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Cow THE STATE:UNNERSITY OF I\"W EI?SEY

¥

CAQ00771N

ConwnmofNewom

Schoot of Law-Newark . Constitutional Litigation Clinic
Sl Newhouse Center For Low and Justice ,
15 Washington Street - Newark « New Jersey O7102-3192 » 201/648-5687

,Noﬁember 7, 1984

The Honorable Eugene D. Serpentelli
Judge, Superior Court

Ocean County Court House, CN 2191
Toms River, New Jersey 08753

Re: Urban League v. Carteret, civ C 4122-73
Dear Judge Serpentelli: .

I am enclosing plaintiffs’ Notice of Motion for a
Temporary Restraining Order and Interlocutory Injunction,
supportlng Affidavit of the undersigned and a proposed Order
in the above-referenced matter.

T amalso enclosing a copy of the Memorandum in
Support of Motion for Temporary Restraining Order and Inter-
locutory Injunction submitted by plaintiffs last month with
respect to the Reidhal, Inc. property which is equally applicable
to the present Motion. '

I would appreciate the Court setting a short return
date in view of the fact that the Lackland Brothers, Inc. site
(#76) is the subject of an application to be heard by the
Piscataway Plannlng Board on Wednesday, November 14, 1984 at
8:00 PM. ' :

I thank the Court for its assistance in this matter.

Respectfully,

WILLIAMS
cc/All Counsel on annexed serVice list
NOTE to Counsel: Judge Serpentelli has set
. November 14, 1984 at 9 AM

as the return day of plaintiffs’
Motion.

encls

Counsel: Frank Askin-Jonathan M. Hyrman (Administrative Director) — Eric Neisser-Barbara J. Willioms




L e R o Ry W o WV

A

 Uxban_League~V, Carteret,‘civ C 4122-73 (Superior Court, Chancery

Div., Middlesex County)

‘Phillip Paley, Esqg..
Kirsten, Friedman & Cherin
17 Academy St., Newark, N.J. 07102

Michelle Donato, Esq.
Frizell & Pozycki
PO Box 247, Metuchen, N J. 08840

~ Chris A. Nelson, Esq.‘
Venezia & Nolan o
306 Main St., Wbodbrldge, N.J. 08095

Raymond R. rombadore, Esq.
Trombadore & Trombadore
33 E._Main‘St., Somerville, N.J. 08876

Daniel S. Bernstein, Esg.
Bernstein, Hoffman & Clark
336 Park Avenue, Scotch Plains, N.J. 07076

Glen S. Pantel, Esq.
Shanley & Fisher
95 Madison Ave., Morristown, N.J. 07960

Lawrence A. Vastola, Esq.
Vogel, Vastola & Gast

10 Johnston Drive
Watchung, N.J. 07060

Lawrence B. Litwin, Esq.
Scerbo, .Kobin, Litwin & Wolff
10 Park Place, Morristown, N.J. 07960

Guliet D. Hirsch,'Esq.
Brener, Wallack & Hill
2-4 Chambers St., Princeton, N.J. 08540

Angelo H. Dalto, Esq.
Abrams, Dalto, Gran, Hendricks & Reina :
1550 Park Ave., South Plainfield, N.J. 07080

Donald R. Daines, Esq.

K. Hovnanian Companies of New Jersey
10 Highway 35, PO Box 500

Red Bank, New Jersey 07701

Jack Dusinberry, Esqg.
Barry Mandelbaum, Esq.
141 South Harrison St., East Orange, N. J 07018

Howard Gran, Esq.
Abrams, Dalto, Gran, Hendrlcks & Reina
1550 Park Avenue, South Plainfield, N.J. 07080

Edwin Kunzman, Esq., Kunzman, Kunzman & Yoskin
15 Mountain Blvd., Warren, New Jersey 07060

st & e ¢ e A e



"BARBARA J. WILLIAMS, ESQ.

Rutgers Constitutional Litigation Clinic
15 Washington St., Newark, N.J. 07102
201/648~-5687

"BRUCE S. GELBER,.ESQ.

National Committee Against Discrimination in Hou51ng
733 - 15th St. NW, Suite 1026

Washington, D. C. 20005

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFFS

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
, CHANCERY DIVISION
‘ MIDDLESEX COUNTY
URBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER
NEW BRUNSWICK, et al.,

Plaintiffs, Civil Action C 4122-73

VS.
THE MAYOR AND COUNCIIL OF

THE BOROUGH OF CARTERET,
et al.,

MOTION FOR TEMPORARY
RESTRATNING ORDER AND
INTERLOCUTORY INJUNCTION

el At fed ed kel \amad et el bmned fumnd beemd Gunend

Defendants.

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on Wednesday, November 14, 1984

at 9:00 A M., or as soon thereafter as counsel may be heard,
plaintiffs in this action w1ll move for an Order restraining the
Township of Piscataway Council, Planning Board, and Zoning Board
of Adjustment from approving any application or taking any other
action, with respect to any vacant site which is identified on
the Vacant Land Inventory (attached as ExhibitkA) and which

has been identified as being "satisfactory" for Mt. Laurel

development in the preliminary report of the court-appointed expert,
Carla Lerman, P.P., which would permit development of any site
for any use that does not require a minimum 20% set aside of low

and moderate income housing consistent with Mt. Laurel II,




v

92 N.J. 158 (1983).

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that plaintiffs will also move
for an Order directing the Township of Piécataway Councii,
Planninngoard and Zoning Board of Adjustment, upon receipt
of any application with fesﬁect to any site identified in para-
graph 1 above, or upon learning of plans to submit such én
appliéat;on, to notify the applicant or property owner of the
existenéé of this Order, and of the landowner's right to move upon
‘short notice to all parties that for good cause shown,

restraints be vacated as to their property[ies].

Dated: November 7, 1984

BARBARA\J. WJLLIAMS
ATTORNEY d PLAINTIFFS

o i S SEORER R D ST B b eta R R e e SESNS TG e G S R G 1




BARBARA J. WILLIAMS, ESQ.

Rutgers Constitutional Litigation Clinic
15 washington St.,. Newark, N.J. 07102
201/648-5687

BRUCE S. GELBER, ESQ.

National Committee Against Discrimination in Housing
733 - 15th St. NW, Suite 1026

Washington, D. C. 20005

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFFS

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
CHANCERY DIVISION
, MIDDLESEX COUNTY
URBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER
NEW BRUNSWICK, et al.,
Plaintiffs, Civil Action C 4122-73

vs.

THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF
THE BOROUGH OF CARTERET,

™ m .
~et al., - . AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT OF MOTION

FOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER
AND INTERLOCUTORY INJUNCTIOXN

Defendants.

STATE OF NEW JERSEY)
- COUNTY OF ESSEX i R o

 BARBARA J. WILLIAMS, of full age, being duly sworn
'aécording to law, on ocath deposes and says:

1. I am the attorney for plaintiffs in the above-
referenced matter.

2. Pending consideration of the vacant land question in
PiScataway, the Township,'as the Court is aware, has continued

to consider and approve applications on properties that appear to

be suitable for Mt. Léurel development.

3. On or about October 24, 1984, developer Lackland Brothers,

Inc. petitioned the Site Plan/Subdivision Committee of the



‘Piscataway Planning Board for preliminary approval of a sub-
division application of seventeen (17) lots located on Hillside
Avenue in Piscataway’Toﬁnship. The lots at issue, Site #76,.
are identified on the Township Tax map as Block 561, Lots 11-15
and 18-21, and Bloek 564, Lots 29-38, currently zoned as R-10.
(The Piscataway Planning Board Site Plan/Subdivision Committee
Meeting'Agenda of October 24, i984.is annexed hereto as Exhibit C.)

4. As indicated on the agenda of October 24, 1984
(Ifem‘ll), fhe goal of Lackland Brothers is to constrﬁct single
family dwellingskon the property at issue. |

5. I have been.ihformed that the application for pre-

liminary appfoval was acceptea by the Site Plan/Subdivision
Committee and scheduled to be heard on November 14, 1984 at
8:00 PM at the regularly scheduled meeting of the Piscataway
Planning Board, and may be acted upon at that time. |

6. Accordiﬁg to the Court-appointed expert, Carla Lerman,

P.P., this site is "satisfactory" for Mt. Laurel development, and
represents a good "infill" site. I have beeh advieed by'
plaintiffs’ expert, Alan Mallach, that this site can be developed
with no negative impact on the existing character of the sur-
rounding area. A conventional'single~family subdivision of this
site, such as the one proposed by developer Lackland Brothers, Inc.,
would eliminate a suitable site from consideration toﬁard'meeting
Piscataway's fair share obligation. Site #76 is representative

of a large number of "infill" sites, especially in the western part

o T e



of Piscataway. Despite its small acreage (approximatelvVB acres},
sites of this general size and character ate'uniquely suitable for
medium townhouse clusters. Additional benefits in constructing'
townhouses are efficiency and economic incentives. ‘

7. If the application for Site $76 is approved it will
create for the appllcant substantlal vested rlghts in the terms
and condltlons of the approval and may preclude rezonlng of thel
tract for residential use as part of a remedy in this case.

178."On or about October 24, 1984, developer NewlCaetle
Builders, Inc. appeared before the Site Plan/Subdivision'Committee'
of tne Piecataway Planning Board, seeking a reclassificationyas
a minor subdivision to subdivide property located on Mofris
Avenue into‘two»(Z) lots. The property; Site #44, is deeignated
on the_Townehip Tax map as Blockk745, Lots, 3, 4C,.4E and 4.
These 1otspare currently zoned as R-15 and R—lSA, and amount to a
20.97—acre parcel of land. (Exhibit c, §gp£g) |

9. I have been adv1sed that the developer plans to ptepare
preliminary and final site plan appllcatlons providing for
development of luxury condominiums, Wlthout any set aside for

Mt. Laurel housing.

“10. Site $44 is located adjacent to two cemeteries

and dlrectly across from an area zoned for planned residential

development with a set -aside density bonus for Mt. Laurel units.
11. If the appllcatlon for site #44 is approved, it will

create for the applicant substantial vested rights in the terms




A

and~conditions of the approﬁal and ma& preclude rezoning of the
tract for re51dent1al use as part of a remedy in this case.‘

" 12. -Because the Townshlp of Plscataway has proceeded to
receive and approve appllcatlons, desplte the constralnts 1mposed
by the 1ack of vacant land elsewhere in the Townshlp as 1dent1f1ed
by the Court~app01nted expert, Carla Lerman, P.P., that_would be
'approprlareAto meet the Township fair share obligarion,"plaintiffs
contlnue to be placed in a position of sufferlng 1rreparable 1njury.'

13. Any action regarding the vacant land in Plscataway
reduces the amount of land avallable for satisfaction of
Piscataway‘s fair share. !

14; kThe existing situationAas to the Lackland Brothers,kInc.
and New Castle Builders, Inc. sites is further evidencerof the
irreparable injury that plaintiffs will suffer if denied injunctive
relief. | | |

_lS.b Because it is clear that there is insufficient vacant
developable land in Piscataway tovmeet Piscataway's fair share |
obligation, 1t is essentlal that the Township of Piscataway Counc1l,
Planning Board and Zoning Board of Adjustment take no further
action that might limit the availability of such land for these

purposes.

_ £ man
. T BA\ J. WILLIAMS
SWORN TO and SUBSCRIBED _ ,

before me this 7/ day
of November, 1984.

Fad A8

Attorney at Law, State of New Jersey




PISCATAWAY PLANNING BOARD
: JSITE PLAN/SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE MEETING
e . : WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 24, 1984 — 2:30 P.M.

2

1. CALL TO ORDER.
. 2. OPEN PUBLIC MEETINGS NOTICE.
8. ., ROLL CALL. . -

_84—PB-129 RANDOLPH JAHR CONSTRUCTION (CLASSIFICATION)
. . 84-PB-13GV 49 Cerlton Club Drive (VARIANCE) :
;. 84-PB-131V Piscataway, New Jersey 08854 (VARIANCh)

.. - BLOCK 804, LOT 18, ZONE R-10- - - ' S
Subdivide into two lots on the ‘corner of Flsher S
Avenue and Deerfxeld Avenue to construct houses for sale.

 VARIANCES: ' Both lots have insufficient area - and
; msufﬁcxent width; requu'ed is 10,000 square feet B
and 100 feet proposed is 7500 square feet and 75 feet o

- V;.Ruled complete September 14, 1984. R
L Actlon to be taken prior to January 12, 1985. o ol

'f’Requn'es Middlesex County Planmng Board review. S
.. Requires owners authorization.
. Requxres affidavits of pubhcatlon and service.

e Attorney" _ Peter Lederman

Application was scheduled for a hearing on October 10,

1984. Applicant asked that this be carried to the
. November 14, 1984 meeting as the contract was not signed
- between the parties. :

7. A_’84-PB—134 JOHN F. KASAR & NANCY F. KASAR (CLASSIFICATION)
o 2. 36 Parkside Avenue _
" Piscataway, New Jersey 08854
. BLOCK 151, LOTS 1-7, ZONE R-7.5

. Subdivide into two lots for future development

-on Parksxde Avem.e. :

Ruled comp_lete October 17, 1984. '
Action to be taken prior to December 1, 1984.

3
N Y
Y
L4

: “Requires up to date proof of tax payment.

-

" *This is a duplicate of a approval granted on .
Application No. 83-PB-~17 on March 28, 1983. Apphcant did
not record the deed in time.

o
14 »

| Attorney: John Lore
4 .
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» o C PISCATAWAX PLANNING BUARKD B
-~ SITE PLAN/SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE MEETING
‘WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 24, 1984

8. .?,";34—1’3—135 JOHN KASAR AND NARCY KASAR (CLASSIFICATION)
“in o7 36 parkside Avenue ‘

. Piscataway, New Jersey 0884 . RO

- BLOCK 155, LOTS 1-8, ZONE R-7.5 :
Subdivide into two Iots to construct houses for on
Parksxde Avenue. _

Ruled complete October 17 1984.
: Actlon to be taken pmor to December 1 1984.

. 'Reqmres up to date proof of tax payment.

mE g

*Thxs is a duphcate of Apphcatxon No. 83 PB-16 o
- which was approved March 28, 1983.. Apphcant did not N
> record the deed in txme. e _ ;

‘ Attomey . John Lore :
9. - 84-PB-139 _,FRANK AND TERESA LEE (CLASSIFICATION)
o T pee s o0 18 Third Avenue L
- Piscataway, New Jersey 08854

- BLOCK 452, LOTS 91 TO 102, ZONE R—lﬂ

~ Subdivide into two lots to sell one Iot on
Stratton Street South. e

Ruled complete October 15 1984.
o Actlon to be taken prior to November 29 1984.'

Reqmres proof of tax payment : S
Requn‘es Mlddlesex County Planmng Board approval

10. . . '84-PB-140 'KENNETH ‘MERIN ASSOCIATES (FINAL SI’I‘E PLAN)
o w95 Madison Avenue .
.~ Morristown, N.J. 07960 o
- BLOCK 460, LOT 8-1, ZONE M-S. - - S
- Constructxon of 20,874 square foot office buxldmg ‘_ L
- on Old New Brunswxck Road : cord

- Preliminary approval was granted September 12, 1984
subject to certam conditions (aee attached resolu’tnon).

Ruled complete October 15, 1984. -
Actlon to be taken prior to November 29, 1984.

]
. ”.‘ .

Requxres Middlesex County Planmng Board approval.
Reqmres up to date proof of tax payment.

g




*

PISCATAWAY PLANNING BOARD

» . SITE PLAN/SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE MEETING
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 24, 1984

see-11. . 84-PB-141

—13. . 84-PB-143

PR S

Requxres w to date proof of tax payment

14. ADJOURN MENT

LACKLAND BROS., INC. (PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION)
400 North Avenue .

| " Dunellen, New Jersey 08812

BLOCK 561, LOTS i1 - 15 AND 18-21,
BLOCK 564, LOTS 29 TO 38, ZONE R-10.

.. Subdivide into seventeen lots on Hillside Avenue g
.. to construct smgle famlly dwemngs. s

Determmat:on of completeness pendmg recelpt of checkhst

: 3

Requires affidavits of publication and of service. o
Requires Middlesex County Planning Board approval.
Reqwres proof of ownershlp or contract purchaser. S

- LACKLAND BROS., INC. (CLASSIFICATION)
. 400 North Avenue

Dunellen, New Jersey 08812 . -

. . BLOCK 359, LOT 1A, ZONE R-io

Classxflcatlon to subdivide into- four‘lots on

Myrtle Avenue.

Reqmres proof of tax payment R
Reqmres proof of ownership. =~ . =~

NEW CASTLE BUILDERS, INC (RE-CLASSIrICATION)
4 Redbud Road ‘
Piscataway, New Jersey 08854 . R
BLOCK 745, LOTS 3, 4C, 4E, 4, ZONE R-lS R-15A
Subdivide into two lots on Morris Avenue to :
Construct condommxmums for sale.

B L s
B f >




BARBARA WILLIAMS, ESQ.

JOHN PAYNE, ESQ.

Constitutional Litigation Clinic
Rutgers Law School

15 wWwashington, St., Newark, N. J. 07102
201/648-5687 ' :

BRUCE S. GELBER, ESQ.

National Committee Against
Discrimination in Housing

733 - 15th Street, N.W., Suite 1026

Washington, D. C. 20005

202/783 8150

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFFS
SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
CHANCERY DIVISION-MIDDLESEX/
OCEAN COUNTIES

URBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER ,
NEW BRUNSWICK, et al., Docket No. C 4122-73

Plaintiffs,
vs.
THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF
THE BOROUGH OF CARTERET,

et al.,

Defendants.

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR
TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER
AND INTERLOCUTORY INJUNCTION
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In this motion, the Urban League,plaintiffs“seek,to
preserve their opportunity for adequate and appropriate
relief against the defendant Township of Piscataway, by
restraining the Township's Planning Boerd from taking aotion
that might irrevocably divert vacant and developable land in

the township to non-Mount Laurel purposes. Such action is

vbthreatened as early as September 12, 1984, when the Plannlng

Board is scheduled to hear Reidhel,'Inc.'s applicatlons for

prellminary and final subdivision approval. :
Appllcation of the methodology adopted by thlS Court in

AMG Realty Company, et. al. v. Township of Warren, Docket

Nos. L-23277-80 PW and L-67820-80 PW (July 16, 1984) and
~in its Letter Opihion in this case dated July 27, 1984
yields a fair share'obligation for Piscataway Township for
the decade 1930 to 1990 that is in excess of 3,800 units of
low and moderate income housing. Affidavit of Bruce Gelber,
q 3. It is evident, as the Township has repeetedly argued,
that.there is insufficient vacant and developable land-in
Piscataway to completely setisfy an obligation of this
magnitude. Lerman Report, p.2; Affidavit of Alan Mallach, 1
4. |

| Notwithstanding these fects, the township has undergone
substantial gtowth in the receot past, and oohtinues to’k
éxperienoe sﬁbetantial growthbat this time. .None of-thiskk
growth has provided low and moderate income housing
opportunities; indeed, by cohcentrating on commercial and
office structures, it has served to exacerbate the need for

affordable housing in the township. See Affidavit of Alan

2
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‘Mallach, 9 5. The township's ‘growth policy, which has
‘required the active ‘participation of the governing body and

the planning board, vividly demonstrates Piscataway's

insensitivity to its Mount Laurel obligation.
 ;The Planning Board of the Township of Piscateway‘now
. has before it appllcatlons for prellmlnary and final
subd1v1510n approval that would permit construction of
single family re81dences on one-quarter acre lots with‘no
provision for the set eSide of low or moderate-incomelt
- housing. Affidavit of BrucekGelber, 99 6-8. The Pianﬁing
. Board has scheduled a publlc hearing on these appllcatlons
for September 12 1984, and could act upon the appllcatlons
at that tlme."' | |
The Urban Leagque plaintiffs submlt that approval of the’
pendlng applications will cause it irreparable harm. They
" therefore ask the Court to restrain all action with respect
to these applications, pending compietion of the Urban
Leegue trial, that would make this parcel unavailable for
rezoning as part of a remedy in this case. |
The familiar standard which plalntlffs‘must meet in

order to obtaln temporary rellef was recently restated by

the Supreme Court in Crowe v. DeGioia, 90 N.J..126, 447 A.24
173 (1982). Plaintiffs must show: (1) a valid legal theory
- and a "reasonable probability of ultimate success on the'"k
merits,"” id. et 133; (2)‘irreparab1e harm, not adequately
redressable by money damages; and (3) a relatively greater
harm to the plaintiff if relief is denied than ro the
defendant if relief is granted. | |

3
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Plaintiffs amply meet this test.

Probability of success. In light of the Supreme

Court's decision in Mount Laurel II, 92 N.J. 158 (1983), and

this Court's rulings in AMG Realty Company, et. al. v.

Township of Warren and this case, it goes without saying

that plaintiffs’' Mount Laurel theory is legally valid. It
is also v1rtually certain that plaintiffs will prevall on,
the merlts .and. that Plscataway s zoning ordinance. WLll .be

found’ to be An non—compllance with Mount Laurel II..5 At

trial, the township conceded that its zoning ordlnance does
not provide for a mandatory set a51de of lower income
housing.  In addition, the township acknowledged that, even
if its ?oluntary density bonus provision were fully
‘utilized, it would result in thé development of only 462

units of Mount Laurel housing. Because the fair share

number for Piscataway resulting from the AMG methodology is
in excess of 3800 units, even if that number were reduoed to
account for "credits" sdught.byvthe ﬁownship, it would’still
greatiy_exceed the number of lower inoome units that mny be
developed under Piscataway's existing ordinance.

Irreparable harm. Given the probable size of

Plsoataway s fair share number and the limited amount of
vacant and developable land in the township, it is obvions
that any action that removes otherwise suitable land from
thevremedial.reach of .the Court and. its master in the.ik
compliance phase of this proceeding will undermine the Urban
League plalntlffs' ability to achieve complete relief. In

addition, alternative money damages are wholly 1nappropr1ate




in a case of this nature. ;
Approval of the pending appliéations will for all
“practical'purposes make these parcels unavailable for .,

devélopment of Mount Laurel housing-. Under N.J.S.A.

40:55D—49(a),'a developer's right to an-approved "use"”
becomesiﬁested upon preliminary approval,,thﬁsvpreclﬁding a
iezoning‘from commercial to residential or from | |
single~famiiy to multi-family uses. It . also would
presumably predlude anyTrévision,ofjthe’approval td‘inciude
low and moaerate income housing as a component of_tﬁé‘ 

- proposed development. Althoﬁgh the statute refers to“»
"general terms andkconditions," this languagekhas been
interpreted to mean any basic or fundamental aspect of the
project for which prelimihary approval is grénted.' §gg

Hilton Acres v. Klein, 64 N.J. Super. 281, 165 A.2d 819

(App. Div., 1960), aff'd, 35 N.J. 570, 174 A.2d4 465 (1961).
Although there is no case law directly in point, whether a

proposed development is a Mount Laurel or non-Mount Laurel

one would seem to fit within the Hilton Acres concept'of a
"basic" or "fundamental® aspect of the developer's thinking,
and therefore would come within the reach of N.J.S.A.

40:55D-49(a).

Balahcinq of harms. The defendants, as public bbdies,
- would suffer little, if any, harm should temporary relief be
granted, since their réle is that of a regulator/rathetbthan
a principal. Indeed, the absence of prejudice to the |

township is especially evident here, since the temporary



-restraint sought by plaintiffs.allows theePLanninékBoafduto'
continue to process and approve the applications,“subject
only to the plaintiffs’ right to request rezoning of the
tract as part of the remedy in this case. - |
Assumlng that the developer-applicant is entitled to
have its interests considered in the balance, the balance
still remains overwhelmingly in the p}aintiffs' favor. As a
“matter of law, the applicant‘isvnot entiﬁled to appf6Vel
simpiy because its appiications are complete aed pending:
the appllcatlons could be dlsapproved by the plannlng board
on grounds unrelated to the present actlon.f More
- importantly, however, except for the issues of site
suitability and appropriate densities, trlal in this actlon
has been completed and the temporary restraints are likely
to last at most for a‘coﬁple of months until a decision is
rendered. Plaintiffs thus submit that they fall amply
within the requirements of Crowe, having shown a probability
of success on the merits, irreparable harm, and a balancing
of interest that is overwhelming in their>direction.
Accordingly, plaintiffs respectfully move for eﬁtry.of a
temporary restraining order regarding the processinéland

possible approval of the Reidhal, Inc. applications.




Respectfully submitted:

gy
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"BARBARA WILLIAMS, ESQ.

JOHN PAYNE, ESQ.

Constitutiaonal Litigation‘

Clinic _

Rutgers Law School

15 Washington Street ‘
Newark, N. J. 07102 -
201/648-5687

BRUCE S. GELBER, ESQ.

National Committee Against
Discrimination in Housing
733 - 15th Street, N.W. :
Suite 1026

Washington, D. C. 20005

202/783-8150

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFFS




BARBARA J. WILLIAMS, ESQ.

Rutgers Constitutional Litigation Clinic
15 washington St., Newark, N.J. 07102
~201/648-5687 ‘

BRUCE S. GELBER, ESQ.

National Committee Against Dlscrlmlnatlon in Hous;ng
733 - 15th St. NW, Suite 1026 :
Washington, D. C. 20005 ’

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFFS

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
CHANCERY DIVISION

: SR MIDDLESEX COUNTY
URBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER ~

NEW BRUNSWICK, et al.,

" Plaintiffs, Civil Action C 4122-73

VS.
- THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF

THE BORQUGH OF CARTERET,
et al.,

Defendants. ORDER

Urbah League plaintiffs haviné mo&ed for a temporary
restraining order and interlocutory injunction, the Coﬁrﬁ‘having
reviewed alirpapers submitted, havithheard all’intérestéd parties
in open court on the return date, and for good cause shown.

IT IS HEREBY ORDE R E D thlS day of November, 1984,
that plaintiffs‘~ﬁotion for a temporarykrestralnlng order. is
granted as followsﬁ -

1) With respect to any vacant site which is identified
on the vacant Land Inventory (attachéd hereto and incorporated

as Exhibit A) and which has been identified as being "satisfactory"

for Mt. Laurel development in the preliminary report of the court-




appointed expert, Carla Lerman, P.P. (attached hereto and
incorporated as Exhibit B), the Township of Piscataway.Council,
Planning Board and zZzoning Board of Adjustment, ‘are enjoined from
approving any‘application or taking any other actioh‘which would
permit development of any site for anykuSe that does not require

a minimum 20% set aside of low and moderate income housing

consisteht with Mt. Laurel II, 92 N.J. 158 (1983).

| 2) The wanship of Piscataway Council,'Planning Board,
~and Zonihg Board of Adjustment, are required, upon receipt of
any application with respect to any site'identifiéd~in paragraph
1 above, or upon learning of plans to submit such an abplication,
to notify the applicant or property owner of the existence of this
Order, and of the landowner's right to move upon short notice to
all parties, that for good cause shown, restraints be vacated

as to their propertylies].

EUGENE D. SERPENTELLI, J.S.C.

1 A Y B e R At



v W

i

T

PR

§ 3319 20

e T R N VT W T Y

; . ~131A,2 1Z5 -10 LI-n 15 ACRES IN FLOODMALN . 5
3 e 134 on. 60 - B ADIACENT TO STEEL FLANT :
ZEUA 2 (PART) 19.03 LI=5 ADJ.. TO HEAVY INDUSTHRY '
TEIA “2A5 LB LQL0% CR-TS N O g i ,
317 EALE, T, 9As I 9C, 114 7o SEVERE. ENVIRON. CONSIRILNTS
112‘11C -
319 1A 55.86% R=20 &=
S0, 590, . TRAFFIC, RAILROAD
OTHERS A - 83.£3  R-13A PRD
438, 499 .
. OTHERS - 35.60 LI-1
502 . 1,2{PART) . 55.C0 R-1Q
582 _Z{PART) : : .
. 592A ZUPART), b 34.69 R-15 ‘PROPDSED PARK B8 ACRES "
533 SCPART), &6, B 26.78 pBP-1 ADJ. TO CHEMICAL PLAIT .
502 2(PART) 34,09 R-zD ; ' :
47154428 7ALPART) ;1B . S 26,03 LI-S CADJ. TO CHEMICAL PLANT .
) 583 . - T 66.25 R-20 . ADJ. TO INTERSTATE. .
432 8A,556B ‘ 6.58 R-1Q " FLOOD PLAIN ..
- 4363457A 151 T 24,29 -5 . ADJ. TO RAILROMD, INQUSTRY. :
4572 | 1,2,3A R X0 . ADJ..TO IND., FLOODPLAIN S
457a . L, TA U St 7-83 B-5 “ ADJ.. TO INDUSTRY P
4572 . L 1A4A . SR T7-79 M5 7 ADJ. TO INDUSTRY ~° R AR
437B . TP . % ©23.0@ M-5 .. - ADJ. TO INDUSTRY -[° PSR
461 0 SA L oL T _14.5‘; M-5 ADJ. TO INDUSTRY RX
503 2B .. -, i, 5.8 LI-5 - ADJ. TO INDUSTRY ~
PSR- P T fg 73 LI  ADJ. TO INDUSTRY, FLgﬂg;P:ﬁ_ﬁ .
oo g e Ap-ra T3 -ADJ- TO INDUSTRY, INTE
495 - 1,4(:,1@,11 115,113 4@ 98 LI-5 . NOT CONTIGUOUS -
HPTA .. &6By9B,18A - To31.02 LI-5 0 - IMNDUSTRIAL PARK, FLOODPLAIN
499 . - 2A o T TT . 86.3%  R-15 “*PARTIAL FLOOD PLAIN ;
499 oV A o 21T 1.89 R-15 FLOODPLAIN © . - .
497 T3 L L - 2. s@.se LI-s Y - . s S
497 .4 T .- 18.9 R-za . o o :
496 7 1A 43.62 LI-5 . POLERLINE EASEMENT (2.73APPROX)
R L) - 2511 . &3.85 R-20 - "~ > {3.73APPAOXY )
Z‘ég i ;i . o '-;-'.;:m TR-2@ T P Tt memtem it Te e T2APPROXY -
~ ST 74065 - R-20 A ST . -
Zgz i6461A i;’gzm'izn Ce 0T 2417 BP-I1T 'PIPELINE EASEMENT, NOT CONTIGUOUS
: T 7.9" R-10,GD - : .
71@3 712) L. -" D .. : T .- ﬂ;" ’ o ) "A.-_ Te . E -
- OTHERS .~ ¥~ -~ [ - = 49 2a R 1A  PRD . - LT PR
. 732 8C(PART) .7 7.80 GB -7 TS : :
734 YN 29.18 SC POLER LINES . .
736 T 45,855,49,54A,55,59C - L .
7345 ,' Bhy 548G, 44F, OTHERS =~ ~55.96 LI-1 “INDUSTRIAL PARK -
7358 - ~ 27a,284A - 32.406 R-Z0 HISTORICAL FARM J
&478 - 21 - . 14,70 R-IOD - WL e
BN 23 B iz 3:4.64’:,4!—: 20,80 R-15A < PRD : '.1
: Tah - T 2A - R 7. 48.94 R-28 o . . ct -t
- 4% L2 - s -1t 55,864 R-Z0A PaD . LT .
743 0 % e LT 9uAB R-ZAL . -
737 ' 8-11- S s .16 R=ZT - : oot I
845 ', “3A32,9B,10 - L . 17.29 R-ZQ . - "THO TRACTS . :
593 2% . .. . i .« 288 R-13 i : - :
829 nm el R ’ o
. B834C - . 73=3 - 270 U, A.38 EP-1  NON—CONTIGUOUS S
= 829 l,-yba’.ﬁ 12 : L . . L.
: 834C 1Ay 19-24,28,29 12.77 R-15 NON~-CONTIGUOUS .
762,751, _ L T s .
762,763 ALL . - G.58  SCH ' SR. CITIZEN HOUSING N
757 2 6.28 R-15 .
835 - 1@, 2L PART) - 185.90 E-R RUTGSAS UNIVERSITY
835% - 2 tPART) 16.C3 HC RUTGERS UNIVEASITY .
87> 23 3{PART) 40.C2  R-T0A PRD STRY
495 11D 0.62 G-B- ADJ. CORMZRCIAL, INDY o3, TO InD.
491 1.2 T9.27  L1I-D PISECTED EY CENTENN: LS -
EFE AP BLOWIP TUNICIPAL 4£9.70
PHIVATE 10.067 VAHICUS CEC AP FLOAP
®D. & KD 313.2% e
7T 1% =a 1a.~> &0 LoDILATIT e TOASS
Y ta av .., 23 5., > 1EDIIATID TR L. -
o . . . &7 > .0 P R A
K 1.3 1.6%  mes pr 2. to i, RatiEesd
Ian b & 1y e} PLF.L AL
1= 4 3.0y B Lt latenr, FLOCDTREE
115 pae ¥ 3.4 R-TS FLGsuméile
oln 21-32 .01 R-73 * e enytnG
417 1-127,130-15% 6.2 Li-t VARLOUS GunIRS.EDI. FIFE TRainl G
458 ] .13 n-% EAILROAD, HEAVY 1.0
4808 .8 5.00 LI-5 ADJ. TO INDUSTRY
460D S 5.10 L1I-5 £D3. T 1HDUSTRY
LI7A 1 6£.99 LI-S FLOGDPLAIN, ADJ. TO 15D-
523 9 3.80 2P~} ADJ. TO 1rDUSTRY
550 SA — 4,00 R-10
D5) ﬁgp,-ﬁ:- 25=Th, o .
554 118<37 3 ‘J &.54% R-10 r;rmnc«.:TIGUHUS,V:—-QY‘US CuRERSHIZ
s67 474 6.45 R-IC
543 156 72.99  fR-13 Cvpmvm’-'o




5¢»e;§:.ﬁ . “:; R 413 W. Englewood Avenue
AL e LR " peaneck, New Jersey 07666
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July 12, 1984

‘ifﬁonowable Eugene D. Serpentelll ‘ | :
*-Supexior Court - _ R T S
- ocean County Court House . . N Co T
- CN 218L . . o AP . SPIEEE P

Toms River,.N.J. 08753 R R :

Dear Judge Serpentelll. d"ld lzf i':,f SRS "ffid;.f‘_- oo
'l_ 1 have rev;ewed all of the sxtes that were lleted in the |
.vVacant Land Inventory, Aprll 1984 in the Townshlp of Plscatawak. ';
Based on Alan Mallach's claSSLflcatlon, I have personally in—
va‘spected all of the srtes in the Category IT and III, and-many of
those in Category I. Some of the sites.in Category I, whuqh :}'?':J'
both the townshlp planner 1n Plscataway and the plalntlff'
expert w1tness agreed were not sultable sites for*re51dent1al o
development, were not 1nspected by me personally.
In Category I, there was one site which Alan Mallach in-

dlcated was not sultable for development, a large part of which

I belleve would be very ‘suitable for resrdentlal development-

_C; - . This smte,#SS, owned by»Rutgers Unlver51txnlsfzoned for;g_uag;
educationel research use at this time}~sixteen atres»of‘tnls.lzo
"acre area has been'zoned for Hotel/Conference Center. If that
-portlon remalns as 1t is now de51gbated and some addltlonal
adjacent land is also ‘set asmde in that zone, there Stlll mlgh“
be at least 80 to 90 acres that would be very approprlate for

,hlgher'denSLty res;dentlal development. Other than thls sxte,

PRt e AT e :- Sy a et A

_?developed in a use other than resmdentlal- ,_J: _;f ;;%;f”’

In Category II twelve s;tes were llsted as questlonable :

for re51dent1al development. Most of these SLtes are located ) {1"

. EXHIBIT'B S .
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szrv.oxr other uses that are
rial develcpment. Two of the sites
tially useable for residential de—-

ite 13. Both sites are adjacent to

Sn oan area oﬁ'hcavy -udust-i., In both cases'a.buffer strip
. cn tha wWestarn ecgo could bedtese:ved; while the eastern'poﬁtion
of thersites might 5é aoofooriate,fot de&elopﬁentr Both'sites‘ 'fv-d‘
need examination in the field as to the proxxmlty of theiln- o
dustrial bulldlngs and thelr p0551ble 1mpact regardlng pollutlon,
noise, etc,i The specific reason for excludlng each of the 51tes
in Category II from development is llsted in the attached 't} -
descrlptlon."A v'lA - v”;" Lo ,_:‘;;_d o
Category IIX lncluded all of those sites that Allan Mallach
Vfi§tt thought were suitable for residential development I have
reV1ewed and personally inspected all of .those SLtes, and for
the most part agree with thelr suitability foxr re51dent1al develo
meot. There are,howevep,nlne sxtes that I would disagree are
realistic.or‘desirable for‘development of.high density residentialA
use. Theaeleites I would recommend not be designated for’thié T
use;tiﬁ addition there are five sites that are'only pattially‘:
useable.. There afe seVerai'of'the.saitable sites that arefof

'.%?.J such small,SIZe that I would not thlnk them sultable or reallstlc jj:;;.

.
. - - i

for development.under the "20 percent set a31de" pollcy..*’,--a .-

- - A

’

LT :g f Altogether there are 37 51tes recommended by the plalntlffs
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m\rega*dlng an oplnlon for: SUltablllty for resrdentlal develop~

mffment 1 would like to glve the follow1ng oplnlon- o "-“"

’ n. “Gerickont prooerty (Slte 43 and 45) on the north ofui B

':@;south 51des of Morrls Avenue is very well sulted for re51dent1al~

1t~1* development It is almost 1dent1cal in character to the 51te

-

‘, t'':;.:mmed::.ately to the- west whlch Wlll be developed at lO unlts per-

- acre, and lt is in'a locatlon where development at a samllar R

.denSLty would not be detrlmental to any of the surroundlng

'propertles- Morrls Avenue is a collector streetiand'WLll“git :‘A-Tl;.
connect.w1th the proposed arterlal whlch wrll connect the exast~ |
-L;'lng Hoes Lane w1th Route 18 Trafflc from.the adjacent hlgh
; fp den51ty area (Hovnanlan) will be able to have dlrect access tc
-thlS neW‘arterlal whlch should minimize the lmpact from that
wff.development Whlch has. already been approved _ The two f;{L» - o o
cemeterles whlch comprise most of the northern side of Morrls ‘
Avenue between Hoes Lane and the Gerlckont site w1ll not B
generate SLgnlflcant trafflc; In the Plscataway Master Plan, a
collector street was proposed (1978) that would separate the o

southeast edge of the Gerikont srte from the adjacent 51ngle

"famlly uses. Thls collector street’ would connect Morrls Avenue

L - e

‘Tu. to the new arterlal extensron of Hoes Lane, thereby relleVIng
Morrls Avenue of the sole burden of the addltlonal trafflc. The

‘ -development of thlS street should be an essentlal component of the

T:;_development of the Gerlckont s;te B 7;,;f. cff¢l;,;fj;;“:j;~;

soa . T DR et 3° S

'B:f The Lanqe property (Slte 26) 15 located 1mmed1ately

B

L north.of the Port Readlng Rallroad tracks wrth frontage on Old E{:T

- New Brunsw1ck Road.f Thls property, desrgnated as Block 319 Lot l

. AQ and Block 317 Lot llB 1s part of a much larger vacant area,.

© .




*wWhich woulkd be Very_sulcduie LOL gner gensity oresidential

_ndevelopment.j olda Ntw Brunswick Road is a collector street
"ﬁ;;'p.whlch.leads dlrectly to an I~287 1ntercnange about % mlle-away,
| -{as well as connectlng to the nelghborhood shopolng area on - - -
1? Stelton Street to the north of the srte. There is multl—famlly |

'hou51ng across the street,von the west side of 0ld New Brunswlck i

.fRoad “_“.:m. i ll ¢:. { N V.?;;?etiiw

'gé} 287 Assoc1ates (Slte #30) is located’ lmmedlately‘south '*;1
of 287 Corporate Plaza, an offlce park Whlch has access from |
vSouth Randolphv1lle Road. De31gnated as Block 497 Lots 3 ‘and 3Q, k:;'
'thls 51te is presently a farm devoted to ralslng horses.' It lS o
flat,vopen and not in a flood plaln. It 1s bordered on the south .

by a paved road which is an easement to prov1de access to a pabllc
felementary school; The south s;de of the easement is bordered
. : by the school playlng flelds and an eleven acre vacant parcel that .
~ . is proposed as sultable for hlgher denSLty residential development.r
lthough the characterlstlcs of thls Slte would make it | |
satisfactory for residential use as well as light 1ndust“y, for

- which 1t is zoned, its contlguous nature with the offlce par&,k'

its. common ownership and the 51gn1f1cant benerlt that the 0rf1ce

‘park prov1des for the townshlp makes thls site partlcularly

.'~valuable for OfflCE/llght 1ndustry use.l It would: be'lmportant

:to buffer thls use from the uses to the south. o 5,3l ',ff

- Slte 3l would however, be- approprlate for higher density

re51dent1al as a tranSLtlon zone between.the offlce uses and the

PR 5
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’ ‘lower-den31ty re51dent1al uses to the south.' The easement roadway

L

.;'.should be upgraded as necessary to make lt.a publlc road to be .

dedlcated to the towashlp- Thls road development would loglcally

be the respons1b111ty of the adjacent property developers. _ .

i .
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“part of SOuth Randolohvxlle Road, mno access. snouwd be perml trad

\';to Slte 30 from that srde of the site. All‘aCCGSn should contxnue,

- to be galned through the ex15t1ng Ofrlce park entrance. The
- attached llSt ldentlfles those srtes in Category II and III
-whlch are not recommended for resxdentlal .use. .

I reallze that the Court Order requested that I propose |

-

'5a densrty for each 31te.' However, ln order to recommend a specxflc 3
,¥den51ty for any 51te, further study would be necessary regardlng ST

. pro;ected traffic volumes, proposed street 1morovements,tsoml '
,vcondltlons, adequacy of avallable 1nfra—struccure, p0551ble.ff;r

k;lmpact of adjacent or nearby uses, and potential envzronmental

"fr’constralnts. If data is readily avallable, this type of evalua—

- .thn is easxly accompllshed

_ As the Townshlp of Piscataway has its own Planning Department,.
S I would like to propose'fhat,vin the interest of saving time and
’money for tﬁe Township, the Township Plenning Department gather all
' _the required data for‘each site, particularly as it relates to
1traff1c generatlon and proposed street lmnrovemonts and con-
‘stralnts due to 5011 and env1ronmental conditions. I, would then
be able to make a.recommendatlon on densrty for each sultable

51te, based on my own observatlons and .the Township Plannlng

: Department's site analysrs.‘ ;

" If thls is not satlsfactory to the partles 1nvolved I would

be happy’to confer wrth you regardlng an alternatlve procedure,:- ,.'Qn

,Slncerely, = ié R

. CluréZr ( (£‘-—"-* R S e

. IR : g'Carla L. Lerman - R {_ <
CLL/bcm IR R o , T, 4 } SRR .
cc: Philip Paley, ‘Esq. ‘ . . . , :
_Bruce Gelbexr, et al. , - o R




¢arla L. Lerman o R “July 16, 1984
ﬁeTowﬁship of Piscataway - Vacant Land Inventory d
) Cateéory_I - - Not suitable for re51dent1al development or for

re31dent1al development at hlghe* than the exxst- :
- g ’ - '
1ng zonlng permlts. All 81tes are approprla '

to thls category except Slte r55 Thls s;te is

' Aowned by Rutgers Unlverslty and is currenthr

,,'., =

»zoned for Educatlon and Research.r On the no*th

o_lt is ad]acent to re31dent1al development in an T;?7”
| e R L e R
areatzoned R—lS. A portlon of thlS 51te whlch

R 1} T e el

45'f g fronts on Hoes Lane could: be con51dered appro-

priate for a use whlch would compllment the

:_Hotel.Conference Center zone of SLte #56. :ihe

' remaining 80+‘acres would be approprlate for N .
.higher den51ty residential development whlch
‘f‘mlght include a mix of hlgher density garden -

>apartments and lower den51ty townhouses."

'”fCategory II' - - Not apparently sultable for re51dent1al develoo—
. L | - ment by virtue of env1ronmental or other con—;‘
'_stralnts. Two of the 51tes listed in Category
tf1II -are consxdered to be worth further consxde'a—’
tion for re51dent1al development w1th certazn
..pr0por~tions reserved for buffers. Sltes 29
'::and 13 are adjacent on the north to a heavy rj,";ql-’
'1ndustry site, for which a substantlal buf‘e*_H s .
..Q zone mlght be requlred- Site 39 is presenbl! ST i}[
E,: : | o r>jo.:f zoned R-10 and is adjacent on the south %o o )

.Sltes 10 and 12 whlch are reccrzesnded 'obA

R R
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L o ) ‘highexr density~residential‘dewelopment.

' : T f" ‘: ‘ ”Siﬁej#l3 isrsurrounded‘oﬁfthr&e*sides by
r851dentlally zoned land and- would appear fo

) be of similar character. BOun'SltES 9'and 13

;therefore appear.- approprlata for~re51dent1al :

‘“;"T -.;f,*t-‘i’f' ' use of a hlgher density -if the approprlate

-bnffer area is prov1ded

%,

he remalnder of the SItes in Category II are'

'wi;ng;;, not consxdered sultable for hlgher densxty ‘

re51dent1al developnent They are 1dent1f1ed

" as follows~‘f7

Slte # 5: Sadjacent'to railroad tréck manu-—
facturing site, and site- 1dent1f1ed
. as toxic waste site.

15: floodplain

© 39: part of business dlStrlCt on heavy
. _trafflc street . ,

61 and 62: dedicated open space as part of
- planned residential development

65, 66 'andls'/:' £loodplain |
‘Caéegdfy Irr - ?otentiaily‘suitable foﬁ»reéideﬁtial éavé;opment '
| = ',of‘mﬁlti—famiiy housihg, ‘ '
'tSite # 11£‘{Sati5fact0ry‘ ’ ." : _;;4:

ST '"k'i;f2:'fapprox1mately 15 acres are in the
. . - floodplain, on the northern end oxf
the site. The remainder 1s satlsfactory

: '3: satisfactory. This site has been pro—
-0 :l- - posed for a shopping center. There
"0 7% §g an existing neighborhood shopping .
' " .- - area on Stelton Road between 0ld
New Brunswick Road and Lakeview Ave— = .
‘nue which can serve the same area’ as ;”4
the proposed shopping center,. as well .
as the area south of Old New Brunswick
Road which. is recommended for higher
density development. Strengthening
‘that shopplng area through upgradlng

REW My o - -
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. y | . of properties and provision of off-
I _ e - street parking would appear to be nore
IRV L ‘ ' ‘beneficial to the neighborhood than
o - » - : creating a new competlng shopping
.centexr. ) . , -
‘4: not satlsfactory - tox;c waste sxte
6 satlsfactory ' ‘ -
i T ~7:_;satlsfactory
8: satisfactory w1th buffer—needs further
A “,study :.,“_ - S e A .

10: esatlsfactory -

;4.3;f . :Q;Tf'v 12: satlsfactOrY 1;~ff: i;};"-

14: . not satisfactory. This site present-
’ ‘ly serves as the buffer which is
. generally desirable between an
“interstate (I-287) and residential -
uses. Access is difficult; the north-
eastern half is very narrow and cross—
ed diagonally by a pipeline easement,
e SEeT S © limiting development; if used at all
MRS LR e - for residential use, a buffer strip
Coe : ' ‘of at least 250*' with substantial
plantings should be required between
~the development and I-287.

16 and 17: not satlsfactory. Presently part of
: Rutgers Industrial Park which is well
developed with industrial uses. It
is crossed by power lines and is best
retained for 1ndustr1al development.v
28 and 29-v-not satlsfactory.' Partly in floodolaln -

30: ‘not satisfactory. Preferred foxr
5_exten510n of offlce park use (see text) -

" 31: .satlsfactory

32, 33, 34: satisfactory, although development
-limited by presence of power llnes

. 35z satlsfactory . ",.1'5 , ﬂ‘,;iﬂf_-,.;;;?

. 37: -satlsfactory

>.38:“not satlsfactory. Surrounded by Lon TR
business district on heavy trafrlc e
,street, power llnes -




. o o . 4V palTlidlly SATLSIAcCToOXy, requires

, ¢ . . . further study.  Frontage on heavy
) ma;ﬁpf - - . traffic bu51nesa street, adjacent
RN . BE - to residential and llght industry.
- e o Excluding frontage, might be-apnro~
priate for moblle home park o
41: not satlsfactory, part of ex1st‘ng
; ~ . 7. industrial park : el
R e - 43: satlsfactory .
S Do - 44: satisfactory
45: satisfactory ,
46: . satisfactory -
- 47: satisfactory - :
48: satisfactory
- 49: satisfactory. -
. 81:. satisfactory = . T R
.. '52: satisfactory - - o7 L
. 853: satisfactory . - SRR :
'54: satisfactory.
. -57: satisfactory o o )
60 A B,C: satisfactory. Good infill sites
L 63~ satisfactory S Lo
. 68: satisfactory = ’ DI
75,76: satisfactory. Good infill sites
- 77: satisfactory o o
.78: satisfactory
79:  not satisfactory. Narrow strlp on -
i “heavy trafflc street R
. i .
LI S - b — N .
{ ! Lo T
& i ‘ RER A




