Total  329  244  85 

Retail  58  45  13 

Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services  52  44  8 

Other Services  51  36  15 

Accomodation and Food Services  46  35  11 

Finance & Insurance  26  19  7 

Health Care and Social Assistance  23  17  6 

Arts, Entertainment and Recreation  20  17  3 

Construction  17  11  6 

Educational Services  9  5  4 

Real Estate and Rental and Leasing  9  4  5 

Manufacturing  3  2  1 

Wholesale trade  3  2  1 

Transportation and Warehousing  3  0  3 

Information  3  3  0  

Unclassified  3  2  1 

Administrative and Support and Waste 
Management and Remediation Services  2  2  0  

Public Administration  1  0  1 
 Source: BFJ Planning, Urbanomics street survey  
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The largest share 17.6 percent (58) are retail establishments, the majority of which (45) are 
located in the Downtown portion of the study area. This is followed by the Professional, Scientific, 
and Technical Services industry (attorneys, accountants, designers and engineers) with 52 offices 
(15.8%) and Other Services (salons, cobbler, dry cleaner, etc.) with 51 or 15.5 percent. The 
concentration of Other Services is greater in the extended commercial corridor than it is in the 
Downtown at 17.9 percent to 14.7 percent, respectively. The Accommodations and Food Services 
industry, which in the case of our study area is entirely food services, includes 46 businesses, the 
majority of which (35) are located in the Downtown.  Finance and Insurance, Health Care (primarily 
therapists and dentists) and Arts, Entertainment and Recreation (fitness centers) sectors number 
20 or more each, throughout the study area.  The number of Construction firms generally includes 
those who do remodeling and more specialized building trades such as electricians and HVAC 
specialists.  What follows is a deeper examination of each of the dominant categories in study 
areas.  The full business inventory can be found in the technical appendices. 

Of the 58 identified retailers in Madison, five are consignment stores, four located in the 
Downtown.  Jewelry and wine/liquor stores number four each; while sporting goods, women’s 
clothing boutiques, and gas stations follow with three establishments each.  There are two drug 
stores, pet supply stores, supermarkets, auto dealerships and garden centers in Madison, but all 
other retailers are unique.  The remaining stores, almost entirely located in the Downtown area, 
range in type from candy to furnishings, and from electronics to toys. 

Table 3.2: Summary of Retailers by Type 

   Total  Downtown  Extended 

Consignment store  5  4  1 

Jewelry  4  4  0 

Wine/liquor  4  3  1 

Sporting goods  3  3  0 

Women's clothing  3  3  0 

Gas station  3  2  1 

Drug store  2  2  0 

Pet supplies  2  1  1 

Supermarket  2  1  1 

Auto dealership  2  0  2 

Garden Center  2  0  2 

Other  26  22  4 

 Source: BFJ Planning, Urbanomics street survey  

There is a broad variety of retailers in Madison, many of which have been in the Borough for many 
years.  Any perceived difficulty in retail quality is not variety, but is more likely accessibility and/or 
a question of ability (and possibly, the willingness given the lack of direct local competition) of 
individual stores to meet current needs and trends.  To paraphrase one focus group member, 
more competition is needed “so everyone else rises to meet the challenge”. 
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There are 43 food service establishments in the study area, with 33 in the Downtown and an 
additional ten in the extended commercial corridor.  As shown in Table 3.3, 23 are full service 
restaurants, of which seven are Italian.  The others include a variety of Asian restaurants including 
Shanghai Jazz, two Thai and Japanese restaurants, as well as American, farm-to-table and 
Mediterranean options. There are also four diners, three delis and three fast food places. Ice 
cream parlors, pizza places and coffee shops number two each.  There are also bagel, cupcake, 
sandwich, and donuts shops, as well as a juice bar.  

Table 3.3: Summary of Accommodations and Food Services 

   Total  Downtown  Extended 

Full Service Restaurants  23  17  5 

  Full Service Restaurant: Italian  7  7  0 

Diner  4  4  0 

Deli  3  3  0 

Fast food  3  1  2 

Ice cream  2  2  0 

Pizza  2  2  0 

Coffee shop  2  1  1 

Bagel  1  1  0 

Cupcakes  1  1  0 

Juice bar  1  1  0 

Sandwich Shop  1  0  1 

Donuts  1  0  1 
 Source: BFJ Planning, Urbanomics street survey  

With the exception of the high proportion of Italian restaurants, there is quite a bit of variety in the 
food choices in Madison. Given the outcry in the focus groups and in the survey about the number 
of Italian restaurants, there may be an issue of perception.  The old guard Italian restaurants are 
what comes to mind when they think of dining in Madison.  

As shown in Table 3.4, the greatest number of Other Services (also known as personal services) 
are hair salons making up almost one in every three businesses in this category.  These are 
followed in number by auto repair with ten establishments, and Nail/lash/skincare salons with 
nine each.  There are four dry cleaners in the study area, divided between the two subsections. In 
addition, there are two each of spas, computer repair shops, pet boarding and fraternal 
organizations.  Other personal services to be found in Madison include an antique restoration firm, 
a funeral home, a psychic, the cobbler, a car wash and laundromat.  

  



 Section 3: Business Inventory  

 

X  

DOWNTOWN REVITALIZATION STUDY 15 

 

 

Table 3.4: Summary of Other Services 

   Total  Downtown  Extended 

Hair salon  11  11   0 

Auto repair  10  6  4 

Nail/lash/skincare salon  9  6  3 

Dry cleaner  4  2  2 

Spa  2  2   0 

Computer repair  2  2   0 

Pet boarding  2  1  1 

Fraternal organizations  2   0  2 

Antique restoration  1  1   0 

Funeral home  1  1   0 

Psychic  1  1   0 

Shoe repair  1  1   0 

Car wash  1  0   1 

Laundromat  1   0  1 

 Source: BFJ Planning, Urbanomics street survey  

The number of salons is another concern that came out during the outreach process.  In the 
Market Analysis section of this report, the concentration of these in Madison will be compared to 
neighboring communities. 

As detailed in Table 3.5, there are 52 businesses categorized as Professional, Scientific and 
Technical Services, four out of five of which are located in the Downtown section of the overall 
study area. The greatest number of these (10) are attorneys, followed by interior designers and 
accountants at seven, each; and photographers and marketing agencies at five, each. There are 
three engineers or engineering firms, as well as three payroll services.  Architects and 
veterinarians number two each.  Other services include graphic design, home inspection, 
insurance research and management consulting, among others.  These businesses provide the 
majority of the daytime population likely to shop and/or eat in the Downtown.   
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Table 3.5: Summary of Professional, Scientific and Technical Services 

   Total  Downtown  Extended 

Attorney  10  9  1 

Interior design  7  6  1 

Accountants  7  5  2 

Art/Photography studio  5  5  0 

Marketing agency  5  2  3 

Engineers  3  2  1 

Payroll  3  2  1 

Architects  2  2  0 

Veterinarian  2  1  1 

Business consultant  1  1  0 

Graphic design  1  1  0 

Home inspection  1  1  0 

Insurance research  1  1  0 

Market consultant  1  1  0 

Skincare  1  1  0 

Communications  1  0  1 

Management consulting  1  1  0 

 Source: BFJ Planning, Urbanomics street survey  

The full list of businesses including available contact information is located in the technical 
appendices.  
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B. VACANCIES 

Vacancy data were extracted from CoStar.com, a proprietary database of real estate listings and 
transactions that includes both commercial broker and private listings.  These vacancies are 
mapped in Figure 3.1, below. It should be noted that vacancy status changes very quickly and 
therefore the results may not be accurate at the time of publication.   

Figure 3.1: Downtown Madison Commercial Vacancies 

 

 Source: CoStar.com 

At year-end 2016, there were 82 buildings with retail space totaling 724,447 square feet in the 
entire Borough of Madison.  Seven retail availabilities were listed for a total of 14,350 square feet; 
of these, only 8,850 square feet are currently vacant, yielding a borough-wide retail vacancy rate 
of only 0.8 percent.  A less than one percent vacancy rate is extremely low and indicates that 
demand is very high.  In a market this tight, difficulties in leasing are likely because of challenges 
with the space itself. 

Six of these available spaces (12,350 sf) are located in the Downtown study area. Available 
spaces in the Downtown range from 1,500 square feet to 3,000 square feet; the average size is 
2,058 square feet. According to the CoStar data, the average weighted asking rent in the 
Downtown is $26.25 per square foot, ranging from $24 to $34.50.  For comparison, the available 
property (1,000 sf) located in the Starbucks strip center has an asking rent of $36.50 per square 
foot. 
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Two of the retail properties mentioned above are also listed for sale.  The average asking price for 
the properties is $272.53 per square foot. The 1,350 square foot property is listed at $246.67 
psf.  The second property is 6,200 square feet and listed at $298.39 psf. 

There were also two vacant for lease office properties listed in the Downtown. The 3,552 square 
foot space is available at $35.52 psf, and the 2,750 square foot property for $45.83 psf. 

C. REAL ESTATE TRENDS 

Urbanomics contacted seven commercial and four residential real estate brokers from both major 
national firms and small independent firms to better understand sales and leasing trends in 
Madison and the surrounding communities.  Each was asked to describe their clients, their space 
requirements and general opinions of the quality of real estate in Madison versus other area 
downtowns.  

Generally, all brokers spoke to the high demand for real estate within a walkable distance to the 
train station and agreed that the restaurants and convenience shopping available in the 
downtown, within a reasonable walking distance to residences and a short drive or bicycle ride 
from office parks, is a major selling point in the Borough. Brokers spoke to the high quality of the 
downtown’s urban environment; however one broker mentioned that the downtown’s transition 
toward increased service businesses and away from traditional retail establishments has resulted 
in fewer reasons for daily trips to the central business district. Residential brokers commented 
that Madison is a preferred residence for young families, especially those that like to go out once 
or twice a week.  

Office 

Office brokers in Madison indicated that the downtown market is primarily dominated by medical 
professional uses including dentists, chiropractors and physical therapists while the office park 
market has a concentration of medical and financial industries, with major pharmaceutical firms 
such as Pfizer, Merck and Allergan. Office firms had space requirements of roughly 700 to 4,000 
square feet for downtown locations while firms seeking office park space generally sought 
anywhere from 4,000 to 10,000 square feet for small firms and 100,000 to 500,000 square feet 
for large firms.  

Square footage aside, brokers reported that office park demand trends have recently favored sites 
in transit-rich areas rather than the traditional auto-dependent suburban parks of the past. All 
brokers noted that the short commute from Madison’s train station to its office parks is a primary 
selling point and highlighted accessibility via bicycle. While accessibility to the train station is of 
chief importance to office firms, brokers held that the downtown’s numerous restaurants and 
retailers located adjacent to the station are equally valued for convenience purchases and meals.  

In comparison to other local downtown office markets, both Chatham and Madison are considered 
secondary choices compared to Morristown or Summit due to the age of office space and lack of 
opportunity for new construction. The primary weakness of downtown office space in Madison is 
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that prospective tenants require elevators for upper level floor space and cannot settle for walk-
up spaces. One broker noted that second generation office space in Madison is preferred by many 
clients due to the lower cost of fit-outs compared with new construction. All agreed that Madison’s 
office parks remain highly valued and are considered to be the higher end of the office market. 
The Borough attracts a different group of clients than Morristown, where office space is centrally 
located in the downtown area. Madison’s downtown has a strong reputation with office clients 
who consider it a charming area with high-quality restaurants. 

Retail 

Local retail brokers reported that their prospective clients include a large cross-section of business 
types. While one broker indicated that the majority of their clients seeking space in Madison 
included national retail chains, quick service establishments, restaurants and other food retailers, 
another broker described their clients as small businesses, restaurants, and service businesses 
such as hair salons.  

Square footage requirements for prospective retailers ranged from 800 to 1,500 square feet for 
independent retailers to 1,500 to 2,500 square feet for established national retailer chains. 
Brokers noted that while national chains may be attracted to Madison, they have difficulty fitting-
out older retail spaces, which are typically narrow with little natural light. Additionally, fulfilling the 
strict space requirements they need to ensure conformity with their other establishments is 
challenging. For this reason, one broker found that national brands typically prefer areas such as 
Morristown, where there are new construction opportunities rather than Madison or Chatham 
whose historic retail spaces are considered undesirable for their needs. Another broker explained 
that Madison and Chatham together are considered second-choice sites to Morristown, where 
demand is far greater and retail space commands a higher price.  

In both the focus groups and the survey, there was a stated perception that the primary reason 
for long-term vacancies in Madison is unreasonably high asking rents from property owners. In 
order to explore this perception, Urbanomics pulled comparison data from CoStar for Morris 
County as a whole, as well as the communities that were presented as comparable during the 
focus group sessions: Morristown, Maplewood and Florham Park.   
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Figure 3.2.  Average Retail Rents, Madison and Surrounding Areas 2008-2016 

 

Source: CoStar.com Retail Trends 

Figure 3.2 presents the annual average asking rents from 2008 to 2016.  These are higher in 
Madison than in competing communities such as Morristown and Maplewood. In 2016, the 
average retail asking rent in Madison was $28.12 per square foot, almost $8 above the Morris 
County average, and almost $2.50 higher than Morristown.   This may seem extreme; however, 
as shown in Figure 3.3, the vacancy rates are correspondingly much lower in Madison than in 
the nearby communities.   
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Figure 3.3.  Average Annual Retail Vacancy Rates, Madison and Surrounding Areas 2008-2016 

 

Source: CoStar.com Retail Trends 

With an annual average vacancy rate of only 1.4 percent in 2016, compared with 6.4 percent in 
Morris County as a whole and 3.5 percent in Morristown, Madison’s higher rents reflect the tight 
availability of the market and are not disproportionately high. 

Residential 

Residential brokers unanimously agreed that the typical prospective renter or buyer in Madison is 
a young family with one to three children as well as younger married couples without children. 
Some of these households are relocating from New York City and the immediate surrounding area 
including Jersey City and Hoboken. Empty nesters are less attracted to the area as they are 
frequently relocating to 55+ communities west of Madison or to townhomes or other units with 
same- or first-floor bedrooms.  

In terms of space, prospective home buyers are looking for 2,000 to 3,000 square foot homes 
with at least one or two bedrooms. Additionally they are very interested in locations within walking 
distance to the train and downtown shops. Brokers found that millennial buyers are greatly 
attracted to living a life without the constant need for a car. One broker reported that prospective 
clients felt that being able to commute to work using the train is a primary benefit, while the ability 
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to make local convenience purchases or walk to local restaurants is a secondary benefit.  They 
are less interested in maintaining a yard than past generations.  

Brokers agreed that the greatest draw for households relocating to Madison is the accessibility of 
the train, excellent local schools and sense of a community. One broker noted that one of 
Madison’s strengths is that the central location of the downtown area ensures that it is walkable 
to nearly all residents in the Borough, a rarity in most towns. This broker also explained that while 
Morristown is generally preferred among single young professional renters for its active nightlife, 
Madison is preferred by young families who wish to go out to dinner or a bar once or twice a week. 
Another broker found that prospective buyers enjoy the look of Madison’s downtown because it is 
pedestrian friendly with little street furniture. This broker noted that there is reduced need for 
residents to visit the downtown area than in years past because businesses are primarily service 
based and daily shopping opportunities are limited. 

D. ISSUES, OPPORTUNITIES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. PROVIDE A CENTRAL LIST OF COMMERCIAL AVAILABILITIES 

It should be noted that initially, Urbanomics accessed multiple listing service (MLS) data for 
Madison, but found few listings because the majority of vacant properties are leased directly by 
the owners, while publicly accessible online MLS is maintained by real estate brokers. The vacancy 
information is available ad hoc from several very helpful individuals at Borough Hall and the 
Chamber of Commerce; however, there is not a single central list that can be given out to potential 
proprietors. The difficulties arising from the absence of a central source were compounded by 
outdated or inadvertent misinformation shared by residents or even other business owners when 
asked what was happening with a certain vacant property.  For example, during the course of the 
focus groups and interview sessions, the team was told by several different people that the movie 
theater deal had closed—each person indicated a different purchaser. 

Madison should continually maintain a list of commercial availabilities with space specifications, 
allowable uses and contact information for the land lord or broker.  This list should be accessible 
through the Borough, DDC and Chamber websites, because for many people, if something does 
not exist on the internet, it does not exist at all.  
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4.0 MARKET ANALYSIS 

A. DEMOGRAPHICS 

Population Density 

Population density is one of the things retailers look for when selecting sites. Relative to 
surrounding communities (see Table 4.1), the Borough of Madison, like the neighboring Borough 
of Chatham, is a relatively dense area with 6.0 residents per acre. Within a five mile radius of 
Madison (“Five-Mile Radius”), an area which contains the Great Swamp National Wildlife Refuge 
and several large shopping centers and quite a few estates, the density is only 2.7 residents per 
acre.  Nearby towns Maplewood (9.8 persons per acre) and Morristown (10.2 persons per acre) 
are considerably denser. 

Table 4.1: Regional Population Density, 2015 

  
5 Mile 

Radius 

Borough of 
Madison 

Township of 
Maplewood 

Borough of 
Chatham 

Town of 
Morristown 

Population (2015) 218,629 16,091 24,303 9,011 18,563 

Acres* 80,276 2,683 2,480 1,486 1,813 

Persons per Acre 2.7 6.0 9.8 6.1 10.2 
Note: (*) Excluding water land masses.  
Sources: US Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census & ACS 2011-15 5-Year Estimate. 

 

Future Population Growth 

As shown in Table 4.2, Madison’s population has increased by 384 people or 2.4 percent between 
2010 and 2016.  This equates to annual average population increase of 0.4 percent. This minimal 
growth is in keeping with suburban areas in the metropolitan region as a whole and is attributed 
to an aging population, low birth rates, and outward migration of young adults seeking more 
affordable housing and more diverse job opportunities in urban centers.  Any gains can be 
attributed to a growing foreign-born population and the diversification of housing options in 
downtowns that are attractive to both young adults and downsizing seniors.   
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Table 4.2: Historic Population Growth and Forecasted Growth, 2000-2021 

  
5 Mile 
Radius 

Borough of 
Madison 

Township of 
Maplewood 

Borough of 
Chatham 

Town of 
Morristown 

Population Count 

2000 207,283 16,482 23,904 8,428 18,607 

2010 215,623 15,845 23,867 8,962 18,411 

2015 218,629 16,091 24,303 9,011 18,563 

Change, 2000-2015 

Average Annual Change +0.36% -0.16% +0.11% +0.45% -0.02% 

Percent Change +5.5% -2.4% +1.7% +6.9% -0.2% 

Absolute Change +11,346 -391 +399 +583 -44 

Forecasted Population 

2016 221,558 16,229 24,535 9,304 18,770 

2021 227,019 16,517 25,192 9,497 19,052 

Change, 2010-2016 

Average Annual Change +0.45% +0.40% +0.46% +0.63% +0.32% 

Percent Change +2.8% +2.4% +2.8% +3.8% +1.9% 

Absolute Change +5,935 +384 +668 +342 +359 

Change, 2016-2021 

Average Annual Change +0.49% +0.35% +0.53% +0.41% +0.30% 

Percent Change +2.5% +1.8% +2.7% +2.1% +1.5% 

Absolute Change +5,461 +288 +657 +193 +282 
Sources: US Census Bureau, 2000 & 2010 Decennial Censuses, ACS 2011-15 5-Year Estimate; ESRI, 2016-2021 Population 
Projections. 

Population projections by ESRI, a leading provider of demographic data, predict moderate annual 
growth in all five regions over the period from 2016 to 2021. From 2016 to 2021 Madison’s 
population is expected to increase by an additional 288 people, or 1.8 percent.  This compares to 
expected population increases of 1.5 percent, 2.1 percent, and 2.7 percent in Morristown, 
Maplewood and Chatham, respectively.  While the growth rates are minimal, the projected 
population increase within the 5-Mile Radius will require housing some 5,461 new residents.   
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Age 

As shown in Table 4.3, from 2010 to 2015 the Five Mile Radius surrounding Madison saw a slight 
decline in the population of children (-0.8%) along with the early stage families population aged 
35-44 (-6.1%) and older retirees aged 75 or older (-2.4%). Trends in Madison were somewhat 
different. Although the early stage families population saw a substantial reduction in residents (-
18.3%), the number of youth under age 18 increased by 2.2 percent and older empty nesters 
aged 65-74 declined by 1.2 percent. The reduction in the young family population aged 35-44 
may coincide with an increasingly limited supply of affordable housing suitable for families.  

Table 4.3: Population by Age Group, 2010-2015 

Life 

Stage 

Age 

Group  

5 Mile Radius Borough of Madison 

2010 2015 
Percent 

Change 
2010 2015 

Percent 

Change 

  Total 215,623 218,629 +1.4% 15,845 16,091 +1.6% 

Children < 18 53,982 53,571 -0.8% 3,757 3,839 +2.2% 

Young Workforce 18-34 35,420 37,131 +4.8% 3,604 3,627 +0.6% 

Early Stage Families 35-44 32,018 30,066 -6.1% 2,307 1,884 -18.3% 

Late Stage Families 45-54 35,742 36,161 +1.2% 2,378 2,405 +1.1% 

Young Empty 
Nesters 55-64 25,974 27,130 

+4.5% 
1,543 2,032 

+31.7% 

Older Empty Nesters 65-74 15,867 18,348 +15.6% 993 981 -1.2% 

Mostly Retired 75+ 16,620 16,222 -2.4% 1,263 1,323 +4.8% 
Sources: US Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census & ACS 2011-15 5-Year Estimate. 

Chart 4.1 below shows the population distribution by age group for residents in the Five Mile 
Radius, Borough of Madison, and neighboring communities. In 2015, Madison had a smaller 
share of residents aged 35 to 54 (26.7%), than in the Five Mile Radius (30.3%), Maplewood 
(32.9%), Chatham (34.7%) and Morristown (30.2%). Madison also had a high percentage of 
residents aged 55 or older (26.9%), less than the Five Mile Radius (28.2%) but noticeably greater 
than Maplewood (23.3%), Chatham (18.9%), and Morristown (22.4%). While Chatham had the 
largest share of youth under age 18 (32.7%), likely a result of the high rankings of its public 
schools, followed by Maplewood (29.2%), the youth share in Madison (23.9%) was comparable to 
the Five Mile Radius (24.5%). Madison is notable for its high share of college age and young 
workforce residents aged 18-34 (22.5%), owing to the presence of Drew University and Fairleigh 
Dickinson University's Florham Campus, however Morristown’s share in that same young adult 
cohort is 29.6 percent. 
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Figure 4.1: Distribution of Population by Age Group, 2015 

 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 2011-15 5-Year Estimate. 

 

The share of the labor force population aged 18 to 64 in Madison decreased somewhat from 
2000 to 2015, decreasing from 66.3 percent to 61.8 percent while the youth and senior 
population shares increased from 20.6 to 23.9 percent and 13.1 to 14.3 percent, respectively. 
Compared with surrounding areas, Madison still had a relatively large share of labor force aged 
residents at 61.8 percent, a sign of positive fiscal health and strong demand for commercial 
services. In Morristown there was a large share of such workers (68.8%) while Chatham (57.4%), 
Maplewood (59.9%) and the Five Mile Radius (59.7%) all had slightly smaller shares. 

According to 2016 projections by ESRI, Madison’s median age was 38.6, greater than Morristown 
(36.6) and Chatham (38.2) but less than Maplewood (40.6) and the Five Mile Radius (42.3). By 
2021, ESRI predicts that the median age in Madison will increase to 39.2 (+0.6 years) while the 
surrounding areas will see increases in median age between 0.7 and 0.9 years. 

Race/Ethnicity 

Unlike the Five-Mile Radius, Madison has become less ethnically diverse between 2010 and 
2015. (See Table 4.4.) While both geographic areas saw population growth of roughly the same 
rate, the change in the Five-Mile Radius was characterized by a loss of 2,115 White, non-Hispanic 
residents (-1.3%) and the gain of 3,730 people of color (+10.2%), primarily those self-identified 
as Asian or other races, non-Hispanic (+18.5%). In Madison, the population grew by 246 residents 
but lost 125 residents identified as Asian/Other, non-Hispanic (-13.9%) and 110 Hispanic or 
Latino residents (-7.8%). The majority of the population gain was attributed to a growing White, 
non-Hispanic population (+2.5%) although Black, non-Hispanics and persons identified as two or 
more races, non-Hispanic added 70 (+15.9%) and 92 (+35.2%) persons, respectively.  
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Table 4.4: Population by Mutually Exclusive Race-Ethnicity, 2010-2015 

  

Five Mile Radius Borough of Madison 

2010 2015 
Percent  

Change 
2010 2015 

Percent 

 Change 

 Total population  215,623 218,629 +1.4% 15,845 16,091 +1.6% 

 White, Non-Hispanic  165,639 163,524 -1.3% 12,840 13,159 +2.5% 

 Black, Non-Hispanic  7,546 7,751 +2.7% 441 511 +15.9% 

 Asian/Other, Non-Hispanic  20,167 23,897 +18.5% 897 772 -13.9% 

 Two or more races, Non-Hispanic  3,022 2,967 -1.8% 261 353 +35.2% 

 Hispanic/Latino  19,249 20,490 +6.4% 1,406 1,296 -7.8% 

Sources: US Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census & ACS 2011-2015 5-Year Estimate. 

 

Chart 4.2 illustrates the distribution of population by mutually exclusive race-ethnicity for Madison, 
the Five Mile Radius and three comparable communities over 2015. Both Madison and Chatham 
are notable for having a large share of White, non-Hispanic residents, which accounted for more 
than four in five residents. Madison and Chatham also have a similar distribution of other racial-
ethnic groups although Madison has a greater share of Black, non-Hispanics (3.2%) compared 
with Chatham (0.6%). Compared with the Five Mile Radius, Madison had half the share of 
Asian/Other, non-Hispanics, but similar shares of other racial-ethnic groups. In Maplewood and 
Morristown, non-white residents accounted for roughly half of the population. Maplewood had the 
largest share of Black non-Hispanic residents (30.8%) while Morristown had the largest share of 
Hispanics/Latinos (34.5%). 
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Figure 4.2: Distribution of Population by Mutually Exclusive Race-Ethnicity, 2015 

 

Source: US Census Bureau, ACS 2011-2015 5-Year Estimate. 

Educational Attainment 

The average level of educational attainment for the population aged 25 or older grew between 
2010 and 2015 across the Five Mile Radius and Madison, with gains among all residents with at 
least a Bachelor’s degree and losses in the total population with some college education or less. 
The Borough of Madison was notable for the reduction in residents with less than a high school 
diploma (-40.1%). That trend aside, the shift in educational attainment in both the Five Mile Radius 
and Madison was largely similar, with a nearly 7 percent drop in the number of persons with only 
a high school diploma or equivalent, a gain of more than 6 percent among those with a Bachelor’s 
degree and roughly 12 percent growth for those with an advanced degree. 

Table 4.5: Population Aged 25+ by Educational Attainment, 2010-2015 

  

Five Mile Radius Borough of Madison 

2010 2015 Percent 
Change 2010 2015 Percent 

Change 

 Total population aged 25 or older  144,913 149,308 +3.0% 9,994 10,080 +0.9% 

 Less than a high school diploma  8,115 7,873 -3.0% 753 451 -40.1% 

 High school graduate 25,515 23,832 -6.6% 1,703 1,587 -6.8% 

 Some college/Associate's degree  24,874 22,730 -8.6% 1,475 1,445 -2.0% 

 Bachelor’s degree  46,645 50,270 +7.8% 3,217 3,417 +6.2% 

 Advanced degree  39,764 44,603 +12.2% 2,846 3,180 +11.7% 
Sources: US Census Bureau, ACS 2006-10 and 2011-15 5-Year Estimates. 
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Shown in Figure 4.3 below, although the Borough of Chatham had the highest share of residents 
with a college degree or higher (72.1%), Madison’s share of such households was not far behind 
at 65.4 percent, followed by the Five Mile Radius (63.5%), Maplewood (60.6%) and Morristown 
(47.1%). The share of residents with a high school diploma or less was roughly one in five residents 
in the Five Mile Radius, Madison and Maplewood while nearly two in five such persons lived in 
Morristown and one in seven in Chatham. 

Figure 4.3: Distribution of Population Aged 25+ by Educational Attainment, 2015 

 

Source: US Census Bureau, ACS 2011-15 5-Year Estimate. 

 

Households by Type 

Shown in Table 4.6, Madison added 14 households from 2010 to 2015 (+0.3%) while the Five 
Mile Radius added 180 homes (0.2%). There were increases among married couples with and 
without young children in both Madison and the Five Mile Radius though the relative increase 
among those without young children far outpaced the gain among those with children.  Madison’s 
largest percent gain in households occurred among single parent families with young children 
(25.4% or +71 households), a substantial increase compared with the moderate gain of such 
households in the Five Mile Radius (3.5%). Nonfamily households increased in number modestly 
in the Five Mile Radius (1.3%) while a decline occurred in the Borough of Madison (-3.2%). This 
trend marked a shift in nonfamily growth, which had increased by 8.5 percent and 4.3 percent in 
the Five Mile Radius and Madison, respectively from 2000 to 2010.  Additionally, the recent trends 
among married couples marked a reversal in growth patterns for such families which saw 
moderate declines in number over the past decade. 

 
  

5.3% 4.5% 5.7% 2.9%

14.9%
16.0% 15.7% 16.0%

13.0%

23.0%
15.2% 14.3%

17.7%

12.0%

15.0%

33.7% 33.9%
30.8%

39.4%

26.2%

29.9% 31.5% 29.8% 32.8%

20.9%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

5 Mile Radius Borough of
Madison

Township of
Maplewood

Borough of
Chatham

Town of
Morristown

Advanced degree

Bachelor’s degree

Some college or Associate's degree

High school graduate

Less than high school diploma



 Section 4: Market Analysis  

 

X  

DOWNTOWN REVITALIZATION STUDY 30 

 

Table 4.6: Households by Type, 2010-2015 

  

Five Mile Radius Borough of Madison 

2010 2015 Percent 
Change 2010 2015 Percent 

Change 

 Total households  78,296 78,476 +0.2% 5,485 5,499 +0.3% 

 Married couple families w/children <18  23,955 24,033 +0.3% 1,614 1,622 +0.5% 

 Married couple families no children <18 23,707 24,038 +1.4% 1,456 1,491 +2.4% 

 One-parent families w/children <18 3,706 3,834 +3.5% 279 350 +25.4% 

 One-parent families no children <18 4,668 4,032 -13.6% 328 286 -12.8% 

 Non-family households  22,260 22,539 +1.3% 1,808 1,750 -3.2% 
Sources: US Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census & ACS 2011-15 5-Year Estimate. 

 

Distribution of households by type in 2015 (see Figure 4.4) revealed that Madison’s share of 
household types was largely in conformity with the Five Mile Radius but unique from comparable 
communities. Madison’s share of non-family households accounted for nearly one in three 
households, more than all comparable areas with the exception of Morristown.  In Morristown the 
majority are non-family households, known to be attracted to its lively downtown. Among 
households with children, Madison had an equal share of such households as the Five Mile Radius 
(both roughly 35%), less than Maplewood (44.7%) and Chatham (50.1%) but far more than 
Morristown (23.4%). 

 

Figure 4.4: Distribution of Households by Type, 2015 

 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 2011-15 5-Year Estimate. 
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Madison is well known for being a family-friendly community, however it is seeing increasing 
numbers of married-couples without children at home and non-family households, which have 
different tastes in shopping, dining and entertainment.   

Household Size 

From 2010 to 2015, both small households with two persons or less and large households with 
five persons or more decreased in number in Madison (see Table 4.7). At the same time, 
households of small families with three to four persons increased by 13.6 percent (+241 
households). In the Five Mile Radius, household trends were largely in contrast to the Borough. 
Although both saw a large drop in households with five or more persons, one-person households 
increased by 3.9 percent, three-and-four person households edged up by 2.1 percent while two-
person households declined slightly in number. 

Table 4.7: Households by Size, 2010-2015 

  

Five Mile Radius Borough of Madison 

2010 2015 Percent 
Change 2010 2015 Percent 

Change 

 Total households  78,296 78,476 +0.2% 5,485 5,499 +0.3% 

 1-person household 18,600 19,332 +3.9% 1,491 1,469 -1.5% 

 2-person household 23,941 23,836 -0.4% 1,639 1,514 -7.6% 

 3-person household 12,903 13,049 +1.1% 871 976 +12.1% 

 4-person household 14,171 14,595 +3.0% 899 1,035 +15.1% 

 5+ person household  8,681 7,664 -11.7% 585 505 -13.7% 
Sources: US Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census & ACS 2011-15 5-Year Estimate. 

 

Figure 4.5 shows the change in average household sizes over the historic period from 2000 to 
2010 along with future projections to 2021. Generally, household sizes are expected to remain 
largely stable in all areas, with slight growth in Madison from 2.5 to 2.6 persons per household 
from 2000 to 2021 and Maplewood from 2.8 to 2.9 persons per home over the same time period. 
Chatham, with its growing share of households will children, will see its average household size 
increase from 2.7 to 3.0 persons. No comparable communities are expected to see a drop in 
average household sizes. 
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Figure 4.5: Average Household Size, 2000-2021 

 

  Sources: US Census Bureau, 2000 & 2010 Decennial Censuses; ESRI, 2021 Population Projections. 

The increasing number of single person households in the 5 Mile Radius may present an 
opportunity for the Borough of Madison to capture some of this increase while creating additional 
density in the Downtown. 

Household Income 

From 2010 to 2015, the income distribution in the Five Mile Radius shifted with fewer households 
in the lower income quintiles and more in the higher quintiles (see Table 4.8 and Figure 4.7). The 
number of households earning more than $150,000 increased  by 10.4 percent or 2,894 
households while those earning less than $100,000 fell by 3.9 percent or 1,355 households.7 
Madison experienced a different trend with gains only among households in the middle quintile 
earning $100,000 to $149,999 (+24.6% or +209 households) and the upper-most quintile of 
households earning $200,000 or more (+318 households or +28.0%). Among households 
earning $150,000 to $199,999, Madison lost 326 households (-38.1%). 

  

                                                   

7 It should be noted that the Census Bureau measurement of money income does not reflect income-producing investments such 
as stocks, bonds, or income from rental property which could substantially elevate the upper income bracket affluence. 
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Table 4.8: Annual Household Income, 2010-2015 

  
Five Mile Radius Borough of Madison 

2010 2015 Percent 
Change 

2010 2015 Percent 
Change 

 Total Households  76,800 78,476 +2.2% 5,479 5,499 +0.4% 

 Less than $50,000  17,091 15,739 -7.9% 1,309 1,205 -7.9% 

 $50,000 to $99,999  17,384 17,381 -0.0% 1,332 1,255 -5.8% 

 $100,000 to $149,999  14,535 14,672 +0.9% 848 1,057 +24.6% 

 $150,000 to $199,999  9,391 9,000 -4.2% 856 530 -38.1% 

 $200,000 or more  18,399 21,684 +17.9% 1,134 1,452 +28.0% 
Note: Not adjusted for inflation.  
Sources: US Census Bureau, ACS 2006-10 and 2011-15 5-Year Estimates.  

 

Figure 4.6 below details the distribution of comparable communities by household income. While 
Morristown had a far greater portion of lower income households in the bottom two quintiles than 
the other communities, Madison, the Five Mile Radius and Maplewood all had a similar 
distribution of income, with roughly one-quarter of households in the top quintile and just one-fifth 
of households in each of the bottom two quintiles. Chatham was notable for its very large share 
of households in the top quintile (35.6%). 

Figure 4.6: Distribution of Households by Annual Income, 2015 

 

Source: US Census Bureau, ACS 2011-15 5-Year Estimate. 
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The chart below illustrates ESRI’s projected change in median annual household income from 
2016 to 2021. In 2016, median income in Madison was $5,273 less than the Five Mile Radius; 
however by 2021, that gap is expected to be reduced to just $2,392. Madison’s median income 
in 2016 ranks solidly in the middle of the nearby areas. 

Figure 4.7: Median Annual Household Income, Projected 2016-2021 

 

Note: Income is projected in 2016 dollars 
Source: ESRI, 2016-2021 Population Projections. 
 

Tapestry Segmentation 

The term “tapestry segmentation” is used to describe specific consumer groups based upon their 
demographic characteristics. These characteristics are tied to consumer expenditure levels and 
shopping behaviors.  Figure 4.8 presents the tapestry segmentation of the Madison Borough 
population in 2016.  
 
The largest share of Madison’s population (40.6%) is characterized as “Urban Chic”. This group 
has an average household size of 2.37 persons, a median age of 42.6, and a median household 
income of $98,000. This group is well-educated, with white-collar jobs. They tend to be 
environmentally aware, eat organic foods, appreciate good wine and coffee, and shop at Trader 
Joe’s, Costco and Wholefoods.  They are active physically and culturally—they enjoy museums, art 
galleries and theater; travel extensively, and ski, hike, play tennis and/or practice yoga. 
 
The next greatest share is the “Top Tier”.  This group is slightly older (median age of 46.2) and 
more affluent with a median household income of $157,000; they tend to be married couples 
without children at home. This group is active in the arts/cultural organizations through donations 
and attendence.  Characteristic activities include dining out and spending time at personal 
vacation homes.  They shop at high end retailers like Nordstrom, however they just as likely to 
seek out more moderate goods at places like Macy’s, Target and Amazon.com.    
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Figure 4.8: Tapestry Segmentation of Madison Population, 2016 
 

 

Source: ESRI 2016 
 

14.4 percent of residents are classified as “Golden Years”.  Many are over the age of 65, but the 
median age is 51.  They have smaller households with an average size of 2.05 persons, and a 
median household income of $61,000.  Forty percent are likely to be in single person households 
and two in five live in multi-family housing.  This group is socially active, they travel, read 
extensively, and go to concerts and museums.  

The smallest share of Madison’s popualtion is the “Trendsetters”) at 9.3 percent.  This group has 
a median age of 35.5, a median income of $51,000 and an average household size of 2.10 (likely 
made up of roommates or unmarried partners).  This group is also well-educated and likely to be 
commuting an hour or more to get to work. They are socially conscious and incredibly tech-saavy, 
they are avidly active on social media, so wifi is a must.  However, they also enjoy local arts and 
culture, seeking out activities and hobbies.   

These groups are the current local market—their tastes should be kept in mind by business and 
property owners during any decision-making process. 
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B. HOUSING TRENDS AND FUTURE DEMAND 
 

Housing Supply 

Since 2000, Madison and the Five Mile Radius have experienced modest growth in residential 
development activity (see Table 4.9). With an increase of 2.8 percent over that period, Madison’s 
housing unit growth was less than half of the relative gain that occurred within the Five Mile 
Radius. Among comparable areas, only Morristown nearly kept pace with the nation’s housing unit 
growth of roughly 15 percent from 2000 to 2011-15, adding 942 units over that period, a gain of 
12.3 percent. The Borough of Chatham’s housing supply was reduced by 175 units (-5.4%) while 
Maplewood‘s housing stock remained largely unchanged, increasing by just 1.4 percent.  
 

Table 4.9: Housing Supply 

  
5 Mile 
Radius 

Borough of 
Madison 

Township of 
Maplewood 

Borough of 
Chatham 

Town of 
Morristown 

Historic Count 

2000 77,969 5,635 8,618 3,222 7,653 

2010 82,200 5,775 8,608 3,210 8,172 

2015 82,988 5,791 8,741 3,047 8,595 

Change, 2000-2015 

Absolute +5,019 +156 +123 -175 +942 

Percent +6.4% +2.8% +1.4% -5.4% +12.3% 
Sources: US Census Bureau, 2000 & 2010 Decennial Censuses, ACS 2011-15 5-Year Estimate. 

 

 

Vacancies 

Figure 4.9 illustrates the state of residential vacancy rates by tenure over 2015. Generally, rental 
vacancy rates of five percent are considered a reliable indicator of market equilibrium in suburban 
markets.  A vacancy rate of less than 5.0 percent indicates a tight residential market, typically 
with home prices rising beyond the rate of inflation. In Madison, the Census-reported vacancy 
rates for units for sale and for rent were 0.0 percent and 3.5 percent, respectively for 2015.  
However, the Garden State Multiple Listing Service indicated there were 55 active residential 
listings for sale in Madison on average in 2016; therefore the real homeowner vacancy rate is 
thus likely closer to 1.3 percent than 0.0 percent—regardless, it is still a severely constrained 
market for both owners and renters.   
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Figure 4.9: Residential Vacancy Rates by Tenure, 2015 

 

Note: Vacancies are self-reported to the Census Bureau by householders over a five-year period and may differ from actual 
vacancies.  
Source: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2011-15 5-Year Estimate. 

In the Five Mile Radius, rates were 0.9 percent and 5.1 percent for homeowners and renters, both 
indicating an inadequate supply of homeowner housing in the region. The other comparable areas 
had very low homeowner vacancy rates and high renter vacancy rates in both Maplewood and 
Chatham.8  

  

                                                   

8 The extremely high 17.5 percent vacancy rate in Chatham may reflect newly constructed housing, or housing that is awaiting 
conversion. 
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Tenure 

In 2015, 70.3 percent of Madison’s households were owner-occupied (see Figure 4.10).  This 
compares to roughly 76 percent of all units in the Five Mile Radius and Maplewood, and 79 
percent of all units in Chatham.  Morristown, the community with the most vibrant downtown, has 
an ownership rate of only 38.2 percent.   

 
 

Figure 4.10: Distribution of Occupied Housing Units by Tenure, 2010 & 2015 

 

Sources: US Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census & ACS 2011-15 5-Year Estimate. 

Morristown had a majority of its housing stock in the form of rental housing, accounting for three 
in five units. From 2000 to 2015, rentals as a share of total occupied units increased by 1.7 
percentage points in the Five Mile Radius but declined by 3.4 percentage points in Madison. 
Maplewood, Chatham and Morristown all experienced small gains in the share of rental units of 
less than 1.5 percentage points. 

Units in Structure 

Single-family housing was the dominant form of home type, accounting for seven in ten units in 
Madison, the Five Mile Radius and Maplewood as well as four in five units in Chatham over 2015 
(see Figure 4.11). Both Madison and Maplewood contained one in five units housed in buildings 
with two to nine units, less than Morristown (29.7%) but more than Chatham and the Five Mile 
Radius (both 14.2%). Madison had a smaller share of units (8.4%) in high-density buildings with 
ten or more units compared with the Five Mile Radius (11.9%); Morristown had the largest share 
(38.2%) while Chatham had the smallest share (4.9%). 
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Figure 4.11: Distribution of Housing Units by Units in Structure, 2015 

      

Source: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2011-15 5-Year Estimate. 

 

Unit Size 

With the exception of Morristown, three- bedroom housing, closely followed by four-bedroom 
homes, were the most common housing unit type (see Figure 4.12). Such traditional family homes 
accounted for roughly six-in-ten homes in the Five Mile Radius, Madison and Maplewood, three-
in-four homes in Chatham while just one-in-three homes in Morristown over the five-year period of 
2011-15. Morristown was notable for the relatively large share of studio and one-bedroom units 
(33.4%) compared with the Five Mile Radius and Madison (12.6%, each). Chatham was home to 
the largest share of four-bedroom homes (34.0%) but had relatively fewer five-bedroom homes 
(6.4%) compared with Madison (10.9%) and Maplewood (11.3%). 
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Figure 4.12: Bedrooms per Unit, Madison 2015 

Source: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2011-15 5-Year Estimate. 

 

Home Sales 

Following a drop in average home sales price during the Great Recession of 2007-2009, housing 
sales in the Borough of Madison reached pre-recession levels in 2013 and have since continued 
to climb, attaining a 13 year peak in 2016 at $901,165 (see Figure 4.13). Home sales values in 
Madison have historically exceeded those in Chatham. Home sales prices in Maplewood have 
generally remained about 35 percent lower than those in Madison. As of 2016, the gap in average 
home sales between the two communities had reached 38.8 percent. 
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Figure 4.13: Annual Average Home Prices, 2004-2016 

 

Note: Includes both single-family and condo sales. 
Source: Prepared by Garden State Multiple Listing Service, 2004-2016; Compiled by Keller Williams. 

 

Figure 4.14 below illustrates the trend in annual home sales from 2004 to 2016, displaying the 
contraction in sales following the Great Recession of 2007-2009 and the recovery experienced in 
all three communities in 2013. While Chatham has since experienced a reduction in sales in the 
years following 2013, both Maplewood and Madison reached 2013 sales numbers. Both strong 
sales and increased sales prices in Madison point to a healthy residential market with strong 
demand. 

 

Figure 4.14 Annual Residential Units Sold, 2004-2016 

 

Note: Includes both single-family and condo sales. 
Source: Prepared by Garden State Multiple Listing Service, 2004-2016; Compiled by Keller Williams. 
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Housing Affordability 

Figure 4.15 below illustrates the trend among households spending more than 30 percent of 
household income on housing costs, including mortgage or rent payments and utility bills, a 
common indicator of housing cost burden. Affecting 36.0 percent of households in Madison over 
the years of 2011-15, the share of housing cost-burdened households remained particularly high, 
but slightly less than the share in Maplewood (37.9%) and Morristown (39.7%). In both Madison 
and Chatham, the historic trend shows a sharp gain in the share of cost-burdened households 
from 2000 to the five period of 2006-10 and a slight gain in share to the five period of 2011-15. 
The Five Mile Radius, Maplewood and Morristown all show that the share of housing-burdened 
households peaked over the 2006-10 period and then subsided somewhat in the following years. 
No area saw a full recovery going back to 2000 levels, a sign that housing cost affordability 
continues to remain a significant problem in all regions, affecting more than one in three 
households. Increasing housing options affordable to residents with lower incomes (e.g., seniors 
on fixed incomes and young professionals just starting out) will enable more young adults and 
seniors to remain in Madison instead of being required to seek lower cost housing elsewhere. 

Figure 4.15: Housing Cost-Burdened Households as a Share of Total Households, 2000-2015 

 

Sources: US Census Bureau, 2000 Summary File 3, ACS 2006-10 & 2011-15 5-Year Estimates. 

 

Future Housing Demand 

Forecasting housing demand is a function of estimating the units required to reach market 
equilibrium (5%) and the units required to house the forecasted population increase. 

According to the data available from the Census Bureau, the vacancy rate in Madison and the Five 
Mile Radius surrounding and including it, is 5.0 percent and 5.1 percent, respectively.  Therefore 
no additional units are required given a conservative estimate to meet demand for the existing 
population. 
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However, as discussed earlier, ESRI forecasts an increase in population in the next five years 
alone of 288 persons for Madison and 5,461 persons for the Five Mile Radius.  Using the current 
estimate of average household size, the total demand for new units in Madison between 2016 
and 2021 will be 111—a number satisfied by the 135 units coming online at the Green Village 
Road development.   

Table 4.10: Housing Demand Forecast 2016-2021 

  

Units required 
to meet 5% 

vacancy 

Population 
Increase 

2016-
2021 

Average 
Household 

Size 

Total New 
Demand 
(units)  

Units at 
10% 

Capture 
Rate 

Units at 
15% 

Capture 
Rate 

Units at 
25% 

Capture 
Rate 

Madison NA 288 2.6 111    

5-Mile Radius NA 5,461 2.7 2,023 202 303 506 
Sources: US Census Bureau ACS 2011-15 5-Year Estimates, ESRI Business Analyst Online, Urbanomics. 

The population increase forecast for the Five Mile Radius (which includes Madison) would require 
a total of 2,023 units to house.  It may be assumed that given its attractiveness, accessibility and 
amenities, Madison could attract more than its allocated share of new households.  Table 4.10 
presents three additional housing demand estimates assuming 10 percent, 15 percent and 25 
percent capture rates of the Five Mile Radius area.  Therefore total housing demand in the next 
five years alone will range from 111 units to 506 new units.   

It should be noted that these estimates are quite conservative, and assumes the current average 
household size, when the number of single-person households in the Five Mile Radius has been 
increasing.  As noted earlier, 24.6 percent of all households in the Five Mile Radius consist of only 
one person, yet only 12.6 percent of all housing in that area are studio or one-bedroom units.   

Madison has taken significant steps in recent years to promote more housing in and around the 
downtown, recognizing the value of its train station for commuters and the increasing 
attractiveness of downtown living to young professionals and empty nesters. While the Borough 
should continue to take advantage of the opportunity to bring more residents to the downtown 
and its periphery, upon completion of the Green Village Road School project there will be little 
remaining land area for development.  The focus for any new housing development should be on 
smaller units, affordable to young professionals and downsizing seniors. 
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C. JOBS AND COMMUTATION 

Employment 

The daytime population of Madison is key to supporting the retail and service industries of the 
Downtown.  There were some 5,276 jobs in the Borough of Madison as of 2014 according to the 
Census Bureau’s Longitudinal Employer Household Dataset (LEHD)9.  As shown in the heat map 
below, much of the employment in Madison is focused along Main Street; however there are other 
industries located on the edges of the CBD that should be targeted for promotional efforts. 

Figure 4.16:  Employment Heat Map Madison Borough, 2014 

 

Source: US Census Bureau’s OnTheMap Longitudinal Employer Household Dataset 

                                                   

9 The Census Bureau’s LEHD is joint effort of the Census and the State Departments of Labor.  While the data available lag by 
two years, they are the only dataset that provides demographic characteristics of workers by both place of work and place of 
residence for small areas of geography.  I.e., the NJ State Department of Labor data releases are at the county and municipal 
levels only and do not allow for comparisons of place of work vs. place of residence. 
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While information, finance and insurance, and other business services have a presence in the 
Downtown, the majority of jobs are in three sectors: retail (20.3% of all jobs borough-wide), health 
care and social assistance (10.9%), and accommodation and food services (8.5%).  These 
industries generally have lower pay than most others, so the spending potential of those who work 
in the CBD is not as high as those working elsewhere in Madison. 

Table 4.11 Madison Employment by Major NAICS Sector, 2014 

 Count Share 

Educational Services 1,296 24.6% 

Retail Trade 1,071 20.3% 

Health Care and Social Assistance 575 10.9% 

Accommodation and Food Services 495 9.4% 

Other Services (excluding Public Administration) 448 8.5% 

Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 284 5.4% 

Finance and Insurance 197 3.7% 

Public Administration 188 3.6% 

Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 178 3.4% 

Administration & Support, Waste Management and Remediation 144 2.7% 

Construction 127 2.4% 

Wholesale Trade 99 1.9% 

Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 69 1.3% 

Manufacturing 48 0.9% 

Information 28 0.5% 

Transportation and Warehousing 23 0.4% 

Management of Companies and Enterprises 5 0.1% 

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting 1 0.0% 
 Source: US Census Bureau’s OnTheMap Longitudinal Employer Household Dataset 

As shown in Table 4.11, the largest share of Madison workers (24.6%) work in educational 
services, reflecting the presence of both the university and public schools as well as the number 
of tutoring, fitness training, and art studios. Another source of potential shoppers are those who 
work in the the corporate park at Giralda Farms, especially given the leasing of more than 400,000 
sf of office space by Allergan and 35,000 by Leo Pharma in the third quarter of 2016.10  Creating 
connections that encourage workers in these outlying areas to come to the Downtown for coffee 
or lunch is desirable. 

                                                   

10 Route 24 Office Outlook Q3, 2016 compiled by JLL Market Research Services.   
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Information and professional, scientific and technical services are relatively small shares of overall 
employment in Madison; however, the Madison Area Tech Meet-up has more than 1,500 
members who gather each month in local venues including the Rothman Center at Fairleigh 
Dickinson University, as well as local businesses.  The development of a shared workspace in the 
Downtown is the only potential for additonal office.  

Similarly, the arts, entertainment and recreation sector shows little employment; however, arts 
organizations including the Madison Arts and Cultural Alliance host events with extensive attend-
ance drawn largely from outside of Madison.  The most recent event, the Holiday Arts Festival 
included 24 performances at 10 different venues in Madison over the course of two days, had 
1,600 attendees.   
 

Commutation 

As shown in Figure 4.17, only 754 employed Madison residents work in Madison; the remainder 
travel elsewhere.  Of these, the greatest share work elsewhere in Morris County, while 795 work 
in New York City and 191 in Newark.   

Figure 4.17.  Worker Inflows and Outflows 2014 

 

Source: US Census Bureau’s OnTheMap Longitudinal Employer Household Dataset 


