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SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY

CHANCERY DIVISION/MIDDLESEX COUNTY
URBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER
NEW BRUNSWICK, et al., Docket No. C-4122-73

Plaintiffs, Civil Action

THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF
THE BOROUGH OF CARTERET,
et al.,

AFFIDAVIT OF BARBARA J. WILLIAMS

[T R B UV Ty WS Ry BRI SR R S I S BTy SR Y B ]

Defendants.

STATE OF NEW JERSEY )
) ss.:
COUNTY OF ESSEX }

I, BARBARA J. WILLIAMS, of full age, being duly sworn
according to law, on oath, depose and say:

1. I am co—counsel-for plaintiffs in the above-referenced
matter.

2. After an extensivé trial of the issue of fair share,
the Court rendered an opinion on July 27, 1984 and entered an Order
and Judgment on August 13, 1984 declaring Monroe Township's
present zoning ordinance unconstitutional and directing rezoning

for Monroe Township's fair share of 774 units of low and moderate

income housing.
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3., On March 29, 1985, the Monroe Township Council voted to
submit fheb"Mount Laurel II Compliance Progfam" [hereinafter
"Compliance Program"”] prepared by Hintz Nelessen Associates, P.C.,
to the Court. The Compliance Program was‘subsequently referred
by the Court to the Court-appointed Master, Ms. Carla Lerman, P.P.,
for her review and analysis‘

4. The Compliance Program addressed satisfaction of the

fair share of Monroe Township in the following manner: :
B Units of Total New

: : - Low/Moderate Units of -
. Proposal - Incoma2 Housing Housing

Rehabilitation of Existing , v

Housing Stock ' 90 -
New Infill by Housing

Authority (as guarantee

and vehicle for next v

compliance in 1990) . 70-150%* -

Monroe Development

("Builder's Remedy" Site) 120 . 600

Concordia Planned Retirement

Community Expansion and Others ,

(5% Low/Moderate) ’ 100 * %

Balantrae - 396.3 Acres at

5.2 d.u./ac and 46.6 acres '

at 10 d.u./ac . 466 2510

846-926 : 3110

~* Provides for a surplus should any program fall short.

** Been processed for approval by Planning Board.

(Compliance Program, Table 4,‘p. 25)
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5. ‘AS noted above, included as pért of the Compliance Program
is a 5% set aside for the Cdncbrdia.Planned Retirement Community
Expansion. One hundred units of the total fair share of 774 units
were to be satisfied through the Concordia project. Approximately,
thirteen (13) percent of the Compliance Program ié thus premised
upon implementation of a set aside with respect to the expansion
of this planned retirement community. |

6. On May 29, 1985, the Cranbury Press répotted that the

Mon:oe‘Township Planning Board had approved an extension of
Concordia. (Ekhibit A)

7. In an effort to ascertaiﬁ whefher this was the same expan-
sion of Concordia as outlined in the Compliance Program on June 11,
1995, I telephoned Mario Apuzzo, Esq., attbrney for Monroe Township,
and asked him whether the projects were the same; and, if so,
whether a set aside was part of the proposal under consideration.
Additionally, I requested copies of the Resolution passed by the
Planning Board relative to the site. Mr. Apuzzo étated that he
did not kﬂow the answers to my questions but he would find out
and get back to me by June 14, 1985. The-séme day I mailed a
letter to Mr. Apuzzo reiterating my requests. (Exhibit B)

8. On June 14, 1985, I received a telephone call from
Mr. Apuzzo's secretary stating Mr. Apuézo wanted my requests in
wriﬁing. I told her I had already done ‘so and asked to speak with
Mr. Apuzzd. Mr. Apuzzo acknowledged héving received my written
request. He said the matter was highly technical and cbmplicated

and would require his mastery of the Compliance Program and the
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Planning Board materials.v I:told him'that, to the csntrary,‘it was
rather simple: either.the sites were the same or they were not
and thé application either had a set aside or it did not. I
suggested to him‘that Carl Hintz might be able to give him the
answer. He reiterated how difficult a matter it was but agreed
to make a good faith effort to secure the information for me the
following week. | _

9. On June 17, 1985, I telepﬁsned ﬁs. Carla Lerman and
advised’her of the possibility that the Concordia expansion
could be the same as that contained in the Complianse Program she
was reviewing.

10. On July 1, 1985, I received a letter from Mr. Apuzzo
dated June 27, 1985, réquesting that I address my inquiry to the
Mayor of Monroe. (Exhibit C)

11. On July 1, 1985, I wrote td Mr. Apuzsq expressing my
dissatisfaction with beiné réferred to his client three weeks
after my rsquest and that direct contact with his client would
have been‘inappropriate on my part. (Exhibit D)

12. On July 1, 1985, I also wrote to Ms. Carla Lerman
fequesting her assistance in securing information as to the
Concordia expansion. (Exhibit E)

13. TheAJuly 3, 1985 Cranbury Press contained an article %ﬁdﬂ

ARE

indicating that on July 1, 1985 the Monroce Township Council had VB I

1 .
ol

v

approved a Concordia expansion with final approval to occur on o
August 5, 1985. (Exhibit F)
14. On July 8, 1985, I telephoned Mr. Apuzzo and asked him

‘when I was going to get a response to my request. He indicated
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he was sehding me a ietter waiving attorney/client privilege.
Upoh further inquiry, ﬁe indicated attorney/client privilegé was
being waived oﬁly'as to-the MaYor not as to Council. Mr.'ApuzzQ
said he was at the July lst Council meeting and indicated that to
his knowledge there was no set aside in the proposal which had been
approved by Council.

| 15. On July 8, 1985, I also telephoned Ms. Carla Lerman.
Shé provided me orally with the same information contained in
her July 7, 1985 letter (Exhibit G) which I received subsequently.
The letter establishes that the Coﬁcordia expansion passed by
Council without a set aside is the same site as the Compliance
Program being reviewed by Ms. Lerman with*a 5% set aside.
| 16. On July 11, 1985, we obtained independently a copy
of the mihutes of May 23,.1985 meeting of the Monroe Township
Planning Board at which the Concordia extension was discussed
and the Resolution of Memorialization'approved atkthe June 27, 1985>
meeting of the Planning Board. (Exhibits H & I)

17. Having securéd the answer to my questions and nevér
having received thé letter waiving attorney/client privilége, I d&id
not contact the Mayor of Monrée;

18. On July 15, 1985, I telephoned Mr. Apuzzo to inquire if
- further action by Council was contemplatea aé reflected in the :

Cranbury Press article. He indicated a Resolution by Council would

be passed on AugustYS, 1985. Mr. Apuzzo categorized this Resolution
as a "Memorialization" of the Council's prior action with respect

to the site. I asked Mr. Akuzzo whether the minutes of the July lst
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Council meeting were available. He transferred me to the Clerk's
- Office which indicated the minutes could not be obtained until

the Council had approved them.

29 0eQ pn

BARBARA ﬂ WILLIAMS

SWORN TO and SUBSCRIBED
before me this (g day
of July, 1985.

’\}A Attorney at D

, State of New Jersey
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Roban: .S Urc—'nb.'.m. Union Val[ey s

attom.y. s.ud his client will contribute its.
“*Fair share™ toward traffic improvements.
Other public comment centered on

- }nedxcal facilities at Concordia and the
< proposed development. :
-Union Valley agreed to ded:care 10 acres
for a hospital and set aside: space for other

-

-medical facilitias for residents. - - cv- i S

-Some residents asked if the services

- would .be similar to those offered by

Rossmeor and Clzarbrodk, - adult ‘com-

-nursing service fuaded by homeawners..: -
-Mr. Greenbavm said townsh:p laws re-
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LA SJ). Newhousa Center For Law and Justic K
RERE S Woshlngton Sfreef Newcrk New Jersey O7’v2 3 92 201 /6-.8-3687

June ll, 1985

Mario Apuzzo, Esqg.
~ East Railroad Avenue
- Jamesburg, N.J. 08831 .

;Dear Mr.a puzzo-r eu_ffe
S This letter w1ll conflrm our telepbone conversat101 of
‘ _-today whereln I requested the follow1ng information:

(1) ;Is the exten51on of Concordla reflected 1n the May 29, 1985
‘ Cranbury Press article (attached) the same extension
of Concordla outllned 1n the Mt. Laurel cclelance package?

~Is there any set—a51de in thls approval’l If not, why not?

(2)

huAddltlonally, I would 11ke to receive a copy of the
Resolutlon of Approval by the Plannlng Board.

SRR As we dlscussed I would apprec1ate your prov1d1ng thls
*if 1nformat10n by June 14, 1985‘Nk33f-' e LT T

1 thank you for your aSSLStance in this matter.

Very truly yours,'

L]

. Barbara J. Williams

cc/Messrs. Bisgaier, Hutt, Mytelka

‘attchmt

u

Counset: Frank Askin-Jonathan M. Hyman [Administrotive Directer} - Eric Naisser-Barbara J. Wilams
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County of Middlesex
PETER P. GARIBALDI ' DEPARTMENT OF LAW: Mumcupal Complex
. Mayor : » Perrinaville Road
MARIO APUZZO ' Jamesburg, N.J. 08831

Director of Law , , (201) 521-4400

’June 27,_1985

Barbara J. Williams, Esq. .

Rutgers School of Law

Constitutional Litigation Clinic

S.I. Newhouse Center For Law and Justlce

15 Washington Street : ~ :
I’Newark, New Jersey 07102~ 3192 : -

Re: Urban League v. Carteret

'Deer Ms. Williams:

This is response to your letter of June 11, 1985
~regarding the Concordia project and the Mt. Laurel
-'compllance package. L T

’“After readlng the content of your letter, I havek

concluded that it would be best that you address
your inquiry to the Mayor of the Township of Monroe.

Very truly yopurs,
VMo
h IO APUZZO
Director of La
cc: Peter P. Garibaldi, Mayor
Joseph Scranton, Business Administrator

MA:ap
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July 1, 1985

- -Mario Apuzzo, Esq.
.Director of Law

. Township of Monroe B :
Municipal Complex. S _ o

.Perrineville Road ~,*7-T““fff e e

;Jamesburg, N.J. 08831

'”,Re:“ Urban League v. Carteret, Yo. C 4122~ 73

rf'Dear Mr Apuzzo-"

. ‘I‘am in recelpt of ‘your let-e* of June 27, 1985 in

response to my letter of June 11, 1985 and our telephone
onversatlon of June 14, 1985. . .

I am sure’ you are aware, it would have been

hlghly 1nappropr1ate for me to directly address my request to

‘your client. . As a result, it was with you as counsel for the

Township of Monroe with whom I communicat2d and it was you

.who assured me that you would prov1de the information.

‘ PO be'asked ‘now three’ weeks Jate to ‘communicate
-;fdlrectly w1th your client is hardly an exhibit of good faith
.on your part. If indeed there is to bz zny communication with
the Mayor of the Township of Monroe, I would suggest that it
- remains your duty to convey my request to your client and
- secure the answers.

; The fact that I am unable to sacure very simple
information regardlng a newspaper articls at a point in time
the Compliance Plan is in the process of bzing reviewed makes
me suspicious as to what has occurred. 2y suspicions may have
no basis in fact, but absent knowing the Zacts I am in no
position to reach an objective conclusion. I would hate to
bring this reguest for basic information o the attention of
the Court but your continued failure to zrovide me with this
information will leave me no alternativa. : :

Accordingly, ‘I reiterate my rzcuest set forth in

Counsel Frank Askin-Jonathan M, Hyman (Administrative Dirac: 261 - Z0.¢ Naisser-Barbara J. Wiiams
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Mario hpuzzo, Esqg. ' -2~ : _ 7/1/85

Comy letter of June 11, 1985. I will'expecﬁ to feceive an anser
- no later than July 8, 1985. ' -

Very trﬁly yours,

~ Barba . Williams

"cc/Peter P. Garibaldi.
Mayor, Township of Monroe
Messrs. Bisgaier, Hutt, Mytelka

Ms. Carla Lerman :
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Campus at Newark .EXHIBIT E T

. " School of Law-Newark - Constitutional Litigation Chmc
’ S1 Newhouse Center For Law and Justice
15 Washington Streef Nework New Jersey 07:02-3192 « 201 /648~5687

July_l, 1985

. Ms. Carla Lerman L
413 West Englewood Avenue ' E
New Jersey 07666 i o ©

__h Urban League\gi Carteret, No. C 4122-73 f;‘_

vLerman- R

o R aI Stlll have been unable to ascertain whether
_the’ extensran of Concordia reflected the Cranbury Press
. article” 15 'in" fact part of ‘the Compllance Package for
Monroe. :'(See my letter to Mr. Apuzzo of Jume 11, 1985
'enclosed ‘and his response to me of June 27, 1985 )

As a result, I would apprec1ate any addltlonal
-ﬁgga551stance which you may be able to provide with respect
to ascertaining the information requested. Since the
answars may very well impact upon the Compliance Plan
. presently under review, I believe it is important that

" all counsel be aware of the.actlons of the Township
*4w1th espect to Concordla as soon as p0551b1e.

AThank you for your help.

Very truly yours,

encls

- cc/Messrs. A-piii”zo, Bisgaier, Hutt, Mytelka

Counsel, Frank Askin-Jonathan M. Hyman {Administrative Dirscter) - Eric Naisser-Barbara J. Witiams
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nenty i has bccn changed! to- ‘to kccp thrcc—slory homes *wuh a
mm ,,»'planned development option”, 35:foot height limit. " b

clehr that a dcvelopcr Is 1 tThe ordinance requurcs lhe developer
to pay_for maintenance 'of all strcets
within the development. The township

: Staff. Wme/'
LTS v
} MONROE.
[ would allow RH DeVeIopmént to mix.:
#ihomes,ia: ‘corporate: conferénce center:
.51 ‘and’ R ‘‘onimercial ‘area on Forsgat
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zone for dcvelopcrs of sil  tha
" least 400 acres.’ :
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uldd: for Monday, Aug.,;S
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1f it accepted for public use, o
Randall Hack, president of RH, the

. ordinance received ﬁnalrapproval in
. © ... August he expected to* abpcar before
b ! thes planning board with an- overall ,
s - dcvclopment plan by Septembe'

Yo 3, .o
RS S . Vo £
4 ‘ H .( [

K

would pick up the cost of some strccts .

Iargest landowncr hese, 1 said lf the



7 Dear Ms. WJ.llJ.ams,

CARLA L. LERMAN
413 W.. ENGLEWOOD AVENUE
“TEANECK, NEW JERSEY 07656

EXHIBIT G

July 7, 1985

Barbara J. Williams, Esq.
Rutgers School of Law
Constitutional Litigation Clinic
15 Washington Street '
Nenark, N.J. 07102

. Tipper, President of the Monroe Township Council, and have learned

- from him that the Concordia development referred to in the Cranberry
Press article of May 29, 1985 apparently did refer to the Concordia
. - development which was included in the Compliance Program submitted to

-the Court. Mr. Tipper told me that following Planning Board approval
of the Concordia site development plan, the Monroe Township Council
had reviewed the plan and had approved it, without requiring the
.. provision for 5 percent low and moderate moom—:- housmg um.ts. _

This developn'ent ‘was expected to prov1de 100 unlts of Ibnme ‘s
- Fair Share of low and moderate income housing, as spelled out in the
Campliance Program which the Township Council submitted to the Court.
The specific impact of this Council action on the remainder of the
Compllance Program will be addressed :Ln my overall rev1ew oF that

& I. hope th:Ls J.nfonratlon :w111 be helpful o you. .
| | | - Slncerely, SR A

Carla L. Lennan

cc Hon. Eugene D. Serpentelll, A J.s.C.
Mario Apuzzo, Esqg.
Carl Bisgaier, Esq.
Arnold Mytelka, Esg.
Stewart Hutt, Esqg.

Re- e your letter Eéof July 1, 1985, I have spoken to Mr. Wllham" R
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MINUTES-REGULAR MEETING-MAY 23,1985

EXHIBIT H

1

~ Called to order 8PM by Chairman Salvatore Lee, who led Salute to Flag and

read Sunshine Law:

. In accordance with section 13 of the Open Public Meetings Act, it is hercl
* .announced and shall be entered into the minutes of this meeting that ade-

quate notice of this meeting has by proviésd by the 1985 schedule of

. regular Monroe Township meetings, which was:

1. Posted on Jan.3, 1985 on the bulletin board of the Office of the

‘Township Clerk, Municipal Complex, Perrineville Road, and remains posted

that location; :

2. Communicated to The Home News and Cranbury Press on Jan. 9, 1985;
3. Filed on Jan. 3, 1985 with the Deguty Municipal Clerk at the Monr
Township Municipal Complex, and remains on file for public inspectidn;and
4. Sent to those individuals who have requested personal notice.

Minutes of Regular Meeting held April 25, 1985: Mr. Shustak, should be
~included in Friedman Site Plan resolution-approved "based on hardship"
‘Motion to approve as amended by Wilson, Rifino. All Ayes. Lee abstained.

. ‘Minutes of Special Meeting held April 17, 1985: Delete p.1l1ll "Mr. Shusta
. suggested code will have to be amended to include keeping pool open 24
- hours a day. Approved as amended upon motion of Shustak, Marino and
"~ .carried upon roll call. Mr. Lee abstained. '

-

A 'MEMBERS PRESENT:"Chaifman‘Lee;JRifin6} Lawrencé; Motta, Marino, Wilson
“Mayor Garibaldi and Councilman Rothman arrived few minutes late. Altcrna

.. Shustak and Tucker present. Mr. Shustak voting for absent member Entmach

"3f~Also present for the Board were attorney Irving Verosloff, Engineer Harxy
_..Applegate and Planner Peter Tolischus.

Upon motion of Mr. Shustak,:secondéd by Mr. Marino, the following appli-

.-cation deemed incomplete and carry without applicant re-advertising:
.. Bradford, Andersons, Milton Can Co, Concordia Sec.l5B & 17. Greene Site

~" “ plan denied w/o prejudice & reapply; Buck Bros. accept withdrawal of

. application per their request. Roll Call: Shustak, Marino, Motta, Wilso
‘Rothman,.Rifino, Lee. All Ayes. Mr. Lawrence abstained.

AGRICULTURAL SUBDIVISION: MARYANN REALTY, Spotswood-Englishtown Rd.

Joseph Marianski and Laura Reese sworn in to testify. Application should
have been filed as minor subdivision per attorney Verosloff. Applicants
no attgrney on their behalf (required for corporation/partnership).
parcel of proposed subdivision fronts on Spotswood-Englishtown Road, a

"

County ‘Roadway, and parcel A fronts on Hillside, a gravel roadway not

"~ accepted as dedicated right of way by the Township. By Resolution dated

1/4/78 (provided by Engineer Applegate) Township Council authorized
minimal maintenance and snow plowing for Hillside Avenue, but in Para. 2
the Resolution specifically did not recocnize the right of way for sub-
division purposes. Recommend denial of application for minor subdivisic
due to Council Resolution of Jan.1978 put into motion by Mr. Wilson,
seconded by Mr. Shustak.. Roll Call: Wilson, Shustak, Motta, Lawrchcc ,
Mayor, Rifino, Rothman, Marino, All Ayes. : v

Mr Shustak stated Planning Board voted to retain its attorney and nowspal
has indicated another attorney will be providing 1egal’serviccs'f9r the
Board. Mayor Garibaldi answered that this is true that the Mun}C}pal
Department of Law, approved in this year's budget, will be providing the
legal services as the constant escalation of legal fces 1s unaccepta?lc.
Bpard indicated they would discuss the matter further after the hearing

of the applications before it.
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'B1.51, Lt.2.11l. Mr. Siegel sworn in. Proposes to subdivide into 3 parce
one parcel (2.21 acres) to be combined with lot 2.04, one parcel (2.2}1)
“to be combined with -.07, and remaining parcel {4.38 acres). All lots

. conform with R-30 residential. An 8% foot wide strip has been previously
‘ + dedicated for road widening along Spotswood =Gravel Hill. Mr. Dreyling’
-~ ,also sworn in to give testimony. Mr. Applegate, "A topographical plan

.. showing proposed grading must be prepared prior to issuance of building’

- permits on this property, along with submission of road grading plan.
"Maps to be revised to be more clearly defined before signing. Mr. Shusta

. 'made motion to approved subject to the two above conditions. Roll Call:
.+ - Shustak, Rifino, Wilson, Motta, Lawrence, Mayor, Rothman, Marino, Leceo.

%+ All Ayes. Resolution next month.

Y I

. SITE PLAN: MONROE JEWISH CENTER: Dartmouth & Cornell.: Attorney Phil
~'KRaufman-Lots 29thru 32, Bl 160.02, Mill Lake Manor Section. Board approv
.on 5/26/83, Conditional Use for a House and Worship and reverse minor
“subdivision approval to combine the 4 lots, however, deed has not bcen
~filed. Applicant to construct Temple with moveable partitions providing
4 classroom and multi-purpose area in structure containing 3,200 sq.ft.
-Plan to be revised in accordance with Mr. Applegate's report dated 5/17/8
“Mr. Gaspari (architect & Planner); Mr. Epstein (Chairman, their Building
.Committee), Rabbi Stern and Attorney Kaufman agreed to same. Mr.Tolischu
. suggested two extra parking spaces and trees should be changed to "linden
-7 Mr. Shustak recommended paved parking lot. Motion to approve Site Plan
- and Reverse Minor Subdivision with above modifications made by Mrs. Rifin
- seconded by Mr. Wilson. ROLL CALL: Rifino, Wilson, Motta, Lawrence,
~“Mayor, Marino, Shustak, Lee. All Ayes. Resolution of Memorialization
ext month. .~ . oo i -

/ .1 OVERALL SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN: CONCORDIA NORTH (WHITTINGHAM)PRC.Hcld {
e Qver, Attorney Robert Greenbaum. Mr. Ault, Golf Course architect .
sworn in to give testimony. Mr. Davies gave highlights of the indcpen-'
dent traffic study he had submitted concerning this application. He
_stated additional traffic could be handled by existing roads if improveme
. such as traffic ‘signals are made. He also noted the increase would put
- road close: to capacity and as other project go in, some widening and
improvements should be made at the expense of sharing the costs among the
developers. Mr. Greenbaum agreed with this concept and will pay its fairx
~ share forzuwidening impésed by the Township or County. Mr. Applegatc ]
' suggested traffic light should be between the two gates (prescent Concordl
.. & new 400 acre site). Mayor advised a Transportation Funds Ordinance will
- be introduced by Council at next meeting:. Mr. Bodwell gave testimony
‘with regard to the swimming pool and,answered guestions fromthe mcmbers.
10 acrec set aside for dedication to township for hospital. 20 percont
green acre coverage in accordance w/code. Mr. Greenbaum asked that
the 10 acre property be given back to developer in reasonable time if
Township is unsuccessful or abandons the idea of hospital. Applicant
prepared to provide the space and equipment for medical facilities simil:
to what is provided in Rossmoor and Clearbrook presently, in addition to
10 acre dedication, per Mr. Greenbaum. :

FProm the audience, Mr. Max Berger - petition w/400 signatures to Mayor
and Council regarding code 130-25B."Concordia included medical facilitles
center in its application for section 10 and to date, no medical
facility has been installed." Mr. Nalitt, stated he has letter from
Union Valley Corp (developer) stating it plans to eliminate 24 hour i
nursing service from the Communities of Concordia. He also disagreed
with the traffic numbers in Mr. Davies report. Mr. F. Shaw had quecuation:
concerning size of the commercial site (12 acres or 3 % of total pfuject
per applicants). He asked that consideration be given to ceconomicys

and no more need for additional-shopping centers.

*



Mr. Linker referred o code requirements regarding House of Worship. &
‘ More than one acre will be needed. Also, 160 parking spaces will lecave
» <no room for landscaping use and this Board should require set aside for
at least three houses of worship. Developer should increase the sizc of
‘clubhouse by 3,000 sq.ft." Mr. Shaak "I would like to see Planning Board
- speed up approvals. "He indicated it's improper to ask developers to
“* donate any type of land. Mayor Garibaldi answered this Board will take as
~ long as it has to to hear an application and render a decision and that
Monroe is one of the best towns in this State. Paul Glass suggested
perhaps the entrance gates should not be opposite one another. Mr. licnry
Ney answered they should not in his professional opinion, that its not qoo
"~ to have the driveways off-set.. Betty Lerner complained of heavy traffic
~circumstances and school bus causing additonal problems in am. Mr. Rubin
- suggested main drive should be on Half Acre Road. Marilyn Shustak asked i
"main gate to existing concordia will be modified and in what way. Mr.Ncy
-responded to her question, but no change in the existing gate house.

Mr. Rothman felt Phase II of the traffic report should be completed.
-Upon motion of Mr. Wilson, seconded by Motta, to recommend to council to
- approve overall site development plan. Roll Call: wilson, Motta, Lawrcnc
{- Rifino, Mayor Garibaldi, Marino, Shustak, Lee. All Ayes. Councilman Rothma

-~ voted Nay. Resolution next month with recommendations to Council.

- ROSSMOOR MUTUAL 12 RETENTION BASIN: continved. Maps and specifications
- provided. Attorney Arthur Phillips and Michael Guerriero. Mr. Phillips
- asked the Board to vote on Mutual 15 tonight. Mayor made reference to
" complaints he's getting from residents of Mutual 4-C concerning Cedar
i+ Brook and the poor shape of the brook. He asked who is going to maintain
“this Mutual 12 retention pond. Mr. Guerriero said it is Rossmoor propcrty
‘and it's the responsibility of the residents as they, the developer, no
~longer own the property. Mayor said someone has to come up with the
financial answer. Motion made and unanimously pass the the Board move
on to the agenda item, Retention basin, and not Mutual 15. Mr. Applcgate
- referred to his report of -5/20/85. He agrees with the Crew report.
. However, Mr. Flannery felt liner should be Benonite which self scals.
.. Mp. Tolischus read his report dated 5/16/85. He does not recommend a
© fence surronding the facility. - ‘Mr. Marino suggested the rip-rap should
be added and asked if anyone had checked to see if insurance will cover
~ the pond without a fence. - He made motion, seconded by Wilson, that plasti
liner, rip rap, landscaping and fence be part of the approval. Mr.Tsaqgos
gave his report. He read a letter from D & R Canal and suggested the
- maintenance of the pond should be the owners.

 From the audience, Louis Everett said..BOCA code does not require fcncing
for detention basin, but local planning board would probably be the "
regulating body. He read627.9, swimming pool safety devices - "24"

or more of water should maintain adequate enclosure. Mr. Guerrerc wmade
suggestion to agree with Harry Applegate concerning the type liner with
modifications. Harry will report back regarding feasibility of the
modifications. Motion made to table this subject to give Engincer -
Applegate time to check with Crew and liner manufacturer. ROLL CALL:
Rothman, Shugtak, Marino, Rifino, Mayor, Lawrence, Motta, Lee. All Ayes.

The following reports were read into the record:



T RalvatoIe LUC,  wiidassniaes
- Monroe Township Planning Borad
7 .Y 260 Perrineville Road A : :
‘J¢“95burgJ N. J. 08831 ° - Re: Mutual 12 Storm Water
. ’ Retention Basin
Dear Mr- Lee'

-

. As dlscussed at the Aprll meeulng of the Plann:ng noxxd Lhe
- sapplicant has submitted construction plans for the Guardian DLVL}OP‘
“ment Mutual 12 Detention Easin, together with a letter of Mr. Brian
‘Flannery dated May 9, 1985. I have reviewed the plans and the Storm
tater Management Studies previously submitted by Alfrced Crew Con-
-sulting Engineers Inc., and after consideration of thc comments on
same by the applicant, his engineer, the Planning Board, community
. representatives and other 1ntelested individuals, I maku the !ol)on:ng
: 1eccmnencat10ns- o

-

Ee Depth

'?’Recardlng the depth of ba51n, it has’ alrcaay bean utated that had
.. this project been initiated -now there would Dbe no reason {o excueed
- an 8 to 10 foot depth. The present depth providces snome ecological
- advantage, additional storage capacity for sediment, and nince 1
can see no engineering advantage to filling the baszin with 7 to §
. foot of material, I agree with the Crew rcpozL and recommend we
base Lhe ce51gn on the present depgh

7~‘1L1ner -

‘”he apollcant has proposed Bentonlte ba51n IJHLL consisting of a
- polymer trezted sodium bentonite soil sealant meLd with the existin:
soil in accordance with an alternative design oplion offered in the
Alfred Crew report. I would recommend that the Dbasmin he constructed
_with a membrane liner. (30 mil thick oolyv1ny] chioride (PVC)) with
-1 foot of soil cover in accordance with the "preferred" typo out-
lined in the Teport.’ > The installation of 1 foot of =eil cover on
the liner of a relatively impexrvious soil is noceasary to protoect
the liner and provide an additional barrier agninst lcaknqv.

The vinyl liner prov;des 'a more positive secal and is wore ‘nﬂ;l)
monitored compared to the mixing of the Bentonite with in place

- 60il of an assumed uniform gradation and characteriazticas, and the
additional difficulty of a uniform mixing in the =lopes which pres

dominate this project.



Salvatore Lee, Chairman . o  Hay 20, 1985
“Monros Town:zhip Planning Board - -

Although the wavranty coverage for the Bentonite material is
reportedly 30 years, and the manufacturer's warranty for PVC

liner materinl is 20 years, it should be noted that the divided
" responuibility botweon manufacturer and installer, other loop-
- holea, amd the inability to pinpoint the location of any lcaks
“doez not offer the protection seemingly provided. The greatest
protection against a liner defect will be the natural action of
“the bagin in sealing a leak with sediment from the cover soil
or natural sediment deposited in the basin. ’

.

“pekant of I

T tme e, S [ o gy Yy

‘.j,‘..l 1_&‘_{

f find no reason to extend the PVC liner bevond elevation 121
(1 foot above the normal water level) provided the manufacturer's
Corecummended procedures for anchorage can be achieved. As a side
S benefit, a small amount of ground water recharce will occur :
o during storm periods, and the stability of the basin's slope will
Do tuereased. o Lo DR SRR

Piping T

The outfall piping has been redesigned to provide both a lower and
an upper dischavge capability as discussed with the Board at its
livit wmeeting. Aprons for the new discharces will have to be com-

. potiblo with the vinyl liner, and both upper and lower discharges.

U must be scaled to the liner in accordance with manufacturcr's in- -

Cetructions. T 0 T L e S e :
T8 Paneing

Giscussed, while of a ™
ring decision. A 4
rés of the adjacent

c

The matter of fencing, which has been widel

_safety concern to evoryone, "is not an engin
to 1 slope from the clevation of the rear y
dwellinge to a point 3 feet from the basin edge, a 3 fool wide .
lovel Walk arca along the edge, a drop to & 6 foot wide shelf 2
fooL brlow the water surface, and a 3 to 1 slope extending into the
basin would appear to offer a reasonable and practical duxign
approach for the safety of those individuvals who o not inteation-
ally plan to entér the water. The following ere recommendations oOn
the design critcria to be applied depending on the outcome of the
Board's final «Qecision on the fencing. -~ : .

.

No Fencing - Rip rap stone should not be placed, and the
Tandacapc architcct should recommend a type of vegetative
cover consdistent with the aesthetics of the surroumiing

arca and maintenance reguirements.

N

Peocing - Rip rap stone should not be placed, acceusn gates

should be provided at 2 locations with greded ramps to 4
water's cidge. The area should either be mowed or allowe
to rotucn to nature dependent on community wishes. :
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Salvatore Lee, Chalvman SR - - _ May 20, 1885
Monroe Township Planning Board . v

The u=tone rip rap under both cases would@ be a hazard to both the
public and maintenance workers, and should be avoided whenever it

~.is not neccunary due to the velocity of storm water flows or

. stability. Thiu 1s not the case in this instance.

6. Landsieaping

 Weepiny willow trces have been included in the landscaping plan.
- This should by revised in the case of.the Southwest and Northecast
- corncru of the basin, since the1r root system invades and clogs
storm p\pca. : S L ) o

'Iﬁstxlldtlon

: Phe contractor installing the vinyl liner should have a minimum
of 5 yvars expericnce in this field, with evidence of having satis-
factorily complected a project of similar type and size. The in-
stallation should be supervised by a reoresentatlve of the manu-
*factuxut of thc pveC llner.V .

fInsoLctxon

'Insoxutnon regnrdxng P R C 's has, in the past, becn required only
 for those roadway improvements adjacent to P.R.C.'s and in municipal
‘rights of way. Inspection fees were regquired. The Board should

discuss whether municipal inspection will be reguired on this
-afacility, and thc disposition of -the cost involved.

"1fhalnt chance’

Also to be dlvcu5SLd by the Boara is the future maintcnance rospon-
- sibiliries after thc Rossmoor developmant has been c0molctcd by
CGuardian DCVCIOPmynt Corporatlon.

Very truly yours,

‘HCA :Dbma : ‘4 Ci:i;;f::lﬁéle eéli:
: : : : (:gé;;yZC- -leeq/rzvill 45;7
.  ~¢ﬁ5- ' wns:- Lnglneer .

b

cc: Donna Appleby, Se cretary ) -
Irving Verosloff, Attorney . '---?
Peter Toliuchus, Planner ' :
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Dear Chalrman Lee:'

I have rev1ewed the retentlon ba51n de51gn and the
report of Alfred Crew Assoc. Eased on review of same
from a plannlng parspactlve, I submlt the following

. . report.

1. In view of the size of the retention facility I
would suggest that it be designed as an acsthetic and
passive recreation site. This would include
appropriate slope, a flat walX area and an initial -
shallow shelf under the water to provide footlng for
any acc1dental sllp.

2. I think a fence surrounding the facility would
totally negate the aesthetic and passive recreational
aspects of the site. I am unaware of any fenced hater

bodies except I‘ESEI'VOlIS .

3. With regard to {:he lanascac»lng plan as subnl‘_ted
our landscapz2 architecture sLaff hag the followlng
comments:

The overall design scheme is fine and the introduc-

.tion of plant material around a retention pond will

significantly enhance the site, particularly
matures.

as it

1960-1985 OUR 25th YEAR

RDRENISTRATOR'S OFFICE




¥ir. Salvatore T. Lee : -2- May 16, 1985

However, the matter of maintenance warrants atten-
tion. The most important potential matter of concern
" in this respect is that of flower, fruit and leaf drop.
While deciduous material beautifies the site, will pro-
visions be made to maintain the traps at the ends of
the outlet flunes?

Another cuestlon is the use of crown vetch along

the banks. Itskprlmary ‘value is in its ability to hold

- the soil and prevent erosion. However, it is rather '

upattractive during winter months. Moreover, should

this basin be intended as a passive recreational facil-
ity (i.e. fishing), it is recommended that an alter-
‘i pative type of vegetation be used as crown thch will

*'not sustaln pedestrlan tra;flc. :

| 'Respechfully,

‘E. EUGENE ORO$S-ESSOCIATES |

:”fPeLer M. Tollschus, P.P.

cc: Donna Appleby,vSecretary
Irving Verosloff, Esq.
L Harry Aoplegate, Englneer

Contlnued review of PCD Oldlnance proposod and fOL“arded by Counczl was
~heard. Randall A. Hack present along with attorney Venezia. MTMUA, BFoar
of Education and Environmental Commission gave rather favorable reports.
Mr. Cxowley, Chairman of Fire District 3 present. He told the Board thaf
his Cemmiceionere have not met cince he met with Mr. Hack, however, he
personally is in accordance with. the overall plan and feels it is to the
betterment of the community. He does have problems concerning fire
eduipment and first aid facilities nearby. He suggested perhaps Satellif
Pirst Aid and Fire Stations. Developer has indicated they will providce
come land for same. Developer has met with Mr. Shustak, Harry Applegate
© - "7 +and Peter-Tolischus and some revisions to ordinance made as a result of
' same. Mr. Rothman also suggeted 2 floors instead of 3 floors (residenti.
portion only) and to lower density of the residential units from 7 units
per acre to 6 units to the acre & 25 _percent residential limit. Motion
~ made by Councilman Rothman, seconded by Mrs. Rifino to recommend approva
to Council to consider the matteres of gross residential development,
height of buildings-and contribution. - Mr. Verosloff to prepare and
forward recommendations to Council for their review and consideration.
ROLL CALL: Rothman, Rifino, Wilson, Motta, Mayor Garibaldi, Shustak,

Marino, Lee. ALL AVYES.

The following Resolutions of Memorialization duly approved:



RESOLUTLON UF MEMUORLALLOAL AU , _
i WHEREAS, RH Development (Abeel Road) had applied to the Monroe 1O
;gwnship Planning Board for final sub-division approval of a major sub-

*divison with respect to lot 9.07 and 9.08 in Block 55 on the Monroe
Township Zoning map, and; '

X WHEREAS, the applicant has established proof of real property taxcs anc
» assessments being current and paid to date; and : ’
' WHEREAS, the Planning Board has made the following findings of fact

and of law: A : .

1) Preliminary major subdivision approval was granted by the Planning Boa
on 12/14/83. '

2} The professionals report that all of the requests set forth in the
preliminary subdivision have been complied with. ‘

WHEREAS, this matter was approved on motion, by the Planning Board at
its regular meeting held on 4/25/85 subject to said approved motion being
incorporated into a written resolution.

NOW, THEREFOQRE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Monroe Township Planning Board
at its reqular meeting of 5/23/85, that the action of this Board in

. -approving the application of R.H. Development (Abeel Road) is hercby

“ratified and approved. i o St s , ‘ : o

I certify that the above resolution of memorialization was duly =

- approved at the regular meeting of the Honroe Township Planning Board
on 5/23/85. - Donna Appleby, Secy. ' :
' ‘ . S : FINAL SUBDIVISION #31.

: ~ RESQLUTION OF MEMORIALIZATION : _

_ ~ WHEREAS, Concordia/Lexington Patio has applied to the Monroe Township
Planning Board for site plan approval with respect to revised Lexington
Patio's in Sections 15A, 16 and 18 on the Monroe Township Zoning Map; and~
" WHEREAS, the applicant has established proof of real preperty taxes

~and assessments being current and paid to date; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Board has made the following findings of fact
and of Law:

1} The applicant proposes to extend the patios in sections 15A, 16 and
18 beyond the footprints contained in the original site plans.

2) Aafter the addition, Section 15A would contain 19.91% coverage; Scctior
16 would contain 19.79% coverage and section 18 would contain 19.96
covarage. . ’ .

WHEREAS, this matter 'was approved on motion, by the Planning Board at
its regular meeting held on 4/25/85 subject to said approved motion being
incorporated into a written resolution. ’

NOW , THEREFORE, be it Resolved by the Monroe Township Planning Board,

" at its regular meeting of 5/23/85 that the action of this Board in
apvroving the application of Concordia/Lexington Patio is hereby ratificd
and approved. = o i

I CERTIFY that the above Resolution of Memorialization was duly

. . approved at -the regular meeting of the.Monroe Township Planning Board on

May 23, 1985. Donna Appleby, Secy. )

SITE PLAN #1162

: OF MEMORIALIZATION . , ' o
WHEREAS,BE%%%%%%%EUEVErgpméﬁtﬂccrprnad applied to the Monroe Town-

ship Planning Board forx site plan approval of Mutual #15 and;

WHEREAS, the applicant has established proof of real property taxcs
and assessments being current and paid to date; and .

WHEREAS, the Planning Board has made the following findings of fact
and of law: 1) No action can be taken with respect to Mutual £15 until
the question of the storm retention pond, affecting Mutuals 12, 14 & 15
has been resolved. .

WHEREAS, this matter was determined to be incomplete,,unt%l thg .
cuestion of the storm retention pond has been resolved on motion, y the
Planning Board at its regular meeting held 4/25/85 subject to said

- © V. “aimm inearnorated into a written resolution.




its regular meeting of 5/23/25 that the action of this B
e the application of Guardlan Z2velopment Corporation for :iig ;?agenjlng
~approval for Mutual 215 on tx= grounds that the matter is incomplete, is
. hereby ratified and afflrmec =ntil the issue of storm retention pond
~is resolved. P
I certify that the above Zesolution of Vemorlallzatlon was duly
. denied at the regular meeting of the Monroe Townshlp Planning
K Board on 5/23/85 Donna ;:oleby, Sec.

e v iy

'RESOLUTIGN OF ‘MDRIALILL\TIO\I o - L

NO 978 A551gned
WHEREAS DAVID MARKHEIM kzs applled to the Monroe wancth Plxnnxng

Board for a mlnor sub d1v151on apprexal and

| rﬂ'lﬂ{EREAS the appllcant ha= establls}ed proof’of real pxopcrty tlACS e

7.

" and assessments belng current and ::1d to date and

'ﬁ:_ WHEREAS the Plannlng Board has made'the fOlthlng flndlngs of fact

and of 1aw-" o TR

*71) Appllcant was prev1o_,1y before the Monroe Townthp P11nn1ng
"Boardvfbrvthls minor sub>d1v151on and it was approved by the Board on G/Z8/84. .
o 2) The appllcant fa11ed to f11e a ~ﬂp or a dccd in the off:cc of the |
’;iCIerk of Mlddlesex County W1th1n the 190 day perlod prov:dcd by 1.
3) All other terms and condltlons remain the same as of the time of
: the prev1ous Board approval 6/28/8'; and | |
WHEREAS thlS matter was approved on motion, by thc Plnnnrnq Bo:rd :t
its regular meetlng held on 4/25/85 subJect to <aid approvcd motlon hcxng

incorporated into a written resolutlon.

NOW THEREFORE Be It Rcsolved b) thc: Mfonroe Township Plamning Reard,
at its regular meeting of 5/23/85, that the action of this bo1rd in approving

the application of David Markheim is hereby ratified and approved.

I certify that the above Resolution of Memorialization was duly

approved at the regular meeting of the Monroe Township Planning Board on

Donna Appleb Secy.
£/21/85. PRIERY Y
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Plannlng Board for site plan and variance approvai Tor'd 'ﬁ%lf—Way” House on
Lot 4 in Block 65 on the Monroe Townshlp Zoning Hév, and;
WHEREAS, the applicant has established proof of real property taxes
E and'assessments being current and paid to date; and -
WHEREAS, the Plannlng Board has made the L0110h1ng flndlngs of fact
.and of law: » ‘
V 1) The applicant proposes to cdnstruét a "Half~Way" House.betwccﬁ
.lgth and 10th holes of Forsgate County Club Golf Course.
: ~2) Said '"Half- hay" House will be locaged between 9th and lnth holes
of rorsvate County Club Golf Course.: k B ERRITY |
. 3) The proposed bulldlng will be 1, 350 sou=re ft. in size and hlll
céntavn seatlng areas, a refreshment stand and restrooms.
| T 4) The bu11d1ng is located in the G- C zone uhxch requ1res a minimamn
__bu1ld1ng area of 3,000 sq. £t. e »75fv'k7'j' ol |
| | S) The professionals have reviewed thex¢op11cat10n and detcrmlned
the pioposed facility will be compatible with the existing Golf Course.
| 6) The Board has determlned that the bulk,vallance allou1na a 1,550
sq. ft. ’Bu11d1ng in ‘an area whlch requ1res & minime of 3, 000 sq. ft -can be
| granted W1thout subsLantlal detrlment to the pub11c oood and will not cubctqntlxll)
impalr the intent and the purpose of the zone plan and zoning 01d1nancc.
WHEREAS ‘this ‘matter was apploved on motion, by the qunnlng Bo11d at
' its regular meeting held on 4/15/85 subJectlgp said approved motion bc:ng
incorporated into a written resolution. ‘ |
T ONOW THEREFDRE,"Be‘It Resolved by’ the Monroe Township Planning Board;--
at its regular meeting of 5/23/85, that the action of this Boaxd in approving
the application of R. H. Development Company (Hal; way House) is hercby rat:fxcd
and approved. -
I certify that the above Resolution of Memorialization was duly

approved at the regular meeting of the Monroe Township Planning Board on §/23/83.

Donna Appleby, Secy. NO. 161 ASSIGNED

141




Planning Board for agficultural sub-division with respect to Lot 11.06 in
Block 2 on the Monroe Township Zoning Map, and;
: - WHEREAS, the applicant has cstablished proof of real property taxcs
‘  vand assessments being current and paid to date; and
~ WHEREAS, the Planﬁing Boardrhés made the following findings of fact
and of law; | L B |
1) The applicant preéoses‘an agricu1tura1 sub-division 6f a 42.50  _

. acre parcel of land into 1 parcel of 7.05 acres and a remzinder parcel of 35.45

- acres. R ngVf”f g¥;f .‘ oo

2) Lot 11. 05 1nmed1ate1y'to the South of the parcel hexe in quc~t10n

recelved an agrlcultural sub d1v151on appxoval on 2/28/85
7 3) The property in quect1on is in an R-30 zone. However, because

' publlc water and publlc sanltary seners are not c\allable to the pxcn1<cs it

——

| :Vfalls hlthln the pr0\1510ns of R 60 7one
AT 4) The progerty is not located ina flood hazard area
5) The Board determlned that an agrlcultural sub-div151on Ras
~ - improper and that the proper plocedu1e was for a minor sub-divisioﬁ The
w"f'apphcamt s attorney agreed verbally to amend Lhe appllcat1on to convert the
B request from an agrlcultural sub d1v1510n to a minor sub d1v151on. |
- WHEREAS, this matter was appxoved on motion, 2s 2 minor sub-division
| . by the Plannlng Board at 1ts recular meetlng held on 4/75/85 suchct to said ”

approved motion belng 1ncorporated into a- wrxtLen resolution.

NON THEREFORE, Be It Resolved by the Monroe Township Plamning Board,
at its regular meeting of 5/23/85 that the action of this Board in approving

the application of Gary § Christine Markham is hereby ratified and approved.

I certify that the above Resolution of Memorialization was duly

anoroved at the regular meetlng of the Montoe Township Planning Roard on $/23/83.

Donna Appleby, Secy. ' C@-[f 7%:}

APFIDAVET NO.

~




RESOLUTION OF MEMORIALIZATION

#03

WHEREAS, Zack Moros d/b/a/ Monroe Deli has applied to the Monroe
Township Planning Board for site plan approval with respect to Lots 17-21 in
»Block 182 on the Monroe Township Zoning Map, and;

WHEREAS, the appiicant has established proof of real property taxcs
and assessments being current and paid to date; and |

WHEREAS, the  Planning Board has made the following findings of fact
and of law: | | |

1) The appliéant seeks'sifé blan‘approval to add 1 oven, with:4

burners on the top, for the purpose of preparing hot food for off-sitc_éonSnmptionb

~ only.

| 2) The property is located in the neighborhood commercial zone and

f  the proposed use is permitted 1nthat 20ne. - | | |

‘ - " WHEREAS, this matter was approved on motion, by the Plamning Roard at

~its regular meeting held on 4/25/85 subject to said approved motion being

incorporated into a written resolut1on _

| 7 NOW THEREFORE Be It Resolved b)’ the honroe Toxms]up Planning lso:yn'd‘,

~at its'fegu]ar meeting of 5/23/8S, that the action of this Board in npplo\ihg |

the appiication of Zack Moros d/b/a/ Montoe Deli is hereby ratificd and nppro{éd.
I certify that the abové Resplution of Memoriéiization was duly

approved at the regular meeting of the Monroe Township‘Planning Roard on §/23/8S.

There being no further business to come before this meeting,
Chairman duly adjourned meeting at 2:00 A.M. '

- o o  Respectfully submitted,

Qocar Gl

DONNA APPLEBY
SECRETARY




i s EXHIBIT I

RESOLUTION OF MEMORIALIZATION

Whereas, Union Valley Corporation applied to the Monroe
Township Planing Board for site development plan approval of
property in Block 48 on lot numbers identified on Exhibit A
attached hereto; and

Whereas, it appears from the proofs presented that the
premises in question totals approximately 435 acres more or Iless
and that the intended use as a PRC developement 1s permitted under

the Monroe Township zoning ordinance for the premises; and

WHEREAS, the applicant proposes to install:

(1) a nine (9) hole golf course of 75 acres
(2) a 28,800 square foot clubhouse to be built

on a 10.6 acre site in three (3) phases all in accordanc

with section 130-25A (2) (b) of the Monroe township
zoning ordinance (600 square feet of Multi- purpose
space for each 50 dwelling units ) and in accordance

with the following schedule:

Phase I 18,800 square feet (1,567 dwelling units or one (1) =
~year, -which ever is less, after Title is transferred to first

home in developement.
Phase II - 4,000 square feet (1,900 Dwelling units)
Phase III - 6,000. square feet t2,400 Dwelling units )
(3) a church site of one (1) acre
(4) a 12.8 acre néighborhood commercial shopping site -
(5) parking fa;ilities
(6) a guardhouse at the Proépect Plains—Hfoman
Staﬁion Road |

(7) a fully equipped and fully staffed medical
facility, which shall be operational as to
. the first home in the development N
all in supporf of a proposed development consisting of a proposed

total of 2,400 dwelling units; and

WHEREAS, the applicant has produced proof of service of notice
upon all property owners within 200 feet; and



WHEREAS, this Board has read and reviewed the reports of the
township engineer and the township planner and hés heard testimony
of the expert witnesses introduced by the applicant and has reviewed
‘the maps and plans.submitted by the applicant, including‘all revisions
made through May 23, 1985; and ; . |

WHEREAS, this Board has determined that the proposéd development
is compatible with the generél characteristics of the surrounding |
neighborhood which is residential and agricultural as well as>tﬁe
site of an adjacent PRC community; and

WHEREAS, the evidence produced by the applicant establishes
- that the traffic and roadway plans have been designed to aécommodate
the antiCipatea traffic flows and to miniﬁize existing or potehtial
safety hazards; and

WHEREAS, the evidence produced by the applicant further shows
that the proposed development is compatible with the physical
~development plans of the Monroe Township zoning ordinance and that
all proposed water and sewer improvements are adequate and feasibie
to proéerly serve the proposed project and will conform to the town-
ship master sewer and water plans; and-

WHEREAS, it has been established by the applicant that the-,
.onsite traffic circulation and access points have been properly
designed to accomodate fire and emergency vehicles; and oo

WHEREAS, the evidenée produced by the applicant shows that

no outdoor lighting is planned that will be disturbing to any

. abutting property owner; and

-

WHEREAS, the evidence producea by the abplicant establishes
that the bulk of the landscaped space and the:commﬁnity is located
within the proposed golf course with the remaining space to be
distributed along the perimetex of the development and throughout
+he reQidential areas resulting in a benefit to the entire
community; and |

WHEREAS, the proposed gross density is approximately 5 1/2
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dwelling units pe% gross acre; and

WHEREAS, the permitted use under the zoning code is 7 dwelling
units per gross acre, and all the requirements of the Monroe Town-
ship zoning ordinance have been met other than the applicant's re-
quest to permit two la;gef swimming pools rather than a series of
smaller pools; and . ,

WHEREAS, it appears thé% Section lBO—ZSA(Z)(c) requires one {1}
swimming poolvfor each 600 dwelling units at a ratio of 1.7 square
feet of water surface area for each dwelling unit; and

WHEREAS, it appears that the applicant has proposed one "L"
shaped swimming pool with dimensions of 45 feet by 75 feet with~a
20 feet by 20 feéf wing, aéwwell as an additional pool to be located

in the clubhouse facility of approximately 800 square feet in water

. surface area; and

WHEREAS, it éppears that the purposes of the municipal land
use law would be advanced by'the requested deviation from the bulk
reqﬁi;ements of the zoning ordinance in terms of the number of pools
to be required, as opposed to the total water surface afea available
for swimming; and

WHEREAS, it appears fufthef that the benefits from the deviation
substantially outweigh any dgtriment, in light of the fact that the
water surface areé of the proposed swimming pools is in excess of
that otherwise requifed by ordinance; and

WHEREASQ it appears that in light of the fact that the ordinance
requirements relating to the total water surface area for the pools
provided have been complied with, that the requested'variance can’
be granted without substantial detriment to the public good and
will not substantially impair the intent and purpose of the zone
plan and zoning ordinance; and

WHEREAS, it appears that adequate township police and fire

facilities are available to protect the residents and property

in the proposed developments; and
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WHEREAS, adeguate provision has been made for parking facilif
ties; and |

WHEREAS, this Board has determined that the proposed PRC is
located in one of the grdwing sections of the township and is ad}acen?
to a présently existing PRC development, and has furthef determined
that the proposed PRC,‘particularly as it relates to external road
improvemenfs, will enhance the physical de&elopment of the community,
and has further determined that the préposed plan prpvides for a-
logical arfangement of facilities and for proper ingress and egress;
and

WHEREAS, this Board has determined that the plan, as presented

by applicant has considered the natural features of the site and

that woodland shall be‘retained wherever possible; and

WHEREAS, this Board cbncludes that the golf course has been
properly designed and wiil be adequate for the needs of the PRC
community; and )

WHEREAS, this Board cbncludes thét the reduction in the number
of swimming pools as proposed by applicant shall providé adeqﬁate
area for the needs of the residents of the proposed community: ané

WHEREAS, the applicant has produced evidence of approval by
the Monroe Township Utilities Authority; and

WHEREAS, it appears that thé Middlesex County Planning Board

approval is not required at the site aevelopment stage;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Board of Monroe

Township that the application of Union Valley Corporation for site

. development plan approval, and for the variance to construct two

larger swimming pools based on the ordinance requirements of 1.7

square feet per dwelling unit be and is hereby approved and granted.

I CERTIFY that the above Resolution of Memorialization was duly
approved at-the regular meeting of the Monroe Township Planning Board

on June 27, 1985,

@"’)?-‘o" r?) : ﬂ‘/\“./"/(”“/\
DONNA ADPPLEBY, ' O

Secretary of the Monroe
Township Planning Board .
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