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SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY

CHANCERY DIVISION - MIDDLESEX COUNTY'

DOCKET NO. (:'L1‘22-'22

URBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER
EW BRUNSWICK, a non-profit

of the State of
CLEVELAND BENSON;

-
.

JUDITH CHAMPION; :

B RBARA TIPPETT;

d on

Plaintiffs,

MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF
BOROUGH OF CARTERET;

P COMMITTEE OF THE
iIP OF CRANBURY; MAYOR
UNCIL OF THE BOROUGH
LLEN; TOWNSHIP COMMIT-:

TOWNSHIP OF EAST
TOWNSHIP COMMITTEE

KENNETH TUSKEY andégEA WHITE,\:
n their own behalf an
ehalf of all others similarly:

(1]

(1]

*"

Civil Action

COMPLAINT

10

20

30



(55

2a
-2 -

OF THE TOWNSHIP OF EDISON;
MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE :
BOROUGH OF HELMETTA; MAYOR
AND COUNCIL OF THE BOROUGH OF
HIGHIAND PARK; MAYOR AND
COUNCIL OF THE BOROUGH OF
JAMESBURG; TOWNSHIP COMMITTEE
OF THE TOWNSHIP OF MADISON;
MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE
BOROUGH OF METUCHEN; MAYOR
AND COUNCIL OF THE BOROUGH OF ' 10
MIDDLESEX; MAYOR AND COUNCIL
OF THE BOROUGH OF MILLTOWN;
TOWNSHIP COMMITTEE OF THE
TOWNSHIP OF MONROE; TOWNSHIP
COMMITTEE OF THE TOWNSHIP OF
NORTH BRUNSWICK; TOWNSHIP
COMMITTEE OF THE TOWNSHIP OF
PISCATAWAY; TOWNSHIP COMMITTEE
OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PIAINSBORO; :
MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE BOR-
OUGH OF SAYREVILLE; MAYOR AND
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SOUTH
AMBOY; TOWNSHIP COMMITTEE OF .
THE TOWNSHIP OF SOUTH BRUNS-
WICK:; MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF
THE BOROUGH OF SOUTH PIAIN-
FIELD; MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF
THE BOROUGH OF SOUTH RIVER;
MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE
BOROUGH OF SPOTSWOOD; TOWN- | 30
'SHIP COMMITTEE OF THE TOWN-
SHIP OF WOODBRIDGE

20

*”

Defendants.

élaintiffs, by way of complaint herein, say:

I. PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 40

1. Low-and moderate-income persons, both white
Vahd nonwhite, bring this action against 23 municipal
efendants in Middlesex County seeking to enjoin economic
ahd racial discrimination in housing. They challenge the
hing and other land use policies and practices of

fendant municipalities which, by effgctively excluding
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housing plaintiffs can afford, prevent them from residing
in these municipalities in close proximity to job oéportuni-
ties, and deprive their children of equal educational
opportunities.
2. Each of the municipal defendants discriminates 10
against the plaintiffs through the maintenance and operation

. of zoning and other land use policies and practices which

impede and deter the construction of housing they can

‘afford. The poliéies and pracéices of all defendant munici-
ﬁélities, taken together, bar plaintiffs from securing hous- 2
ing and employment opportunities throughout a major and
eépanding market area. These policies‘and practices also
adﬁersely affect the housing market in the rest of the
unty and the region of which defendant municipalities
are a part. 30
-3. Plaintiffs' claims for relief are based upon
:S.A.v40:55—32; Article one, paragraphs 1, 5, and 18,

he Né@ Jersey Constitution; 42 U.S.C. 1981, 1982, and

| .'seq.; and the Thirteenth and Fourteenth Amendménts

the United States Constitution. ) 40.

II. PLAINTIFFS

4. Plaintiff Urban League of Greater New Bruns-
hﬁains its offices at 4749 Troop Avenue, New Bruns-

Y_Jersey 08901. 1It is a non-profit corporation of the
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State of New Jersey, as per Title 15, N.J.S.A. It is an
affilitate of the National Urban League, a nationwide
organization which, since 1910, has sought to improve the
economic conditions of minority persons by, among other
things, obtaining equal housing and employment opportunities.
- The League, on its own behalf and for its members, has a
special interest in the need for low-and moderate-income

f—fhousing in Middlesex County. Its members are directly

:finjured and aggrieved by the zéning and other land use
‘:iolicies and practices of the defendants. Such members
_are unable to challenge the defendants' conduct without
éhe assistance of the League,

5. Plaintiff Cleveland Benson, a black citizen
of the United States, lives with his wife, seven children,
gnd one grandchild in a rented four bedroom house at 425
South 8th Street, Highland Park, New Jersey 08904. 1In
gbruary, 1974, Mr. Benson had to sell a house in Highland
ark after living in it for 2 1/2 years, because he could
fﬁ afford the mortgage payménts. He searched for morg?
‘énfa year before locating a two bedroom apartment in .
amesburg in which the entire family lived in gfossly
quded conditions from March until June, 1974.

:Béésbn earns approximately $10,000 a year at the Kaiser

'um‘Company in Edison, New Jersey. He is concerned

4a
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about his ability to meet the rental payments in his current

house and would like to live in less expensive quarters in

suburban Middlesex County.

6. Plaintiff Fannie Botts resides at 334 Stockton

Street, Apartment 7-G, Perth Amboy, New Jersey 08861l. She

is a black citizen of the United States. She lives with n

her husband and three children in a three bedroom apartment

jin a virtually all-minority public housing project. Family
, income is approximately $7,500 .annually, from her husband's
hiemployment with a trucking firm in Woodbridge, New Jersey.
'He;'children attend nearly all-minority schools. She wduld 20
,4}§ke to live in a suburban part of Middlesex County in order
'iﬁo;afford her children a Setter living environment and

- greater educational opportunitiés.

; 7. Plaintiff Judith Champion, a white citizen

' 9£ the United States, has two children and shares a three 30

‘droom apartment in New Brunswick with a female friend at

2 Eulner Street, South Amboy, New Jersey 08872. Ms. Champion
s a student at Middlesex County College in Edison and‘ber
fniyyincome is from welfare. She would like to live in a
use of her own in the suburban part of Middlesex County *0
Prbvide her children with a healthier environment. She

Jbeen unable to find such housing.

8. Plaintiff Lydia Cruz lives at 334 Stockton

f, Perth Amboy, New Jersey 0886l. Mrs. Cruz is a
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‘Spanish surnamed citizen of the United States living with
‘nine children in an overcrowded four bedroom apartment in
a virtually all-minority public housing project. The |

| project has no recreational facilities and the maintenance
~of the common areas is poor. The schools her children '10

_attend are nearly all-minority. Mrs. Cruz earns a salary

 :¢£ $6,500 a year as a social worker for the Middlesex

”;cbunty Economic Opportunity Corporation and receives

ﬁelfare payments of just under:$400 a month. Mrs. Cruz

7h$s searched for housing in Edison, Highland Park and

other suburban areas of the county but has found nothing 20

L?he could afford. She would like a house in a racially

and economically integrated area free of crime and drug

9. Plaintiff Barbara Tippett lives at 51 Burnet
t?éet, New Brunswick, New Jersey, 08902. She is a black 30
tizen of the United States and lives with her husband.

d three children in a rented two bedroom apartment. Eamiiy

ome in 1973 was approximately $10,000, from Mr. Tipgétt's

ployment as a painter. Mrs, Tippett has been.uhable éo

nd less crowded housing closer to her husband's work in 0

area with better schools, after more than one year of



-7 -A 7a

0. Plaintiff Kenneth Tuskey, a white citizen

of the United States, lives at 89 Stillwell Road, Kendall
Park, New Jersey, 08824. This is in the township of South

‘Brunswick. He would like to live in a racially and econom-

ically integrated community.

11. Plaintiff Jean White lives at 237 Park .
Avenue, Piscataway, New Jersey, 08854. She is a black
citizen of the United States living with eight children

- and two grandchildren in a renﬁed three bedroom apartment
in‘a black enclave in Piscataway. Her only income is from.

_Welfare payments. Ms., White would like to live in a larger
house in a racially and economically integrated neighborhood

in the Piscataway area, but has been unable to find such

. housing within her means.

20

IITI. CIASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS A 30

12. Plaintiffs bring this éction for injunctive
EIief as a class action pursuant to Rule 4:32 of the New
érsey Court Rules on behalf of themselves and others similar-
situated. The class plaintiffs represent is compriséd
ﬁj;9w~and moderate—income persons, both white and nonwhite,
"iding in Northeastern New Jersey, who seek housing and
‘GYmentioppo:tunities_for'themselves and educational

§Unities for their children in the 23 defendant munici-

es, but who are deprived of such opportunities by the

40
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zoning and other land use policies and préctices of defendants.
In this action joinder of all class members is impracticable:
there are Questions of law and fact common to the class;
plaintiffs' claims are typical of the classes' claims;
plaintiffs fairly and adequately protect the classes'
interests; common questions of law and fact predominéte over
qﬁestions affecting individual members; a class action is
superior to other "available methods for adjudication.

13. The defendant city, borqughs, and townships are
‘municipal corporations organized under the lawé of New Jersey.
The officials, employees, and agents of such defendénté are
responsible for the enactment and administration of the zoning

- and other land use policies and practices.

IV, FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

14, Middlesex County, of which these defendants

are a part, is located between New York and Philadelphia,

S£ride the Northeastern highway and rail transportation
iu;ridoré. The location of the transportation lines has

een central to the increased commercial, industrial, aﬂd
éidential growth of the'county. The county ié composed

25 municipalities all of which are defendants except
runswick and Perth Amboy.

15. Middlesex County constitutes a common housing
abor market area, as recognized by the Federal Office

gement and Budget in designating Middlesex County

10
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as a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area known as the

/
New Brunswick-Perth Amboy-Sayreville SMSA.

>16. According to the 1970 census, the population
of Middlesex County was 583,813 of whom 40,549 were minor-
ities. Approximately 85 percent of the total county popu- 10
lation resides in the 23 defendant municipalities, but less
than 50 percent of the minority population. The majority
of the county's blgck and Puerto Rican population is
confined to the two municipalities of New Brunswick and
Perﬁh Amboy.
17. During the decade of the 1960's, Middlesex 20
County absorbed large percentages of the population increase
~in Northeastern New Jersey, as the more urbanized counties
~in the region, such as Essex and Hudson, became fully
developed. Between 1960 and 1970 the county's population :
. increased by approximately 150,000, representing over 25 0

_percent of the total growth in the eight counties of

éNOrtheastérn New Jersey. Population projections show that

iddlesex will experience a similar numerical increase over

the next two decades. 40

he U.S. Bureau of the Census defines a Standard Metro-
Politan Statistical Area (SMSA) as generally, a county
group of counties containing at least one city (or
cities) having a population of 50,000 or more plus
Jacent jurisdictions which are metropolitan in charactex
@ are economically and socially integrated with the

nt- -1 cities. 1970 Census User's Guide, Part I at 85.

~
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18. Nearly all of the county's population increase
consisted of white families and persons who moved into the
defendant municipalities. Middlesex accounted for only 6.4
percent of minority population growth in the region. By
contrast, Essex and Hudson counties, which accounted for
less than one percent of the overall growth in Northeastern 10
New Jersey, absorbed nearly 60 percent of the minority
increase.

19. Those minorities.who have moved info Middle-
sex County have been confined.lérgely to‘thé éities of New
Brunswick and Perth Amboy. Accounting for only 1.6 percent 20
of the total coﬁnty growth, the two cities absorbed over
half of the coﬁnty's minority increase., White population
in the two central cities decreased by more than 10 percent.

20. The small increase of blacks and Puerto Ricans
in the 23 defendant municipalities from 1960 to 1970 was 10
 1argely confined to areas of pre-existing minority concen-

tration. These areas are chéracterized by substandard housing,
higher denéity, and less restrictive zoning than white pop-
ulation areas. ‘ ' ;}
21. According to the 1970 census, the median "40
income for all families in Perth Amboy was $9,413 and in

New Brunswick, $9,589; less than 80% of the median income

‘cf}more than $12,000 in the 23 defendant municipalities.
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22, The median income for blacks living in New
Brunswick and Perth Amboy was less thah two-thirds of the
median income in the 23 municipal defendants. The median
income for Puerto Ricans living in Perth Amboy and New
Brunswick was less than half of the median income in the

10
23 municipal defendants.

23, Since 1960, there has been an increase of
more than 100,000 jobs in Middlesex County, the overwhelm-
ing majority located in the 23'defendant municipalities.
Most of these jobs pay low and moderate wages.

| 24, _The number of housing units produced in %
Middlesex County has been less than half the number of jobs

generated during the same period. The gap between housing

units and jobs has been particularly acute for low and moderate

wage earners.
' 30
25, Most of the low and moderate wage jobs in

the county are in the 23 defendant municipalities, while
most of the low-and moderate-income housing units in the

county are located in New Brunswick and Perth Amboy.

26, Most of the black and Puerto Rican persons 40
Who work in Middlesex County are employed in low and moderate

_jobs. Of the blacks and Puerto Ricans who work in

lesex County, more than 40 percent live outside the

Y. 37 percent live in New Brunswick and Perth Amboy,

Y 21 percent live in the 23 'defendant municipalities.
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27. In Newark, Elizabeth, Plainfield, and other
central cities of Northeastern New Jersey, there are more
low-and moderate-income housing units than there are jobs
paying low and moderate wages.

28, Statistical projections show that most of
the new jobs that will open up in Middlesex County by 1980

will pay low and moderate wages and will be located in
| the 23 defendant municipalitieg. Statistical projections
also show that by 1980, under current zoning and other land
use policies and practices, the gap between low and moderate
wage jobs and low-and moderate-income housing units will
increase in the 23 defendant municipalities.

29, More than 40 percent of the vacant land in
Middlesex County is zoned for industry, a higher percentage
than in any other county in New Jerséy. More than 90 per- -
-cent of the county's vacant land is within the 23 defendant
municipalities. According to the Middlesex County Master
Plan, of the approximately 40,000 acres so zoned, 75 pe#cent,
or 30,000 acres, will not be needed for such use. Thi;f
excessive zoning withdraws at least 25 percént of the
developable land in the county from potential use for housing.
| 30. Adequate housing for plaintiffs and the class

they represent is largely unavailable in the defendant munic-

iPalities.

12a
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(a) The vacancy rate for the 23 defendant
municipalities is less than one percent, compared to the
accepted standard of three percent as a tight housing market.

(b) There is a scarcity of rental units gener-
ally in the defendant communities and an acute scarcity of 10
such units with two or more bedrooms. Such two or more
bedroom units as are available are priced at rents beyond
the financial capabilities of plaintiffs and the class they

represent,

(c) Nearly all single~family dwellings in
defendant municipalities sell for prices beyond the financial 20
capabilities of plaintiffs and the class they represent.

(d) Fewer than 1800 family public housing
units are located in Middlesex County. Of these, nearly
75 percent are in the cities of New Brunswick and Perth Amboy.
Although ﬁhe defendant municipalities are authorized under %
stéte law to establish public housing authorities to provide

h°P§ing for low-income families, 18 have not established

suChnauthorities. In four of the five municipalities that

stablished public housing authorities, no public %0
ho ing for families has been built for more than 10 years.
(e) Twenty of the defendants have not

the resolution of local approval required for the
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use of state financial aid to assist low-and moderate-
income families with their housing needs.
31. Over 50 percent of the minority publi¢
school children in the county attend school in Perth Amboy
- and New Brunswick, where minority enrollments exceed 60 10
percent. Schools in the 23 suburban municipalities are
 over 94 percent white.
32, The Middlesex County Planning Board, as
f: authorized by state law, has péepared and adopted a county-
W3§Wide master plan which includes provision for the distribu-

20
‘tion of low-and moderate-income housing throughout the 23

defendant municipalities. None of the defendants has taken
?“steps to implement the low-and moderate-income housing

 elements of the Plan.

33. The defendants' zoning and other land use 10
Policies and practices have denied or otherwise made un-

_vailable'to low-and moderate-income persons, both white

 nd non—wﬁite, equal access to hoﬁsing and employment i

portunitieé and denied educational opportunities to Eﬁeir

ildren. Among other exclusionary devices and techniques,

defendants have:

e Appendix for a description of various exclusionary

1ing and other land use policies and practices of

h defendant municipality. Said appendix is incorporated
eference and made a part of this complaint as if fully
forth herein. _ '
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(a) Forbidden or severely restricted pro-
vision of mobile homes, the development of multiple dwellings,
especially those with more than one bedroom, and single-
family attached housing that plaintiffs can afford;

(b) imposed zoning and building requirements 10
for single-family detached houses, such as large lot sizes,
3ﬁinimum floor areas, and excessive frontége requirements,

- which have increased housing costs;

(c) refused or “otherwise failed to provide

f“éderally or State subsidized housing for low-income families;

(d) =zoned vacant land for industrial purposes

aih excess Of need to the exclusion of residential usage.

34, The results of defendants' conduct have been,

Anter alia, to:
” (a) Exclude low-and moderate-~income house- 430
ld$, especially those with children, from residing within
éhdénf‘communities;

| (b) cConfine low-and moderate-income peréons,

White and nonwhite, to overcrowded, substandard, aﬁd

ﬁsafe, housing within the central city areas:; 0

(c) Ignore the general welfare of the larger

(d) Maintain white isolated elite communities

me households;
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(e) Impose an undue burden on nearby
communities which have less restrictive zoning and other

land use policies and practices.

(f) Deprive middle-and upper-income white

residents of the benefits of racial and economic integration,

(g) Deny to low-and moderate-income persons, 10

 §hite and nonwhite, the right to travel;

(h) Deprive low-and moderate-income persons
’bbth white and nonwhite, of access to employment opportuni-

#ies in suburban communities; and

(i) Deny their children equal educational 20

1§pportunities.

35. The conduct of the defendants described in

the preceeding paragraphs interferes with and denies rights

gred to the plaintiffs and the class they represent by

-5.A. 40: 55-32; Article one, paragraphs 1, 5, and 18 of 30
?'New Jersey Constitution; 42 U.S.C. 1981, 1982, and 3601

eq.; ‘and by the Thirteenth and Fourteenth Amendments

he United States Constitution. ' =

V. PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREF ORE, plaintiffs prayythat judgment

%Eed as follows:
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(1) Permanently enjoining the‘defendaﬁts,
their officers, agents, and employees, and all other
persons acting in active concert or in participation with
any of them, from engaging in any zoning and other land

usé policies and practices which have the effect of

10
egcluding low-and moderate-income persons, both white and
néﬁ—white.
. (2) Requiring defendants, individually
aéé!collectively, to take reasonable steps to correct past
diéériminatory conduct by preparing and implementing a 20
56 nf’plan to facilitate racially and economically integra-
te hou31ng within the means of plaintiffs and the class
~represent. 1In developing and implementing such plan,
dants should be required to solicit and utilize the
>-and assistance of appropriate county, state, and . 30
iagencies and programs. Such plan should include a
.se Program and timetable outlining the steps defendants
ke fo assure successful and expeditious implemen~i
(3) Granting the named pPlaintiffs the 40

xcf all costs, including attorney fees, incurred
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in maintaining this action, and such further relief as the

interest of justice may require and this Court deems

appropriate.

OF COUNSEL:

MARTIN E. SLOANE
DANIETL, A. SEARING
ARTHUR WOLF

National Committee Against
Discrimination in Housing
142 H Street, N.W.

Suite 410

ington, D.C. 20005

NORMAN WiiLiAMS, Jr. Esq.
lison Road

e

Respectfully submitted

\ ' . 10
BAUMGART & BEN-ASHER
Attorneys for plaintiffs.:
W &Q»\

DAVID H. BEN-ASHER |

A Member of the Firm
20
30

eton, New Jersey 08540
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APPENDIX TO COMPLAINT

Exclusionary Zoning & Other Land Use Policies
and Practices of Defendant Municipalities

1. BOROUGH OF CARTERET

Carteret prohibits mobile homes.

It permits multi-family dwelling construction only
ih areas zoned for commercial use} but there is virtually
;6 land so zoned.

The Carteret ordinance prohibits construction
6% any apartment with more than four rooms and requires
Egat at least 90 percent contain no more than three.

Although the town has available vacant develoé—

able acres to meet the low-~ and moderate-income housing

needs of its present and potential residents, an excessive

d unnecessary amount of its land is zoned for industrial

Carteret has not passed the resolution of local
fbval'required for the use of state financial aid to

st low- and moderate-income families with their

Although Carteret has a public housing authority,

built only 36 units for families in the past decade.

TOWNSHIP OF CRANBURY

Cranbury prohibits mobile homes and forbids

construction.

19a
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Nearly all of its developable land zoned for
single—family residences has minimum requirements such as
1 ot area of 40,000 square feet, lot width of 170 linear
feet, and floor area of 1,000 square feet.

There is a token amount of land open to houses on
10,000 square foot lots with minimum frontages of 100
feet, but these units must also have minimum floor areas
df,at least 1,000 square feet..

V Cranbury has also zoned an excessive amount of
iﬁs_vacant land for industry.'

Cranbury has not established a public housing
ahthority and has not passed the resolution of local
éﬁéroval required for the use of state financial aid to
assist low— and moderate-income families witﬁ théir
héﬁsing needs.

- 3. BOROUGH OF DUNNELLEN

Dunnellen prohibits mobile homes and multi-family
;ings.

bunnellen has not established a public housing .
rity and has not passed the resolution of local ;?
val required for the use of state financial aid to
5low— and moderate-income families with their

] needs.
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4. TOWNSHIP OF EAST BRUNSWICK

East Brunswick prohibits mobile homes.
It provides little vacant land for multi-family
use, prohibits the construction of\apartments with more
than two bedrooms, and requires that at least 80 percent
'of the units in any project have no more than oné. 10
. It subjecté single-family dwellings to minimum
floor area requirements ranging from 1,250 to 1,500 square
feet with much of the land carrying requirements of 150
foot lot widths.
. Most of the residential land is zoned for single- | 20
family‘homes on lots of more than one-third acre.
5 Excessive amounts of land are zoned for industrial
-and commercial use.,
| | East Brunswick has not established a public
hﬁ&éing authority and has not passed the resolution of 30
;lééal approval required for the use of state financial

éid'to dssist low- and moderate-income families with

their housing needs.

- TOWNSHIP OF EDISON

40
Edison prohibits mobile homes.

It permits multi-family use on only a small amount

It reguires minimum floor areas in single-family

m 960 to 1,400 square feet.
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Edison also has an excessive amount of land

zoned industrial.
Edison has not passed the resolution of local
approval required for the use of state financial aid to

assist low- and moderate-income families with their housing

needs.

Although Edison has a public housing authority, it

has not constructed units for families since 1963.

6. BOROQUGH OF HELMETTA

Helmetta prohibits mobile homes and apartments.

All of its land zoned single-family residential

is subject to minimum frontage requirements of 100 feet

and minimum floor area requirements of 1,000 square feet.
Helmetta has not established a public housing

‘:éuthority and has not passed the resplution of local apptov—

al required for the use of state financiai aid to assist

“low- and moderate-income families with their housing needs.

7. BOROUGH OF HIGHLAND PARK

Highland Park prohibits mobile homes.
It restricts the supply of apartments for households
three or more persons by limiting two bedroom apartments

15 percent of each project and three bedroom apart- .

. to five percent,
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Highland Park has not passed the resolution of
local approval required for the use of state financial aid
to assist low- and moderate-income families with their
>housing needs.
Although Highland Park has a public housing

‘guthority, it has not built units for families since 1961. 10

8. BOROUGH OF JAMESBURG

Jamesburg prohibits mobile homes and only allows
kmultlple dwellings by special permlt.

It prohibits three or more bedroom apartments and

regﬁires that at least 70 percent of the units in each 20

Project or building contain no more than one bedroom.

It requires that all single-family residences
h§Ve a minimum floor area of 1,000 square feet and a lot
width of 100 feet. \

Jamesburg has not established a public housing 30
§rity and has not passed the resolution of local

1 required for the use of state financial aid to

‘tflpw— and moderate-income families with their

40




9. TOWNSHIP OF MADISON

| Madison Township's zoning ordinance was struck
down for the second time on April 29, 1974._/ An appeal
has been taken. Its original ordinance prohibited mobile
homes. It had an excessive amount of its residential
. acreage zoned with one énd two acre lot requirements,
. with minimum lot widths of 160 and 200 feet.

It restricted higher density development by
limiting the permissible dwelling units per acre ratioé
in its planned unit deVelopmegts to 3.5, 4.25 and 5.0,
'flimiting the minimum floor area of the dwelling in such
%"areas to specified gross feet per acre, whlle at the same

tlme limiting each housing type in the planned developments

;to maximum density levels of eight dwelllng units per acre

ﬂfor townhouses, 10 dwelling units per acre for high density
esidentials, and minimum average lot sizes of 15,000 square

eet for single-family homes.

The township zoning ordinance was originally held
valid in 1971 at 117 N.J. Super. 11 (1971). The Court
ated that the township could not ignore the need for

using within its borders or within its region. The zoning
trictions complained of served to shunt aside those

. On appeal the Supreme Court remanded that decision
rial to determine the effect of zoning ordinance amend-
ts effective Oct. 1, 1973. The result of that trial was
rike down the amended ordinance as failing to provide
ng for at least the low and moderate income resident
lation. The region which the township must reasonably
e for is . "the area from which in view of available

ent and transportation the population of the town-
ould be drawn absent invalidly exclusionary zoning."
-at Madison, Inc., v. The Townshlp of Madison, Sup.

— et A AN c AV e ien lew T mew TR ved s d e vl Al NI
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Madison also reéuired minimum floor areas for
single-family unité ranging from 1,100 to. 1,600 sguare feet.
Madison had an excessive amount of iand zoned

commercial or industrial.

| Madison has QQ; established a public housing
- authority and has not passed the resolution of local ap-
proval required for the use of state financial aid to assist

low- and moderate-income families with their housing needs.

10. BOROUGH OF METUCHEN

Metuchen's zoning ordinance prohibits mobile homes
and permits multi-family use on only an insignificant
amount of land,

It subjects single-family detached units to minimum
floor area requirements from 1,000 to 1,400 square feet.

| Metuchen has not estéblished a public housing

authority.

11. _BOROUGH OF MIDDLESEX

Middlesex, which prohibits mobile homes, has_ap
inadequate amount of land zoned for multi—family dweli;ngs.
Itvrestricts occupancy by households with more than
three persons by prohibiting apartments with more than
two bedrooms‘and requiring that at least 85 percent of the

units in new multi-family projects contain no more than

Oone bedroom.
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Middlesex has not established a public housing
aﬁthority and haé not passed the resolution of local
_approval required for the use of state financial aid to
assist low- and moderate-income families with their
housing needs. : L

10
12. BOROUGH OF MILLTOWN

~Milltown prohibits mobile homes and allows multi-
family construction only by special permit.
It requires minimum fioor areas for single-family
homes ranging from 1,000 to 1,300 square feet.
Milltown has no£ established a public housing 20
authority and has not passed the resolution of local
approval iequired for the use of state financial aid to

assist low~ and moderate~income families with their

housing needs.
' 30
13. TOVNSHIP OF MONROE

Monroe Township prohibiﬁs mobile homes and bans all
multi—faﬁily construction except in its planned retireﬁent
diétrict,,where occupancy is limited to households heédéd
by people over 48 years old. ' o ' 40

It subjects all single-family construction to
minimum floor area requirements ranging from 1,200 to 1,500
square feet and minimum lot widths from 100 to 150 feet.

| Nearly all vacant residentiallykzoned land requires

minimum lots of more than one-half acre.
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Monroe also has an excessive amount of land
zoned industrial.

Monroe hés not established a public housing
aﬁthority and has not passed the resolution of local
approval required for the use of state financial aid to

assist low- and moderate-income families with their

housing needs.

14. TOWNSHIP OF NORTH BRUNSWICK

North Brunswick prohiﬁits mobile homes and the
construction of apartments larger than two bedrooms, with
two bedroom units limited to 20 percent of the total of

any single project.

North Brunswick requires that single—-family detached

_homes have minimum floor areas from 1,400 to 1,800 sgquare
 feet,
it requirés minimum lot widths ranginghfrom 100
to 1590 fget, and minimum lot sizes of three-—quarter acre
for most single-family homes.
| It also has an excessive and unnecessary amounéfof
land zoned industrial(
North Brunswick has not established a public

-housing authority and haé not passed the resolution of
1oca1 approval required for the use of state financial

aid to assist low- and moderate-income families with their

housing needs.
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15, TOWNSHIP OF PISCATAWAY

Piscatawayfprohibits"mobileIhomes.
It has an inadequate amount of land zoned for

muiti-family use.

It prohibits'construction of any apartment with
more than two bedrooms and regquires that at least 75 per-
:cent contain no more than one bédroom. '

It requires minimum fi;st floor areas'ranging
from 900 to 1,300 square feet.

It requires minimum lot widths of 100 and 150
feet for most new singie family homes.

It has an excessive amouﬁt of land zoned one acre
residential and industrial. | |

Piscataway has not established a public housing
authbrity and has not passed the resolution of local
approval required for the use of state financial aid to

assist low- and moderate-income families with their

- housing needs.
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16. TOWNSHIP OF PLAINSBORO

Plainsboro prohibits mobile homes.
Multi-family units are limited to its planned unit
‘development zones or service residential zones by special

permit. In the former‘céee 75 percent of the units can

contain no more than one bedroom; in the latter, 90 percent.

Almost all of Plainsboro's residentially zoned

vacant land requires minimum lot widths of 200 feet and lot

sizes of one-half acre. -~

.

Plainsboro has an excessive and unnecessary amount

of land zoned 1ndustr1al.~

Plalnsboro has not establlshed a publlc hou51ng

authotitym

17. BOROUGH OF SAYREVILLE

Sayreville prohinitelmobile hdmes.

it requires’minimum floor areas of 1,000 square
feet for each sinéle-family detached home and each town-
house. i | | |
| It prohlblts anj two adjacent bnlldlngs in 1tsd
Planned unlt development from hav1ng the same exterior and
llmlts the max1mum units per acre to 4 and 4.5 in the
Planned unit development.k Publlc hou51ng for the elderly

is exempt from this den51ty llmlt, but not hou51ng for
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Sayreville requires a minimum lot width of 100
feet for evéry single family detached dwelling.

The borough has aiSo 2ohed éh excessive amount
;f'land forkindustrial»ﬁse. |

Sayreville has not established a public housing
authority'andrhas not passed the resolution of local
approval required for the use of state financial aid to
assist low- and modefate—income families with their

housing needs.

18. CITY OF SOUTH AMBOY

South Amboy prohibits mobile homes and allows
-apartmenﬁs only by special permit.

It restricts multiple family dwellings to 20 per-
- cent of the units with more than one bedroom. |

South Amboy has not passed the resolution of local
approval reQuired fof the use of staté'finahcial aid to
assist low- and moderate-income families with their
housing ﬁeeds.

Although South Amboy has a public housing autho?ity,

it'has not built units for families since 1952.

19, TQWNSHIP OF SOUTH BRUNSWICK

‘South Brunswick limits mobile homes to its three

d exiSting mobile homes parks.
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Itolimits all multiple dwelling units to its pian-

ned residential district and requires insufficient units
for'low- and modératefincomé occnpancf;
| | It reqnires a”minimum floor area ofﬂl,OOO square
feet for single-family’défached homes, with nearly ail
landrso zoned requiring a one acre minimum lot aréa and a
lot w1dth of 150- feet.
It also has an exce551ve.amount of land zoned

industrial and commerc1al.

South Brunswick has not established a public

housing authority.

'20. BOROUGH OF SOUTH PLAINFIELD

South'Plainfield prohibits mobiie~homes and
multiple dwollings.

It requires minimum floo; areas for single-family
homes from 1,250 to 1 50b'squaro feét, with lot widthé of
100 to 150 feet and mlnlmum lot sizes of 15 000 to AO 000
Square. feet for all but an 1n51gn1f1cant amount of -
'res;dentlally zoned'land, o : . ‘v', G 5}

South Plainfield'aISO has an éxoessive amount

of land zoned industrial and commercial.
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South Plainfield has not established a public
hoﬁsing authority and has not passed the resolution of
1ocal epproval required for the use of state financial

ald to assist low- and moderate-1ncome families with

thelr houSLng needs.

21. BOROUGH OF SOUTH RIVER

South’ River prohibits mobile homes and restricts

multi-family dwelling units to 15 percent of the total
number of single-family dwellings in the Borough.

It allows multi-family dwellings only by special

permlt on determination of the Board of Adjustment that
the pro;ect "shall be economlcally stable and advanta-
geousyfo the community."

| It limits the makimum number of rooms in multi-
familywdwellings to four per apartment, with no more than
’ 20’peroeh£ of the units exceeding three rooms each.

'The Borough requires that single family dwellings

haVe minimum lot widths of 100 feet and minimum floor

1 éreas Of 1,250 square feet of which not less than 700"

‘¥VSQuare feet shall be upon the ground floor.

South Rlver has not establlshed a public housxng

authorlty and has not passed the 1esolutlon of local

a
PprQVal requlred for the use of state flnanc1al ald to

335 .
lSt 10W* and moderate~1ncome families with their
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22. BOROUGH OF SPOTSWOOD

Spotswood limits licenses for mobile home parks

o one for each 1,000 population and limits occupancy in

such units to people‘over the age of 52 without children.

Its vacant land zoned for multi-family dwelling
units is insignifiCant. Apartments larger thah two bedrooms
are prohlblted, and 90 percent are limited to efficiency

or one bedroom apartments.-

It also requlres thatlsingleefamily detached homes
have minimum lot widths of 100 feet and minimum floor
areas of 1,300 square feet.

Spotswood has not established a’publicvhousing

authority and has not passed the resolution of local

o o TR RS TSI L
s 7

} ml“lmUm floor areas from 900 to 2,000 feet.

approval required for the use of state financial aid to
assist low- and moderate-income families with their
housing.needs-

23, TOWNSHIP OF WOODBRIDGE

YWoodbridge Township prohibits mobile homes and
allows multi- famlly dwellings only by spe01al permlt, w1th

the requlrement that 80 percent of the multi-family unlts

é‘nOt exceeo one bedroom.'

It requlrea that single family dwelllngs have

.

It has an exce551ve amount of land 7oned commerc1al

g and 1ndu°tr1al
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Woodbridge has not passed the resolution of local
apptoval required for the use of .state financial aid to
assist low- and moderate-income families with their
housing neéds.u | | _

"Although WoddbridgéﬂhasAa public hoﬁsing authority,

it has not built units for families in over 20 years.
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" FILED
L | : SEP 9 1914
i nereby certify that the foregoing s
hereby certify th he foregoing o g
Is a true copy of the original og file J V> . M
In my offica. _ Lo L
10
BuUsSCH AND BuUsSCH
99 BAYARD STREET
NEW BRUNSWICK. N. J. 08903
(201) 247-1017 .
ATTORNEYS FOR Deft., kTownship Council of East Brunswick
URBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER NEW BRUNSWICK., \ SUPERIOR COURT OF
a non-profit corporation of the State NEW JERSEY
of New Jersey, CLEVELAND BENSON, FANNIE CHANCERY DIVISION
BOTTS, JUDITH CHAMPION, LYDIA CRUZ, MIDDLESEX COUNTY ' 20
BARBARA TIPPETT, KENNETH TUSKEY, JEAN . : i
WHITE, On their own behalf and on behalé} Dockst No. ¢_4122_73
of all others similarly situated,
_ Plaintiffs)
ve.. o Tl o } - T ANSWER L N
TOWNSHIP COMMITTEE OF THE TOWNSHIP
OF EAST BRUNSWICK, 30
Defendant.
Defendant, The Township Council of the Townshipkof East
Brunswick, incorrectly designated The Township Committee of the |
: Township of East Brunswick, by way of answer to the cdmpl»aint‘i 40
_ saya: : _ -
1. They deny the allegat:l.ons of Paragraphs #1 #2 and #3
to the extent that they are dlrected against th:.s defendant
2. It has 1nsuff1c13nt knowledge to form a belief as to
the truth of the allegat:x.ons contained in Paragraphs #4, #5, #6,
7, 48, 1, #10 and #11. :
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3. It denies the allegations contained in Paragraph #12.

4, It admits the allegations contained in Paragraph #13.

e i T, NS 07

5. It admits the allegations contained in Paragraph #14,
e#cept that it has insgfficient information to form a belief as
to the truth of the'allegation that the location of the trans- 10
portation lines has been central to the‘increased commercial,
iﬁdustrial, and residential growth of the County.

6. It has insufficient information to form a belief as

to the truth of the allegations contained in Paragraphs #15, #16,
$17, %18 and #19. ’

7. It denies the allegations contained in Paragraph #20. 20

8. It has insufficient information to form a belief as to

the truth of the allegations contained in Paragraphs #21, and #22

9. It denles the allegatlons contalned in Paragraphs #23,'
‘224, $25, #26, C$27, #28, £29 and #30. |

e

130
10. It has 1nsuff1c1ent lnformatlon to form a bellef as to

the truth of the allegations contained,in Paragraph #31.

R R i B VM

11. It denies the allegations contained in Paragraphs $32,

| #33, #34 and #35 to the extent that they are directed against thli
; defendant

- 40
FIRST SEPARATE DEFENSE

The complalnt should be dlsmlssed on the grounds that

f Plalntlffs do not constltute a class. : 5 L %

‘ SECOND SEPARATE DEFENSE -

The complalnt should be dismissed because defendants do not

i conStltute a class as defined by the rules of court.




defendant at no time violated any legal requirement of State or ...

‘ ’Palities in the State of New Jersey.

ot be rendered by the court.

37a

THIRD SEPARATE DEFENSE

The complaint should be dismissed on the grounds that the
plaintiffs have failed to present a justiciable issue before the

courts under the Declératory Judgment Act.

"FOURTH SEPARATE DEFENSE

The complaint should be dismissed on the grounds that it
fails to set forth a claim upon which relief can be granted.

FIFTH SEPARATE DEFENSE

The complaint should be dismissed against this defendant
on the grounds that the plaintiff failed to take iﬁfo account the
unique factual history and pattern of growth for this defendant.

SIXTH SEPARATE DEFENSE

The complaint should be dismissed on the grounds that this

Federal Law.

SEVENTH SEPARATE DEFENSE

- The complaint should be dismissed on the grounds that it

fails to include indispensable parties including the State of

N?w Jersey, the United States of America and the remaining munici-|

' EIGHTH SEPARATE DEFENSE :

The complaint should be dismissed on the grounds that
plalntlffs are seeklng a broad adv1sory oplnlon from the court as

to the pPermissable limits of the zonlng power, which oplonlon may
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_ ' NINTH SEPARATE DEFENSE

The complaint should be dismissed on the grounds that the

matters referred to in plaintiffs' complaint are properly the
subject of legislation and any grievances which plaintiffs have
should be directed to the elected officials of the legislature. g

TENTH SEPARATE DEFENSE

L The complaint should_be dismissed as against this defendan
on the grounds that plaintiffs fail to allege that any specific

act or ordinance enacted by this defendant has resulted in damage

g SRS P

or injury to any plaintiff.

ELEVENTH SEPARATE DEFENSE 20
The complaint'shduldvbe‘dismissed on the grounds thét
yélaintiffs have failed to consider unique differences of each of
the,muﬁicipalitieébnaméd as defendaﬁts and have asked the court
to fixAreasonable‘requirements in land use. It is submitted that ”
thé-court lacks such pQWér. | | 0 :
| ' TWELFTH SEPARATE DEFENSE ;
The complaint éhbuid be dismissed because it is predicated ?
on ﬁhé fallacious assﬁﬁétioﬁ that each municipality hust~providé g
fcr:specific USes whiié.in fact there is no such réquirement in W0

law.

THIRTEENTH SEPARATE DEFENSE A o
The complaint should be dismissed because plaintiffs have |
failed to exhaust their administrative remedies in accordance with

the rules of court and the laws of the State of New Jersey.

O
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Plaintiffs have not made application to any of these defendants
for relief and accordingly this action is premature and untimely.

FOURTEENTH SEPARATE DEFENSE

The East Brunswick ordinances which are challenged are not

unconstitutional either on their face or as applied.

FIFTEENTH SEPARATE DEFENSE

The complaint fails to .conform with the rules of pleading

defendants to formulate complete answers thereto.

SIXTEENTH SEPARATE DEFENSE

The ordinances of the Township of East Brunswick have been

_enacted following a comprehensive study of local conditions,
geographical, topographical, ecological, economic and sociological

The ‘studies and subsequently enacted ordinances properly reflect:

the needs of the Township and the region.

SEVENTEEVTH SEPARATE DEFENSE

The State of New Jersey is now the most densely populated

State in the United States. The relief requested, if granted,

~would not remedy thevalleged ills suffered by the plaintiffs and

the net effect would be to cause further deterloratlon of the

1nner c1t1es and substantial populatlon den31‘y increases in the

entire State to the detriment of the entire State.

- |  EIGHTEENTH SEPARATE DEFENSE

‘The ordinances of the Township of East Brunswick do not

Violate the Federai or State constitutions and do not constitute

Yacial discrimination in any form:

10

‘as provided by the rules of court'and'ihhibits the ability of the

20

30
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NINETEENTH SEPARATE DEFENSE

This defendnt is entitled to a dismissal of the complaint
together with court coss and attorneys fees.

TWENTIETH SEPARATE DEFENSE

The venue of this action should be removed to the United
states District Court in view of the fact that a substantial
Federal question is presented based upon the United States Consti-

tution.

TWENTY-FIRST SEPARATE DEFENSE

East Brunswick has met the negds of all economic classes,

having a complete mix of existing housing including apartments,

mobile homes, condominiums and modest single family housing on
small lots. In addition East Brunswick has'adopted cluster
zohing and subdivision ordinances. A Master Plan Review Committeg

,~§s currently reviewing the present and proposed zoning and land

which has been adopted by the East Brunswick Planning Board and
kWill be considered by the East Brunswick Township Council upon
the receipt of a report by the Master Plan Review Committee.

Attorne for Defendant

BUSCH %;P BUSCH, ESQS.
S
The Td ship Council of the-

iogereby certify that a , .
SEriegf the within answer was Member of the Firm
allowedWlthln the time period
co by Rule 4:6-1 and that
for gi was served upon the attorney
;1€ Plaintiff by ordinary mail
, 1974.

e

use of the-Township, including a planned unit development ordinangde
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PRETRIAL ORDLR

e?l\-“ém‘.,,.,
4la .
Puzivied by Juize vaVis D. FUPLAWN,JSC., ,’
on (Date) Novenber 14, 1975
' {
SUPERIGR COURT e MIDDLISEX COUHTY ~-- CHAWCERY DIVISION :
1
Docket Ko, €. 4122-73
------------------------------------------------------------- rme e —————
URBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER NEW BRUNSWICK, a non-profit
corporation of tne State of New Jersey; CLEVELAND
BEWNSON; JUDITH CHAMPION; LVYDIA CRUZ; BARBARA TIPPETT; ' 10

KEANETH TUSKEY on their own behalf and on behalf of
all others similarly situated,

Plaintif§,

V.

\ . ’
THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE BOROUGH OF CARTERET;
TOWRSHIP COMMNITTEE OF THZ TOVNSHIP OF CRANBURY; |
NAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THx 30RCUSE OF DULELLEN, | 20
TOMSHIZT SOMMITTEL CF T4E TOUNSHIP OF DA3T BRUNSVICK;
TOWNSIIP COMMITIEE OF THE TOUNSHIP OF EDISON;
FAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE BOROUGH OF HELMETTA;
}AYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE BOROQUGH OF HIGHLAND PARK;
MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE RORQUGH OF JAMESBURG;

TOWNSHIP COMMITTEE OF THi ~ TOWNSHIP? OF MADISOX; i
FAYOR ANS COUNCIL OF TiE GouCUST OF T uTUCILT; !
FAYLL AL SULHCTL OF TOT LA0Ud OF l;I&n;L“.;h 5 30
LATon L ED 3NNOT. 0f W 03T |
LJTJ{’T~ SOPTITRan OF TR TUWLIGHTL Ou: !
TOUNSHLD SMITTIE OF THE TOWNSHIP OF NORTH BRUNSWICK; *
1)"*‘w 2 CORMITTY = OF THY TUINIIIP OF PISCATALAY; :
TOMSIP CURMITILE OF THE TOVHSHIP UF PLAINSBORO; =

LAY AND COUNZIL OF THE 3DRCUSI OF SAYREVTLLC, |
by AT COUHC I OF 042 SITY OF SOUTH AMBOY: N
T ST COllTITTER OF THE TOJESHIP OF 30UTH BRUNSVICK; (
BAYOT AT COUHCTL OF THE BOROUGH UF S0UTA PLALNFIELD, L 40
MAYOR &HD COURSIL OF TdE BIROUGH OF SCUTH RIVER; | B
LAYCR ~MD COULCIL OF THE BORQUGH UF SPOTSWOID'

TOWESHUTIP COMMITTER OF THE TOWNSHIP OF WOODBRIDGIE,

Defendants and third party
piaintifis, |

OF Now BRONST OO andd CTTY OF DERTH AMNY, o

o
o

Dawesh paety datondanis

>
~an e i
oY ;1] by it VUTERS { |
) M S st BN VO S, / ‘ 3
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i C.ass acvion challenging the wvalidity of zoning ovrdinances

and other land use ordinances, policies and nractices of 23 of the

f
25 muniz:palities in liiddlesex County, both separately and collectively

i

as violations of the 13th and 1l4th Amendments to the U.3. Constitution;

. ?

Article One, paragraphs 1 and 5 of the New Jersey Constitution and ;

42 U3CA, Section 1681, 1932 & 3601 et seq. !

N.J.S.A. 40:55-32, seeking injunctive relief agaimst exclusionary !

i 10
and discrininatory =zoning and affimatively to require defendants |

|

‘ L4 . - » . {
"0 provide - a countv-wide basis adoguate provision forr low and {

mderate incone Moswslng, Inciading malti fanilly housing on behalf of
’ ’
i

T :

ndividual plaintiffs and others of their class. Third party act

;galnst two municinalities excluded in the Complaint,
. None,

-+
p—

on

- . 20

{
3.»¢{ Annexed rider. ' %
4. Annexed ridess. t
. No soney daiages sought, %
"L H'-an.’z . k

30

+ o Validive of zoiny srdiiances, colective eflfect »% zonin

rdinances to fail to provide reasonably and adequately for low and

”ﬂe?ate income housing, validity of other land use nardinances, |
j

'
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SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
CHANCERY DIVISION =- MIDDLESEX COUNTY
DOCKET No, C-4122-73

URBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER :
NEW BRUNSWICK, et al.

. . 10
Plaintiffs,

Ve

.0

jTHE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF
THE BOROUGH OF CARTERET
et alo '

Defendants.

20

PRETRIAL MEMORANDUM

BAUMGART & BEN-ASHER

134 Evergreen Place

East Orange, New Jersey 07018 30
201-677-1400

MARTIN E, SLOANE

DANIEL A. SEARING

ARTHUR D. WOLF

National Committee Against

Discrimination in Housing, Inc.

1425 H Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20005 _
202~783-8150 o4
Attorneys for Plaintiffs
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(1) Description of Action

This action was filed on July 24, 1974, by seven
individual plaintiffs and one organizational plaintiff as
a class action. The class consists of all low- and moderate-
income persons, both white and nonwhite, in the Northeastern
New Jersey area. Two of the individual plaintiffs were dis- 10
missed by order of the Court in June, 1975. The defendants
are 23 of the 25 municipalities in Middlesex County. The

other two, New Brunswick and Perth Amboy, were added as

third party defendants on motion of the other defendants on

February 28, 1975.

’ 20
Plaintiffs challenge certain zoning and other land :

" use policies and practices of defendants which, by efﬁectively
~excluding housing plaintiffs can afford, prevent them from
residing in these municipalities in close proximity to
jbb opportunities, and deprive their children of equal
’educational opportunities. While plaintiffs challenge tlie %
zoning and other land use policies and practices of each of

~the municipal defendants, it is the operation of such policies

»:and‘practices taken together that bars plaintiffs from securing

,pousing and employment opportunities throughout suburban 40
,fMiddlesex County.

Plaintiffs' claims for relief are based'upon N.J.S.A.

40:55-32; Article one, paragraphs 1 and 5 of the New Jersey
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Constitution; 42 U.S.C. §§ 1981, 1982, and 3601, et seq.;
and the Thirteenth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United
States Constitution,

Plaintiffs have requested injunctive relief to
prevent the continuation of the defendants' exclusionary
policies and practices. Plaintiffs also have requested

' affirmative relief to facilitate racially and economically

integrated housing within the means of plaintiffs and the
¢1ass they represent in order to correct past discriminatory
conduct. In addition, plaintiffs have requested costs,
including attorney fees.

(2) Admissions and Stipulatidns

(a) Admissions

The admissions from defendants were
equested by plaintiffs following an informal conference with
he Court on June 20, 1975. Plaintiffs structured their
quests for admissions so as to narrow the factual disputes
much as possible, to inform the defendants of the precise
ning and other land use policies and pfactices plaintiffs
challenging, and to provide plaintiffs with information
0 the various defenses the municipalities intend to raise.
To date, the only municipalities that have not responded
ilaintiffs' Request for Admissions are Madison (transmitted

Vﬁy 15) and South Plainfield (transmitted on May 15).
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On August 28, 1975, plaintiffs informed both defendants

by letter tﬁat'unless we received their admissions by

September 8, 1975, all items would be considered admitted.

South Piainfield,by letter dated October 23, 1975, stated

that the admissions would be answered, but to date, no

responses have been feceived. 10
The. admissions received and a compilation of the

admissions made in the answers to the complaint are attached

as exhibits under item 9.

(b) Stipulations

On November 5, 1975, plaintiffs sent to 20
all defendants a memorandum enclosing a number of proposed
exhibits covering statistical material derived from official
ﬁnited States Bureau of the Census and other governmental
documents. Plaintiffs suggested that such factual material
be stipulated to for admission before the Court. A copy of 30
fhé memorandum is attached.

(3) Plaintiffs' Factual and Legal Contentions

(a) Factual Contentions

Plaintiffs' factual contentions are detailed

in their complaint and may be summarized as follows: 40
| The defendant municipalities comprise, in the

~a9§#egate, the suburbs of Middlesex County. Because of its

ktion, the County has experienced large-scale growth in

S and population since 1960. Nearly all of this growth
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has occurredin the suburban parts of the County. Much of the
growth in eﬁployment has been in low- ahd moderateswage jobs;
most of the population growth has consisted of white, middle-
income persons and families. Most of the housing that has
- been made available has been inadequate for plaintiffs and
the class they represent, in terms of number of’bedrooms and 10

rental and sales prices. This has resulted in the systematic

- exclusion of low- and moderate-income persons, white and

;n?nwhite, from the defendant communities. Plaintiffs contend

ieﬂat the defendants' liability for this economic and racial
féxclusion will be established by the following facts:

47 (i) each defendants' exclusionary zoning and 20
\aﬁﬁer land use policies and practices.

(ii) statistical information on the past

—-and present population, racial characteristics, income levels,

'hdﬁsing type, and employment patterns of the suburban
éfendants as compared to the central cities of New Brunswick 30
nd Perth Amboy. |

| (iii) projections of the growth of employment
p@ttunities, §opulation increases and housing needs
throughout Middlesex County;

(iv) projections of housing need in eachk 40
efendant municipality to provide adequate housing for its

‘rent residents and for low and moderate-income persons expected

'eside there because of employment opportunitiés.




(b) Legal Contentions

Plaintiffs rely on the principles

gnunciated by the New Jersey Supreme Court in Southern

Burlington County NAACP v. Township of Mt. Laurel, 67 N.J. 151

(1975) and on various federal court cases interpreting Title
VIII of the 1968 Civil Rights Act and related federal civil
rights provisions. The New Jersey Supreme Court stated that
municipalities must make "realistically possible" various
types and sizes of dwelling units to satisfy the needs of
low- and moderate-income families, and that the failure to
provide such opportunities is presumptively unlawful. The
Court also stated that certain zoning and other land use
restrictions specifically detailed in tﬁe opinion are
presumptively invalid. Plaintiffs contend: |

(i) that if a defendant muniéipality is shown

to maintain at least one of these presumptively invalid land

use restrictions, plaintiffs have satisfied their burden -of
- making out "a facial showing of violation," shifting the
burden to the defendant municipalities to justify these
restrictions through "peculiar circumstances" whiéh
diétate continued maintenance of such regulations,

(ii) that, in addition, Mt. Laurel outlaws

such other practices that in fact prevent provision of low-

and moderate-income housing. Proof that such other practices

° are maintained also makes out a "facial showing of violation"

and shifts the burden to the defendant municipalities. Among

51a
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these other'practices is the failure of a municipality to
také the steps necessary to facilitate provision of low-
income housing, including establishment of a local public
housing agency;
(iii) that the zoning and other land use
policies and practices are racially discriminatory, in 10
violation of 42 U.S.C. §§1981, 1982, and 3601, et seq. .
and the Thirteenth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United

States Constitution.

(4) Defendants' Factual and Legal Contentions.

While defendants are obliged to set forth their 20

factual and legal contentions, plaintiffs believe it is

important to stress the Supreme Court's comments in Mt. Laurel

regarding defenses. 1In that case, the Court ruled inadequate
kkkcertain traditional defenses.
| While the Supreme Court reaffirmed the principle 30
fthat municipalities may properly zone for industry and seek

“3¥industfy for purposes of creaping a better economic balance,

it emphasized that such municipalities may not exercise their
zZoning power tokexclude types of housing and kinds of people'
for the same local financial end. 40
The Court also ruled out the defense that the

area is without sewer or water facilities, pointing out that

where the land is amenable to such utility installations,

€ municipality can require them as improvements by developers



or install them under special assessments or other
appropriatelprocedures.

Finally, while recognizing the importance of
écologigal or environmental factors, theACourt stressed that
"the danger and impact must be substantial and very real"
and that generally only a relatively small portion of
a developing municipality will be involved. Further,
the Court saié that the regulation must be "only that

'f reasonably necessary for public protection of a vital
};*interest.“

(5) Damage claims.

None,

(6) Amendments to Pleadings .

None .

(7) Specification of issues, including all special

 evidence problems.
(a) Whether proof of at least one presumptively

~ unlawful zoning or other land use policy or practice makes

ut a prima facie case for plaintiffs and shifts the burden

to a defendant municipality to justify such policies or
ractices;
(b) Whether proof that the exclusionary effect

f a defendant's zoning and other land use policies and

ut a prima facie case of racial discrimination;

ractices falls disproportionately on racial minorities makes

53a
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‘ (c) Whether a defendant municipality which
has become substantially developed under exclusionary zoning
j":"’.and other land use policies and practices may continue to
maintain them;
| (d) Whether a substantially developed municipality

now has an obligation to take affirmative steps to correct 10

“the present effects of past exclusionary practices;

(e) Whether a defendant municipality,

resently rural in character but subject to current and

rojected employment and population growth, may continue

0 maintain exclusionary zoning and other land use policies 20
\nd practices; :

(f) Whether affirmative relief in the nature

f a county-wide plan to provide opportunities for low-

;hd moderate~income housing is a proper remedy in this case;

(g) Whether a municipality whose ordinance has 30
1lready been adjudicated as exclusionary is to be continued
7nbthisraction in order to assure that any re@edy granted

onforms to that pertaining to all other defendant municipalities
thin Middlesex County.

1 (h) Whether United States census material is 40

;dicially noticeable;
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(8). 1Issues or Claims disposed of or abandoned.
Plaintiffs have abandoned their claims under paragraph
18, Article One of the New Jersey Constitution. No other

issues or claims have been disposed of or relinquished.

(9). List of Exhibits.
The final number and type of exhibits the plaintiff 10
will offer into evidence depends upon the court's ruling on

1§hé respective burdens of the parties, upon the defendants

mplying with the plaintiffs' request for answers to

interrogatories and admissions (see discussion in paragraph 18),

.upon stipulation agreement among the parties. A partial
;t of exhibits now available or in preparation follows: %
(a) a listing of the paragraphs'in the
mplaint which various defendants have admitted is attached;
(b) copies of all responses so far received
ﬁb#plaintiffs' requests for admissions are attached; 20
‘ (c) as agreementé are reached on stipulations
ﬁh items noted in paragraph 2 will be entered as exhibits;
(d) plaintiffs are in the process of preparing
following graphic displays:
(i) County composite land use maps 40
(ii) Maps or overlays showing County developmental
patterns
(iii) Maps showing population distribution

by income and race, employment distribution,

and school enrollment by race:
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(e) other graphic displays, not yet identified,
may be deve}oped to present factual material as clearly as
possible;
) (10) Limitation on Expert Witnesses.
Whether expert witnesses can be sharply limited
| depends upon the Court's ruling on the respective burdens of
the parties. .If the Court rules that the admitted zoning 10
policies and practices establigh a prima facie case of
violation, plaintiffs will need fewer expert witnesses.
»iFollowing the ruling, plaintiffs will expedite identification
~of their witnesses so discovery can be completed as soon
és possible. : 20
| (11) Pretrial Briefs.
To be determ%ned at the pretrial conference.
(12) Order of Opening and Closing to Jury.
Not applicable to this action.
(13) Expedited Matters. 30
Noné.
(14) Trial Counsel (listed in alphabetical order).
David H. Ben-Asher
Marilyn J. Morheuser
Jay Mulkeen ‘ : | : 40

Daniel A, Searing
Martin E. Sloane
Norman Williams

Arthur D. Wolf

- 10 =
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(15) Estimated Length of Time,

Plaintiffs are unable to estimate the number
of days needed to present their case until the remaining
' questions»on burdens of proof and discovery have been

resolved.

(16) Weekly call date.

. . 10
To be determined at pretrial conference.

(17) Attorneys conference.

Because of the large number of defendants involved

jin this case, it has been impractical to have a face-to-face
rbonference among counsel. Instead of such a meeting, plaintiffs!
attorneys have sought to reach agreement regarding certain 20
trlal matters through correspondence. On November 6, 1975,

'plalntlffs sent to each defense counsel draft stlpulatlons

ergardlng a number of factual matters (see paragraph 2).

Plalntlffs will schedule meetings with individual

defendants if specific agenda items to further narrow the 30

Ues can be identified.

(18) Remaining Discovery.

(@) Initial Interrogatories.

Plaintiffs initial interrogatories were

d on all defendants in mid-October, 1974. To date, .40
yﬁants Dunellen, Jemesburg and Madison have not responded,
defendants promised to submit certain information at a

date, but have not done so. Time has net permitted

tion of a listing of such questions for applicable

ants,

but such a list is in preparation.

- 11 -
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As to Dunellen, a three-week extension was requested
and granted'on February 17, 1975. Having received no response,
plaintiffs requested the answers in a letter dated June 6, 1975,
and again on July 17, 1975. Some factual material responsive
" to plaintiffs' interrogatories was contained in the brief
accompanying Dunellen's Motion for Summary Judgment, filed
September 2, 1975. Such material was sworn to by the 10
Borough Engineer on September 18, at the request of
counsel for plaintiffs. A letter requesting additional
information was sent on October 31, 1975.

As to Jamesburg, a letter requesting response was
sent on June 6, 1975; extension until July 11 was granted 20
as of June 19, 1975. Despite repeated assurances from
defendants' counsel responses have not been received.

As to Madison, a letter requesting response was
vsent on June 6, 1975, and a second was sent on July 16.
Defendants' counsel stated on July 30 that we would have 30
responses shortly after August 5. To date none has been

- received.
[

(b) Request for Admissions and Supplemental

- Interrogatories. Following the informal conference with

’1§fthe Court in April 1975, plaintiffs served upon each defendant
ﬁfa Request for Admissions. This procedure was suggested by

the Court as a means of obtaining precise information as to

Zoning practices bbjected to, limiting factual information

- 12 -
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requiring férmal proofs, and highlighting defenses. Numerous
.defendants did not respbnd to the gquestion about defenses
and at é second informal conference in mid-June, the Court
suggested that interrogatories be used to secure this
information. Accordingly, supplemental interrogatories 10
were forwarded to each defendant upon their response to
plaintiffs' Request for Admissions. Defendants not responding

" to the Request for Admissions were sent interrogatoires in late
£ September or early October. To date, the following defendants
"have not responded to the supplemental interrogatories,
1despite this Court's admonition to respond, issued following 20
. the informal report on discovery on September 12, 1975. A
continuing effort is being made to obtain responses. |
DEFENDANT DUE DATE
Carteret 12-15-75 _ 30
Cranbury ' _ 10-15-75
Dunellen 10-15-75
Edison 10-8-75
Helmetta 10-18-75
Highland Park 9-29-75 40
- Jamesburg ' 9-29-75
Madison | 12-15-75
Middlesex 10—1;75
Milltown | 12-15-75
North Brunswick 10-1-75

10-1-75

10-1-75




DEFENDANT DUE DATE
Sayreville 10-1-75
South Amgoy A 12-15-75

® South Brunswick 10-18-75
Soutﬁ Plainfield 10-18-75
South River 9-29-75
Woodbridge o 12-15-75

(c) Defendants discovery requests.

Plaintiffs are responding to the

following discovery request of defendants:

DEMAND FOR ADMISSIONS DUE DATE
North Brunswick 12-7-75
INTERROGATORIES
Helmetta |  11-22-75
Woodbridge 12-7-75

SUPPLEMENTAL INTERROGATORIES

Metuchen 12-8-75

(d) Computation of Fair Share.

Several defendants have asked plaintiffs
for the number of low- and moderate-income units they would
be required to have if a fair share plan for such housing
were developed for the region., Plaintiffs have been unable
to respond because of insufficient data, and requested access
to the information developed by the County Planning Board.

In September, the Planning Board held a briefing for all
Counsel, releasing both a chart comparing the various housing

allocation plans and supporting narrative information.

- 14 -
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Material from the meeting relating to 1975 estimates of
current housing needs has been included in the proposed
stipulations.

" Since the meeting, plaintiffs in using the most
accurate available data, ha&e been preparing their own
estimates of the number of units to be provided by each
defendant as its fair share of the regional housing need. 10
Plaintiffs anticipate that these figures‘will be available

by November 14, 1975.

(e} Expert witnesses.

All parties may need to take the
depositions of expert witnesses after the remaining questions ,,
on burdens of proof and discovery have been resolved.

19, Parties Not Served, or Defaulting.

All parties have been served with all pleadings,
memoranda, and other documents. None of thevparties has
defaulted, except as discussed regarding discovery in the 30

preceding paragraph.

BAUMGART & BEN-ASHER
Attorneys for Plaintiffs

7-11-75 40

BY:

DAVID /T{ . BEN-ASHER

- 15 -
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CERTIFICATE QF SERVICE
"I, Daniel A. Searing, hereby certify that I have
served a copy of the foregoing Pretrial Memorandum on behalf
of plaintiffs, less attachments, on all attorneys of record 10
in this litigation by mailing the same, postage prepaid,
to their office addresses.
This 7th day of November, 1975.
//-/qu./ '/ / {fi'////f’/y
L“DANIEL A.T SEARING / 20

National Committee Against
Discrimination in Housing, Inc.
1425 H. Street, N.W. Suite 410
Washington, D.C. 20005
202-783-8150

Attorney for Plaintiffs

30
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BuscH aND BUSCH

99 DAYARD STREET

NEW BRUNSWICK, N. J. 08903
{201) 247-1017
\TTORNEYS FOR

Township of East Brunswik

SUPERIOR COURT OF
NEW JERSEY

CHANCERY DIVISION
MIDDLESEX COUNTY

URBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER NEW BRUNSWICK, a
non-profit corporation of the State of
New Jerscy, et als

Pluintiff ,

s, Docket No. C- 4122_73

e N PN

- MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE BOROUGH OF

| CARTERET, ot als CIVIL ACTION

PRETRIAL MEMORANDUM OF

1

Defendant /
TOWNSHIP OF EAST BRUNSWIC

ATURE OF ACTION: Suit challenging zoning and other land use
Inances, policies and practices of Defendant municipalities on
S of economic and racial discrimination. Claims for relief arsg
*d upon N.J.S.A. 40:55-32; Article 1, paragraphs 1, 5 and 18 of
‘Nev Jersey Constitution; 42 U.s.C. a. 1981, 1982 and 360); and
C - @1rteenth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United Sates
"OnStitution. Suit instituted as Plaintiff class action.

DMISSIONS AND STIPULATIONS: It is requested that Plaintiffs
that none of them sought housing in East Brunswick.

FACTUAL AND LEGAL CONTEKTIONS: (Annexed hercto).

MAGE AND INJURY CIAIMS: Plaintiffs seek to enjoin Defendants
Ngaging in practices which have the effect of excluding

d moderate income persons, both white and non-white. Plain-
eek order requiring defendants to establish joint plan to
ate racially and economically integrated housing within the
f plainiff class; plaintiffs seek costs and attorneys fees.
IDMENT'S: © The Township of East Brunswick has rescindad

aled its zoning ordinance #24-6 which prohibited the

tion of apartments with more than two bedrooms and which
that at least eighty (80%) per cent of the units in any

ave more than one bedroon.
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7. LEGAL ISSUES AID EVIDENCE PROBLEMS:

tute suit?
(b) Have plaintiffs presented a justiciable issue?
(c) Are plaintiffs seeking a broad advisory opinion as to the

this opinin?

(d) Is East Brunswick required to provide zoning for specific

uses?

4 (e) Have the ordinances, practices and policies of East Brunswick
- violated State and Federal statutes and constitutions?

I (f) Are plaintiffs entitled to costs and attorneys fees?

‘{g) Is East Brunswick Zoning Ordinance reasonable with regard to

amount of vacant land zoned for multi-family, single family and

industrial use?

~(h) Is East Brunswick Zoning Ordinance reasonable in prohlbltlng

.mobile homes?

(i) Are requirements governing minimum floor areas and minimum

Jot widths reasonable?

{j) Is East Brunswick required to establish a Public Housing

‘Authority?

(k) Does East Brunswick have a wide variety and choice of housing3

(1) What is the region of which East Brunswick is a part?,

{(m) Does East Brunswick have a fair share of low and moderate

ncome housing for the region?

(n) Has East Brunswick over-zoned for industrial uses?

{o) If East Brunswick is subject to the Mt. Laurel opinion, can

it meet the burden of persuasion to justify present zoning?

(p) Does fair share of regional needs apply to low and moderate

income housing only, or to wide choice and variety of housing as

LEGAL ISSUES ABANDONED: None
EXHIBITS: None.

.EXPERT'WITNESSES: No limitation
BRIEFS; As directed by the Court.
ORDER OF OPENING AND CLOSING: Usual.

ANY OTHER MATTERS AGREED UPON: None

(a) Do corporate and individual plaintiffs have standing to insti-

permissible limits of zoning power and if so, may the Court rendey
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14. TRIAL COUNSEL: Bertram E. Busch for East Brunswick

15. ESTIMATED LENGTH OF TRIAL: One Week for general and regional

issues in Complaint; three days to determine validity or in-
validity of zoning ordinances, practices and policies in East
Brunswick.

s
l16. WEEKLY CALL OR TRIAL DATE:

17. ATTORNEYS FOR PARTIES CONFERRED ON many occasions 19 .

MATTERS THEN AGREED UPON:

{4 18. IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED THT ALL PRETRIAL DISCOVERY HAS BEEN

{l COMPLETED, except Plaintiffd expert witnesses have not been

,7;identified nor have they been deposed.

©19. PARTIES WHO HAVE NOT BEEN SERVED: None

PARTIES wWHO HAVE DEFAULTED: None

[}

/

BUSCH AND BUSCH
Attorneys for Defendant,

]

h 4 i Vad ',/ / i
BYINL DU [ L1k /T

BERTRAM E. BUSCH
A Member of the Firm

DATED:

November 5, 1975. L

Township of East- Brungwick
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FACTUAL AND LEGAL CONTENTIONS
ON BEHALF OF THE TOWNSHIP OF
EAST BRUNSWICK.

It is submitted that the corporate plaintiff has no standinq
to institute suit on Federal claims under the recent U.S. Supreme
Court case of Warth v. Seldin, decided on June 25, 1975, 43
Law Week 4906. 1In addition, under the Petaluma case, East
Brunswick may phase its growth over a long perbd of time.

East Brunswick takes the position that it presently is
meeting its fair share of regional low and moderate income housing
| needs. It further contends that it provides a wide choice and
variety of housing including very small homes on very small lots,
. rental apartments, condominiums, mobile homes, middle income

housing and lukury single family housing. There is very little
~dilapidated housing. Much of the vacant land remaining in East
~Brunswick serves as an intake and recharge area for a water supply
| which is essential not only to East Brunswick but to many

communities in Middlesex and Monmouth Countys. The County of

‘Middlesexlas acquired several hundred acres for Jamesburg Park.
‘Approximately 120 acres of land indicated on the zoning maps FO

| be P-1 Industrial, in fact are the subject of a variance obtained

by Joaldan, Inc. which will permit the construction of not more
‘than 180 single family homes.

It is submitted that East Brunswick pesently has ample
“existing housing on lots with 50 foot widths and less than 1,009
‘square feet of living space. Accordingly, it is meeting its fair
share of regional needs and is free to zone the remaining vacant
‘land in such a way as to create a balanced community.

As distinguished from the Mt. Laurel case, there is no sec-
‘tion or substantial portion of East Brunswick's population living
“in substandard accommodations. There is no evidence that segments
Of the population residing in low and moderate income areas of

he Township of Fast Brunswick desire new or better housing within
heir means.

: The Court in Mt. Laurel stated that exclusionary practices
Ye maintained in order to keep down local taxes on property
thout regard to non-fiscal considerations with respect to

ple, either within or without municipal boundaries. East

order to protect the environment and preserve a valuable
fer recharge area.

swick is prepared to forego ratables and advantages of property
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The Mt. Laurel opinion requires a developing municipality

‘by its land use requlations presumptively to make realistically

possible an appropriate variety and choice of housing. It is
submitted that the municipality's fair share of present and pros-
pective regional needs applies solely to low and moderate income
housing. Regional needs do not apply to "a wide choice and
variety of housing” imduding housing for those of middle income.

East Brunswick presently has cluster zoning and subdivision
ordinances which permit economical development of land.

If the Court should determine that the plaintiff has made
a facial showing of a violation of substantive due prccess or
equal protection, East Brunswick can establish a valid basis for
its action based upon ecology and environment.

East Brunswick has properly zoned for industrial ratables
as part of a reasonably comprehensive plan for the zoning of the

entire municipality.

Special circumstances exist in East Brunswick which would
have an effect on the fair share of housing units to be met by

the Township. The development of much of the land in guesticn
would create a substantial and very real danger and impact on
“the water supply for the region. The regulations adopted by East

Brunswick are reasonably necessary for public protection ci a
vital interest.

With regard to zoning for industrial uses, East Brunswick's

- ordinance is reasonably related to present and potential uses.

The New Jersey Turnpike Authority has proposed a widening between

Exit 9 and a new exit to be known ac 8B with an interchange at or
hear the southern border of the Township. The County of Middlesex
has proposed the widening of Cranbury Road to a four lane hicghway

with a center median. If either of these vroposals becomes a
Yeality, the vacant land presently zoned for industry may well be
utilized for that purpose.

: East Brunswick has an established reddential character which
Should be preserved in order to maintain the value of property.

Low and moderate income housing is available in the Township

fOf East Brunswick in the same proportion to low and moderate

sing needs in the region as the low and moderate income popu}a—
on of Eat Brunswick is to the total population of East Brunswick

East Brunswick has created a natural resources inventory
ch classifies vacant land areas in terms of suitability for
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development. iuch of the vacant land remaining in East Brunswick
is unsuitable for further development.

In the event that the court finds that Last Brunswick's
zoning practices are in any way invalid, it is submitted that the
Township is in the midst of master plan review and should be
given a reasonable time within which to complete that review, but
in any event not less than one year. In any event, the Township
should not be required to eliminate all minimum bik, size, or

density requiements not mandated by health statutes or regulationsg
If the Township is required to revise its zoning regulationsg, it
should be permitted to assume that a degree of subsidization will
be forthcoming.
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TRI-STATE TRANSPGRTATION COMMISSIGN

*HOUSING UNITSy BY STRUCTURE TYPE* P W2
TOTAL 1 2 UR MORE OCCUPIED VACANT
HOUSING UNIT UNIT MOBILE SEASONAL AND
“UNITS STRUCTURE STRUCTURE HOME/TRLK MNIGRATORY
‘*"NoJo
* MIDDLESEX

CARTERET BORO 74099 3,906 2+843 350
CRANBURY TwP 694 564 122 8
DUNELLEN BORO 24282 . 1s490 7865 1
EAST BRUNSWICK TWP 94095 T+852 15187 32 24
EDISON TwpP 19,205 3 13,3872 59129 - 203 1
HELMETTA BORO 301 : 276 25 :
HIGHLAND PARK BORO 55293 . 29253 3,031 7 2
JAMESBUYRGH BORO 14377 ‘ 833 540 . 4
MADISON TwpP 13,456 54678 3,703 286 47
METUCHEN BORO " 44512 34676 14234 2
MIDCLESEX BORO 49345 3,327 1,021 ) 1
MILLTOWN BORO 24067 150603 G¢e4 E
MGNROE TwP 2+503 24146 705 21 31
NEW BRUNSWICK CITY. 13,130 3,694 99427 7 2
NORTH BRUNSWICK ThP 54034 3,604 le426 2 2
PERTH AMEQY CITY 13,423 44420 89557 10 2
PISCATAWAY TwP 104449 6,834 24553 2
PLAINSBCRG TwP 551 334 - 214 1 2
SAYREVILLE BCRU Sel157 £4572 29217 3 5
SOUTH AMBOY CITY 29902 14734 15107 1
SOUTH BRUNSWICK ThP 34503 3,075 455 364 9
SOUTH PLAINFIELD BORO . 59585 59103 481 1
SUUTH RIVER BUROD 45888 3,513 - 19356
SPOTSWOGD BORO . 24076 1,808 262

WOUODBRIOGE TwP ‘ 274534 214158 69069
, 171,711 - 1139851 569353
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(3) The deviation of Middlesex County's residential and
industrial statistics from the rest of the counties
is not due to one or two municipalities. An analysis
of the municipal data reveals that high industrial
zoning is a countywide phenomenon.  Twenty-one of
the twenty-five municipalities in Middlesex County
have industrial percentages which exceed 23.6 percent,
the percentage for the next highest county, (As
shown in TABLE I1,)

Although Middlesex County appears to have zoned an excessive

—

amount of land for industrial use, this factor by itself does not

———————

———

appear to have reduced the County's net residential land supply to

. e ——
.. a point which could affect the housing shortage. Nearly 57,000
S ——

acres, 54.7 percent of the develépable land, are still available

for residential uses. Nevertheless, the relatively high percentage
of industrial zoning does point to an observation which has been
made that municipalities in New Jersey have a tendency to '‘overzone"
for industrial.usesifdr fiscal reasons, Industrial uses offer
lucrative tax ratables to the municipality and demand fewer services
than residential uses. Also, by placing developable land in the

indu;trial category, the municipality is able to halt residential’
development, regardless of whether any industrial development

takes place. |

There are no standards for determininé the amount of land that.

~should be allocated to industrial uses in a municipality. However,

as one way of looking at this phenomenon of ''overzoning', it might
———

>

be interesting to compare the county zoning percentages for the net
\

land supply with existing land use percentages on the land which

C—

has already been developed, This comparison is shown in TABLE TV,
e '
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Relationship Between Existing Land Use and the
Zoning of the Net Land Supply

Several findings can be derived from TABLE 1V:

(1) The comparison between existing land use and the zoning
of undeveloped land reveals that in all but two counties
in the study area, the percentage of the net land supply
zoned industrial is greater than the percentage of existling
developed land in industrial use. This can be atlributed
in part to the fact that current zoning reflects the
needs of modern industrial sites which provide for off-
street employee parking and loading facilities as well
as landscaping, contrasted with much of the existing
industrial development which provides for little more
than the building site. Middlesex County with 21 percent
and Camden County with 12 percent show the largest
percentage differences,

(2) The comparison between existing land use and zoned _
developable land under the commercial category reveals
a definite, but opposite pattern., In all but one
county, the percentage of the net land supply zoned
commercial is less than the percentage of developed
land in commercial use,

(3) The comparisons in the residential category do nct
show a consistent pattern, Seven counties show the
percentage of the net land supply zoned residential as
larger than the percentage of developed land in
residential use, seven counties show the opposite
relationship, and three show no difference.

tn summary. the above findings show that the present zoning of
the net land supply, when related to existing land use, provides a
larger percentage of land for industrial and residential uses and a
Smaller percentage of land for commercial use. he comparison

—
Teveals that although there is a phenomenon which might be termed

o K

1 . e
'Overzoning“ for industry, this has not been reflected in a reduction
\

——

in the availability of land for residential development, but has
\

T ————

been r . . . _*ﬁ*
eflected in the provision of a smaller percentage of land for
\\¥ P 7 ‘E\

Comerc >
—_mer ial development,

ST
The term, ''overzoning' as used here, shouid not be taken in a derogatory
sense; it is not based on any standard of correct land use allocation.

. The term has been used merely to describe the difference between develop-
~Ment at two points in time - the past as indicated by existing land use,

and the future as onredicaied upen the influence of current zoning,
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~ Dwelling Unit

Number of Floor Area Required
Occupants (square feet)
1 400
2 700
3 1,000
4 1,150
5 1,400
6 1,550 10

In New Jersey, the average household contains 3.17 persons,
Using the above health standards, a floor area of 1,150 square feet
" would be adquate for the average household. Yet it must be recognized
that households can be as small as only one person who may only require
boo square feet. In addition, young married couples and retired 20
Couples are also forced to occupy dwellings of a ''standard' size in
excess of a minimum of 700 square feq&i‘ In short, minimum dwelling

T —

size should be related to the intended occupant of the dwelling which,
—

although much more difficult to administer locally, would be significantly

\\ - * - . - . '
More equitable, OF the municipalities surveyed in this study, none
ﬁ-\—___—“ 4

based floor area requirements on the number of occupants, 30

TABLE IX shows the minimum floor area'requirements for the net
fesidential land supply zoned for single~family use, including the

"®Quirements in non-residential zones which permit single-family

dWellings,

The table reveals the following:
40
(1) with respect to the entire study area, the table shows
a wide range of floor area requirements with some
concentration in the 1,000~1,339 square foot range(L47.0/).

~19-
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CONCLUSION

This study of municipal zoning practices in a sixteen-county
study area in New Jersey has attempted to determine the extent to
which current zoning practices do or do not make land available for
low and moderate cost housfng. The analysis has shown clear}y that
the study area is restrictive of housing types and lot sizes which
would be the least prohibitive for housing in the low and moderate

10
cost range,

More specifically, the analysis has revealed the following
general findings:

(1) Residential land supply. Most of the net land supply
in the sixteen-county study area is zoned for residential
use.

20
(2) "overzoning' for industrial use. Although a pattern
of industrial ''overzoning'' has been noted, its effect
has not been to reduce the supply of residential land.

(3) Multi-family dwellings. With the exception of several
rural municipalities, only a very small amount of the
net land supply has been zoned to permit multi-family
housing. In addition, where multi-family dwellings
are permitted, they are often restricted to small
units which are not suitable for families with children,

(4) Mobile homes. The study area makes practically no 30
provision for mobile homes, .

(5) sSmall lots, Except for a few urban counties, the
study area is restrictive in terms of providing for
the smallest lots (less than + acre and less than 100
feet frontage) and lots just slightly larger (less

than & acre and less than 100 feet frontage).

40
-25-




(6) Minimum building size. Based on the occupancy standard
of a minimum of 1150 square feet for a family of four
persons, it was found that the study area as a whole is
not restrictive of dwelling units of this size or smaller.

(7) Cumulative impact of minimum requirements. _The cunulative

impact of lot size, frontage, and building size requirements
Wa5 1ot tound to be appreciably more prohibitive of low

and moderate cost housing than the impact of each requnre—A
ment taken alone.

(8) County comparison. The counties which were found to be
the most prohibitive of low and moderate cost housing
‘are the suburban and rural counties in the northern
‘half of the State. :

This study has served to document the restrictive nature of
municipa!'zoning practices in New Jersey, Taken by itself, this
report would seem to carry with it the idéa that municipal zoning
is faulty and must be changed in order to help achieve the housing
that is neédéd; Nevertheless, the step from this study's finding§
to the condemnation of restricfive municipal zon}ng practices and a
call for change is a long‘one which cannot be taken without a
c)arification of certain questions,

For one thing, if municipal zoniﬁg pracficeg can be changed
and made less prohibitive of low and moderate cost housing; would
the construction of such housing acceierate. or would other factors -
Mmaterial, labor or financing costs - operate to depress the develop-
ment of low and moderate cost housing despite the zoning changes?

If not, then what other aspects need also to be dealt with?
These questions require further study. An accurate definition of

"low and moderate cost housing' is needed, and an analysis of the

-26-
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‘ TABLE E-1
POPULATION LEVELS AND CHANGES 1967, 1980 AND 2000
MIDDLESEX COUNTY STUDY AREA
1967~ 1980~
1967 1980 1980 2000 2000
A RING . - -
Carteret 23,401 2,884 26,285 9,885 36,170
Dunellea 7,560 239 7,799 1,867 9,666
Helmetta 975 279 1,254 1,021 2,275
Highland Park 15,561 2,350 17,911 433 18,344
Jamesburg 3,501 1,160 4,661 705 5,366
Metuchen 16,504 2,849 19,353 -661 18,692
Middlesex 12,487 4,210 16,697 5,713 22,410
Milltown 6,085 836 6,921 1,634 8,555
New Brunswick 46,667 4,013 50,674 17,961 68,635
Perth Amboy 42,819 2,071 44,890 16,635 61,525
South Amboy 9,395 957 10,352 4,922 15,274
South River 15,959 3,942 19,901 3,804 23,705 10
Spotswood 7,651 1,900 9,551 6,809 16,360
A RING TOTAL 208,579 27,670 236,249 70,728 306,977
B RING
East. Brunswick 30,468 21,909 52,377 29,291 81,668
Edison 60,369 35,319 95,688 30,835 126,523
North Brunswick 16,078 18,337 34,415 8,936 43,351
Piscataway 32,582 25,737 58,319 21,582 79,901
Sayreville 29,858 15,863 45,721 24,7717 70,498
South Plainfield 22,104 8,063 30,167 13,891 44,058
Woodbridge 98,864 27,392 126,256 42,289 . 168,545
B RING TOTAL 290,323 152,620 447,943 171,601 614,544
C RING 20
Cranbury 2,555 5,566 8,121 44,785 52,906
Madison 38,535 40,307 78,842 76,285 155,127
Monroe 7,778 23,060 30,838 64,915 95,753
Plainsboro 1,537 8,761 10,298 50,259 60,557
South Brunswick 14,167 16,457 30,624 68,901 99,525
Franklin 30,849 30,858 61,707 74,125 135,832
C RING TOTAL 95,421 125,009 220,430 379,270 599,700
STUDY AREA 594,323 305,299 899,622 621,599 1,521, 221
MIDDLESEX COUNTY 563,474 274,441 837,915 547,474 1,385, 389

40
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AUIIILESEN PHYBICAL HOUSING NLEED FINANCIAL HOUSING NEED TOTAL HOUSING NEED Y
COUNTY Lacking f.ow Moderate Gross Overlap Net
Deteriorated Dilapidated Plumbing Total income Income Total Need = (.38 of == Housing
Municipality -1 ‘ ) 2 3 4 5 6 7 (Cols. 4&7) Col. 7) Need
CARTERET 697 219 236 1,082 455 82 537 1,589 204 1,385
CRANBURY 51 57 32 140 38 13 5 191 19 172
DUNELLEN 163 92 ' 19 274 | 148 55 203 477 77 400
EAST BRUNSWICK 560 14 56 630 125 60 185 815 70 745
EDISON 973 ; 549 133 1.655 855 500 1,355 3,010 515 2,495
HELMETTA ’ ‘ 13 8 .28 49 43 4 47 96 18 78
HIGHLAND PARK 360 175 57 592 : 788 269 1,057 1,649 402 1,247
JAMESBURG 109 62 16 187 102 - 65 167 354 63 " Co201
MADISON 1,175 97 177 1,449 642 295 937 2,386 356 2,030
METUCHEN 256 142 36 434 334 141 475 909 181 728
o MIDDLESEX 307 107 12 426 193 82 278 701
-
MILLTOWN 85 48 31 164 70 23 93 257
MONROE 156 88 63 307 42 13 55 362
NEW BRUNSWICK 1,292 728 342 2,363 2,878 464 3,343 5,706
NORTH BRUNSWICK 236 133 48 417 167 11 - 278 695
PERTH AMBOY 1,614 573 642 2,829 1,997 319 2,316 5,145
PISCATAWAY ’ 640 362 42 1,044 571 304 875 1,919 333 1,586
PLAINSBORO 26 15 6 47 39 15 54 101 21 80
SAYREVILLE 580 226 178 984 260 157 417 1,401 158 1,243
SOUTH AMBOY 250 141 54 445 262 23 285 730 108 622
SOUTH BRUNSWICK 194 109 49 352 108 51 159 511 60 451
SOUTH PLAINFIELD 347 127 65 539 104 52 156 695 59 636
SOUTH RIVER 363 159 126 648 - 302 40 342 990 130 8€0
SPOTSWOOD 153 87 15 255 a8 38 136 39 52 339
WOODBRIDGE 1,580 890 268 2,738 1,067 435 1.502 4,240 571 3,669
Totals for '
MIDDLESEX COUNTY 12,080 5,209 2,731 20,020 11,689 3,611 15,300 3,532 5813 29,507 ZNQ
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TABLE ¢

MANUFACTURING LAND USE AND JOBS

Jobs/Acre

Jobs/Acre

BY REGION AND MUNICIPALITY, 1967
East Region
Acres Jobs
Sayreville 790 8,133
Perth Amboy o 762 10,449
Woodbridge S49 7,311
Metuchen, Madison,
Carteret, South Amboy 726 6,052
Total Region 2,827 31,945
Central Region
Acres Jobs
Edison 627 13,039
North Brunswick 496 9,711
New Brunswick 242 7,723
Piscataway 231 5,964
South Plainfield 183 3,012
Remainder*
(9 municipalities) 432 10,466
Total Region 2,211 49,915

*Dunellen, East Brunswick, Franklin, Helmetta, Highland Park,
Middlesex, Milltown, South River, Spotswood.

South Region

Acres
South Brunswick 363
Cranbury 153
Remainder*
(3 municipalities) 131
Total Region 647
*

amesburg, Monroe, Plainsboro.

-32-

Jobs

2,282
1,095

883

4,260

Jobs/Acre
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TABLE 6
WHOLESALING AND WAREHOUSING LAND USE AND JOBS
BY REGION AND SELECTED MUNICIPALITIES 1967

East Region

Acres Jobs Jobs/Acre
Perth Amboy 424 1,732 4.1
Woodbridge 381 1,268 3.3
Carteret 15 112 7.5
Remainder¥*
(4 municipalities) 26 206 7.9
Total Region : 846 3,318 3.9

*Metuchen, Madison, Sayreville, South Amboy.

Central Region

Acres Jobs Jobs/Acre

Edison 134 564 4.2
New Brunswick 133 1,106 8.3
North Brunswick 108 879 8.1
Piscataway 35 315 9.0
South Plainfield 30 198 6.6
East Brunswick 21 139 6.6
Remainder*

(8 municipalities) 27 230 8.5
Total Region ; 488 3,431 7.0

*Dunellen, Middlesex, Franklin, Highland Park, Milltown
South River, Spotswood, Helmetta.

South Region

Acres Jobs Jobs/Acre

5 municipalities* 20 1,152 5.8

?Eranbury, Jamesburg, Monroe, Plainsboro, South Brunswick.

-37-
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Woodbridge

Madison

Perth Amboy

Carteret

Sayreville

Metuchen, South Amboy

Total Region

Edison
East Brunswick
Franklin
New Brunswick
South Plainfield
North Brunswick
Remainder*

(8 municipalities)

Total Region

T
*Dunellen, Middlesex,

TABLE 7
RETAIL LAND USAGE AND JOBS
BY REGION AND MUNICIPALITY

East Region

South River, Spotswood, Helmetta.

South Brunswick
Remainger*

Municipalities)

Totay Region

South Region

Acres Percent Jobs
82 43% 666
108 _22; 491
190 100% 1,157

ere——— .
Cranbury, Jamesburg, Monroe, Plainsboro.

~48-

Acres Percent Jobs Jobs/Acre
333 42% 5,113 15.4
153 20 1,111 7.3

88 11 2,377 27.0
78 10 587 7.5
76 10 869 11.4
55 7 1,352 24.6
783 100% 11,409 14.5

Central Region

Acres Percent Jobs Jobs/Acre
194 22% 2,826 14.5
147 16 2,775 18.9
104 12 291 2.9

95 10 4,036 42.5
95 10 585 6.2
70 8 1,698 2.4
194 22 2,193 11.3
899 100% 14,404 16.0
Piscataway, Highland Park, Milltown,

Jobs/Acre
8.1
4.5

6.1
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TABLE g
SERVICE; FINANCE, INSURANCE AND REAL ESTATE
LAND USAGE AND JOBS BY REGION AND MUNICIPALITIES, 1967
East Region
Acres Jobs Jobs/Acre
Woodbridge 1,215 3,302 2.7
Madison : 735 490 .7
Sayreville 204 856 4.2
Perth Amboy 198 3,085 15.6
Metuchen 176 1,253 7.1 ,
Carteret and South Amboy 158 459 2.9 10
Total Region : 2,687 9,445 3.5
Central Region
Acres Jobs Jobs/Acre

Edison 3,060 4,077 1.3
Piscataway : 812 - 2,345 2.9 20
East Brunswick 683 819 1.2
North Brunswick 404 797 2.0
Franklin 287 - 616 2.1
New Brunswick 241 6,312 26.2
South Plainfield 168 222 1.3
Remainder*

(7 municipalities) - 348 1,044 3.0
Total Region 6,151 16,777 2.7

*Dunellen, Helmetta, Highland Park, Middlesex, Milltown,
South River, Spotswood.

30
South Region
Acres Jobs Jobs/Acre
Monroce 491 512 1.0
South Brunswick 280 765 2.7
Plainsboro 144 97 7
Jamesburg and Cranbury 52 416 8.0
' 40
Total Region 967 1,790 1.9

-53-
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open choices to low and moderate income households throughout

the County as well as fiscally relieve many of the County's

older urban areas.

/The key tb the above, however, lies in the provision of 100,000
b?lanced incoﬁe dwelling units, and particularly those 70,000

units in PUC's. Accoridngly, Table 8 shows a shift in the i 10
concentration of fuéure multi-family households through the

introduction of PUC's in the County's suburban B and rural C

 Ring municipalities. Additionally the A Ring areas also

exhibit increases in;futuré multi-unit households with effective
™~ . .

'rehabilitatioh and renewal.
20

Residential Use and Density

/

Based on the foregoing, Table 9 presents a summary of residential

acreage levels and changes throughout the County.

Muhicipal’tgtals of these data may be found in Appendix B for

*the'year 2000,

As ekpectéd the B and C Ring municipalities would account for
the major residential acreage in the County. These areas will

account for 39,000 residential acres apiece. Franklin TownshiP_»

in the C Ring alone would hold abouth,OOO of these acres by "40,

the year 2000. Additionally, relatively low densities in the
B and C Ring municipalities would result in more écreage used

for residential purposes there.

i o . -49-
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A RING
Carteret
Dunellen
Helmetta
Highland Park
Jamesburg
Metuchen
Middlesex
Milltown
New Brunswick
Perth Amboy
South Amboy
South River
Spotswood

A RING TOTAL

B RING

East Brunswick
Edison

North Brunswick
Piscataway
Sayreville

South Plainfield
Woodbridge :
B RING TOTAL

C RING
Cranbury
Madison
Monroe
Plainsboro
South Brunswick
*“Franklin
.C RING TOTAL

STUDY AREA

MIDDLESEX COUNTY

SOURCE: Middlesex County Planning Board and Hammer,

MANUF,

6,598
1,991

177
1,331

154
1,417
2,146
1,624

12,701

11,213
858
2,135
1,281

’

3,049

23,589

20,694

11,780

13,843
6,668

19,119
8,

2,619
2,608
3,997

926
6,449
3,552

20,151

162,519
158,967

TABLE A
JOB LEVELS BY TYPE AND MUNICIPALITY
2000 PLAN ALTERNATIVE
MIDDLESEX COUNTY STUDY ARFA

Greene, Siler Associates.

el e b b i

NON~MANUFACTURING 2000
Whole- TCU & F.I.R.E., & Total
sale Constr. Mining Retail Services Govt Agric, Johs
977 1,223 - 891 2,290 873 - 12,852
30 247 - 186 393 252 - 3,104
- 152 - , 6 20 66 - © 421
98 1,547 - 1,327 975 758 - 6,036
4 - 128 5 142 191 158 - 782
161 1,386 -~ 1,378 1,931 911 - 7,184
99 474 - 743 239 507 - 4,2n8
31 120 - 152 105 272 -- 2,304
1,958 5,228 - . 8,310 18,416 16,267 - 62,880
1,373 2,663 - 2,629 6,508 2,331 - 26,717
139 677 - 733 872 294 - 3,573
40 680 4 443 820 504 - 4,626
22 70 - 534 194 258 - 2,359
1,932 17,595 ) I7,37% 37,959 23,451 == 137,04¢
1,086 4,074 76 , 7,710 5,036 2,956 - 23,987
7,429 7,362 - 8,935 11,231 7,750 - 66,296
5,701 4,654 6 3,243 4,428 2,422 - 41,148
1,697 2,578 - 4,717 5,208 10,031 - 36,011
1,210 ‘1,561 127 2,372 1,857 1,466 - 22,436
1,366 1,219 - 2,181 . 947 1,344 - 13,725
6,550 11,733 41 14,740 14,858 7,501 - 74,542
,0 , 250 43,898 43,565 33,370 = ,
416 450 - 1,535 657 384 125 6,186
1,406 3,357 18 3,718 8,198 4,128 - 23,433
547 1,878 -— 7,985 4,737 4,169 20 23,333
118 222 60 105 1,525 327 350 3,633
1,389 2,644 26 7,677 11,830 4,213 116 34,344
1,469 2,017 370 1,705 4,654 2,838 - 16,605
5,345 5 7T - 33,7775 ,60 1¢,059 611 167,337
35,316 58,344 733 84,097 108,125 72,980 611 522,725
33,847 56,327 363 82,392 103,471 70,142 611 506,150

ez6
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2 Noda

* MIDDLESEX

CARTERET BORO

CRANBURY THWP

v

DUNELLEN BORO !

EAST BRUNSWICK:TwWP

EDISUON TWP

HIGHLAND. PARK BGRO

JAMESBURGH BORO:
MADISON .ThP N
METUCHEN BORO

MIDDLESEX BORO .. ...

MILLTOWN BORO
MONRCE. THP.

NEW BRUNSWICK CITY
NORTH BRUNSWICK TWP'

PERTH AMBOY CITY
.PISCATAHAY THWP
PLAINSBORO TWpP
.SAYREVILLE BURO
SOUTH AMBOY CITY

SOUTH BRUNSWICK TwWP
SQUTH PLAINFIELD BGRO
SUOUTH RIVER BGORO.. . ...,

SPOTSWGLOD BORO
WOODBRIDGE THWP

VoL 4 QD

TRI=-STATE TRANSPLRTATION CUMMISSION

¥PUOPULAT 10N BY DECADE*

TOAOT AL

1940

11,876
1342
5y 360
3,700

114470
Y9002
29123
3,803
69557

.. 32763
3y515

‘ 3,034
' 33,180
TGy 552

41,5242

71243
925

891886
79802
3:129
54379

- 104714

1,868
273191,

L 217,077

M H e /'%Om

;,2)0l"

3y.3%p

-

15

)

13,030
1,757
0’291
51099

loy348
99721
2¢4307
74366
Ge 873
51943
34760
44082

3569811
63450

4145330

100180

19112

104338

89422
44001
8,008

. 11+308

22905

. 354758
264!§JZ

-

20'502
2+001%,

64840
1Yy S0z
4uy 795
11,09

29853
224772
144041
109520

59455
- 59831
404139
10,066

365007

19,890
- 19171

229553

69422
10,2738
17,879
134397

649567
78,8406

433,856

78”46

|$;,D

r

P d LATIGN
20 : 19¢0 197

239137
24213
74072

3"1'1 160

€75120

149333

49D b4

48,715

164031

15,038
09470
9913c

41,0885

165661

384798

364418
1,646

32,4508
9,338

14,048

21,142

154424
89846

98'94"}

,5831813

o

'qu23\

13027 -

PAGE 15
PERCENT uf CHANGE
1940-50 13%0~-00 1354£0-70 1950-70
Be8 57.3  12.5 110
3349 1l.4 12 € 2544
17."){ 5.7 : 3e4 12z.4
23.8 25043 71.1 49945
4245 17440 49.6  310.6
8.0 13.7 30Q.2 G8.0
8.‘* 230'7 0007 98.7
93.7 205.2 113.6 B6l.3.
50,7 4241 14.2 02.3
5749 ... 7740 - 4245 .. 153.0
7.7 43.6 19.0 76.9
34.5 ... 42,8 50e7 inl2349 -
17.0 e " 4e3 7.9
4le4 56e6 . 6543 ...15846--
. 02 a 800- 2.1 601"
. $065. . .895.4. ~B83el 2517
2042 5.3 40.7 48.2
.26e3 ... 11842 G4l . 21%e5 -
7.5 o0 10,9 16.9
2749 .. .15649 .. .36.8. 25lek-
489 123.3 1843 164.0
e Db 1845 15.2: — 364 --
5545 126.1 34,7 204.5
ei31led 2120682 2505 - 1T76.7 -
2260 . ... . 5368.n 23445 . . ..120e4-.
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TRI-STATE TRANSPURTATION COMMISSICN

*HOUSING UNITS,

BY STRUCTURE TYPEe=

VACANT

-MOODBRIDGE THP.. ... ... ..

17 19711

I13v85 156735373 I3s g

TOTAL 1 ¢ CR MURE  GCCUPIED
HCUSING UNIT UNIT © MOBILE SEASONAL AND
UNITS STRUCTURE STRULTUKRE HOME/TRLK MIGRATORY
*% Naode
* MIDULESEX :
CARTERET EQRO 7,099 35,5060 298430 40.03504 ~
CRANBURY TwP 694 "So4t 122+ .17.77 8
DUNELLEN BORO 2:282 11496 765. Fh 1
EAST BRUNSWICK TWP 94095 Te852. 1e187- ¥3.0 32- 24
EDISON TwP 194205 13,8721 . ... 59129+ 200, 0 203 1
HELMETTATBORG 301 276v 25
HIGHLAND PARK BORO 59293 249253, 3503157, 4 74 c 2
TJAMESBURGH BORO "14377 8337 EEONVTR g TR '
_MADISCON TwWP 13,456 $2678' - 3,703" 27-3 28, 47
METUCHEN BORG ~ 49912 2,676 142340 251 2,
 ZMIDDCESEX BORU T 49345 T3y327" 150217 5373" 1
MILLTOWN BORG 250067 15603+ 464 97273 ¥
_MONROE TWP .. ... ... . = 2,503 . 29146, 705) 2.3 21 31 .
© NEW BRUNSWICK CITY 134130 '-~~~3;6947”“‘*9:477?-7/ AL P
- ~NORTH. BRUNSWICK THP 59034 3,604 1,426 2¢./3 2. 2
PERTH AMBOY CITY . 13,429 - 44420 829571 (9.1 l0v 2
PISCATAWAY TWP . "7V 10444577 FEIATTTTIRTSS 3T 2
PLAINSBORG TwWP ' . 551 334- 2140 3 ;@ 1 2
_SAYREVILLE BGRO . . $9157 649572 292170 ¢, 3 5
SUUTH AMBOY CITY 27902 Ty7194 r71071f33;%r-17~
_SOUTH BRUNSWICK TWP . .. 3,903 35075 4550 ([, 364 9.
SOUTH PLAINFIELD BGRO 51585 54103+ 481y L. 0 It :
—2QUTHTRIVER BUORQ =~ 49888 3951k ——"1 5356 x ;LI =
SPOTSWGGD BORO 2,076 1,808" 2627 1 257 6
e .. 214534 214158¢ 690691 . 220304 ... 3.

PAGE
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TRI-STATE TRANSPURTATIUN COMMISSICN

*AVERAGE MONTHLY RENT UF RENTER-OCCUPLED AND YACANT-FUR~RENT HUUSING UNITS,.BY RACE UF HEAD* . PAGE 3

TOTAL=RENTER-UCCUPIED NEGRU-RENTER-CCCUPILED VACANT=FOR-RENT
AGGREGATE " NUMBER = AVERAGE AGGREGATE = NUMBER AVERAGE AGGREGATLE - NUMBER AVERAG
MO. RENT OF UNITS MOUe. RENT MO. RENT OF UNITS MO« RENT MO. RENT CF UNITS RENT
¥ Nedo

. % MIDDLESEX ' : : : - .-
CARTERET BGRC 187,580 29011 $3 13,110 182 12 , 6,210 76 §2
CRANBURY TWP 16,020 135 11¢ , 14565 21 75 o L S
DUNELLEN 8GRO t 064062 5686 113 : 1,050 11 59
EAST BRUNSWICK TwWP , 186,810 19126 1¢¢ 49275 23 18¢ . 234840 - 130. 183
EDISCN TWP 7374230 54005 147 174210 175 S8 124275 85 144
HELMETTA BORO 0gl35 96 69 ' 165 5 37
HIGHLLAND PARK BORO 382,005 29737 140 ley285 112 145 541655 32 1le2
JAMESBURGH ECRC : €0y440 525 115 14525 65 116 14750 .15 116
FACISCN Twp , : £354372 35665 147 59425 38 143 17,800 107 1e?
METUCHEN 80RO 188,045 1,311 143 29670 -~ &3 132 39310 o 24%... 138
MIDOLESEX GCRG b c . 14045730 - S83 143 1,160 S 125 29110 18 117
MILLTCWN BGRG : L 399620 346 114 ‘ . . 19205 22110110
FCNRCE ThpP ' ' L 229562 227 S5 1,030 20 52 895 12 5
NEW BRUNSWICK CITY : 9419450 T+896 116 ' 2154325 19506 115 30,040 237..127.
NCRTH BRUNSWICK TWP 201,350 14373 147 ' Zs310 39S 136 3,530 24 147
PERTH AMBOY CITY 688,130 €+908 100 bE g 945 377 S5 . 154605 - 161 ..104.~
PISCATAWAY TwP ' 3249635 3940 144 454530 328 140 74040 42 1¢8
PLAINSBGRC TwP 219440 240 131 , 510 7 13 ‘ : S
SAYREVILLE BGRG 2734595 2y 0606 132 975 [ 139 09255 52 120
SCUTH AMBOY CITY ' B6s185 = 87S 98 : 3,210 33-..67
SCUTH BRUNSWICK TwP S2+820 644 144 297130 23 119 ’ €eb ; 6 111
SCUTH PLAINFIELD BORU . . 564838 4ol 122 3y£10 30 120 A 625 . T 8BS
SOUTH RIVER BCRC ; ' 1104335 = 19144 9é : 29580 31 56 44715 45 1065
SPCTSWOOD BGRO 359525 301 131 ' ; 1,025 . T - 14¢

WCGCBRIDCGE TwP 69864310 59227 124 154645 114 137 225120 144 154
' : 673151090 " 494535 128 4274215 3,750 114 1744995 19314 ..133."
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TRI~-STATE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

1970 CENSUS FOURTH COUNT = FROM POPULATION TABLES 75, 76

"INCOME OF FAMILIES AND UNRELATED INDIVIDUALS--MEASURES OF CENTRAL TENDENCY

CARTERET BORO
CRANBURY Twp
DUNELLEN BORO

EAST BRUNSWICK TWP

CEQISCN Twp

HELMETTA BORD

JAMESBURGH BOROD
MADISON TwpP
METUCHEN BORO
MIOCLETEY, BORC

MILLTOWN BORO
MONRL)-
NEW BRUNSWICK CITY

PERTH AMB0Y CITY
PTSCATAWAY TWP

"= = UNRELATED. INDIVIDUALS' INCCME
__ MEDIAN

PLAINSBORD TwWP
SAYREVILLE BORO
SGUTH AMBOY CITY

SOUTH RIVER BORD

S OPOTSWOOL BORO

WOODERIDGE TwP

MIDDLESEX

- = = = = = FAMILY INCOME - = = = = = -
FAMS TOTAL MEAN ___MEDIAN INDIVS _.JovaL
5883 68,606,200 $11,662 $11,232 11146 5. 446324450
600 912944900 15,492 14,076 171 709:459
1845 21,035,650 1l,401 11,077 515 2,211,500
8224 132:469,050 164108 _l4£.844 726 414649350
. 17364 2544596, 750 ___ 144662 12,914 : 2097 12,522,650
256 2,553,300 10,365 10,168 . 66 160,800
HIGHLAND PARK BORO 3851 . 51,670,850 13,418 - 11,757 ... 1806 947024300
1163 124570,000 10,808 10,202 245 983,200
12046 15241364900 12,630 12,116 1272 719364100
4218 6534224950 15,510 13,703 730 42930,450
3883 49,805+650 _ 12,827 __124269 606 .. 2y377,200
1736 23,718+450 13,663 12,954 314 114664700
TwP 2256 28,8764+850 124800 11,68l. _ 839 24924,250
8837 9447374050 10,720 9+589 11371 31,913,300
NORTH 3RUNSWICK TWP .. 4495 . 649344,650 14,4315 124900 662 3,371,550
10319 106,123,050 10,417 94,414 3506 13,817,900
9383 11629504650 12,468 __ 11,695 2207 ..81658,100
369 4y 844,250 13,128 10,833 276 1,892,500
8200 103,474,050 . 12,863 12,079 ] e8o 44603,250
2365 21+359,300 11,564 10,802 619 2,850,700
SOUTH BRUNSWICK TWP - - . 3479 4824574950 13,940 13,023 . 602 3,122,000
SOUTH PLAINFLELD BORO 5209 69¢172+950 134280 12,773 411 21294,950
4102 49+680,000__ 12,111 ___ 11,405 B565 3,605,400 .
1956 249684,500 12,620 12,047 177 843,600
. 24836 . _ 319,389,450 _ 12,668 12,205 ..  ___ .. 3039 164479, 950
146936  1,906,356+250 12,974 . 11,981 34876 149,017,200

_ MEAN.

4.158
49149
4o 294
64159

5972 _

2¢436
54272
4,013
6,239
6y 241

4o 748,

he 671
5¢425
2,807

o & —

$ 3,433

5,093

34930
3,223
6,857
5,231
e 521

s 186

54584

49166
5,423

49273

Lhe168

34035
Z2¢5813
5,029
by 924
24240
3,355
3,899
5,827
by5439
3,727
34722
44,633
1,583
fs2285
2,¢61!

5.961
’i" 652
34316
9123
34541

PAG

L1e912

24999

4‘1458
*y36

20647

b4

g
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This Agrcement, Dated‘*ANEO s 1575, By and Bctween

the County of Middlesex, New Jersey and certain

‘municipalitiecs ‘located thercin as more fully set ‘.'

forth on pages 12-14 of this Agteemenﬁ for the
.establishmen: of a cooperative means of conducting

" certain community ‘evelopment activities.

:HHEREAé Title 1 of the Housiaglaﬁd Comm@nity Sevelopment Act
~of 1974 provides for substaﬁtial Federal funds beidg made to -
certain urban counties for use thereih, and - i

HHEREAS phis act esiablishes certain criteria which must be
ésﬁet in 6rde: for a county to be the recipient cf said funding, and
i WHEREAS the Interlocal Services Act (N.3.5.A. 40:BA-1 et

i seq.) provides a mechanism through which counties and munici-

H s 4 e y e - s s - s
',’palltxes may enter into agreements for the provision of joint

i ) . } :
services, it is therefore agreed by the Cognty of Middlesex, New’

ggJerSey:ﬂknown hereafter as the county), and the Municipalities
it set forth on pages12-14 hereof, as follows:
|§ ». ..- . . -

A, . Community Deowrelonment Plarninag Process

e 1. Nature and Extent of Services.

. ~ - Puroose. The purpose of this agreement is o

' . . establish a legal mechanism through which the .
. county gévérnmént.may apply for, rececive, and

] _ .

n . disburse Federal funds available to eligible urben

i - counties under Title I of the Housing and Comrunity’

1] : .‘_ Development Act of 1974, .commonly known as

it L - Comaunity Developnent Revenue Sharing, and to take

} : ~ such actions in coopcfation with the participaLiHQ

" municipalities as may be necessary to participate

in the bencfits of this program. Federal furnds

received Sy the county shall ke for such functions

as urban renewal, water and secwer facilities,

- 1l

*—
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‘neféﬁborhood facilitics, public facilitics, open

-

100a

spacc, and such other pﬁfposcs as are authorized by
the Act. Nothing coﬁtained in this agreeﬁcnt shall
deprive any municipality or other unit of local

government of any powers of zoning, development

‘Aéontrol or other lawful authority which it presently

" possesses, nor shall any participant be deprived of

Ai any State or Federal aid' to wﬁich it might be

’ b.: )

.. entitled in its cwn right, except es herein provided.

Establishment of Committee: There is hereby

éstablished a cooperative Community Development:

- Revenue Sharing Committee, consisting of two

representatives from each participating murnicipality

"~ and two representatives of the county government,

N

-

-with.the calendar year. The governing body and the
 }-chief executive of each participating agency shall
" make Qné appointrment each.

Resnonsihilitincae of Comnmittno,

(1.) . The Committee shall elect a chairman, and shall
take formal action only upon & two-thirds vote

o of the full membership thereof.

. {2.)" With the concurrence of the Board of Choscn

Fréeholders.an Administratiﬁe Liaison Officer

shall be designated. He Sha}} be an cmployeé
of the County. He shall within'the-limits of
resources available, provide technical and

 .administrative suﬁport to the Committee, an-

'shall provide liaison bhetween the Committee and

the Board of Chosen Frecholders.

.

e

each to be appointed for one year periods coinciding

10

20

40



(3.)

4

(s.)

| . 101a
The Committec shall meet promptly after its

- establishment and thereafter as‘oftcn as

rééuired; It shall establish rules of
prodedurévas may be required.

?ke‘§ommittec shall study and discuss the

. community development needs of. the county which

affect the participating local envernments,

-and shall detefminc the most cffective and
e A 10
‘acceptable utilization of Community lcvelop-

ment Revenue Sharing funds.available to the

county governmeﬁt. It shall recommend to the

:ABoard'of Chosen Freeholders aniapplication,fo:

partidipation in Federal funding, and towafds
that end it shall, in the manner herein

prescribed, be authorized to develop a 3 year 20

~-Community Development Plan for the county, in-

c¢luding a housing assistance program, and such

other documents and certifications of

compliance as‘are required by the Federal

-Government for participation by the County in

Community Development Revenue Sharing. Funids
ap@lied for may be those available for "urban 30
counties"; SMSA balances may also be applied

fér subject to épproval ofithe participating
municipalities. | ‘ -

The Committce shall develop, .in full consultia-

tion with the county pianning board and all

affected agencies of the local qovernments 40
involved, priorities for the actual utiliza-

tion of such fuﬁds as are made availahle f}om

the Foderal Government under this Title. The
Committec shall recommend fdr cach projcct or

activity to be carricd out with these funds a

-3



(6.1

'specific means of "accomplishment. This may be ;

for the county to carry out the project or

102a
]

function, for a municipality to reccive the

monies to carry it out, or for some other

.gombination of local or State agencies.  Such -

implementation mechanism shall.be estabiinhe!

-

either by means of a separate contract entrred

into between the county govcrnﬁcnt, upon the

approval of Lhis Coﬁmittée, uand the municiyalily

or municipalities in which the activity or

function is to take place, pursuant to the

- provisions of the Interlocal Services Act, or

by inclusion of such information in section C

of this agreement, subject to the same approvals.

. The implementation mechanism shall be established

béfbreAémeission of the’ application to HUD,
and any rclevant documents become part of this
agreement and should be submitted to HUD with

it.

Every municipality‘participating in the

committee may request participation in the

expenditure of the Federal funds, comment on

the overall needs of the county which may be

served through these funds, or otherwise toxc
bért in the prOcecdings of tgé'Committcc‘thrnugl
its members of the Committqe. So project may

be undertaken or services provided in  any -
municipality Qithout the approval of the
governing body of the muhigipslity; which
'approval shall be established as provided

in subscction (5.) above in addition to such
other approvals as ma§ he required by law.

10

20

40
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3.

103a -

Siandard< or Perfnrmarcp

Every Interlocal Scrvice Aqreencnt established
pursuant to this agreement shall contain standard, of
performance as required by the Inte;local Services Act
and by the Héuﬁing and Communiéy Devélopmént Act.
Annuaily a report shall be prepared for the Comnittee
by each reciﬁient of fdnds desciibing whether tho icsifeﬁ

objectivés have been agtained. ‘The Committec shall

'thereupoh report its findings to all pafticipatinq local

qovernments, and ehall submlt such reports to the Board
of Chosen Freeholders as may be’ required for subnlssxﬁﬂ

to the Federal Governﬁent.

Estimated Cost and Allocation thercof.

. The amount of Federal funds involved shall be the
amount app11ed for by the Board of Chosen Freeholders
pursuant to the recommendation of the.Commlt;ec, subject

to aﬁy modifications mace by HUD., Any Federal funds

received by letter of credit or otherwise shall be placece

in a County Trust Fund established and maintained
pursuant to recgulations promulgated by the Director of,

fhe~Division of Local Government Services in the New*

‘Jersey Department of Community Affairs. This fund shall

.

be in a scparate bark account subject to'theAcont;ol of

" the Couﬁgy government, which shall be the designated

?ecipient for the funds provided by the Federal act.
Upon authorization by the County, and in complihnce with
State law and p}ovulgated reqgulations, funds may be
expended from this Trust Fund‘ﬁy the County. HNeither
the cbmmittec,'thc county government, nor any
participating local ‘government may expend or commit
funds except as may be aufhorized pursuant to this
agreement and in full coﬁpliancc with State and Federal

-8
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laws and requlations. No participant under this contract

'may'in any way bc obligated to expend funds of its own

except as may be mutually agreed in a lawful mannecr.

4, Dﬁrationbof Contract.
Thié;contract shall be effective retroactive to

. ﬂecember 15, 1974 and shall continue in effect until
notlfxcatlon by the governan body to the effect that
it wishes to withdraw. Sald notice must bc given in
.writing at least -30 days prxor to the Federal d‘”llCu':)ﬂ
date of any given year in order for it to drop out for
the second, ihird of suﬁse&uenf proqram’year, but in no
case may a participant arop out of an ongoin§ year,
except as a result of HUD action. .

5. Desiognation of General Aaent.

. The Administrative Liaison Officer selected pursuant

to section A lc (2) of this Agreement is hereby
bdgsignafed as the administfative-agent_of_the Boérd of
" Chosen Freeholders for éurposds of compliance with
. statutory and regulatory re5p0n51b11 ties. He shall be

accountable to the Boa*d of Chosen Frecholders, and for

this pﬁrpose shall be subject to the supervision of the

Board.

-

Qualification as Uvban Countv,

In addition to such assurances and agreoments as may
have been made by prev1ously executed ordxnances in order to

meet the c;itcria for funding eligibility as an "urban county"”

the muniCipality_will cooperate with the county by undertaking

or assisting in the undertaking of essential community

" developmcnt and housing assistance activities specifically in-
 .ciuding urban renewal and publicly assisted housing as set

~ forth in the apﬁlication filed.

' f?hisﬁagrccment shall be‘effeciive only when sufficient

‘munléiﬁalitics haJe signed fhe_contract so that 200,000
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population 1s represented, and when all other Federal ; Ll

eligibility criteria for designation as an "urban county" under

the Act have been satisfied. In‘ﬁheuevent that sufficient -

" municipalities to mect thece criteria‘fhould nct sign this

Agreement thhln the time period set forth by the Unltcd SfatC'

Departmeont c.»Hounxng and Urban Dcvclopmcnt, the rcchol*a

Director shall <o notify all siqgnators and the Aqrncmrn?_ﬁhill

‘thereunon be null and void.

. "In order to c0ﬂp1y with Fede~u1 requirements, the Counde

governmen~,.through the Board of Chosen F*eeholycrs, ‘thall e

.the applicant for community development funds, and shall take

the full responsibility and assume all obligatzons of an

_applicant under the federal act.

" Agrecment As to Scecific Activities.

1. Specific Activities.

Attached hereto and made a part of this agreement between
;‘:tﬁe.Couﬁty and certain municipalifies are exhibits which
. set fotth(fhe specific activities for each and every
'.local.body pafticipétinﬂ in the program. In particuvlarg
each of . these exhibit s descrlbe-
a. - communlty development needs
“b. 1long-term community development ob;ectlve
c."short—tcrm community development objectives;
d. a prog*am for community development activities to Lbe
undertaken by and/or on behalf of the local unit
and within & year of relatoed and official approve el
of tHe current application by FUD for ConmUﬂlty

Development Revenue Sharing funds and,

e. comnunity development cost estimates and related
budgct for the current year program;

f. a survcy of housing conditions;.
'g. housing assistance needs of lower income houschold:z]
h. annual-and three year goals for housing assistance;

;and,. { )

i. the general location of lover lncome housxng, as .
‘applicablc . e
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The County of Middlesex, Now Jerscy, wiii prepaac
the application for the above activitices and assist in (““1065
administration thereof; . accordingly, the County is ontitled
to IPCLiVC up to ten percent (104) of the total pommunity'
devolonmonk cntitlement. o i

2. Idenf1f1€at10n of Partxc:nurrf and Authorized Officinlc.

The chief exccutive officers 'of the barticipatinq..

. municibalities.and as identified in.the attach¢d exhibit#.
shali bear ;esponsibility for compliance with the proper 10
implementation of the -activities in their respective
municipalities and as described hércin;

o .Fu{i ultimate responsibility for:cpmrliance with

+ ‘the broﬁer implementation of the activifies describe&

 herein rests with the aﬁplicant, the County of iiiddlescx,
New Jercey. For pu:poses of this égfeemcnt, the
Freeholdcr-DlrecLor, Mr. Peter Daly Canﬂboll represents 20

the County of Middlesex.

3. Pund Transmittal.Procedurcs and Standards.

. ~"I‘he'mea.ns of paying for a local project and
transmlttlng the funds from the Fedcral Government undor
“the applicable title of the Housxng arid Cemmunity
Development Act of 1974 through the Trust Account
created pursuant to N.J;S. 408:4-39 to the local
govérning bodies shall be as folloWs, to wit:

a. The local governing body>5ha11 provide for eny and

2ll legal budgctary appropriations, together w1th 21l

appropriatlonv ‘which are to be made by rlder as

shall be available throuch the Trust Account as

hereinabove mentioned. ‘ T | 40
b. "After the appropriations have been provided for the

local body shall, in accordance with the Public

Contract'Law, prepare the necessary plencz and

specificatlona for the local project and sccure bids

pursuant to the 'statute. It shall in all rP'P"CL‘

comply with the statutory laws of the State of New

Jerscy for public improvements.
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c. The clerk of the local bhodies shall certify to the

County Board of Chosen Freeholders compliance with

ot a——

Paraéraphs 1 and 2 hereof, and submit all proofs of
cqmplianéé therewith including Affidavit of Publica-
tian' Minutes of receipt of bidsvand awardﬁ. ‘
d. Any and a1l contracts for any project shail be
'betwéen the local unit and_ﬁhe contractor or sub-
;ont;éétors,_as the case may be, in éCcordancé with 10
the'PUSIic Contract Law. ' o
. é. .Any:and.all péyménté in pursﬁance Qf'the'conéract
. Q_entered into under Paragraph 4 shall be made by and |
through the treasurer of the local boay and the
source of funds thereunder shall be as follows: .
- (1.) Those payments first to be made ﬁy the
| treasurer of the local body shall be from funds 20
derived or secured thfoﬁgh the bonding ordinance
‘or bond antiéipation hotes or apprbpriations
:‘éuthorized issued by the local boéy to the full
extent of;said app:opriations.. |
(2.) Prior to the delivery of the fuhdsby the
'County Treasurer to the local body the loczl
treasqfer shall submit a schedulce of all paf- 30
ments herétofore made by the local treasurer
to- the contractor or contractors working on
said project togetherfwith copics of thé ‘
certification of the architect setting forth
that said work had been completéd and that =said
contractors were entitled to said payment which 40
;chcdgics and ccrtification shall be submittcedd
to the County Comptroller for his examination

and verification.

-9
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.{3.) Thercafter the payment of funds by the
' treasurecr of the local body shall be from
those funds secured aﬁd held in the Trust
Account pursuant to N.J.S. 40A:4-13q. Payments
from.said Trust Account sﬁall be made upon
- written request from the trocasurcr f the local

body on a reqular County vouchar to the Coun"
: Treagurer at least one week prior. to date of 10
g_.payment. The County Treaqurer shall tbcrcaxtcr
. secure the necessary funds for sald Trust |
vAccount, 1n accordance with a request on a

letter of credit and shall forthwith deliver

‘_said funds to the treasurer of the local unit.

Standards of Per‘ormance. I ; » ‘ : 20
vl The particzpat}ng municipalities shall‘

comply:with all'applicaﬁle stete and fedéralnlaws and

reéulations, toward proégr implementation. of éhe

activities as described herein. |

Time Perind.

- The.acéivities covefed by this\agreeﬁent shallv

commence immediately after date of execution of th1° : 30

agreement by and/or on behalf of the partici pdtlng

mun1c1pa11ty.. These activities shall be complctcdv

within a ye;r from the date of the related ahd official

HUD .approval of the current year application far

-Community Development Revenue Sharing funds.

Availability of Records for Audit,

' 40
The participating municipalitics and the County

shall maintain and share between themselves and their

CDRS'Committeé all the necessary and Sufficient~rccords

. for review and audit that pertain to the implementation

of the activities described hetéin, and as requircd by

the U.S. Department of Housing and Ucrban Devclopment.

~10-
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; 7. Acfivi%ics Suh}éct to.Revinw.
Each ;ctivity,'as describéd herein, is subject to
review bylfhe CDRS Coﬁmiftee_and to any action that
" . the Board of Chosen Freegolders of the County may take
{[ . that is, in ifs discfetion, néccssar§ to £he proper
administfationfof this program. :

8. Arhitratinn, . .

iArbltration of»a}l queétidns%in dispuie uﬁduq this

. .Agrecment shail be at théléhoicc of éithér pdrty.hQrcte
-and‘shall be'in accordénce.wiéh tﬁéiprdvisions. then
obtaining, of the American Arbitfatioh Associaticn, |

i ‘ This Agreecment shall be specifically enforceable under

the préQailing arbitration laws, and judgment upon the

award may be entered, in the Court of the Forum, State

of New Jersey are decmed to govern this contract. The
decision of the arbitrators shall be a condition
" precedent to the right of any legal action.

-

‘worded countefparts each of which shali_beAsigncd by the
Frecholder Difecto: and the chief executive of an indiviéua}
-municipality. )

Each such signator égency agrecs to'cooperate with all
other'signators‘aﬁd be bound as if all had signed the séme

Agreement.

. . 5 s
- VE

Severability %nd Modificatiﬁn Clausna.
In the event that aﬁy portion of this agreement shall

be made inopcrative by reason of judicial or ddministratiyé.

»rﬁling, the remainder shall continue in effect. In the

event that ahy'modification of work activity shall become

109a

or Federal, having jurisdiction.  The laws of the Stalc.

D. . This contract may be exccuted in substantially simileriy
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‘necessary, the Community Development Revenue Sharing Cosnmitiee

may increase or dacreusc the cost of an{ project by not.

i more than 10%, fuhjoct to concurrcence by HUD and the

i . munlc;pnl:tlcg 1nvr1vrd

I : .
‘&F. ’ This aqrecement .hall supplement uny pxovxnn- aqgrecment o

aqréed upcn pravisions only to the extent of aonflict of

purpoﬁc. _

In WIT"KSS }‘uxc.Or the part uv- h';""{" h.u' Coene ‘.-.!".-'.';:-:'
predan° to Le 51gncd by its propcr chief. cxgcuLAvv of11ce;,

t

attested by its clerk and affxycd ttcrcto its cqrporafc seal,

Attest.‘ ’ - County.bf_Middlcfcx
. . . |/ o /- " ' g ) /. .
70-)(/ Y4 /;'{_ _{/_r( ‘.{’.'.'-;‘:L// by . {T -.‘l_,"_. 1 ( R .
“Clerk 77 ASST. CLERK 4 Rreeholder- lﬁz~ctori
< .

(srgh of Carteret
by Q}u:} MK'\ i O

M(..YO"

Township of Cra nua'

by i; [\ _44-\ \A\b
Ma?oz
A N R R
Bor uoh quuncllon

s e )
Mayor ’

hAttcs Z//?k - Townshi -of East Q,ngsvirr
l! /\/ . -
: (e, € e by A/ 4Qt»¢

hClerk - " imyor 7

AR LS 'CL" g -

AtLtest: £ g Ef nc:;gzzfﬁgle
‘ éi?aa ¢ 6¢ ‘
¥ )

. Mayor

12~

on this subjeoct and shall replace and superSvdn any proevioacly
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Clerk
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'Clerk
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Clerk

S

. T8
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e b . . o
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VayoL' 7 '

? P

Townshz

mau /"'
/ : /
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..ayé&} V: x t)

Borough of Spotswoud
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7
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: o ALLc"t.
Sl 7 A /&77’ 7
; Clerk ‘/ (/_/:/() (/

;M;tc‘st.
:'Cl‘ *7@ )n )n
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Clcrk
Attcst'
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-Borough of Highland Park

. K/fcg £ ,é{(‘/t.l._

Mayor

Borouy! : Tawestara
LT /)
by »-/- /""’ -.—:! ' 4
/—‘

Mayor (J~

Township of Hadligon

‘s : 10
by A;JfZZZQta».'Z? J 4}“*
Mayorc
ey U
Borough ..ctng):.cﬂ ' I /
by )/"~J// 9’ £ o ANA
. Mdyor
BorougH of Aldolcecx 20
Vayor < .// )
Borough of Milltcwn K
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Mayor R )
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by /(} / ’\/\‘L //u 2
Cﬁyor'/ : C/
rth Brun swick
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v 7. ' HOUSIHG ASSISTANCE PLAN Aad ‘Zgabuggi k”(“‘\/'g
; . & 4\")(«-\;“( L. )LL(( "0/;‘»

‘/ ror the very first time a ma;ority of the County s munici-

3115133 ointly discussed hougincr needs through thelr renresenta~ ‘

-

1ves of the CDRS Committee and further; arrived at a common
unde*s»andin" and acceptance of same with the County. In turn,

_each of the partic1pat1ng mun1c1pallt1°s offlcwally recognLaed

t
these housing needs by 1ncorpor tlnv them into thelr 1nd1v1dual

n,.

coppera**on avreements with the County for pert1c1natlon in this

year's couﬁunﬂty developmxent prorram. The included Survey of
ng Conditions (Table I)'énd.Housing Assistance of Lower . 10
me Households (Table II) presents these needs as surmed for

ﬁrban countye. - Similér tables for each of the twepty urban

‘ 20
Before proceed*ng with the methodology of needs, compadabllﬂty

ame w1th the County's adopted plans, and realistic housing
derivetions, the importance of the municipal acceptance of .
’heuCing needs sheuld be underscored. Brlefly, the incluszon

ese needs by the mun1c1pallt1es into their cooperatlon agree—.
<represents an official recognltion of hou51ng needs by each %

cipatlng municipality.

40



ATION on T@LE I:
‘p-g;’I;: . HOUSXING ASSISTANCE

‘Table I:

Survey of

" Housing

Conditions

~¥ of Substandard

-
-

Table II- _
"Housing Assistance

Needs of Lower Income
Houseliolds (1970) =
Elderly(renters &

-

';;ﬁ S UM ARY FOR “URBAN COUNTY" MUNIC*PALITIES OF
SURVEY OF HOUSING CONDITIONS (1970) -
E .NEEDS OF. LOWER INCOME HOUSEHOLDS (1970}

-

Tables I & IX

- D.U. (1970) owners) Non-Elderlv.. TOTALS
625 821 “1446

2e_ o0 124

136 346 . 482

244 348 jo

- ag 60 108.

' 155 1362 1517
111 233 344

489 1271 . 1760

.1€65 " 723 ' _gsg

187 - 433 £20

53 202 9255

210 195 ans

runcwicl: 9q~ A7 572
324 1187 _ 1511

26 a1 107

136 447 C_&33

ck 149 284 - £33
infield 173- 303 A76
376 585 961
109 182 291
Corint<rts 3910 9626 13'536 .

-
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Needs: Data and Methodolorvy

The County Planning Board'staff had #aribﬁs cdnsultation

e preparatlon of the Hou51nv Assistance Plan.

D has prepareﬂ in advance some 1970 cross—t;bulazlon

'ddlcs x County based on census information that could be

P in the preparation of ité'housing~plan.'.1n turn, these 10
re somewhat helpful iﬁ selecting a rethodology that. o ‘
be ih keeping with HUD guidélinas, while maintaining some ‘
ability w{th estimates at the county level.

erefore,.in Table I, Survey Qleoﬁsing Conditions, the
Plannlng Boa staff uséd the 1370 Census ‘data and the
°gested nothﬁdology and as explained ful‘y on page 216
accompanying report. For Table II, Housing Assistanc
f'Lower Income Households, the estimation repreéents

ber of households with incomes below $10, 000/year that

e than 25 percent of their income for rent plus an

on of elderly ownefs that spent more thaﬁ 254 of their

h housing costs (£axes,-uﬁilitiw ~ma1n«enance).” This
cut of f ~value has been uscd by the Tri— tate Regional
Agency and by the County in its Master Plan work. It ;s

parable to 80 percent of the County's household medium

1970 for a family of four. Also cross-tabulations | -
' 40
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. . . . .
_.?zéjcgd aré a'ﬂ‘15bie at thé census tract level. . Using the
“ -hadongYp the number of. hous»holas in need of assistance
p,oJecped to 1973." After consulta ion ‘with HUD it was -
oaclud°d that .the short time available to prepgre thls applica-
tion did not permit a refinement of data and/or concensus of '
gwumptions aﬁgng par*:.c:.patlncr mun;cip“lltles for progectlons -
ﬁ'data much beyond 1973. _ | ) ‘ »
ﬁﬁ;t should now b° c‘ear that the estlmatlon of hou51ng needs
o;’ ower income hcuseholds as presented in the appllcatlon ‘ 10
;esent¢ and exlqtln _situaticn 1n 1970 Drogected to 1973. It
1sk .survey and ektraﬁolatlon of ex:.stwn7 hou51ng needs . as per-HUD
guidance, -and as oppoeed to a pure allocatlon of re~1onally
de ;1ned‘unmet hous1ng qeeds.,
Qiga;abiiitv of Need Estimates 20
It should be noted that the urban county housing needg of
13 536 exclude the HUD designated central c1ty needs w1th1n the
',y by the fact that these central cities were: 1) precluded
D d851gn from pa**lclpatlon in the urban county®'s CDR3 - -
}tee (and application development process) as per specific
al requirements in £he urban county cooperation agreemeﬁt; and ¥
ese central.cities werevideﬁtified bf HUD for separate and
ehdent‘funding»under the community development ﬁrogram,
heless, ﬁousing needs for all county'municipalities have
a2lculated bglc& in.ordef to define the overall level of
g need and consistency with previous studies done by the . =~ 4

sex County Planning Boar&.
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,,405 or Total County Housinﬂ Needs' (Table 1)
I o - , e
Substandard 11 .
. . Units (occ. & - Firancial - Total -«
‘ - . vac.) . . _Need =~ . I &1II:.
grban County" 3,910 . 9,626 13,536
0 mun1c1p lities) _ o ' S o ,
etropolitan Cities - .7h,356 ) 11;962°° 16,318
(5 an1c1pallt1es) P T L b
Total Middlesex Coun-y 8,266 ' 21,588 .- 29,854
e Fie ' ‘ | SRR T
The estlhatlon of needs as nresen*ed herin for the total 10
l ty is, 29 854 units, extrapolaued throuch 1973, which lo even
ger than previous estimates of the County s adopted Interim
ter Plan of 23, 605 units for 1975 (County pro;ec ions ﬁreparad

or to availability of census data) ..

The adopyyd Interlm;Master Plan d1d not present.ﬁeéds by
wh."Therefore, noAcompariosn can be déne at thaﬁlie;él~and at 2
this tinme. ' .

It is important to note that a compaiable eSiiméfe'of

1sing needs for 1970 by Nede DeCoA. deals oﬁly with housgholds :
Lting units for which they pay an excessive amount of their

ome and that estimate is 15,300 households for thelwhole county.
“However, Table II of ﬁhe HAPVincludes an’~ estimate of€{ 
:lx/handicapped owners with 1ﬁ¢omes below $5,000 that ;re in
i;l need of assistanc; to pay for housing cost (oil, tgxe35.
tenance). ‘Theré is sufficient évidence that the elderly

S group are 2 substantial part of the housing cdemand for

units for the low and moderate income households. Theﬁr' , . 40
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;*';bcco
;:J’,fixed 1nc0ﬂes. Also, these houses are genprally
and very i proprlately designed, especial7y for the
gavs® o ’
3671Y who are handicapped. . | |
Jet : | .
arvy_of Households in Need of Assistance :(Tab IIlJL
/’fz%%%Eﬁ County
/_

Sy . Renters . Owners  Total -~ -Percent .

Financial MNeeds = . o ‘ .

Elderly/ﬁandlcapned 1,557 | | 2,713 4,270 gj%
Non~elde rly 5356 —— ' _5,356 = _55%

. ﬁstotal - 6?913d - ans : :5,626 1006

sicel Needs

1,518 2,170 3,688

_— — 222
I _ 3,910
L 135536

The above figures represent totals for the "urban county,"

f 1C1pat1nv nunicipalities. Each and all municipalities have

ognized housing needs as an existing situation in their

us data in the accompanying agreement.

1y Determlned Housing Prlorltles and Raallatlc
and Three. Ycar (Goals

Accordiﬂg to the spirit and letter of the Housing.add[
ity Developmnnt Act of 1974, the County's participating
ipalltles determined their own houflng priorltles in light
foregoing estimation of overall and individual housing

urveyed, as well as the likely availability of state and
lhousing”subsidies.'- B |

n‘n“ substandard due to increased overhead cost and

(with concentration data by census tract) as recorded by 1970

119a
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MUNICIPALITIES IN MIDDLESEX COUNTY RANKED

”p,7 .
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A

BY MEDIAN INCOME OF FAMILIES

‘1970

East Brunswick
Madison
Cranbury
Metuchen

So. Brunswick
Milltown
Edison

No. Brunswick
So. Plainfield
Middlesex
Woodbridge
Sayreville
Spotswood
Highland Park
Piscataway
Monroe

South River
Carteret
Dunellen
Plainsboro
South Amboy
Jamesburg
Helmetta

New Brunswick
Perth Amhoy

County

AND UNRELATED INDIVIDUALS

1/
1960

Metuchen $8,236

East Brunswick $7,763
Middlesex $7,658
Highland Pk. $7,609
So. Brunswick $7,580
bDunellen $7,539
Milltown $7,498

So. Plainfield $7,392
Edison $7,260
Woodbridge $7,243
Sayreville $7,130
So. River $7,075

No. Bruns. $6,989
Madison $6,983
Piscataway $6,943
So. Amboy $6,941
Spotswood $6,797
Carteret $6,571
Jamesburg $6,411
New Bruns. $6,218
Perth Amboy $6,152

County $7,054

ces:

Metuchen $4,404

.Highland Pk. $4,197

So. River $4,151
Sayreville $4,115
Dunellen $4,000
Middlesex $3,742
Milltown $3,693

So. Amboy $3,590

New Bruns. $3,536
Perth Amboy $3,462
So. Plainfield $§3,400
Carteret $3,391

County $3,725

Data not available for Cranbury, Monroe, Plainsboro, Helmetta

NA for Edison, Piscataway, East Bruns., So. Bruns., North Bruns.,
Helmetta, Madison, Cranbury, Woodbridge, Plainsboro, Spotswood,
Jamesburg, Monroe.

1970 -- 1970 Census of Selected Populatlon and Housing

Statistics for Middlesex County

Middlesex County Plannlng Board (Pg. 38)

Note. This reference utilized due to its 1nclu51on

of N,J. Twps. in Middlesex County)

1960 -- 1960 Census of Population, Vol. 1 (Characteristics
‘ of the Population) Part 32 (¥N.J.), Tables 76, 81,
U.S. Department of Commerce/Bureau of the Census.

1950 -- 1950 Census of Pcpulation, Vol. II (Characterlstics
. of the Population) Part 30 (N.J.), Tables 37, 39,
u.Ss. Department of Commerce/Bureau of the Census.



IHDUSTRIAL/RESIDENT IAL DEMAND AND ZONING PROVISION - MIDDLESEX COUNTY MUNICIPALITIES

MUNICIPALITY

‘Carteret
Cranbury
Durnsellen

East Brnswick
Bdison
Helmetta

Highland Park
Jamesburg
~Madison

Metuchen
Hiddlesex
Milltown .

Monroe
North Brunswick
Piscataway

Plainsboro
Sayreville
South Amboy

South Brunswick
South Plainfield
South River

Spotswood
Woudhbridge

LAND IN USE IND, & RELATED

1967+

1952.3
1054.6
682.4

5853.9
12653.2
153.1

1092.0
352.1
8945, 4

1566.13
1744.7
715.3

3085.7
4248.2
6769.0

772.8
3883.4
842,0

4185.1
2864.1
1358.8

745.1
11010.6

USES 1967%

562.3
184.8
49.5

378.9
1789,
15.9

85.5
34.6
l684.9

166.1
201.2
65.6

266.2
1303.4
345.8

228.7
967.3
244.3

718.0
509.4
100.3

79.0
1774.3

RES IDENTIAL
ADDED TO 2000%

189.0
-4622.0
44.0

3848.0
2711.0
94,0

129.0
88.0
6757.0

84,0
307.0
147.0

9842.0
1360.0
2196,0

3356.0
1226.0
149.0

6279.0
786.0
132.0

320.0
1417.0

INDUSTRIAL &
REL. ADDED 2000*

119.6
493.6
2.7

998.3
1654.2
4.2

593.7 {5Q7

1043.7
1042.6

328.6
1124.1
59.5

1153.9
678.1
28.2

24.0
1556.0

*Data from Middlesex County Planning Board master plan reports

VACANT LAND AREA IN MUNICIPALITY
Z0NED INDUSTRIAL & REL.

ZONED RESIDENTIAL

96 108
4130 2755
27 5
4722% 2534%*
230 3469
304 26%*
134we O
95 19
111427+ 4090%>
14.5 24
63.9 58.2
50 40
12067** 6867%*
986%» 2016%*
1613 748
3635 2335
CANNOT BE CALCULATED
70%* 1159
15053 8332
3334 1146%%
92.5 274.6
220 55
772 1316

**locally provided information not available: DCA data used

PERCENTAGE OF DEMAND

RESIDENTIAL INDUSTRIAL & REL
50.8% 90.3%
89.4 558.2
61.4 185,2

, 122.7 253.8

" “84.9 200.7
34.1 619.1

103.9 0
108.0 655.2
164.9 576.7
17.3 67.4
20.8 239.5
34.0 769.2
112.6 1156.7
72.5 193.2
73.5 7.7
108.3 710.6
47.0 193.3
239.7 722.1
42.4 169.0
70.1 973.8
68.8 2202
54.5 123.1

S [0S e

A-17-7¢
K&

IND. & REL. % OF
ALL VACANT LAND

52.9%
40.0
15.6

33.5
60.3
44.8

Avarysis By AA nassacw l/u

Eu:d
293

‘:760
DF

BTCT
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?“ ESTIMATES AND PRELIMINARY PROJECTIONS
OF PCPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT,
MIDDLESEX COUNTY, NEW JERSEY

This document is a progress report on the
preparaticn of new population and employ-
ment proiections for Middlesex County.

The data &bt present arc preliminory., Howe
ever, it 1s felt that the population data
are essentially close to their final form,
while the employment data are only in
initial feorm and can serve merely to indi-
cate very general trends.

A0 YA

Middlesex County Planning Board

January 1976
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Sumnary Highlights

I, POPULATION

New projections foresee a County population of 937,000 by the
year 2000, a 61 percent increase over the 1970 population

This growth rate is lower than previously expected, and is the
result of lower birth rates and the migration of vopulation
away from the north to the southern and western states.

123a

The Middlesex Coupty birth rate is lower than the national average,

and the County's net in-migration has slowed.

Between 1970 and 1985, pre-school children will increase in

> number while those aged 5-14 will decrease. Between 1985
and 2000, pre-school children will remain steady while
these aged 5-14 will rise above their 1970 level.

Peoplc 65 and over will rise rapicly in numbers, especially
7 during 1985 - 2000.

Increases in the zlderly will ;Vq vire grezt increases in grecial-
ized services and housing At the same time, those aged
15-6L4 will put heavy pra""ure on old and new housing stocks.

IT, EMPLOYMENT

loyment trends during 1967 - 1973 tended to continue the
~ patterns of the boom years of the 1960's. Manufacturing,
however, began to show signs of weakness.

t trends have continued through 1974 - 1975, with manufactur-
ing employment slumping badly under the impact of lay-offs
and the failure of marginal firms

the future, non-manufacturing will continue to grow, though
at lower but healthy 1evels.

e manufacturing growth will be much slower than that in non-
manufacturing as the southern and western states attract -
manufacturing from the north,

gounty s future economy will be increasingly reliant on non-

n economy based on blue collar manufacturing jobs .to one
ased on white collar, professional, and service jobs.

nufacturing, and the County must manage a transition from

10

20

40
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I. POPULATION

The Middlesex County Planning Board's most recent preliminary
projections of population for the years 1980, 1990 and 2000 in-
dicate that while Middlesex County is expected to grow substan-

tially, its rate of growth seems likely to be considerably slower

than during the boom years of the 1940's, 1950's and 1960's.

new projections forsee a County population of 937,000 by the

r 2000, a 61% increase over the 1970 population of 583,800.

The last County projections, made in 1967, had forecast a 1985

ulation of 973,000, close to the level now seen for the year

2000, and a year 2000 population of 1,382,000, The former pro-

ections were made during a period when populatiocn had continued-
rise sharnrly; the new projections refllect th2 substanlizl
changes in both birth and in-migration rates which have become

clearer since 1967. ©Nevertheless, this represents a growt th

sgenario based on basic and most recent growth factors, whereas

r growth scenarios may prevail here as well, such as rapid and
ificant growth attendant to the development and/or importation
Nergy Sources.

he Planning Board's preliminary projections are based on an
ation of both recent and longer~term past trends for the

h, ‘the New York Metropolitan Area, and the County. The

significant of these trends and factors are described below.

pulation Changes in the U.S.

uring the 30 years between 1940 and 1970, the U.S. population
53.3% with average annual growth rates of 1.8%., However, in

ﬂ30 years,‘the US.Bureau of‘Census haswforecast the U. S.

10

20

40
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population for year 2000 as 265.5 million, a 29.1% increase, with
a@}average annual growth rate of only 1.0%.

The major reason for this slower growth rate is explained

by rapid decline of the national birth rate, as shown in Figure

Fertility Ratzs in the United States
1800-1972

(children perwoman) 10
20
1800 1856 - 1800 1550 1972
30
Regional Chances of Population in the U.S,
rom 1970 to 1975, the U.S. population gained L.8%. Of
5% occurred in Southern and Western states. The relatively
pOPUlatidﬁ growth occurring in these states can be attributed
rapid industrial growth and job expansion and to a marked 40

e in’the'migration of Southern blacks to Northern cities.

outhern and Western states were both holding and attract-—-
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C. Population Changes in Middlesex County

In recent years, Middlesex County has been one of the most
- rapid growth areas in New Jersey and the U.S. During 1940 - 1970
period, Middlesex County's population grew by 270% while the U,S.
as a whole grew by only 53.3%.
Population changes in general are attributed to two compon-

ents; natural increase and net migration. Natural increase is

_defined as births minus deaths. In recent years, Middlesex County's n
birth rate has dropped, along with that of the nation. In 1971
Middlesex fertility rate, like that of the vhole region, was even
lower than tﬁe national rate, as shovn below.

1971 Birth Zate¥
Nation 82 20
N.Y. Region 71
Middlesex 75.8

% Measured by the number of births per thousand women aged

betwveen 15 through Li.
At the same time, net in-migration to Middlesex County has
lowed. The following table summarizes changes in natural increase %0

NI) and net migration (NM) from 1960 to 1974.

1960 - 1964 1965 - 1969 1970 ~ 197,
oy +60,738 +25,1487 + 6,182
NI +34, 408 429,318 +15,583

Expected Future Population Growth in Middlesex County

If the above trend continues, as seems likely, the changes T 40
ertility rate and migration rate will result in less growth to
l1lesex County than indicated in carlier projections, barring

eseen major changes in the economic development of the region.
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1970 ‘ 1985 2000
1967 Study 973,000 1,382,000
New Study 583, 800 766,000 937,000

Different migration and fertility rates would result in a
different age structure for the future, wvhich in turn will impact
the County's socio-economic structure. The following table in- 10
dicates how the age structure is expected to change from that of
1970.
; 1070 198

M F M F M F

\JY

2000

;9—A 26,670 25,325 32,100 30,800 32,200 30,900 2
514 62,901 59,973 53,700 51,400 72,000 69,100
fls—hh 124,663 125,456 180,700 161,100 201,300 198,100
:Ls—éa 59,773 59,685 76,200 79,700 101,200 106,500

Jés Over 15,074 22,289 34,100 45,700 52,800 72,900

Looking at the above categories, it can be seen that pre-

chool age (0-4) will grow from 1970 to 1985 but will remain

teady from 1985 to 2000. This projection reflects a continuance
nd even slight decline of the present low birth rate, although
he number of females of child-bearing age (15~44) will grow con-
tantly, from 125,500 in 1970 to 198,100 in the year 2000.
The number of children in school years (5-1L4) is expected to 40
p from 1970 to 1985, but will then increase to a higher level in
O than in 1970,
| In 1985, the low number of children in the 5-14 age category

reflection of the number of children in the O-4 age group in
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%1970 plus a lower number of women of child bearing age. However,

3in 2000, because of a higher number of children in the O-lL age

?group in 1925, a higher number of women of child bearing age, and

‘a lower infan’ death rate, there will be a significantly higher
fﬁumber of school age children.

| At the other end of the spectrum, there will be a striking

rise in the 65 and over age category in 1985 and 2000. These 10

Adarger numbers of aging persons will require greatly increased and

}peCLaILZGd_services and housing. At the same time, the large

nereases in the young and middle-aged adult population, (15~414,

5~6h) will put heavy pressure on the availabie and new housing

20

\ : Lot

: ~ 198 | 2000

967 Projection 973,000 1,382,000

.RPA 825,000 1,000,000
PA 773,000 979,000
Tri-State | 793,000 951,000

- M.C. Projection - 766,000 937,000 40
{J-Bell . 764,000 918,000
NJ-State - 730,000 869,000
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IT. EPLOYLIENT

. 3]
Past Trends

s 3

Durinz the pericd 1947-1975 emplojmaent expancion in Mid lo-

sex County tended to continue the boom years of the 195H0':s, Thino

was especially the case with the non-manufacturin sector, which
expanded rapidly (Tzable 11}, Fanufacturinz, however, bejan to
show sizns of weakriesz, althou:h its zain of & percent coxparad 10

@ Stele loss of about 5 percent curin; the came

“ J SN 14 SO VRO I N> 20

continued to experience reescnably healithy gainz in opite

TeCLLOlONAYy LUDNOIT .

this difference in performance between manufacturing
non—mﬁnuf~cturiL; lies a c¢critical distinction.bctwoen thoose

‘s, namely, that non-manufacturinsg reactc chiefly to the
rezional economies while nanﬂfacturingkis influenced by

~

onal location factors. : Hence, non-manulacturins has continued

row in the County as the forces of:Suburbanization attract

e and their purchasin;j power to the County from the core of the

ork Metropolitan Area.' In the future, this process will slow, 40
ill continue to provide _some basis for expansion. Non-manu-—

v,

ing employment also can be expected to be bolstered by an




TABLE II

EPLOTIELTE

PAST TRZINS

abiatil

o . Sr -
anufacturin; . 85,300 QC, 500
o~ . . Sy, AT Y,
:nufacturing 108,307 156,820
- S ~
193,600 243,800

otal (Mtiddlecex County Planning Board)

ore comprehensive than was that of 1957.

Percent

Chenre

ercentazes were based on 1973 figures slishtly lower
han thosce given since the 1973 study was slightly

130a
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TABLZE ITI

—l

LAPLOYL ST

T Ay My T -
CURAWIT TARAXNS

Porcert 10
1074k 1975 Chanze
Manufacturing 94,002 79,500 , ~15
Fon-Kanufacturing 157,CC0 150,820 o
20
Total 251,070 240, .00 s

Jithout arriculture an¢ come self-employed (Bureau of Labor
Statistics). :

40
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“increase in the relative importance of tertiary (service) industries
.and, in the near future, by growth compensating for past backlogs in
‘service c¢enands in the County. The combination of those thrao
factors should produce moderately haalthy zaine in services
fetail, wholesale, and jovernment. Althoush the rate of increase
will be slower than in the 19380's, white coilar,f {fice, onro- 10
fessional, and service occupations chould prove to be the Jounty'c

the luture (Table IV].

Manufasturing, however, will eupand much more zlowly. In the
e e e D S S (PR PR - * PR} s
northeact, momwfacturin. is hizhly market-oriented, i.o.

iear concentrations of population and income. But hi:h rowsh

3 . oy n + Ay pa—
lncome ara Qoourrins In the southery AR 20

s i shiftin- from the north to the scuth and weot, and

ufacturin- will tend to zhift location co*ﬁlrf vy & trend

pected to continug throush the future,
Meothods and Comparisons 30
TabTe IV contains rough preliminary fijzures reflecting

s char*e. The basic projection approach used was the chift

ire method in which the County's growth is calculated as a

are of the gfowth of the County's economic re;ion (the liew
i“etropolitan Area). These projections assume no extra- 40
hary eventys axrectlr* cmp}oJﬂent. liethod I represents the

de and lcthod II the hizh side of the approximate employment

expected. Two intermediate methods and evaluation of various

e oy
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é;onomic factors will precede a final selection of expeccted
employment for the year 2079,

| Table V compares the new preliminary employment projectionc
With those done in 1957 and with those of the three major

rezional plannini azencies. Fost of these agencies' projections

in
e
O
o]

are recent downward revisions of older optimistic projections

O
(&
g}

similar to the County's 1956

Pl

fisures. These downwzrd shifts were

made as the expansionary economy of the 1960's slowed under the

act of adverse economic conditions initiated by the Vietnanm
a proccua which was continuved by lower population levels,
uced buyln powcr, and-the shift of economic growth away fron
northeastern states.

Althoush Middlesex Loun*"‘s hizh econownic viebility in the

- -

st will continue to give it some economic advantares in the

ape the ceneral slump accruing to manufacturing as. a result
nationwide economic shifts affecting the whole northeast.
County's future economic strength will increaszinsly be in the
pa of the non-manufacturing sector, especially services,

esale, retail and government., This will mean that the Countyr
.tfmanage a transition from an economy stronzgly based on

farturln to one increasinzly founded on the non-manufacturing

¢ York region. However, the County is too small an area to entirely

133a
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- TABLE IV
BPLOTHELTT
TUTURT TRINDS
10
) 1985 0G0
ethod T
facturing g9, 000 94,520
vlacturing 206,820 280, L00
296,800 364, 200 20
4 11
nufacturing 102,600 126,800
ufactuvring 223,720 277,000
227,300 LO5,3800

jiddlesex County Planning Board.

40
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TABLE V

E-PLOYIEHT

73

Trvy A Y TR N X 13 iy ALY TTI AT TN
COPARICCI vITH QTHIY AGEKCITS

Pas 10

hd PN ko ala
vA*encv G5 20070

egional Plan Association 325,700 -

W
ct
i)
=y
(0]
L
O
},—l
-
r N
Q
(W)
AJES |
/J \’
o0
-
$oand
O

% PRIRe ) 20

Method 1
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bae}
~J
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3
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Method II
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TABLE D-1

SUMMARY: SELECTED FAIR SHARE HOUSING NEED PROJECTIONS
FOR EAST BRUNSWICK, N.J. . .

1975 - 1980
. 1975 ' ‘ 1980 , ~
- Total # LowlModerat’e Income Units Total # Low/Moderate Income Units .

gz:;z‘e Initial . 3767 4529
Betinates Adjusted | 1583 1875
‘]I;;?é f::smg A 1353 1561-1706
Estimates B 1353 1479-1548
Urban County

1469 2121

HAP
Plan Estimates

Note: Total need includes existing units and new additional units that are needed.

1. Urban League Estimates: Initial - see NCADH. inc. memo 2/2/76.
’ Adjusted - based on Tables E-1, E-2, E-3 by RPP, Inc.

2. Job/Housing Estimates:  Based on Tables F-1, F-2, F-3 by RPP, Inc.
A = under present township zoning ordinance.
B = under proposed master plan.

3. Urban County HAP: - See March 1976 application.
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"TABLE E-1

DETERMINATION OF INITIAL ALLOCATION BASED ON EQUAL SHARE
EAST BRUNSWICK, N. J.
(Urban League Method, Adjusted)

1 2 3 4 5
Total # Substd.  # Std. Twp. % of County Unmet Hsg.
Units Units Units © Total Std. Need
EAST BRUNSWICK 9, 095 244 8, 851 5.4% e
COUNTY 171,711 8, 266 163, 445 100. 0% 29, 854

1970 Census - "Selected Population & Hoixsing Statiétics for Middlesex County

Sources:
"Quality of Housing" - 1975 by Middlesex County Planning Board (MCPB)

W DN

Subtract Col. 2 from Col. 1.

From Col. 3. »
1970 estimate by MCPB - Urban County HAP 1975 includes expected to reside,

4.
5.
6

From Col. 4 and Col. 5.

6
Initial Allocation
Equal Share
1,612

29, 854
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TABLE E-2

DET ERMINATION OF # LOW/MODERATE INCOME FAMILIES ADEQUATELY HOUSED
EAST BRUNSWICK, N. J.
(Urban League Method, Adjusted)

7 . 8 9 10 -
Family Incomes Net Housing # Low/Mod Families Adjusted
Under $8, 500 Need Adequately Housed ’ Share
EAST BRUNSWICK 991 592 399 ' 1,213
COUNTY 34,519 ' 29, 854 4,765 ' 25, 089

Sources: 7. 1970 Census

8. 1970 Estimate by MCPB - Urban County HAP 7/75.

9. Subtract Col. '8 from Col. 7,

10. Subtract Col. 9 from Col. 6 (on Table E~1).’
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';l‘ABLE E-3

FAIR SHARE HOUSING NEEDS 1975 - 1980
EAST BRUNSWICK, N. J.
(Urban League Method, Adjusted)

11 12 .13 14 15 16 17 - . 18 19
Vacant % of County Redist. of Balance Fair Share % Fair Share Total Inc. Fair Share Total Inc. Fair Share
Land - Land of Unmet Need 1970 Total 1970 -75 1975 1975 - 80 1980
EAST BRUNSWICK 3,395 3.4 _ 162 . ' 1,375 4.6 208 - 1,583 293 1,875
COUNTY 101, 328 100.0 4,765 29, 854 100.0 ’ 4,518 34, 372 6,373 40, 745

Sources: 11. Vacant Developable Land - 1975 ""Preface to Planning. "
12.  Based on Col. 11. _
13. Col. 9 (4,765 units) balance redistributed by % of Col. 12.
14. Col. 10 (Table E-2) plus Col. 13,
15. Based on Col. 14.
16. Fair Share % (Col. 15) of 4, 518 units - new housing produced 1975.. MCPB figures interpolated.

17. Col. 14 + Col. 16.
18. Fair Share % (Col. 15) of 6, 375 units - new housing estimated 1975 - 1980. MCPB figures interpolated, |

19. Col. 17 + Col. 18.
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TABLE F-1
EAST BRUN_SWICK'S SHARE OF PROJECTED REG.IONAL EMPLOYMENT, 1975-80
' (Job/Housing Balance Method)
1975 1980 .
# of Jobs Est. # of Additional Jobs
REGION! :
(Middlesex County) 240, 400 28,000 - 43, 450
EAST BRUNSWICK SHARE2
Existing 12,100 “--
A Projection - 987 - 1,520
: -—— 564 - 869

B Projection

Sources: 1Es’cima‘ces by MCPB - 1/76 interpolated by RPP, Iec.
Based on ratio of Township zoned & vacarit developable job producing lands to those in the County.

of projection,
3. 5%.

= 2. 0%.

A projection based on existing Township zoning

B projection based on Proposed Master Plan

Ratio assumed constant for period
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TABLE F-2

EAST BRUNSWICK'S FAIR SHARE BASED ON EXISTING ZONING, 1975-80
(Job/Housing Balance Method)

FAIR SHAREZ
1970-1975 Adcli.'cional3 1975-1980 Additional » Total Need :
1 Housing Need Housing Need 1975 -1980 .
EXISTING Total # Total # ‘
Low/Mod Hsg., Need # Low # Mod Units # Low # Mod Units |
. . !
EAST BRUNSWICK 850 186 317 503 82 - 139 126-214 208-353 1561 -1708 :

Sources: 1Based on East Brunswick HAP - 1976.
2Determined as follows:

a) Regional share of jobs (Table F-1) X .7 = Total new household units.
(. 7 factor reflects ratio of average State employed household heads. to total number of resident households, which means about
30% of all households have more than one wage earner.)

b) - Total new household units X . 32 = Total # new low/mod units needed.
(. 32 factor taken from Urban County HAP, which indicates 32% of new jobs to be created would be for low/mod income
salaried households. )

¢) Total # low/mod units X (. 37) or (. 63) respectively to determine low/mod income units.
(. 37 and . 63 factors from 1870 Census.)

3Total number derived as in Footnote 2 adjusted by existing low/moderate units available in Township from Tax Assessor Records 1975.
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TABLE F-3

EAST BRUNSWICK'S FAIR SHARE BASED ON PROPOSED MASTER PLAN, 1975-1980
(Job/Housing Balance Method)

FAIR SHARE?
1 1970-1975 .Addi‘tiOl‘).'a.l3 1975-1980 Additional . Total Need
EXISTING Housing Need Housing Need 1975 - 1980
Low/Mod Hsg. Need ) '~ Total # Total #
1975 # Low # Mod Units # Low # Mod Units
EAST BRUNSWICK 850 186 317 503 47-12 79-123 126-195 1479 - 1548

Sources: 1Based on East Brunswick HAP - 1976,

2De’ce rmined as follows:

a) Regional share of jobs (Table F-1) X .7 = Total new household units.
(.7 factor reflects ratio of average State employed household heads to total number of resident households which means about

30% of all households have more than one wage earner. )
b) ‘Total new household units X . 32 = Total # new low/mod units needed.
‘ (. 32 factor taken from Urban County HAP, which indicates 32% of new jobs to be created would be for low/mod income
salaried households.) '
¢) Total # low/mod units X (. 37) or {.63) respectwely to determine low/mod income units.
(.37 and . 63 factors from 1870 Census. )

3'I‘otal number derived as in Footnote 2 adjusted by existing low/moderate units available in Township from Tax Assessor Records 1975.




TABLE G-1
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EAST BRUNSWICK'S FAIR SHARE BASED ON URBAN COUNTY HAP PLAN
1975 - 1980

FAIR SHARE
1975-1980 Additional
Housing Need

1970-1975 Additional Total Need
1875 - 1980

Housing Need

EXISTING
Low/Mod Hsg. Need Total # Total #
1975 # Low # Mod Units # Low # Mod Units
850 229 390 619 241 411 652 2121

EAST BRUNSWICK

s to 1975 & 1980 interpolated by RPP, Inc.

Sources: Urban County HAP - March 1976 - Fair Share #
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s D.Buscn COUNSELLORS AT LAW
LcotMm RéBuscH P 0Q.BOX 33 Arta CoDE 20}
naLD S BuscH NEW BRUNSWICK,N.J.08903 247-1017
rk N. Buscr
INARD R.BuscH
April 19, 1976
Hon. David D. Furman 10
Douglas Road
Far Hills, New Jersey
Re: Urban League of Greater New Brunswick, et al
vs. The Mayor and Council of the Township of
East Brunswick, et als
Our File No. EB-183
Docket No. C-4122-73
Dear Judge Furman: 20
I enclose Reply Brief on behalf of the def
Township of East Brunswick.
spectfully yours,
ZiSCH
BEB/jkr " 30
Enclosure

cC:

All Counsel

40
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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

Plaintiff

vs. ,
Civil Action ‘

THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL ‘ y

OF THE TOWNSHIP OF : 10 %
EAST BRUNSWICK, et al ’
" Defendant. ' f
. b
P
!
REPLY BRIEF ON BEHALF OF TOWNSHIP
OF EAST BRUNSWICK 20

BUSCH AND BUSCH {
Attorneys for Township

of East Brunswick 30
99 Bayard Street

New Brunswick, N.J.

Bertram E. Busch {
On the Brief
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LEGAL ARGUMENT

The Court's attention is directed to Executive Order
No. 35 signed by Governor Brendan Byrne on April 2, 1976, a
oopy of which is annexed hereto. It would appear tlt the
defendant municipalities are being subjected to a multiplicity
of standards and requirements emanating from the Executive
branch of government as well as the Judiciary. Under the 10
Executive Order, the Director of the Division<of State and
Regional PImning is required by FebruaryAZ, 1977 to allocate
housing goals. The factors to be considered are left to the
discretion of the Director under Paragraph 3. Conceivably
| - he may establish a housing goal for Middlesex County com- 20
pletely at odds with that proposed by Ernest Erber or Douglas

Powell, who have each come up with their own criteria and

numbers. Paragraph 12 of the Order provides that Sate

officials, for purposes of providing incentive aid, shall

give priority to municipalities which are providing a fair
share of low and moderate income housing in accordance with 30
the Order.

Plaintiffs concede on Page 21 of'their post-trial brief
that the court should exercise judicial restraint. It is
submitted that Executive Order No. 35 is futher reason for
such an approach. w0

The Court's attention is also directed to a zoning case

involving the Township of Montville in which Judge Gascoyne

e

e
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ordered the Township to adopt a new zoning ordinance providing
for low and moderate income housing no later than January 31,
1977. This time frame contrasts with te 45 day time limit
which the plaintiffs suggest on Page 22 of the post-trial brief,
footnote #3.

The Court's attention is directed to Appendix B, Part II
submitted by plainfiffs. In this Appendix plaintiffs, in the 10
name of providing housing for persons of low and moderate
income, brush aside all planning techniques, good and bad.

Many of the techniques such as requiring "no-look-alike"
provisions and no slab houses, were written in the first place
S0 as to prevent a repetition of the Urban decay which brings
the plaintiffs into court. Plaintiffs presented no evidence 20
against Eat Brunswick and no pretrial notice that the "no-
look-alike" ordinance would be attacked, that the ordinance
requiring’a basement would be challenged or that an ordinance
would be sought permitting conversion of single family
dwellings to two or more dwellings. If plantiffs' recommenda-
tionswere followed, Short Hills might wind up looking like
Newark and Far Hills like Manville.

The Court should limit its ruling to thosé ordinances
involving lot size, frontage, square footage and multi-family
housing.

With regard to the proposed Order submitted by plaintiffs | 40

as Appendix G, East Brunswick objects sprgpu‘usly to'sgb-
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" APPELLATEDIVISION =

 DOCKET NO.A4681:75 /7 "~ ~

URBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER
'NEW BRUNSWICK, ET ALS.,

Plaintiff-Respondent * Civil Action_ - -
’ On-Appeal From
" Judgment of the Superior .
-+ Court of New Jersey,
Law Division,
Middlesex County

" Sat Below' - R
.~ Hon. Davde Furman }SC.. :

VS.

* THE MAYOR AND COUNGIL OF =
~ THE BOROUGH OF CARTERET, ET ALS

ﬂ?femﬁntAppe]Iant

APPENDIX FOR DEFENDANT- APPELLANT |
TOWNSHIP COUNCIL OF THE TOWNSHIP OF EAST BRUNSWICK,, V

, VOLUME ﬂ

" BUSCH & BUSCH

- 99 Bayard Street..
New Brunswick, N.J. 08903 ~ .-

BertramE Busch o : . | (201) 247-1017
and - o , - Attorneys for Defendant-Appellant

Marc Morley Kane( R T P Township Council of the Townshipof =~

On The Brief East Brunswick

; S & S Printing Services, Inc., So}herset, New Jersey- ;



paragraph (b), which purpats to set the regional housing need
for 1980 at 75,754 units. East Brunswick would agree with
figures submitted by Doug Powell that the total number of new
units required would be 11,300, with 5,000 required in the

20 Urban County communities.

East Brunswik objects to subparagraph d of the Order as
to the 45 day time table, the requirement of a common formula,
and the requirement that each plan submitted shall equal the
alleged County need.

Objection to subparagraph e is also based on the 45 day
requirement while objection to subparagraph £ is based, in
addition, to the requirement that defendants will meet regu-
larly with plaintiffs in order‘to discﬁss progress.

The remaining terms of the proposed order are presumptuous.

If the Court should rule against any of the defendants,
the ruling should, at the most, allocate a number of units or
acres to be devoted for low and moderate income households.

There should be no further requirement for any murcipality to

work in common with any other municipality, with the plaintiffs,

or with the County. The court should retain jurisdiction to
insure compliance. The remainder of plaintiffs complaint and

proposed form of Order should be disregarded.

148a
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CONCLUSION
For the reasons set forth above, it is submitted that
much, if not all, of plaintiffs post-trial material, be dis-
regarded.
Respectfully submitted
BUS AND BUSCH
Att eys for Township 10
of Brunswifgk
B
BERTRAM E. YBUSCH
A Member of the Firm
20
30
40
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Executive Departaient
A}

EXECUTIVE ORDER NO. 35

WHEREAS,  there exists a serious shortage of adequate, safe and sanitary
housing accommodations for many households at reats and prices tﬁey.can rea-
sonably afford, especially for low and moderate income households, newly' f
formed households, senior eitizens, and households with children; and
' WHEREAS, it is the policy of the State of New Jersey, as reflected
in numerous acts and programs, to alleviate this housing shortage; and it is 10
thé’iaw of the State of New Jersey that each municipélity, by its land-use
. regulations providé the 0ppbrcunity for the development of an appropriate
variety and choice of housing for all categories of people, consistent with
its fair share of the need for housing in its region; and
WHEREAS, it is the policy of the State that local government should be 2
the primary authority for planning and regulating land-use and housing and

housing development; and that the State shall provide appropriate assistance

to local governments so that municipalities can meet their obligation to

provide an .opportunity for the developaient of an appropriate variety and choice

of housing for *all categories of people, consistent with the municipality's

fair share of the need for housing/in its region; and

_WHEREAS, the laws of the State of New Jersey (P.L, 1944, c. 85; P.L.
1961, ¢. 47 P.L. 1966, c. 293; P,L, 1967, 2. 42)‘authorize the Division of
State and Regional Planning to conduct comprehensibe planning, to plan.for
housing needs, and to provide planning assistance to local governments; and

WHEREAS, continuation of financia1>assistance by the federal government w0
to the State for comprehensive planaing under section 701 of the Housing Act
of 1954, as amended by the Housinz and Community Development Act of 1974,

. is céntingent upon. the Division ok State and Regional Planning carrying out

. @n ongoing compreﬁensive planning process, including,as a minimum, prepara-

. tion of a housing element and land-use element by August 22, 1977;.

NOW,‘THEREFORE, i, BRENDAN BYRNE, Governor of the State of New Jersey, -

1?ﬁﬂe of the authocity vested in me by the Constitution and by the statutes
£ this State, do he%eby ORDER and DIRECT that: e [P ‘{)) o
' . - hf g Mon

APR 2 173 -

b
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Page 2

1. The Director of the Division of State and Regional Planaing, in

accordance with the provisions of this Order, shall prepare State housing goals

to guide mﬁnicipalitie; in ad justing their municipal land-usg regulations'in

order to provide a reasonable opportunity for the development of an appropr%aca

variety and choice of hous%ng to meet the need; of the residents of New 3é;;ey.
2. The Director shall allocatg'housing goals pursuant to this Order,'

as expeditiously as feasible, but no lager'than 10 ‘months from the date.of

this Order and no later -than 2 ye&rs after each future deceanial census.

Periodically the Director may reevaluate the adequacy of the current State

housing ‘survey aad may make nppropriate changes in housing goal allocations.

3. The Director shall complete a housing needs study which takes into

.

account:

(a) the existence of physically substandard and ovetqfowded
hou#ing in the Stata;

(b) the existence in the State of households paying a
disproportionafe share of income for housing; and

(cf ather factors as may be nacessary and approériate.

4, All agencies of State Covernment shall cooperate with'the Direcfof
and furnish such copies of any data, reports or records as may be required
by the Director to discharge the.responsibilities under this Order.and as
may be available in accordance with applicable laQ and regulations.

5, The State housing need as determined by :hé‘housing needs study
sh;11 serve as the basis upon which the Director shall formulate a "State

"Housing Goal" and allocate this goél to each county or group of counties.
The formulation of the State housing goal,-co the extent the Directo£ deems
;pprépriate, shall take into account the capacity of the public and private

" sector to ameliorate the State housing need within a reasonable time peridd.
The Director also may announce the State housing goal in time stages.

6. a.  The Director, in allocating this goal to each county or group _
of counties, shall tske into account the following:

(1) The extent to which housing need exists in each county

or group ol countjes.

- 151at
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a

(2) The extent to which employment growth or decline has
been experienced in each county or group of counties.
(3) The extent to which the fiscal capacity to absorb.che

housing goal exists within each county or group of .,
¥

.

counties.

(4) The extent.to which appropriate sites to provide for

the housing goal-exist within each county or group of
counties, ) : E 10

55) Other factors as may be neéessary and appropriaﬁe.'
b. Cons;stent with thésé standards,‘the Director may suballocate
the housing goal or goals of a county or gréup of counties to groups of
contiguous municipalities compfising major geographic arga§ of a county or
vgroué of counties. B
- .20
7. The housing goal allocated to each county shall specify a minimum
number of housing units economically suitable for ;iffe;ent segments of the
ot Pbpulaticn.fog which an adequate range of'appropfiate sites should be madév %i
@vailable Y}thin the county. Appropxiake sites inclu&e any land or residential
8tructure that is suitable or amenable to providing a locafion for housing
development, redeveloﬁment, rehabilitation, or program of assistance for
existing housing. ;
8;' The Director, except as provided in Séction 9 of this Order,
shall allécaté each county housing goal among thé municipalities in a °
».“?“ty and each housing goal for a group of contiéuous municipalicieé
"1°§£54‘Pur5uant to Subsection 6 b. of this Order among the municipalities
;ﬂithiﬁ fuch a group. This allocation of a county housing goal amogg ' 0
'"‘1°1§alities in a county or a group housing goal among the municipalities
‘n’fkgr°“9 of éoncigUOus municipalitiés selected pursuant to Subsection 6 b.’
of

f§13 Order shall take into account the following factors.

E

| tj‘:: (2

The existence at the municipal level of physically

Substandard and overcrowded housing.
(b) The.existencc at the municipal level of households
: Paylng a disproportionate share of income for rent.

PFSt, Present and anticipated employment growth and -

fQIQtivc access to these employment opportunities by



Executive DErariaeNT.

> 1533
T . Page 4 -
low and moderate income workers.
- (d) Relative availability of appropriate sites for.housing'
on a municipal basis.
(e) Relative capacity of municipalities to absorb additional
housing units as measured by fiscal capacity.‘ ;4€?
(f) Relative .municipal shares of low and moderate income
households,-and ;ncicipated change in such households.
(g) Past, present and anticipated residential and non- : .
residéAtinl municipal growth patcafns.
(h) The existence of a county development plan as:it 10
relates to fair share housing needs in that county.
(i) Other factors as may be necessary and appropriate.
9. The Director may delegate to a county plannihg board the authority
to allocate the county housing goal among the municipalities in the county
and any housing-goals for groéps of contiguous municipalities selected .-
. pursuant to Subsection 6 b. of this Order among the municipalities within - 20
such.groupé. -Such'county planning board allocation shall conform to the
;tandards {; Section 8 of this Order and appropriate guidelines provided by
b;fﬁhe Director. 1If a county planning board does not allocate the municip#l
héusing goals in a reasonable period of time, as determined by the Director
and consistent with the time periods of'ﬁcctiqn‘Z of this Order, or if the
: : 30

Director determines that the allocations do not conform to the standards in
- Section 8 of this Order and the guidelines provided by the Director; then the

o Dltcc:or, consistent with the standards of Section 8, shall perform the

5  ‘°“§138 goal allocation which had becﬁ‘delegated to the county planning board.

zuthorize a county planning board to 40

Section 9 of this Order in time stages
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Section 9 of this Order by initﬁally pfomulgating collective allocations
to small groups of contiguous municipalities which individually would
receive relatively low allocations pursuant to Section 8 of this Ordef.
11. The Director shall provide opportunities for the public,
other agencies of State government; and regional, county, aﬁd municiéaff ;
planning agencies to comment on the determinations of housing need and
-the allocation of housing éoalg'éursuant to this Order.
12. State officials administering state and federal prégrams pro@iding .

grant and loan aid and technical assistance to municipalities and counties

for open space breservation, sewerage improvements, community development,

local program management and comprehensive planning, housing development
and demonstration projects, housing finance, interlocal services; and the
construction, repair, and maintenance of municipal and county roads and
$fidges; lécal street lighting projects, and programs supp;rting public
asportation shall, in accordance with existing law and for purposes of
,oviding incentive aid consistent with the. objectives of this Executive

er, give priority where appropriate to municipalities which are meeting

. Stgte officials participating in regional planning activities and
onal clearinghouse review and comment decisions on municipal and county
éatigns for federal éunding shall take into account whether a municipality
oup of municipalities is meeting or in the‘process of meetiég a fair
,of low and moderate income housing. Any municipality in which a
éportianately large share of low and moderate income households resides
1§h is making an effort to imprové housing conditions shall not be

84 a lower priority under the provisions of this section.

The Director may cstéblish procedures and guidelines for
1?5'wﬁethgr a municipality has reascnably accommodated its municipal
oal, as determined pursuant to this Order, and may report period-

€ ‘progress of municipalities in complying with their respective

re in the process of meeting a fair share of low and moderate income housing

10

20
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- 14. The Director of the Division of State and Regional Planning

shall continue to prepare comprehensive housing and land-use plans for.

- . guiding development decisions in this State.

This comprehensive planning

activity, consistent with the fair share housing objeétives of this‘Ordgr,

shall continue to be a part of the housing and land-use programs of this

State.

Xecutive Secretary to the Govemor

GIVEN, under my hand and seal this

~ 2nd day of April,
in the year of Our lLord, one - 10
thousand nine hundred and seventy-
six of the Independence of t

e
Unitei}i:j;5§fﬁh§ two hund dth.
2 r""//t.-

Rt S 4,/“ e

GOVERNOR

=

20

40
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8 SECRETARY OF STATE i
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BUSCH AND BUSCH
99 BAYARD STREET
I NEW BRUNSWICK. N. J. 08903
{i 201) 247-1017
ATTORNEYS FORTownship of East Brunswick

SUPERIOR COURT OF
NEW JERSEY

CHANCERY DIVISION
MIDDLESEX COUNTY

_URBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER NEW
- BRUNSWICK, et al

Plaintiff
Docket No. C-4122-73
vs.

THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF ™ME TOWNSHIP CIVIL ACTION
OF EAST BRUNSWICK, ET ds

Defendant ! CERTIFICATION

l. My name is Gerald Lenaz and I am a licensed professional
Planner employed by Raymond, Parish & Pine, Inec. I testified

“behalf of the Township of East Bruaswick in the above captione

2. Attached to this Certification is a letter dated April 19

6 addressed to Bertram E. Busch, Esg., Township Attorney for

1(

2(

40



the Township of East Brunswick together with two memoranda in
kresponse to Appendix A and Appendix B submitted to the Court by
the Plaintiffs.

3. I hereby certify that the foregoing statements made by
me are true. I am aware that if any of the foregoing statements

made by me are wilfully false, I am subject to punishment.

(Foiflors

DATED: April 19, 1976 GﬂRALD'LENAZ//’

10

20

40
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, Raymond, Parish & Pine, Inc. ) '
}. 519 Federal Street Camden, New Jersey 08103  (609) 541-0441

ool ”YNNU e A'LA . GERALD C. LENAZ, AIA, AP
:3::3&&’::‘:‘: PEA Aprll 1 9 > 1 976 Director, New Jersey branch office
PNARD L BULLER, P.E., ALP.
WM LANDAULLITT, ALP.
WLIAM R, LUCAS, A.LP.
ALIAM R, McGRATH, P.E.
BT MOHR, ALP.
$BERT |, PLAVNICK, ALP.
MWARD 4. RYBCZYK
WIVEY SCHWARTZ, A.LP,
WEL SHUSTER, ALP.
SART L TURNER, A 1P,
DRAEL WEINER, ALLP.

Mr. Bertram E. Busch
Busch & Busch
Counsellors at Law

99 Bayard Street

0. Box 33

New Brunswick, New Jersey 08903

Dear Bert:

‘Enclosed are two separate memorandums relating our comments to the

aterials you forwarded us last week. I might point out that our earlier

1emos (March 11 and March 23) provide further insights into the issues raised
he various Appendices forwarded. They can be used as you deem appropriate.

It appears that with the introduction of the Mallach ''fair share" model,

e plaintiffs are establishing an arena for negotiation. In that regard, I have
following observations to offer:

(1) Ona simple basis, we have developed a fair-share scheme related

to balancing new jobs with new housing units (March 23 memo). It
too, however, is subject to scrutiny as is any model.

Perhaps the route to follow is to gain from the court an agreement
as to the basic principles that should be included in a fair-share
. program, without a definitive allocation method established.

- The responsibility for devising such a method should rest with the

County Planning Agency, as the 'regional’ body. Each municipality
: could then participate in an open discussion to decide the best
"method" for its own collective destiny.

The courts could define a time limit for results. I feel the end
esult will be more equitable, since political realities and practi-
calities of implementation can occur in a more conducive atmos-
Phere, free from courtroom strategies.

S

Nmunity Development, Environmental Studies, Economnc & Market Analyses Traffic & Transportouon qudces
oan.; Washington, D.C. (Raymond, Parish, Pine & Plavnick): New York, N.Y.. Philadelphia, Pa.; Harrisburg, Pa.
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While we have suggested some criteria to be used in arriving at a
fair-share scheme, there is an obvious danger in trying to find the
perfect criteria or attempting to perfect selected criteria to exact
indicators. A fair-share scheme for this county should really be
a negotiated process amongst the municipalities under the burden
of a legal mandate.

(2) In devising a fair-share scheme, the criteria below, for various
parts of the scheme, would seem important to be considered. It

is not an inclusive list but a basis for initiating a negotiated fair-
share scheme. We would tend to favor an unweighted application

of the allocation criteria. If needed, a numerical average of
various criteria can be taken, since no one factor can really assess
the appropriate distribution.

- Agreement that county is basis for plan.

- Establishing the existing need for lower-income (low plus moderate)
housing units; there seems to be general agreement on this already
established through the County's and Township's Housing Assistance
Plan (HAP) (e.g., substandard units plus financially imbalanced
units).

| Non-resident commuters should be excluded from the calculations,
since their regions should provide housing opportunity. Inclusion
of this figure is an artificial inflation of need.

One could develop projected need based on the number of new lower-
. income jobs in the county and its municipal areas.

1AL ALLOCATION

On an equal basis, distribute the total need to each municipality.

Distribute total need in the proportion that a municipality's existing
Ower-income units are to the county.

Stribute total need in the proportion that a municipality's population
to the county.

Sﬁribute total need in the proportion that total lower-income units
to the total county population, as well as its inverse.

ute total need in the proportion that a municipality's projected
ower-income jobs) are to the total projected county jobs.

Bertram E. Busch -2 - ” April 19, 1976 159a
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_ Bertram E. Busch -3- April 19, 1976 160a

An average of the above would be used as the initial allocation number.

' MODIFIED ALLOCATION

, Once an initial allocation is made, a series of modifiers could be applied
related to the suitability of an area to absorb lower-income housing units.

- Credit for existing lower-income units in a municipality.
- Availability of vacant land suitable for development.

- Availability of serviced vacant land suitable for development (with
utilities) to 1980.

- Where impact on the school system will not be detrimental (e. g.,
assessed valuation per pupil, overcrowding in schools, existing
additional school capacity—an average of the three).

- Where impact on the municipal service system will not be detrimental
(e. g., per capita financial resources, remaining municipal indebted-
ness—an average of the two).

LEMENTATION ALLOCATION

ith an allocation scheme in hand based on need and fair share, a realistic
ent of actual implementation should be made —the allocation plan should
~Strategized.' This is perhaps the most difficult part of the fair-share

ne; but if the plan is to be realized beyond a legal mandate, it should be
red.

Areas should be designated to develop lower-income units before others.
Such areas should receive priority in receipt of federal housing subsidies.
In fact, such funds should be a condition of meeting the priorities.

An upper limit of units should be set for those first-priority areas; when
reached, then priority would shift to second areas, third and so on.

riority could be established according to an overall short-range
evelopment plan established by the county with municipal participation.

of anticipated growth in each community should be the basis for
Couraging priority rankings. Faster growing communities, particu-
in terms of jobs, should be expected to provide suitable housing
rtunities in proximity to such jobs.




i

Bertram E. Busch -4 April 19, 1976 l6la

~ Finally, adjustments should be made within a 5-year period. Changes
in growth rates, receipt of subsidy funds, revised projections made of new or
lower housing needs, etc. would all account for readjustments of priorities
and allocations. Guarantees of consistency in allocation criteria, as well as
credit for provision of lower-income units, have to made to insure an equitable
long-term application of a fair-share scheme,

Good luck in court!

Sincerely,

RAYMONDP, PARISH & PINE, INC.

10
rald Lenaz
GL:ie
Encl sures
¢c: Mr. C. Hintz
20
30

40
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», Raymond, Parish & Pine, Inc. a
,}’ 519 Federal Street  Camden, New Jersey 08103  (609) 541-9441

e GERALD C. LENAZ, AIA, AIP
WEL J. PARISH, P.E A.LP.

AP, » April 19, 1976 Director, New Jersey branch office
9 BULLER,PE, ALP.
AOAU LITT, AP,
§R LUCAS, A.LP.
$R WGRATH, PE.
R ALP.
L PLAVNICK AP,
13 RYBCZYK
MARTI.A.I.?.
EYRNER ALP. MEMORANDUM
WEINER, ALP.
To: Bertram E. Busch, East Brunswick Township Attorney
From: RAYMOND, PARISH & PINE, INC. 10
Reactions to Urban League - Appendix B - Part 1
The plaintiff's Appendix B - Part 1 generalizes on restrictive elements
in eleven defendant municipalities' (East Brunswick included) zoning
We provide the following observations keyed to the plaintiff's points
g restrictive elements, also noted on their chart "Summary of Exclu- 20
‘Elements. "
most instances, testimony has already been pro'viyded by the Township
‘where alleged points of ""exclusion' are questionable or the basis for
egations as specifically applied to the Township are not reasonable.
8 :'evgt,‘ we have summarized past testimony and refer the reader to the 30

rd for a further explanation of the summary remarks.

{1)—(3) We concur that residential zones should be provided
hich varied standards from "minimal" to "high" can be
ed. Testimony has been presented which noted the existence
ownship of modest single-family housing on small lots within
est standards presented by the plaintiffs. Cluster zoning pro-
xist in both R-1 and R-2 zones (highest lot size requirements) 40
eduction in lot size and building area to the next lower resi-
. This essentially provides lot size reductions from

, 000 SF and from 20, 000 to 15, 000 SF with reductions in
- and building floor area.

Amnity Development, Environmental Studies, Economic & Market Analyses, Traffic & Transportation Studies.
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Further, the Township is in the process of revising its Master Plan
and pertinent zoning ordinances to increase the extent of residential
land area available for modest-cost housing.

Point (4) Some of the sub-points here don't apply to East Brunswick's
ordinance. Testimony established that the basement requirement was
an option available due to topographic considerations. It was applicable
only to the multi-family use zone in the Township ordinance.

Point (5) Multi-family uses are permitted in East Brunswick's zoning
ordinance in the 0-1 district. The plaintiff's chart is incorrect in this
regard. 10

Point (6) Inapplicable, since multi-family uses are permitted by right.

 Point (7) There are about 4 vacant acres remaining in the 0-1 zone of
‘the Township. A total of 111 acres exist.

Point (8) Testimony has been introduced regarding East Brunswick's
parking requirements as not being excessive.

int (9) Testimony has been previously introduced responding to the 20
various allegations of restrictive provisions cited in this point. The
testimony established the reasonableness of the Township's ordinance
th regard to the applicable allegations [ e.g., sub-point 9(a), (c), (e)—

room restrictions were rescinded from the ordinance during the trial
roceedings, and (g) /.

oints (10)+(11) Mobile homes exist in the Township, although not by
ight. It is questioned whether every municipality must provide for
ry conceivable form of housing type within its boundary.

»’Diﬁ’t‘(lz) Inapplicable, since PUD or similar zone does not exist in
ordinance.

 regard to the plaintiff's "'Standards for the Cleansing of Exclusionary
nances, " we have the following reactions:

it (1) We are troubled by the implication of following the plaintiff's

oning and standards in this point, although we can appreciate the

40
jgétd to standards, the effect of utilizing the plaintiff's suggested

without modification, would create physically intolerable
L developments.
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For example, a lot density of 10 dwelling units per acre is suggested
for both modest single-family detached and attached dwellings. Further,
lots of 6,000 SF or less are advanced.

With regard to detached units on lots of 6,000 SF or less, a density of
10 to the acre would result in average lots of 4, 350 SF; the housing units
produced on such lots would have little setback, open space or physical

- amenity. The very premise of innovative land design principles to
reduce construction costs and ennance to the maximum the livability of
a residential area subject to higher density is violated.

We believe lots, 1/4 acre or 10,000 SF in size, for single-family detached
homes should be a lower limit in a zone created solely for detached units. 10
‘Below this lot size, either some form of clustering should prevail, keying

‘lower lot size to increased open space,or only attached units should prevail.

‘In the broad sense, this would at least produce a tolerable residential
nvironment with adequate and modest physical amenity, providing reason-

ble site design principles are established. This is not to say that smaller

ots for detached units are not possible. However, such further reductions

n a 1/4 acre lot size should be permitted only under some form of ''clus-

ering'' ordinance provisions. This will ensure a more economical and
hysically pleasing residential area in a planned fashion. Perpetration of 20
cookie-cutter' subdivisions will be eliminated, and wasteful use of

minishing land resources in Middlesex County will be avoided.

With regard to attached units in a fee simple arrangement, lot densities
0 to the acre is exceedingly high. In order to create a livable environ-
ent, common planning practice suggests a range of 5-8 units per acre.

n attempt to create higher densities, a host of additional design stand-

 is required. These would ensure that inhabitants of such denser

28, at a minimum, would have adequate open space, which physically

es higher-density living a pleasant experience and not just a tolerable 30

mount of residential land needed to provide flexibility for uneven
h rates. This, in effect, is blatant "over zoning" for residential

» the very essence of sound community planning is to create an

ate balance between various land uses in an area; a principle 40
he State's new Municipal Planning Act. Over-zoning land to

for uneven residential growth will not ensure the production of

nits on Y acres.
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More direct control of the private-housing sector to stimulate or retard
housing construction, coupled with consumer demand, enables such pro-
duction schedules to be achieved. Indeed, such devices are beyond the
realm of zoning. '

The idea of maximum building areas, with exceptions for eventual addi-
tions, for modest single-family housing is a good one. However, we
would suggest a sliding scale of maximums be created, keyed to bedroom
sizes, as opposed to the flat "1, 000 sq. ft. finished interior floor area
suggested by the plaintiff. This will allow some flexibility in dealing with

3, 4 and 5, or larger, bedroom houses within reasonable health and safety
standards for livability.

10
Point (2) Here again, we are troubled by the plaintiff's design standards
without additional standards relating to open space, modest site amenity,
etc. In multi-family environments, it is exceedingly important to realize
the necessity to provide adequate open space, both unimproved and im-
proved, if such environments are to be livable assets in a community.

A variable multi-family density of 10-15 units per acre should be the
minimum provision; this affords a variety of garden apartments or other
forms of rental unit development to be achieved (condominium townhouses
for example). By accepting the plaintiff's flat 15 du site,development of
varied rental units type is hampered.

20

Parking maximums of 1. 5/unit offered by the plaintiff is unreasonable and
ould create severe local traffic safety problems in multi-family develop-
ents having larger bedroom units. We would suggest a sliding scale of
arking needs geared towards bedroom type. This is a more equitable
pproach and will allow for a realistic number of parking spaces in each
wlti-family project.

r those portions of a mixed residential area in which modest multi- 30
amlly units might be provided, we would agree that if modest minimum

Oor-space requirements are required, they should be the NJHFA mini-

um room area standards and not the square footages suggested by the

cannot agree with the plaintiff's concept of "'over-zoning" for multi-

ily uses for similar reasons stated earlier in this memorandum.

(2) implies a separate zone for multi-family housing under ''reason-
modest standards.' We trust we have misinterpreted this impli-
since it in effect fosters the creation of isolated areas of "modest"

3 in a community. We strongly urge the principle of mixed residential
' developments, containing modest to conventional style residences,

40
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as a basis for avoiding area-wide segregation of people by age and social
class. Very clearly, the latter will be the end result of the plaintiff's
proposal in suburban communities.

Point (3) We are in agreement with the basic principles advanced regard-
ing use of the PUD or similar mixed use development zones. However,

we would offer some clarification on the plaintiff's considerations to be
used in drafting PUD-type ordinances.

We cannot agree, given the current mechanisms available to local muni-
cipalities for raising money to provide local services, that minimum
amounts of industrial/commercial development in a PUD should not be
stipulated. One of the basic tenets in a PUD is the inclusion of residential
and all forms of compatible, non-residential uses. It is to be a small

. "town-in-town'' where job opportunities are to be provided its residents.

- Clearly, reasonable standards need to be devised, as noted in the State
PUD Law, further clarified in the State's new Municipal Planning Act, re-
garding the extent of commercial/industrial use in a PUD.

10

If local communities are to remain fiscal solvent, it must have the
management control afforded it by a PUD to control residential growth

relation to supportive, non-residential uses. Again, reasonable re-
uirements can be devised to permit this necessity without being ''exclu- 20
onary' or "restrictive' as defined by the plaintiffs.

he plaintiffs imply that the size of a PUD is subject to scrutiny. We

uld caution that in an attempt to develop reasonable standards, the very
mise of a PUD be considered. It is a mixed-use technique subject to
rall density controls and a host of other factors. Its size, therefore,

uld vary depending on its purpose, mix of uses, density, location in an
(urban, suburban or rural situation), etc.

int (4) Conversion comments are not directly applicable to East 30
unswick.

) As noted earlier, we question the necessity of every municipality
g for every form of housing type. Surely, if the test of providing
te modest housing units for a projected demand can be satisfied, of
oncern is the housing type by which the demand is met? It should be
Prerogative as to how it will meet its housing obligation.

,In principle we would agree to the concept of differential stand- 40
‘well as special expectation provisions for modest housing units as
by the plaintiffs. In application of the principles we would urge
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Clearly, in separate zones designating single-family or multi-family use,
coupled to density bonus or incentive techniques, differential standards
on lot and unit size makes sense. But to designate on a zoning map, in a
suburban community, a district "'modest single- or multi-family' zone
only perpetuates social isolation and exclusion.

In the eleven communities under question, land remains in an amount to
make mixed residential use zones a more realistic method for achieving
a heterogenous community. Within such mixed residential zones, differ-
ential standards could be applied coupled to incentive or bonus criteria.
This will allow a more successful community balance, in terms of
incomes, housing types, etc., to occur.

10

GL:ie

20

40
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j BULLER, P.E, AP
QAU LITT ALLP.
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PLAVNICK, A.LP.
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CONARTZ, A1, MEMORANDUM
SUSTER, ALP.

TURNER, AP,

WEINER, ALLP.

To: Bertram E. Busch
East Brunswick Township Attorney

10
From: RAYMOND, PARISH & PINE, INC.

Subject: Urban League Fair Share Allocation Formulas

Highlighted below are our comments regarding Appendix A and Appendix A,

Part II - Fair Share Allocation Formulas.

20
Appendix A - Refinements to Mr. Erber's Model

We are still concerned with the model, as fthe explanation in Appendix "A"
offered no real variation with the exception of modification in the ratio of initial
distribution based on existing housing stock.

The model is still weighted towards continuation of existing densities
(although somewhat mitigated by the above comment) and still burdens the towns
With large amounts of vacant lands, irrespective of their job-producing potential
OF suitability for development.

Further, it continues to impose a superficial regional housing burden by
inchlding housing needs attributed to lower income, non-resident commuters 40

w .
ho work in the county. The model makes no adjustment for the fact that the

re ~ . . .
&lon in which such workers reside also have an obligation to provide housing

—— e

};‘:"ﬂv Community Development, Environmental Studies, Economic & Market Analyses, Traffic & Transportation Studies.
mden, Conn.; Washington, D.C. (Raymond, Parish, Pine & Piavnick); New York, N.Y.. Philadeiphia, Pa,; Harrisburg, Pa.
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opportunities. Further, no adjustment is made for more lower-income workers

living in, but working outside the county.

Appendix A, Part II - Mallach Model

In general terms, the Mallach model suffers from some of the same draw-
backs as noted in the Erber model with regard to an unfair imposition of housing

need for non-resident commuters without appropriate adjustments. We concur

10
with the Mallach model in regard to its final step; that it is within a municipality's

purview to adopt its own housing strategy to accomplish meeting its local and

"fair share'' needs.

With regard to the methodology, it in principle is simple enough to follow,

although we question the following methodological techniques: 2
(a) A clearly defined "'vacant land" availability is needed. In principle
it should exclude all that is not suitable for development by reason

of natural impediment, public/semi-public ownership or physical
concerns.

We disagree that capacity of infrastructure, or rather the lack of it,
should not be considered in arriving at the initial distribution.

While in some communities, over time, infrastructure may be de-
veloped in heretofore virgin land; in others, for a variety of reasons

expansion of infrastructure will be clearly infeasible and never 30
developed.

Adjustments should be made for this fact so that an artificial and
an unrealistic share of regional housing is not allocated.

We believe both vacant land and proximity to employment should be
given equal weight in any formulas. If anything, employment should
be overly weighted in order to achieve a closer job/housing relation-

ship, reducing commuter time and expense. 40

(b)

We concur that proximity to employment is a key factor in any dis-
tribution method. For reasons relating to difficulty in developing
and administering a fair share scheme, the Mallach proposal, basing
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employment proximity in sub-regional groups of municipalities
instead of the county as a whole, should be held in abeyance. His
formula example goes to the total county as a base for statistical
use which is a simpler route to follow.

(c) The income distribution scheme is heavily weighted towards
dispersal of units, particularly in its adjustment for disparity
between an existing municipality's percentage of lower-income

families to that in the county. In short, those with less get more
and vice versa.

Clearly, if adjustments for disparity are made, then other adjust-

ments should be made. For example, additional adjustments for 10
each municipality's ability to absorb such additional units should

be made. The "ability' based on fiscal resources, school capacity,

etc. should be used to modify the results of such an income dis-
tribution scheme if it is to be equitable for all concerned.

20

40
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URBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER NEW BRUNSWICK,

a non-profit corporation of the State

of New Jersev; CLEVELAND BENSON; . 10
JUDITH CHAMPION; LYDIA CRUZ; BARBARA

TIPPETT; KENNZTH TUSKEY on their own '

behalf and on behalf of all others

similarly situated,

Plaintiffs,
V.

THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE BOROUGH
OF CARTERET; TOWNSHIP COMMITTEE OF THE 20
TOWNSHIP OF CRANBURY: MAYOR AND COUNCIL : :
OF THE BOROUGE OF DUNELLEN; TOWNSHIP
COMMITTEE OF THE TOWNSHIP OF EAST
BRUNSWICK; TCWNSHIP COMMITTEE OF THE
‘l‘gvmsaxp OF E3ISON: MAYOR AND COUNCIL
* TBE BOROUGE CT HELMETTA; MAYOR AND
COUNCIL OF T== 20R0UGH OF HIGHLAND
:RK: MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE BOROUGH
o igAMESBURG; TOWNSHIP COMMITTEE OF THE
o SRIP O MaDTSON; MAYOR AND COUNCIL
o Tt{E'BORCL‘:’?T—T OF METUCHEN; MAYOR AND
’“YORIU\OF THI BOROUGH OF MIDDLESEX; : 30
"ILLTQMD COUNCIL OF TilE BOROUGH OF
oS WN; TOWNSHIP COMMITTEE OF THE

,mgIP OF MONROE; TOWNSHIP COMMITTEE
msmmﬂusagp OF NORTH BRUNSWICK;
,stAnP COMMITTEE GF THE TOWNSHIP OF
Wsa:‘mi TOWNSHIP COMMITTEE OF THE
%ILP OF PLAINSBORO; MAYOR AND
My 0T THZ ROROUGH OF SAYREVILLE;

OR aAND CCUNCIL mrero = oy

(A0 CCUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SOUTH

: mséxﬁ Nr\«s.—np COMMITTEE OF THE
COukep; oF SOUTH BRUNSWICK; MAYOR AUD 40
"‘“RP;E F THE BOROUGH OF SOUTH
BOROYer;; CDF MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE

GHBgF SOUTH RIVER; MAYOR AND COUNCIL

o e
‘%,&?ROUGH OF SPOTSWCOD; TOWNSHIP
& OF THE TOWNSHIP OF WOODBRIDGE,

Defendants and third
party plaintiffs,



CITY OF NEW BXUNSWICK and CITY OF
PERTH AMBOY,

Third party defendants,
and

NEW JERSEY LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTLRS
" and MIDDLESEX COUNTY LEAGUE OF WOMEN
VOTERS,

Intervenors.
Decided: May 4, 1976

Ms. Marilyn J. Morheuser, Mr., Martin E.
Sloane, of the District of Columbia bar, admitted
pro hac vice, and Mr. Daniel A. Searing, of the
District of Columbia bar, admitted pro hac vice,
for the plaintiffs (Messrs. Baumgart and Ben-Asher,
attorneys).

Mr. Peter J. Selesky for defendant Mayor
and Council OF The Borough of Carteret.

Mr. William C. Moran, Jr. for defendant
Town:ship Committee of the Township of Cranbury.

Mr. Dennis J. Cummins, Jr. for defendant
Mayvor and Council of the Borough of Dunellen.

Mr. Bertram E. Busch for defendant Town-
shio Committee of the Township of East Brunswick.

Mr. Roland A. Winter for defendant Town-
ship Cormmittee of the Township of Edison.

Mr. Richard F. Plechner for defendant
Mavor and CTouncil of the Borough of Helmetta.

Mr. Lawrence Lerner for defendant Mayor
and Council of the Borough of Highland Park.

Mr. Guido J. Brigiani for defendants
Mayor and Council of the Borough of Jamesburg and
Mayor and Council of the Borough of Spotswood.

] Mr. Louis J. Alfonso for defendant Town-
ship Committee of the Township of Madison (01d Bridge).

Mr, Martin A. Spritzer for defendant
Mayor and Council of the Borough of Metuchen.
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' Mr. Edward J. Johnson, Jr. for defendant
Maver and Council of the Borough of Middlesex.

Mr. Charles V. Booream for defendant
Mavor and Council of the Borough of Milltown.

Mr. Thomas RQ Farino, Jr. for defendant
Township Committee of the Township of Monroe.

Mr. Joseph H. Burns and Mr. Lesliz S.
Lefkowitz for defendant Township Committee of
the Township of North Brunswick.

Mr. Daniel S. Bernstein for defendant 10
Township Committee of the Township of Piscataway.

Mr. Joseph L. Stcnaker for defendant
Township Committee of the Township of Plainsboro.

Mr. Alan J. Karcher for def=ndant Mayor
and Council of the Borough cf Sayreviile.

Mr. John J. Vail for defendant Mayor and
Council of the City of South Amboy.

20

Mr. Andre W. Gruber for defendant Town-
ship Committee of the Township of South Brunswick.

Mr. Sanford E. Chernin for defendant Mavor
and Council of the Borough of South Plainfield.

Mr. Robert C. Rafano and Mr. Gary M.
Schwartz for defendant Mayor and Council of the
Borcugh of South River.,

Mr. Arthur W. Burgess and Mr. Barry H. 30
Shaniro for defendant Township Committee of the Town-
ship cf Woodbridge. T ' '

Mr. Gilbert L. Nelson for third party
defendant City of New Brunswick.

Mr. Frank J. Jess for third party defendant
City of Perth Amboy.

Mr. William J. O'Shaughnessy for intervenors
(Messrs. Clapp & Eisenberg, attorneys). ! 40

PURMAN, 3.s.c.
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Plaintiffs attack the zoning ordirance of 23

of the 25 municipalities of Middlesex County as unconstitu-

-

/A ‘;,"V»'NLI

CA
x‘\(

------- PR

tionally exclusionary and discriminatory. Third party
complaints against the cities of New Bruﬁswick and Perth
Amboy were dismissed after trial. The remedy sought by

, L 10
plaintiffs is an allocation to each municipality of its 'fair

share of low and moderate income housing tc meet the county-

e

wide need. Plaintiffs rely on So. Burl. Cty. N.A.A.C.P. v.

Tp. of Mt. Laurel, 67 N.J. 151, cert. den. — U.S. — (1975), .+~

which imposes on a developing municipalit;\the obligation to
v 5 PRt Atk .

provide by land use regulations for its fair share of the v

Ji 20

present and prospective regional need for low and moderate yé 5

: : \
income housing.
Plaintiffs comprise an organization and five

Persons who sue individually and as representatives of others

w

imilarly situated. The standing of all plaintiffs is

12

fallenc=3d. Under Warth v. Seldin, 422 U.S. 490 (1975) the 30

A3 epe » PR N .
<C1vidueal plaintiffs as nonresidents lack standing to urge
federal constitutional and statutory infirmities in municipal
¥oning. 3ut their standing as nonresidents to pursue state

fonstitutional objections is sustained in Mt. Laurel at 159.

The starz

ing of the three organizations which were plaintiffs o
i . .

n 55;‘£§E£§£ was not at issue and not passed on in Justice

Halye

S opinion.
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Plaintiff Urban League of Greater New Brunswick
seeks housing for its members and others, mostly blacks and
Hispanics, throughout the county and elsewhere nearby;
eﬁcountering rebuffs and delays. Under the liberal criteria
f;ékstanding which prevail in this state standing must be

accorded to plaintiff Urban League. Crescent Pk. Tenants

Assoc. v. Realty Eq. Corp. of N.Y., 58 N.J. 98 (1971).

No monetary or other specific recovery and no

counsel fee for maintaining class actions are sought. Un-
tionably sbme}others are similarly situated to plaintiff
S .

ion, a white, who cannot find adequate low income housing

éycounty for her family of three, plaintiff Benson, a

who cannot find adequate moderate incomehousing in the

¥ for his family of eleven, plaintiff Tiépett, a black,
faﬁily of five is adequately housed in New Brunswick but
nnot Zind equivalent housing in an unsegregated neighbor-

}d'plaintiff Tuskey, a white, who objects to the racial

cipality in which he resides with his family, in-
two children attending public school. The class actions

At the close of plaintiffs' proofs the court - -

v

3 T E o e e e D R i
‘the cause of action for Qi£EUl racial discriminationv

R S - T e

i‘of low density zoning is most adverse to blacks and
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Bﬁt no crecdibls evidence of deliberate or systematic ex-
clusion of minorities was before the court. That dismissal
mést result in the dismissal also of the specific count for
violation of Federal Civil Rights Acts, 42 U.S.C.A. §§1981,
1962 and 360! et seq.
- The challenge to the exclusionary aspects of 10
defendants' zoning ordinances remains. All three branches of  uf

government have recognized overwhelming needs for low and

moderate income housing in the State as a whole. N .

y,

20

’aff"d especially for low and moderate income households,

formeé households, senior citizens, and households with

The Legislature inthe preamble to the New

Housing Assistance Bond Act of 1975, L.1975, ¢.207, §2(a),
- finding: “"Despite the existence of numerous Federal
?rdesigned to provide housing for senior citizens and

ydf low and moderate income, construction and rehabili-

f such housing units has not proceeded at a pace

40

;t to provide for the housing need of the State.”

In Mt. Laurel Justice Hall concluded at 158:

-nhot the slightest doubt that New Jersey has been,
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and continues to be, faced with a desperate need for housing,
eséécially of decent living accommodations economically
suitable for low and moderate income families." Other recent
legislation dealing with the housing shortage is set out in

Mt. Laurel at 179.

10
In Middlesex County the shortage of low and

moderate income housing is critical. From 1960 to 1970 the

knumser of new jobs in the county increased by 2.2 times the

‘0of new housing units, and the number of employees in o

unty residing outside the.county increased by 291%. Cﬁfglﬂ*

0 the total vacant land in the county was zoned\24:;§§ RO 20

. TN . L "

dustry, 22.7% for one acre or larger single-family s .
o~ L

, 21.5% for less than onequarter acre single-~family u&ﬂ

~and 2.1% for multi-family housidg. Ten years later

,;ng countywide was markedly more exclusionary: 41.7%

try, 38.7% for one acre or larger single-family
- 4.9% for less than one quarter acre single-family 30
5% for multi-family housing.
The pattern of dwindling low and moderate
svortunities has continued in the county since 1970.
odest lot single family housing has been built.
ongestion is worsening in the urban ghettoes. New 40

@s are prohibited in all municipalities. Thirteen

ties have enacted rent control ordinances in response
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tovthe multi-family housing shortage.1 Vacancy rates are low.
'Despite overzoning for induétry, new industry is reluctant to
settle in the County because of the shortage of housing for
‘its workers. Experts for various defendants acknowledged a

substantial market and a pressing need for new low and moderate

housing. -, =

y_{m%’ The issue whether Middlesex County is a housing
\fegioﬁ}is of significance because of the adoption of the term 10
L

. egion” in Mt. Laurel. Housing which must be afforded by a

developing municipality is defined as its fair share of the

pPresent and prospective regional need. In Oakwood at Madison,

v. Madison Tp., 117 N.J. Super. 11 (Law Div. 1971), certif.

20
w Div. 1974), this court struck down a zoning ordinance

6h failed to provide for a fair proportion of the housing

. 0of the municipality's own population and of the region,
it was in derogation of the general welfare encom-
=ousing nz2ads and therefore unconstitutional. Justice

in Mt. Laurel at 189:— "The composition of the

'region' will necessarily vary from situation to

Fast Brunswiggngdison, Highland Park, Metuchen, Middlesex,
unswick;— N runswick, 0Old Bridge, Perth Amboy, 40
away, Sayreville, South Brunswick, Woodbridge. Municipal
 power to enact rent control ordinances was upheld in

mort v. Bor. of Fort Lee, 62 N.J. 521 (1973) because of
itical housing neead.
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iddlesex County is part of the New York

metropolitan region. Plainsboro and Cranbury and portions of
South Brunswick and Monroe to the southwest of the county are

in some measura also part of the Philadelphia metropolitan

region. Those areas look predominately towards Trenton,

?rinceton ané Hightstown in Mercer County for local shopping
services. In the north of the county South Plainfield,

Dunellen and Middlesex and portions of Piscataway and Edison 10
k predominately towards Plainfield in Union County for.

al shopping and services. The balancé of the county is

iented within the county, towards New Brunswick, Perth Amboy
élsewhere, for local shopping and services.

Regions are fuzzy at the borders. Middlesex

D 20
nty is a Stardard Metrooolltan Statlstlcal Area as fixed

ited States Offlce of Management and Budget. Such
'st2cified as an integrated economic and social
a large population nucleus. Twenty of the 25

ipalitias Joined in a Community Development Block Grant

ng and Community Davelopment Act of 1974, 42 U.S.C.A.

-

et sec.® A county master plan and a wealth of applicable

tics ars available through the County Planning Board.

.son, New Brunswick, Perth Amboy, Sayreville and 40
G° submitted their sepuarate applications as
ent municipalities”
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;igomeone employed in any municipality of the county may seek
:gousing in any other municipality, and someone residihg in

féﬁy municipality may secek employment in any other municipality.
n#esidence within walking distance of the place of employment,
1é¥ within the same municipality, is no longer a desideratum.

gor is the availabilitx of public transportation a major factor.
gpe county is crisscroﬁsed by arterial highwéys, including the
New Jersey Turnpike and the Garden State Parkway. Mobility

utomobile is the rule. A large proportion even of low

Bl

ome wage earners within the county own automobiles and
of those traﬁel regularly 20 miles or more to their
es of employment. The entire county is within the sweep
burbia. Its designatioh as a region-for fhe purpose of

litigation, within larger metropolitan regions, is

In compliance with Mt. Laurel plaintiffs under-

tablish by a prima facie showing that each of the

- municipalities' zoning ordinances was constitu-
invalid because of failure to provide for a fair

the low and mocderate income housing needs of the

‘hat burden was met as to 11 municipalities, as will
’éé infra. Dunallen was granted an outright dismissal.

xlation of over 7,000 in a square mile area and

low and moderate income households, Dunellen has

-10-
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'5less than 20 acres of vacant land, mostly unsuitable for
ﬁbousing, and no patently exclusionary provisions in its
'goning ordinzance.
‘V‘ In addition 11 municipalities, Carteret,
Hglmetta, Highland Park, Jamesburg, Metuchen, Middlesex,
Miiltowh, South Amboy, South River, Spotswdﬁd and Woodbridge
were érantea dismissals conditional upon adoption’of améﬁd— 10

ments to their zoning ordinances which are agreed to by their

respective attorneys, accepted by plaintiffs and approved by
the court. These amendments include the following: Deletion

of limitations on the number of bedrooms or of rooms in

20

-family hcusing;5 reduction of excessive minimum floor

30

-arteret, Highland Park, Middlesex, South Amboy, Spotswood,
idge. Mt. Laurel at 182-183, |

amesburg, Middlesex, Milltown, South Amboy, South River,
ge.

'esbu:g, Milltown. Reductions to 1.5 parking spaces
er unit were agreed to. '

sburg, Metuchen, Milltown, South Amboy, Spotswood, 40
» Reductions to less than 1,000 square feet minimum
~family unit, to less than 700 square feet minimum
droon multi-family unit and to less than 550 square

Per efficiency unit were agreed to.

-11-




or éingle-family housing or both,7 increase of maximum density
of multi-family housing to 15 units per acre,8 increase of
fﬁaximum height of multi-family housing to 2 1/2 stories or
higher;9 deletion of a multi-family housing ceiling of 15%

of total housing units within a municipality;lorezoning from
industry to multi-family residentiallland from single-family

12

to multi-family residential. A number of these agreed

. . Yy ST . ey ’( . [ K N
evisions have been enacted. ) o A

The 11 municipalities which were dismissed
é”bditionally from the litigation are substantially built up
without significant vacant acreage suitable for'housing, except
Wg& bridge with about 800 acres, Spotswood with about 200 acres

al Jamesburg, South Amboy and South River with about 100 acres

nland 2ark, Middlesex, South River, Spotswood,

’ g

Reductions to less than 10,000 square feet minimum
iv lot and to less than 3 acre minimum multi-family
reed to.
Ambov.

-12-
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Incontrovertibly a fair.share allocation of a substantial Q
number of new housing units to meet regional needs would \ﬁuf o v
be nugatory in a municipality with minimal vacant acreagé. SRR
But a municipality is not exempt from the constitutional

standards of reasonableness in its zoning because it is not

"developing" within Mt. Laurel.

Exemption from Mt. Laurel was pressed by 10

Cfénbury and Plainsboro on another ground. Mt. Laurel at

one of the characteristics of a developing

that it has undergone a great population increase
since World War II. These two townships have not, in

contrast to the explosive growth countywide. But their
1 20

tolrestrictive zoning. Past exclusionary practices cannot

Eleven municipalities were not dismissed

condizionallv and, as prescribed in Mt. Laurel,

"heavy burd=n" of establishing peculiar circum-
*ifying their failure to afford the opportunity
¢ modarate income housing to thg~extent of their
fair shares. These 11 municipalities comprise

Qw:ships south of the Raritan River, Cranbury, East

» 014 Bridge (formerly Madison), Monroe, North 40

-13-
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”érunswick, Plainsboro and South Brunswick, two townships
'ﬁorth of the Raritan River, Edison and Piscataway, and two
boroughs, Sayreville south and South Plainfield north of the

~§ar1tan River.

The exclusionary zoning practices in some or
éil of these 11 municipalities, compounded in effect because

of the proximity of several to each other, embrace overzoning

fé; indusggy and low density residential housing, ﬁndérioning 10
-high density single-family and multi—famiif residential
sing, prohibition ofkmulti—family housing and mobile homes,
room and density restrictions on multi-family housing
Juding couples with two or more‘children, and floor areé
bther restrictions onmulti-family housing forcing up 20
truction costs.
Prior to a discussion seriatim of the 11 zoning
population, income; employment and vacant acreage
aporopriate.
zast Bru:‘wick,,Edison, Monroes, MNorth Brunswick,
., Piscataway, Sayreville, South Brunswick and South 30
ield undesrwent a population upsurge since 1950 even beyond
2in in the county. Only Cranbury and Plainsbord
ceptibly benind.
40

~14-
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POPULATION | INCREASE
Sk 1950 1960 1970 1950~19790
Cranbury 1,797 2,001 2,253 25%
East Brunswick 5,699 19,965 34,166  500%
ﬁéison 16,348 44,799 67,120 310%
Monroe - 4,082 5,831 9,138 124%
North Brunswick 6,450 10,099 16,691 159% 10
0ld Bridge 7,366 22,772 48,715 ~ 561%
ficataway 10,180 19,890 36,418 258%
1,112 1,171 1,648 483
10,338 22,553 32,508 2143
4,001 10,278 14,058 251%
8,008 17,879 - 21,142 164% 20
264,872 433,856 583,813 - 120%
Based on the 1970 census, low income in the
figured as up to $7000 per year and moderate
";;299. Those limits ag;;;;imate the bottom 20%
,he next_zz? in the State as a whole and compare closely »
iddlesex County with the Federal Department of Housing and
Developnment standards of’low income as up to 50% of median
and mcderate income as 50 to 80% of median income.
;the 11 municipalities only Piscataway with Rutgers Univer-
rried student housing and Plainsboro with farm labor 40

- exceed the county percentage of low and moderate income
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Sffamilies. Most are within 15% of the county percentage.

53&ison and Scueth Plainfield are within 25%. Only East
‘Brunswick mav be characterized as an elite ¢ommunitit\ In
'ﬁontrast New Brunswick and Perth Amboy both had 54% low

and moderate income population, Jamesburg 49% and Helmetta

48%.
INCOME BY FAMILIES IN 1970 10
% Low Income % Moderate Income
20 11
7 | 11
11 15
12 21
12 , 18 20
12 19.5
14 21.5
23 20.5
10 20
\ "12.5 | 17
South Plainfisia 11 15 30
Miéélesex Ccunzy 7. 15 : 19

Industrial employees in the following table

efired 25 employees in manufacturing, wholesale,

;Portation, utilities and construction. The projections

he year 2000 are based upon County Planning Board 40

2s, as modified upward in Edison, Monroe and Old Bridge

-16-~
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according to fact findings by the court. In eight of the 11
municipalities there are glaring deficiencies in low and

moéerate incoze housing, as measured by low and moderate : 5
1ncome population, for the(’ndﬁgzzzgiﬁemployees within that v
mun1c1pa11ty. In East Brunswick the deficiency is less but

over 40%. Only Monroe and 0ld Bridge apparently offer adequate 10

housing opportunities for their blue collar workers. By the

yeaf 2000 the deficiencies in low and moderate income housing

of dlsastrous proportions under present zoning. See Justice

's statement in Mt. Laurel at 187: "Certainly when a 20

hin the means of the employees involved in such

t is pertinent to note that at present an estimated

esilants of the county are employed outside the county,

s
-4
»

aQ

are@ 2 an estimated 55,000 residents elsewhere who are 30

§ ®ploved wiz-ia the county.

40

-17-
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INDUSTRIAL ACREAGE AND EMPLOYEES
1967 : - 2000 projected
e acres in use employees acres in use employeses
§ Cranbury 185 1,362 : 678 7,876
' Past Brunswick 378 2,176 1,377 11,877
Edison 1,789 15,823 3,950 39,589
 Monroe 266 460 1,860 15,033
North Brunswick 1,231 11,739 2,347 23,204
01d Bridge 1,685 494 2,685 4 9;824 10
Piscataway - 346 . 6,898 1,388 16,746
~ Plainsboro 229 438 557 4,253
~ Sayreville 967 | 8,'786 2,091 20,670
Brunswick 718 3,586 1,872 18,695
-Plainfield 509 : 3,767 1,187 11,259
20
The vacant acreage statisfics‘in the folléwing
re compiled from answers to interrogatories by the
2 municiovalities, data of the State Department of
Affairs and relevant testimony. Gross vacant acreage
£cr housing excludes identified environmentally
land, that is, short term flood plains, aquifgf 30
axé swamps essential to water resources, also grades
steeper and proposed park land. Net vacant acreage
cludes vacant lard reasonably zoned for industry and
2 and all farmland in present use. Manifestly there
40

~18-




5 ample vacant land in all 11 municipalities suitable for
OO'or more units of low and moderate ihcome housing at
sities of five to ten units per acre. The major land
source of the county in the more distant future must rest

fﬁonroe, 01ld Bridge and South Brunswick. With such signi-

——

ficant open acreages all 11 municipalities fit-within the’

Mt. Laurel criterion of "developing municipalities"”.

10
VACANT ACREAGE
TOTAL SUITABLE FOR HOUSING
ACREAGE Gross Net
8,614 6,891 1,700
Brunswick 14,342 3,521 1,600
27,289 5,756 2,200 20
26,041 21,819 11,500
runswick 7,628 2,717 1,600
' 25,126 15,000 13,500
12,288 ‘ 2,637 1,315
7,680 5,437 1,130
10,560 4,083 1,800 30
wick 28,788 T 23,470 17,000
infield 5,344 1,542 740

Cranbury is an historic village in the midst of "
In active farm use are 4,468 acres or 52% of it§
An aquifer underlies much of it. The Upper Millstone 40

s southerly and westerly borders is dangerously

-19-
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polxuted. Me2dowland along the river is designated as
regional open space in the county master pian of 1970. Two
\;maﬁor highwavs bisect Cranbury. Its residents who are
¥employed outside Cranbury travel about half to the north and
.east and hall to the south and west, It has 44 substandard
‘housing unitsl3 and 90 occupied by households requiring a

governmental housing subsidy.

Cranbury's zoning ordinance permits no new 10

multi-family housing, except cdnvefsions to two family.
Minimum lot sizes of 15,000 square feet are permitted only in

the substantially built up village. Elsewhere the minimum

size is 40,000 square feet. The township is overzoned
- industry by over 2,000 acres and over 500% of projected 20
nd. A zoning amendment is under study to permit multi-
1ly housinc, with some low and modérate income units, to

ast of zhe willage along Brainerd Lake. VAAsewer system

@ tie in tu the Middlesex County Sewerage Authority.

Cranbury's present zoning ordinance falls short

the !t. Laurel standard and must be struck down in view ' 30
able suitable acreage adjoining the village on which

nd moderate income housing may be built without impairing
established residential character of the village or

ering with present farm uses.

40
2fin=d as deteriorated, dilapidated, overcrowded,
t plumhing or without kitchen facilities.

-20-
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East Brunswick is a relatively low density
esidéntial municipality centrally located and bisected by
jor highways. It has established middle and high income
eighborhoods. Less than 1,000 acres is farmland in use.
Much of its undeveloped land is environmehtally sensitive:
uifer outcrops, tidal marshes along the Raritan and South

~Rivers, other flood plains along several brooks, and steep

lly terrain. Sewage disposal aﬁd drainage are problems 10
ause of the high water table and clay soil in maﬁy areas.
"northernmost fringes of the pine barrens are in the

It has 244 substandard housing units and 348

pied by households requiring a governmental housing -

20

Minimum floor areas of 1,500 square feet and minimum
exceeding 100 feet in most zones substantially

lcw znd moferatz2 income housing. Virtually no vacant

v for nulti-family housing. Maximum densities of
ts z2r acre and othar restrictions on multi-family

ive up construction costs. The township is overzoned

niustry by over 1,100 acres and over 250% of projected

.

naster plan revigion is being worked on. 40

-21-




East Brunswick's zoning ordinance must be

eld invalid under Mt. Laurel. Absence of sewer utilities

s not per se an exemption from Mt. Laurel. As stated by

‘ustice Hall at 186 even in soil with a permeability4prob1em
. . the township could require [sewer and water utilities]

s improvements by developers or install them under the

’pécial assessment or other appropriate statutory procedure."

Edison is a hub of highway, rail and deep

ter transportation. It has 520 substandard housing units
;{1,879 occupied by households requiring a governmental

ing subsidy. As noted supra its low and moderate income
lation is about 25% below that of the county, and it falls
ly short of providing low and moderate income housing
tunities for its more than 15,000 industrial workers.

Its zoning ordinance authorizes diversity of
;ng but only 5% of its vacant land is zoned for multi-

ncluding 10 acres for high rise apartments,

[

'3
0
-
e

23-Zor single-Zamily housing on 7,500‘square foot

ther residential zone offers a realistic possibility,
cluster opﬁions; for low and moderate income housing
lot size, floor area and frontage restrictions.

is overzorned for industry by about 500 acres.

ing projects are under way with governmental

-22-
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ubsidieép' T-e township is the subjectbof a consenttjudgment
f~the United States District Court to pafticipate‘in various
rograms administered by the Department of Housing and Urban

for new housing and rehabilitation of substandard
Zor sewage and other improvements.

Edison's zoning ordinance likewise must be

struck down under Mt. Laurel, chiefly because of maldistri-

bﬁtion of vacant land into low density rather than high dénsity

Monroe has the largest farmland acreage in
unty, although less proportionately than Cranbury and
Four water courses with adjoining flood plains
hrough it. The water table is high because of aquifers.

£ the =£5:i1 is relatively impermeable. Without much

toinearhy ircéuszrv and other places of employment. Monroe has
;-2 ~ousing units and 195 occupied by households
a gcvernmental housing subsidy.

Monroe's zoning ordinance prohibits new multi-

nd rural residential zones. In the latter the restrictions,

10

20

40
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~

hcludihg 30,000 square foot lot sizes,vinhibit low and
derate income housing. The township is overzoned for
dustry by over 5,000 acres and over 4003,

The township's present zoning crdinance is

alpably deficient under Mt. Laurel. TIts own planning

/V§Xbert conceded a need for multi-family residential zoning
ith densities and other provisions compatible with low and 10
moderate income housing opportunities. Likewise there is a

aring maldistribution into industrial and lbw density

sidential uses rather than high density residential uses.

North Brunswick is highly industrialized on-

or highway and rail routes. It has 99 substandard housing

ts and 473 occupied by households requiring a governmental 20
sing subsidy.

Its zoning ordinance restricts most of the

ant la=d suitable for housing to single~family use on lots

[7/]
W}

o4

1

]

o

h
0

(19

r
(o]

"t

more, with frontages of 120 feet or

O_a::es and 2003, 40
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North Brunswick's zoning ordinance is held

“t. Laurel for reasons paralleling those

- invalid under
tdison's ordinance.

applicable to
0l1ld Bridge's zoning ordinance was struck down

in Oakwood at Madison, supra. The two previous

Identical conclusions are

were stipulated.
10,

by this cour:
the additional factual determinations that 0ld

trial records
reached, with
Bridge is overzoned for industry beyond reasonable projections

by over 3,000 acres and over 400% and that it has 489 sub~-
tandard housing units and 1,271 occupied by households re-

guiring a governmental housing subsidy.
Piscataway is a sprawling township on the north
20

Raritan River, reaching towards Plainfield and

ank of the
in Somerset County to the north and west and

ound Brook
Zrunswick to the east. It has substantial industry.

owards New
cx affords its fair share of present low and

It has 324 substandard housing units

roderate incenx
’hd 1,187 occrziad by hounseholds requiring a governmen=al
housing subsidy.
SRR s Piscatawa?'s zoning ordinance inhibits appre-
??iable furthsr low and moderate income housing opportunities.

;?hg township is not overzoned for indust:y, but 80% of its |
tiélly zoned land is zoned for single-family

40

2
“aa2n

g
Vacant res
housing on h21f acre minimum lots with a 203 cluster option,

s

and only ba<ween 1 and 23 is zon=2d for multi~family housing.




various restrictions force up construction costs and discourage
two or three bedroom multi-family units: five acre minimum lot
size, maximum density of 15 bedrooms per acre, minimum storage

1a;ea of 160 square feet per unit and minimum floor areas of

00 square feet in one bedroom apartmehts and 900 square feet
in two bedroom apartments. A zoning revision is under study

to rezone 300 acres or more for Planned Residential Developments
_an alternative to single family housing, with mandatory

nimums of low and moderate income units.

Prior to such a revision along with elimination
_bedroom and other restrictions on multi-family housing,

cataway's zoning ordinance must be held unconstitutional

er Mt. Laurel as not providing adequately for prospective

Plainsboro has over 50% of its. total area in
fzrmland. Its farms average over 300 acres. Other

watlznis and f£lood plains along several water courses its

t
|
!
rh

or agriculture and favorable for housing. It
26 st:os*andard housing units and 81 occupied by households

overnmnental housing subsidy.

oo

g}
e
o ]
W)
v
(1$]

Plainsboro's ordinance zones most vacant land
dustr-, for single family housing on 35,250 square foot
um Ic:t3 with 200 foot minimum frontages, subject to cluster

ns o 15,000 square foot minimum lots, and for Planned

~26-
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eommunityAand Planned Multi-Use Developments. Bedroom

estrictions on multi-family housing were recently deleted.
chér exclusionary restrictions on multi-family housing
é;ain in effect. The township is overzoned for industry by
about 2,000 zcres and 700%. A 600 acre Planned Community
Development providing significant low and moderate income
hdusing is under construction. Princeton University is
pianning a research center with multi-family housing units,

i _,ciuding at least 20% low and moderate income, between

,ake Carnegie and U.S. Route 1.

Plainsboro's zoning ordinance, as constituted,

deficient under Mt, Laurel in failing to afford affirma-

ely its fair share of prospective regional housing needs.

Sayreville is a heavily industrialized borough
ﬁndad cn three sides by tidewater, with a deep water

 1 on txhs Raritan River. Much of its vacant acreage is

’ 4 san2 sits. It has 467 substandard housing units

14 occuziz2€ by households raquiring a governmental housing
Its zoning ordinance provides cluster and town-

“options in single-family residential zones. Planned Unit

are allowable uses in industrial zones. Minimum

-27-

3 for Planned Unit Developments are excessive, 100 acres

e option and 250 acres under the alternative, as are the
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requirements of 10% of total area in commercial use and 25%

in industrial use. A density restriction under 15 units per

é;ée, minimum lot size of five acres and excessive minimum

ffzbr areas curtail low and moderate income housing in garden
a;;ftments. The borough is overzoned for industry apart from

the Planned Unit Development alternatives. Major townhouse,

garden apartment and senior citizen housing projects, which 10

would provide over 600 low and moderate income units, are

construction, approved or under review.

Sayreville's zoning ordinance is held invalid

unaer Mt. Laurel. Its fair share allocation as determined

ihf a should be attainable with relatively minor revisions.

. 20
South Brunswick is a sprawling township in the

of development both from New York and Philadelphia.
N ighways and public transportation by railroad and bus

vailzrle. Several thousand acres of vacant land zoned

1z-Zf=2:1ly housing on one, three and five acre minimum

i

zandonad farmland. Aquifers underlie much of the

Swamps, flood plains and aquifer outcrops rule out

extensive sections. Protection of aquifer recharge

accomplishad by retention ponds in medium and high
=s533ential zones, as w2ll as in industrial zones. An
the township conceded a population capacity of at

. A . . . - 40
133,839 without endangering environmentally sensitive land.

-28~
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ter and sew2r utilities are lacking in much of the township.
yeh infrastrusture is feasible. Development may fan out from
the four scattered villages. The township has 149 substandard
ousing units and 284 occupied by households requiring a
;qovernmental housing sub51dy

Amendments to South Brunswzck's zoning ordinance
{n recent years have lessened its exclusionary impact.
Mandatory minimﬁms of 5% low income and 5% moderate income

its have been set in Planned Residential Developments,

nevertheless less than the county's and the township's own
oportions of iow and moderate incbme households. The-

hship is overéoned for single-family housing on lots of one

e or more with frontages of 120 feet or more, and for indﬁstry
ver 7,009 acres and over 700%. No multi-family housing is

‘ ;tted outside Planned Residential Developments. One such

lopment t=ndsr construction near Dayton and others proposed

¢
der revizw would augment low and moderate income housing

South Brunswick's zoning ordinance remains in-

dly exclusionary under Mt. Laurel and must be struck down.

South Plainfield has convenient access to other
Cipalities of the county via Federal Interstate Highway 287.
8 railrcad freight transportation. Since World War II the
h has experienced upsurges in both population and industry.

development on its remaining open acreage which is not

-29-
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éwamp or flood plain may be impeded by high costs of sewer

,ﬁstruction through shale. The borough has 173 substandard

\sing units and 303 occupied by households requiring a

governmental housing subsidy.
South Plainfield's zoning ordinance prohibits
multi-family housing except two family housing by conversion

in any residential zone and in business zones. Most of its 10

nt acreage zoned for single-family housing is subject to
‘essive minimum lot size and minimum floor area restrictions.

borough is overzoned for industry by about 400 acres. Its

ng falls palpably short of meeting the housing needs of

ndustrial employees. Applying Mt. Laurel South Plainfield's‘

20
ance is held unconstitutional because of failure to pro-

for a fair share of its own and the county's low and

ate income housing needs.

The final issue is the remedy. The zoning

—~

ances of 11 deferdant municipalities have been held
1stizuzional. The 11 municipalities have been determined
pa:i oI a region comprising—Middlesex County for the

of this litigation. The remaining determination is

share allocation of low and moderate income housing

R

the 11 municipalities.

!
Y

A factual finding must therefore be made as to ~

)

; . . . v
ntvwide low and moderate income housing need projected | 5 40

; 4t
New units will be required to replace present sub- -

d housing, for most of those filling new jobs in the ﬁ&ﬁ”

AL

-30~



county, for increasing numbers of retired persons and for
other increments to population. Against this total must

be deducted rehabilitated units through governmental sub-
sidies and otherwise, units "filtering through" as occupants
move up to higher income housing and units projected to be
built under presenf or revised zoning in New Brunswick,
Perth Amboy and the 12 municipalities which were dismissed
?butright or conditionally from this litigation, in particu-
i#r Woodbridge, Spotswood, Jamesburg, South Amboy and South

River which have significant vacant acreages. Taking into

kéécount County Planning Board population and job growth ,AQﬁf)

~éfojections to 1985, estimating one third of new jobs as low

g
e et i
P oy

W and moderate income employees also residing within the

county, the total additional low and moderate income housing

SN
the county to 1985 is fixed at\}8,697,bnits.

~. -7
The initial fair share allocation must be to

~e present imbalance, that is, to bring each

o e —

19% —~odarate income population. The county proportion

—

er than the state proportion of 20% low and 20% moderate

@ is Catermined upon. The historic trend of urban

rsa2l “rom New York and Philadelphia is that per capita

es in counties are higher in inverse ratio to distance

the central city. The allocation to correct imbalance

-31-~

nd moderate income and a ratio, as at present, of 73% of St

ndan: municipality up to the county prbportion of 15%_}ow>

201a
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202a
results in th2 following additional low and moderate income
housing units.
Cranbury 18
East Brunswick 1,316 v
Edison 1,292 ol
| P
Monroe 23 9 10
R
North Brunswick 180 L
e
0ld Bridge 301 S
(\ R - < ‘
Piscataway 0 s ‘ M
Plainsboro 0 }fquQQJ§ e
Sayreville 328
20
South Brunswick 156 -
South Plainfield 416
4,030
Subtracting 4,030 from the 18,697 low and
*ate inccm2 housing units needed in the county to 1985,
is 14,667 or approximately 1,333 per municipality. 30
R ; o
basis not to apportion these units equally.” Each
pality has vacant suitable land far in excess of its
are requirement without impairing the established
ntial character of neighborhoods. Land to be protected
ironmental considerations has been subtracted from 40

acreage totals. No special factor, such as relative

-32-
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_access to cnployment, justifies a deviation from an allocation
~of 1,333 low and moderate housing units, plus the allocation

_to corrcect imbalance, to cach of the 11 municipalities.

Low and moderate income housing units should
_be divided 45% low and 55% moderate. Low income is defined
as up to 50% of median income in the county and moderate

‘income as 50 to 80% of median income, according to current

= . o . . 10
~data of the County Planning Board. Within each municipality

here may be flexibility, for example, multi-family housing
densitics of 10 or wore units per acre, multi-family

using encompassing a diversity of housing but with mandatory
nimums of low and moderate income units, mobile homes at

nsities of five to eight units per acrel4

and single-family 20
using at densities of four or more units per acre. A com-

ation of these alternatives may be arrived at. Each

lciniitzv would receive credit for pending low and moderate

me ~~nstruction for which certificates of occupancy have

oo croatoed as ol fhe date of this judgment.

After the allocation to correct imbalance, 30
nbury, a2st Brunswick, Edison, North Brunswick, Piscataway,

nsborc, Sayreville and South Plainfield are ordered to

TVWishors v, Tp. Com. of Gloucester Tp., 37 N.J 232 (1962),
E. Zenl 371 U.LS. 233 (1963), upheld the constitutionality

a zorinj ordinance which prohibits mobile homes anywhere in
drawling, largely undeveloped municipality. But Vickers is
& bar to zoning, otherwise reasonable, to allow mobile homes

-33-




szone their raspective net vacant acreage suitable for
sing, as shown in the fourth table supra, 15% for low
come and 195 for moderate income on the basis of 100%

ning for housing (which this judgment dces not require).

housing units thus afforded should approximate the
éilocation ©Z 1,333 units each. As to any municipality,
é if it appears that such rezoning would fall significantly

sib:t of the allocation of 1,333 units, plus the allocation

orrect imbalance, application to modify this judgment

ma ;be brought.

Monroe, 0ld Bridge and South Brunswick, all
net vacant land suitable for housing exceeding 10,000
v,’are oriered to rezone to provide their respective
ations. of 1,333 units, plus their respective allocations
rect imzalance, by any combination of multi-family,

e home cor single-family housing.

As stated by Justice Hall in Mt. Laurel at

'Courzsz 3o not build housing . . . ". [gn implementing

udgmen= the 11 municipalities charged with fair share

orovals of multi-family projects, including Planned

'

S ————————

:come units. Density incentives may be set. Mobile

-34-
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g 205a
% ﬁomes offer 2 realistic alternative within the reach of
i noderate and sven low income househoids. Whether single-
family bousinz is attainable for moderate income households
may hinge upcn land and construction costs. The 11 munici-
palities should pursue and cooperate in available Federal
and State sursidy programs for new housing and rehabilitation
of substandard housing, although it is beyond the isstes in
tﬁis litigation to order the expenditure of municipal funds 10
§ s} e allowance of tax abatements./ See Hills v. Gautreaux,
‘ U.s. — (1975) holding that a fed=zral district court has
yuthority to order the Department of Housing and Urban
Development to undertake a regional plan for low income and
grated housing to remedy housing discrimination fostered 20
D. practices in a central city, with the consent of
icipalities.
Judgment in accordance herewith to be effective
oS, Jurisdiction is retained.
30
40
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CHERNIN £ FREEMAN,
A PRUFESSIONAL CORPORAT ON

WLLALE R AZA SHOPPING T EMYER
VR EASTON AUFNUE
SOPAEPSET MEWN GERSE ! Gen/l

2L B 70

TORNEY FOR  LEFENDAMT, MAYQR AND COUNCIL OF THE BOROUGH

GF

T SOUTH PLAINFIELD

Plaintiff ,

oy SUPERIOR COURT 0OF

URBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER gngﬁEgjfi,v < on
W BRUNSWICK, ET AL, CERY 2IVIsIon

MIDDLESExA COUNTY

—

vs. > Docket No. C 4122-73

"MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF CIVIL ACTION
Z0ROUSH OF CARTERET,

AL, JUDGMENT
THE ABOVE ENTITLED MATTER HAVING BEEN TRIED ENFORE THIS
RT COMMENCING FEBRUARY 3, 1576 AND THE COURT RAVING HEARD AND
SIDERED THE TESTIMONY AND EVIDENCE ADDUCED DURING THE TRIAL AS

LT OF WHICH THIS CCURT HAS RENDERED ITS OPINION DATED MAY 4,

IT 1S, THCREFCRE, ON THIS 9th DAY oF July » 1976,

R EDANDADUJ UDGE D AS FOLLCWS:
1. JUDGMENT BE AND IS HEREBY ENTERED IN FAVCR 2F THE
ANT, BOROUGH OF DUNELLEN, AND AGAINST THE PLAINTIFF BASED

HE RELIEF ZEMANDED IN THE COMPLAINT.

la.
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2; THE CEFENDANTS, BORJUGH OF CARTERET, ROPQUGH DF
HELMETTA, BOROUGH OF HIGHLALD PARX, BOROUGH OF JAMESIUR{ . B0R0UGH
OF METUCHEN, BOROUGH OF MIDDLESEX, ROROUGH OF MILLTOWN, CITY OF
SOUTH AMBOY, BOROUGH OF SOUTH RIVER, BOROUGH OF SPOTSWOOD, AND
TOWNSHIP OF wboobRIDcE, HAY iNG AMICABLY ADJUSTED THEIR DIFFERENC654
BE AND ARE HEREBY [:]1SMISSED UPON THE CONDITION THAT THEY COMPLY
®1TH THE TERMS OF THEIR RESPECTIVE SETTLEMENTS WITH THE PLAINTIFF

applicable
TO THE EXTENT/THAT THEY SHALL CAUST THEIR RESPECTIVE 20NING
ORDINANCES TO BE AMENDED TO CAUSE (A) DELETION OF LIMITATIONS ON

TﬁE KUMBER OF BEDROOMS OR ROOMS [N MULTI-FAMILY HOUSING: (B)

Dé;ETlON OF SPECIAL EXCEPTIOM PROCEDURES FOR MULTI-FAMILY HOUSING

iPROVIS[UNS FOR IT AS AN ALLOWAZLE USE; (C2> REDUCTION OF
EXCESSIVE PARKING SPACE REQUIREMENTS IN MULT{-FAMILY HCUSING;

(D) REDUCTION OF EXCESSIVE MINIMUM FLOOR AREA REQUIREMENTS IN

I-FAMILY OR SINGLE FAMILY HOUSING OR BCOTH; (E) REDUCTICN OF -
EXCESSIVE MINIMUM LOT SIZES FOR MULTI-FAMILY OR SINGLE FAMILY
HOUSING OR BOTH; (F) INCREASE IN MAXIMUM DENSITY GF MULTI-FAMILY

ING TO 15 UNITS PER ACRE; (G) INCREASE OF MAXIMUM HEIGHT
MULTI-FAMILY MHOUSING CEILING OF 15% OF TOTAL HOUSING UNITS
A MUMICIPALITY; (1) A REZONING FRCM INDUSTRY TO MULT!-

Y RESIDENTIAL AND FROM SINGLE FAMILY TGO MULTI-FAMILY

3.  THE DEFtNDANT, BOROULH OF TARTERET, AS CONDITICN TO

2a,
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SETTLEMENT AND CISM!SSAL HAS AGREED TG0 APPRGPRIATELY AMING TS

ZONING GROIMNANCE A5 FOLLOWS:!

SETTLEMENT AND DISMISSAL HAS AGREED TO APPROPRIATELY AMEND ITS

ZGKING ORGINANCE AS FOLLOWS:

"PE-ZONING OF A STRIP APPRCXIMATELY 225 FEET BY
1800 FEET ALCHG THE NORTHFRLY SIDE (F MAPLE
STREET FOR TOUWNHCUSES."

5. THE DEFENDANT, BORCUGH OF HIGHLANT PARK, AS

AMENL 1TSS ZONING ORDIMANCE AS FULLOWS:

(A) UENSITY CF UNITS PER AZPRPF ARE it UNITS PER
ACREL CN PARCELS NF LAND SRKEATHR THAL ONE AIRE,
12 UNITS PER ACTE CN PAYCELS LESS THAN ONE ACRE,

3a -

P L. THE DEFENDANT, BOROUGH OF HELMETTA, AS CONDITVION TO

' COMLITION TO SETTLEMENT AND DISMISSAL HAS AGREED TG APPROPRIATELY
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12 UNITS PLR ACRE ON PARCELS LESS THAN ONE ACRE,
THERE NG LOMGCR BEING A MINIMUM REQUIREMENT OF
ACREAGE (2%) FOR MULTI-FAMILY DWELLINGS.

(B) THAT THE DISTRIBUTION OF APARTMINTS INTO A
RATIC OF GNE AND THREE BEDROOM UNITS S8FE DELETED
ENTIRELY.

(C) THAT THE 2ROHIBITION CF RENOVATIOM AND/OR
CONSTRUCTION OF HOMES TO MCRE THAN 3 BEDROGMS IN

ThE RESIDENCE ICNE BE DELETED FROM THE ZONING

ORDINANCE . . -

6. THE DEFENDANT, BOROUGH OF JAMESBURG, AS CONDITION TO

CSETTLEMENT AND LISMISSAL HAS AGREED TO APPROPRIATELY AMEND ITS

"ZONING ORDINANCE AS FOLLOWS:

(A) DELETION OF SPECIAL EXCFPTION PROCEDURES FOR
MULTI-FAMILY HOUSING AND PROVISICN FOR IT AS AN
ALLOWABLE USE.

"(B) REDUCTION OF EXCESSIVE PARKING SPACE REQUIRE-
MENTS IN MULTI-FAMILY HOUSING.

(C) REDUCTION OF EXCESSIVE MINIMUM FLOOR AREA
REQUIREMENTS IN MULTI-FAMILY OR SINGLE-FAMILY
HOUSING OR BOTH.

7. THE DEFENDANT, BOROUGH OF METUCHEN, AS CGNDIfION TC
TLEMENT AND UISMISSAL HAS AGREED TU APPROPRIATELY AMEND IT7S

OMING ORGINAMCE AS FOLLOWS:

"ELIMINATION OF THE REQUIRSD MINIMUM LIVING AKZA
OF 1,400 SQUARE FEET IN THE R-1 ZONE."

8. Trit DEFENDANT, BOROUGH NF MIDDLESEX, AS CONDITION TO

LEMENT AND DISMISSAL HAS AGREED TU APPROPRIATELY AMEND ITS

4a.
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ZONING ORDINANCE A5 FOLLOWS:

(A) THE ACREAGE REQUIREMENT FOR MULTIOLE-F&M]LY
DWELLINGS BE REDUCED FRCM 4 ACRES 7O 2 AC QE:.

(8) THE SEDROOM LIMITATIONS CoNTAINED 15 THE
GARDEN APARTMENT ORDIMANCE AND THE HIGH-RISET
ORDINANCE RE DgLETED.

(C) PRO/ISION SHOULD‘BE MAGCE FOR SOME ADOITIONAL
LAND IN THE BOROUGH TO BE ZONED FOR MULTIPLE-
FAMILY DWELLINGS.

(D) THE PLANNING BOARD RATHER THAN THE ZONING
BOARD OR MAYOR AND COUNCIL SHALL BE DESIGNATED
AS THE REVIEWING AGENCY IN THE ORCINANCE TO
ASCERTAIN WHETHER AN APPULICANT WISHING TO BUILD
GARDEN APARTMENTS AND/OR HIGH-RISE APARTMENTS
HAS COMPLIED WITH THE TERMS AND CUNDITIONS CF
THE ZONING ORODINANCE.

LEMENT AND DISMISSAL HAS AGREED TO APPROPRIATELY AMEND 1ITS

NG ORDINANCE AS FOLLOWS:

(A) AMEND CHAPTER 20-4.4 TO REDUCE MINIMUM
FLOOR AREA OF DWELLING TO 953 SQ. *T.

(B) AMEND CHAPTZR 20-4.4 TO REDUCE MINiMUM
LOT FRONTAGE TO 30 FT.

(C) AMEND CHAPTER 20~7.1 A(2) AND 7.1 B(l)
TO PERMIT MULTI-FAMILY DWELLINGS wITHOUT
"SPECIAL PERMIT".

(D) AMEND CHAPTER 20-9.4% C{(7) TO REDUCE
GARDEN APARTMENT AVERAGE MINIMUM FLOOR AREA
PER DWELLING UNIT FOR ENTIRE DSEVELGCPMENT TO
650 SO. FT. AND AEGSOLUTE MINIMUM FLOCR AREA
PER DWELLING UNIT TO 500 SO. FT.

(E) AMEHD CHAPTER 20-¢.4 C(&) TC INCREASE
MAXIMUM NUMBER OF GARDEN APLRTMENT DWELLING
UNITS PER ACRE T 15.

5a -

9. THE DEFENDANT, BOROUGH OF MILLTOWM, AS CONDITION TO
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10.  THE DEFUNDANT, CITY GF SOQUTH AMRLY, Ay ZHLITION
TO SETTLEMENT AND vISHISSAL HAS AGREED TO APFRUPRIATELY AME&D ITS

ZONING QORUOINANCE AS FOLLOWS:

MULTI-FAMILY

(A) REMAYE BEDROGHM RESTRICTIONS IN THEIR ENTIRETY.

(B) PROVIDE THAT APPLICATICNS FOR MULT-FAMILY
DWELLINGS BE MADE TO THE PLANNING BJO0ARD INSTEAD
OF THE ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT.

(C) OQPEN SPACE WILL RE 14% GF THE ENTIRE PLOT,
PLUS A PLAYGROUND FOR CHILDREN TO 8% DETERMIMEL
BY THE MARKETPLACE.

(D) REMOVE THE TwD STURY LI~IT.

(E) THE MINIMUM FLODR AREA IN THREE OR FOUR
BEDROOM APARTMENTS WIiLi BE IN ACCCRDANCE WITH FHA
REQUIREMENTS.

GARDEN APARTMENTS

(A) ZONING ORUINANIE TO BE LEANGED 77 PROVIDE
FOR 16 UnNITS FER ACRE.

(B) ELIMINATE TWC-STORY HEIGHT REQUIREMENT.
(C) OPEN AREAS SAME A5 MULTI-FAMILY.

IN ADDITION TO THE ABOVE, SOUTH AMBCY BAS AGREED
TO REZONE 55 ACRES OF INDUSTAIAL LAND FOR MULTI-
FAMILY USE.

11.  THE CEFINDANT, BOROUGH OF SOUTY RIVER, A5 CONDITION

MITTELD AS

b

(A) My -TI-FAMILY RESTOFLTIAL USL

I5 PE
CF RIGHIT RATHIK THAI RY 5P¥ 1AL IXCE i

R
PYION.

6a.
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-

(B) THE MINIMUM SIZE LOT FQR DEVELOPMENT OF
MULTI--FAMAILY &ESIDENTIAL USE SHALL B =0T _:£8§
THAM TWO (2) ACRES.

(C) ROOM RE .TRICTIONS IN ANY MyULTi-FAMILY UNIT
SHALL BE ELIMIMATED ENMNTIRELY.

(D) THIRE SHALL 82 ELIMINATED ANY PLRCENTAGE
OR OTHER TYPE -OF CEILING ON THE NUHMBER OF MULTI-
FAMILY UNITS PERMITTED IN DEFENDANT BOROUGH.

(E) MAXIMUM HEIGHT FOR MULTI-FAMILY UNITS SHALL
BE NO MORE THAN THREE (3) STORIES.

(F) THIRTY~FIVE (35) ACRES OF EXISTING
RESIDENTIALLY ZOMED LAND WITHIN DEFENDANT ROROUGH
SHALL BE ZONED FOR 7500 SQUARE FOOT LOTS WITH
MINIMUM HABITABLE FLOOR AREA EXCLUSIVE OF BASE-
MENT AREA, OF NOT LESS THAN 909 SGUART FEET.

12. THE DEFENDANT, BOROUGH OF SPOTSWUNT, AS CONDITION

ST SETTLEMENT AND DISMISSAL HAS AGREED TG APPRUPRIATELY AMEND TS

ZONING ORDINANCE AS FOLLOWS:

(A) DELETION GF LIMITATICNS ON THE NUMBER OF
BEDROOMS OR ROOMS IN MULTI-FAMILY HOUSING.

(B) REDUCTION OF EXCESSIVE MINIMUM FLOOR AREA
REQUIREMENTS IN MULTI-FAMILY OR SINGLE-FAMILY
HOUSING, OR BOTH.

(C) REDUCTION OF EXCESSIVE MINIMUM LOT SIZES
FOR SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING.

(D) REZONING FROM INDUSTRY TO MULTI-FARMILY

RESIDENTIAL OR SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING UN REDUCED
LOT SlZEs.

13. THE DEFENDAMNT, TOWNSHIP OF WUODBRIDGE, AS CONDITION

SETTLEMENT ANU DISMISSAL HAS AGREED TO APPROPRIATELY AMEND ITS

7a.
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ZONING ORDINANCE AS FOLLOVS:
ARTICLE VI - SCHEDULE OF ARFEA, YARD, AND BUILDI&G
REQUIREMENTS IONING DINANCE OF THE
TOWNSHIP OF WOODBRIDGE __ycw . JERSEY.
SECTION 1. ARTICLE VI, SCHEDULE OF AREA, YARD, AND
BUILDING RcQUIREHENTS ZORING ORUINANCE OF THE TOWNSHIP OF wWOOD-
BRIDGE, NEW JERSEY. 1S ARTICLE SHALL BE AMENDED BY DELETING

ALL REFERENCE TO FOOTNOTE NG. (1) IN THE COLUMN TITLED MINIMUM

GROSS FLOOR AREA/FAMILY (IN SQUARE FEET) FOR THE R-5 RESIDENCE
;gone.

SECTION 2.  FOOTNOTE WO. (1) SHALL BE AMENDED TO READ
AS FOLLOWS: FOR GARDEN APARTMENTS, THE MINIMUM RABITABLE FLOOR
AREA IS 650 SQUARE FEET.

ARTICLE XI1 - R-6A RESIDENCE ZONE, SECTION 1. PERMITTED
USES

SECTICON 1. ARTICLE XI1, SECTION 1. PERMITTED USES IS
ENDED BY ADDING PARAGRAPH C. AS FOLLOWS:

C. GARDEN APARTMENT DEVELOPMENTS
ARTICLE XI1 - SECTION 3,  OTHER USES PERMITTED UPOM

APPLICATION TO THE ZONING BOARD FOR A
SPECIAL PERMIT

SECTION 1. ARTICLE XII, SECTION 3.A. AND B. ARE AMEND-
EO To READ AS FOLLOWS:

A. SAME AS SPECIFIED IN THE R-5 RESIDENCE ZONE, EXCEPT
THAT PUBLIC AND QUASI-PUBLIC SWIM CLUBS ARE
PROHIBITED.
B. BOARDING AND ROOMING HOUSES, BUT NOT MOTELS, HOTELS,

AMND COHOITIONS SET FORTH !N ARTICLE XX, SECTION 2.
OF THIS ORDINANCE.

ARTICLE XII - SECTION 4. AREA, YARD, AND BUILDING
REQUIREMENTS

Abhts SECTION 1. ARTICLE XII, SECTIOM &, "ARAGRAPH B. IS
D To READ AS FOLLOWS:

B. FOR GARDEN APARTMENT DEVELUPMENTS AS PERMITTED IN

8a.

OR TOURIST HOMES AND CABINS, SUBJECT TO THE STANDARD}
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* THIS ARTICLE:
MINIMUM LOT SIZE - 2 ACRES
MINIMUM LOT WIDTH - 200 FEET
MINIMUM 1.OT DEPTH - 300 FEET
MINIMUM YIRD REQUIREMENTS - 25 TEZT ON L SICES
MINIMUM FLOOR AREA PER DWELLING UMIT - %0 SLUARE

FZET
MINIMUM OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES PER DWELLIMG
UNIT 1-1/2
MAXIMUM BUILOING COVERAGE - 20 PER CENT
MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT -35 FEET_
MAXIMUM NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS PER ACRE - 13

THE AREAS SHALL BE ATTRACTIVELY LANDSCAPED AND SFEDED.

ADEQUATE RECREATION AREAAND FACILITIES TO SERVE THE NEED
OF THE ANTICIPATED FOPULATION SHALL BE FROVIDEC AND
SHALL CONSIST OF AT LEAST THE FOLLOWING: A FENCED OFF
PLAY-LOT TINCLUDING PLAY EQUIPMENT SUCH AS SWINGS,
SEESAWS, ETC., SHALL BE PROVIDED. THERE SHALL BE
FIFTEEN C15) SQUARE FEET OF PLAY-LOT FOR EVERY OWELLING
UNIT WITH A MINIMUM SIZE AREA OF ONE THOUSAND (1, 000)
SQUARE FEET.

THE PROVISIONS OFTHIS PARAGRAPH SHALL NOT APSLY 70
GARDEN APARTMENTS PREVIGUSLY CONSTRUCTED OR TO 2aPPLI-
CATIONS FINALLY APPROVED AS OF THE DATE OF THE
ADOPTION OF THIS AMENDMENT.

ARTICLE X[V - B-1 NEIGHBORHOCD BUSINESS ZONE, SECTION 1.
PERMITTED USES

SECTION 1. ARTICLE XIV B-1 NEIGHBORHOOD BUSINESS ZONE,
CTION 1. PERMITTED USES 1S AMENDED BY ADDING PARAGRAPH C. TO
AD AS FOLLOWS:

C. GARDEN APARTHENT DSVELDPMENTS.

ARTICLE XIV - SECTIONW 4.C. CTHER USES PSRMITTED UPON
APPLICATION TO THE ZONING BOARD FOR A
SPECIAL PERMIT

SECTION 1. ARTICLE XIV, SECTION 4.C. OTHER USES
HITTED UPON AFPLICATION TO THE ZONING BOARD FOR A SPECIAL PER-
IS DELETED IN ITS ENTIRETY.

ARTICLE XIV - SECTION 5., AREA, YARD, AND BUILDING
REQUIREMENTS

%a.




ADDING PARAGRAPH C. TO READ AS FOLLOWS:

. TO READ AS FOLLOWS:

215a

SECTION 1. ARTICLE XIV, SECTION 5., AREA, Y&

BUILDING REQUIREMENTS IS -AMENDED BY ADDING PARAGRAPH C. A
FOLLOWS:

C. AS TO GARDEN APARTHMENT DEVEL ODMan, AS SPECIFIED
IN ARTICLE XII, SECTION L.B.,, OF THis ORZINANCE,

ARTICLE XV - B-2 CENTPRAL BUSINESS 20ONE, SELTION 1.,
PERMITTED USES

SECTION 1. ARTICLEZ XV, B-2 CENTRAL BUSINESS Z0ONE,
SECTION 1. PERMITTED USES IS AMENDED BY ADDING PARAGRAPH I. TO
READ AS FOLLOWS:

I. GARDEN APARTMENT DEVELOPMENTS.
ARTICLE XV - B~2 CENTRAL BUSINESS ZUNE, SECTIOW 3. D,

OTHER USES PERMITTED UPON APPLICATION 7O
- THE ZONING BOARD FOR A SPECIAL PCRMIT,

SECTION 1. ARTICLE XV, B-2 CENTRAL BUSINESS ZOHWE,
SECTION 3. D. OTHER USES PERMITTED UPON APPLICATION TO THE {ONING
BOARD FOR A SPECIAL PERMIT IS DELETED IN ITS ENTIRETY.

ARTICLE XV - B-2 CENTRAL BUSINEZSS ZONE, SECTION 4,, AREA

T 77 YARD, AND BSUILDING REQUIREMENTS.

SECTION 1. ARTICLE XV, B~-2 CENTRAL BUSINESS ZONE,
SECTION 4., AREA, YARD, AND BUILDING REQUIREMZINTS IS AMENDED BY

C. AS TO GARDEN APARTMENT DEVELCPHENTS, AS SPECIFIED IN
. ARTICLE XIl, SECTION 4.B., GOF THIS ORDINANCE,

ARTICLE XVI - B-3 HIGHWAY BUSINESS ZONE, SECTION 1.C.
PERMITTED USES.

SECTION 1. ARTICLE XVI, B-3 HIGHWAY BUSINESS ZONE,
SECTION 1. C. PERMITTED USES 15 AMENDED BY ADDING SUBSECTION (38)

(B) GARDEN APARTMENT DEVELOPMENTS.

ARTICLE XVI - B-3 HIGHWAY BUSINESS ZONE, SECTION 4,,
AREA, YARD, ANU_ BUILDING REQJIRFMENTS.

SECTION 1. ARTICLE XVI, B-3 rIGHWAY BUSINESS ZONE,
SECTION 4., AREA, YARD, AND BUILDING REQUIREMENTS IS AMENDED BY

10a,
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ADDING PARAGRAPH C. TO READ AS FOLLOWS:

C. AS TO GARDEN APARTMENT DEVELOPMENTS, AS SPECIFIED
IN ARTICLE XI1, SECTION 4.B., OF THIS ORDINANCC.

ARTICLE XVI1 -~ M-1 LIGHT INDUSTRY ZONE, SECTION S5.E. (3)
OTHER PROVISIONS AND REQUIREMENTS.

SECTNON 1. ARTICLE XVII, M-1 LIGHT IMNDUSTRY ZONE,
 SECTION 5. E. (3) OTHER PROVISIONS AND REQUIREMENTS 1S AMEMDED T0O
READ AS FOLLOWS:

~ (3) RESIDENTIAL UWELLINGS EXCEPT GARDEN APARTHMENTS
‘ AS PROVIDED FOR IN THIS ORDINANCE.

ARTICLE XX - SECTION 2. E. SPECIAL EXCEPTIONS (GARDEN
APARTMENT DEVELOPMENTS)

SECTION 1. ARTICLE XX, SECTION 2. E. SPZCYAL EXCEPTIONS
(GaRDEN APARTHMENT DEVELQPMENTS) IS ODELETED IN ITS ENTIRETY AND
AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS:

E. GARDEN APARTMENT DEVZLOPMENTS MAY BE PERM{TTED I[N
THE M-l LIGHY INDUSTRY ZONE PROVIDED THAT THE
FOLLUWING DESIGN STANDARDS AND APPLICATION PROCEDURES
ARE COMPLIED WITH:

(1) DESIGN STANDARDS:

MINIMUM LOT S1ZE ~ 2 ACRES

MINIMUM LOT WIOTH - 200 FEET

MINIMUM LOT DEPTH -~ 300 FEET ,

MINIMUM YARD REQUIREMENTS - 25 FEET ON AlL
SIDES

MINIMUM FLOOR AREA PSR DWELLING UNIT ~ 650
SQUARE FEET

MINIMUM OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES PER
DWELLING UNIT 1-1/2

MAXIMUM BUILDING COVERAGE - 23 PER CENT

MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT -35 FEET

MAXIMUM NUMBER OF OWELLING UNITS PER ACRE -~ 138

THE AREA SHALL BE ATTRACTIVELY LANDSCAPED AND SEEDED.
ADEGUATE RECREATION AREA AND FACILITIES TO SERVE THE
NEEDS5 OF THE ANTICIPATED POPULATION SHALL BEZ PRCVIDED

AND SHALL CONSI1ST OF AT LEAST THE FCLLOWING: A FENCED
OFF PLAY~-LOT INCLUDING PLAY ZQUIPMEKRT SUCH AS SWINGS,

lla.
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SEESAWS, ETC., SHALL BE PROVIDED. THERS SHALI BE
FIFTEEN (15) SQUARE FEET OF PLAY-LOT FOR EVERY
DWELLING UNIT WITH A MINIMUM SIZE ARLA OF ONE
THOUSAND (1,000) SQUARE FEET,

THE PROVISIONS OF THIS PARAGRAPH SHALL NOT APPLY TO
GARDEN APARTMENTS PREVIOUSLY CONSTRUCTED OR TO AP LY-
CATIONS FINALLY APPROVED AS OF Ttk DATE OF THE ADOPTION
QF THIS AMENDMENT.

(2) APPLICATION PROCECURES:

(A) APPLICANT SHALL CONFORM TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF
ARTICLE V, GENERAL REGULATIONS, SECTION 23. OF
THIS ORDINANCE.

{B) APPLICATION FOR A PERMIT TOGETHER wWlTH THREE (3>
COPIES QF THE APPROPRIATE PLANS, SPECIFICATIONS
AND™ SIX (6) PLOT PLANS SHALL BE MADE TO THE
BUILDING INSPECTOR, WHC SHALL GATHER ALL
IHFORMATION ON THE ASOVE REQUIREMENTS AND 'REFER
THE MATTER TO THE ZONING BOARD. '

(C) THE ZONING BOARD SHALL REFER THE MATTER TO THE
PLANNIMNG BOARD FOR REPORT THEREON AS TO IT EFFECT
ON THE COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING OF THE TOWNSHIP,

NO ACTION SHALL BE TAKEN UNTIL SUCH REPCRT SHALL
HAVE BEEN RECEIVED FROM THE PLANNING BOARD, WHICH
BOARD SHALL MAKE I1TS REPORT THEREGN WITHIN FORTY-
FIVE (45) DAYS. AFTER RECEIPT OF SUCH REPORTY, THE
ZONING BOARD SHALL HEAR THE APPLICATION IN THE
SAME MANNER AND UNDER THE SAME FROCEDURE AS IT IS
EMPOWERED B8Y LAW AND ORDINANCE TO HEAR CASES AND
MAKE EXCEPTIONS TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE ZONING
ORDINANCE.

(D) -THE ZONING BOARD SHALL THEREAFTER REFER THE
APPLICATION WITH ITS RECOMMENDATION AND THE
RECOMMENDATION OF THE PLANNING BOARD TO THE
MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, THE MUNICIPAL COUNCIL SHALL
EITHER DENY OR GRANT THE APPLICATION, AND SHALL
GIVE THE REASONS THEREFORE., IN APPROVING ANY SUCH
APPLICATION, THE MUNICIPAL COUNCZIL MAY IHPOSE ANY
CONDITIONS THAT IT DEEMS NECESSARY TO ACCOMPLISH
THE REASONABLE APPLICATION OF THE ABCVE STANDARDS,
AND TO ENSURE CARRYING OUT OF THE GENERAL PURPOSES
OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE.

12a.
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I }

(E) IF THE APPLICATION 1S GRANTED, THE BUILDING
INSPECTOR SHALL ISSUE A BUILDING PERMIT, BUT ONLY
UPUt: THE CONDITIONS, IF ANY, IMPOSED SY ThHE

“ _ MUNICIPAL COUNCIL.

14, UPON FULL AND COMPLETE COMPLIANCE WiTH THE TERMS
I OF THE SETTLEMENT BY THE DEFENDANTS, BOROUGH OF CARTLRET, BOROUGH

OF HELMETTA, ECROUGH OF HIGHLAND PARK, BOROUGH OF JAMESBURG,

BEOROUGH OF METUCHEMN, BORGUGH OF MIDDLESEX, BOROUGH OF MILLTOWN,

CITY OF SQUTH AMBOY, BOROUGH OF SOUTH RIVER, BOROUGH OF $POTSWOOD

_AND TOWNSHIP OF WOODBRIDGE, THE COMPLAINT IN THE ASOVE MATTER

. SHALL BE DISMISSED.

15. THE DEFENDANTS, TOWNSHMIP OF MADISON (0iD BRIDGE),
WNSHIP OF MOMRQE, AND TOWNSHIP OF SOUTH BRUNSWICK BE AND ARE
REBY ORDERED AMD DIRECTED TO ENACT OR ADOST NEW ZONING
RDINANCES TO ACCOMMODATE THEIR RESPECTIVE FAIR SHARE ALLOCATION
 LOW AND MODERATE INCOME HOUSING AS SPECIFICALLY OUTLINED iN

HE COURT'S WRITTEN OPINICN DATED MAY &, 1376 AT PAGE 32 THEREOF,
ﬁs AN ADDITIONAL FAIR SHARE ALLOCATION OF 1,333 UNITS FOR EACH
SU¢H MUNICIPALITY,

THE DEFENDANTS, TOWNSHIP OF CRANBURY, TOWHSHIP OF

T BRUNSWICK, TOWNSHIP OF EﬁISON, TOWNSHIP OF NORTH BRUNSWICK,

INSHIP OF PISCATAWAY, TOWNSHIP OF PLAINSHBORO, BOROUGH OF

ENACT OR ADOPT NEW ZONING ORDINANCES TO ACCOMMODATE TREIR
ECTIVE FAIR SHARE ALLOCATION OF LOW AND MODERATZI INCOME

NG AS SPECIFICALLY OUTLINED IN THE COURT'S WRITTEN OPINION

13a.
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dated May 4, 1976 at page 32 thereof, Irlus an additional fair
share allocation of 1,333 units for each such municipality; or,
shall rezone all of their remaining vacant land suitable for

housing in order to permit or allow low and moderate income housin

[Te]

on a ratio of 15% low and 19% moderate income housing units as

specifically outlined in this Court's written opinion at pages 10

33 and 34.
16. All of the various defendants shall cause the
enactment or adoption of their respective zoning.ordinance
" amendments to be completed within ninety (90) days of the entry
%ﬁof this Judgment . ' 20

17. This Court retains jurisdiction over the pending

litigation for the purpose of supervising the full compliance

with the terms and conditions of this Judgment.

L. 18. Applications for special relief from the terms

and conditions of this Judgment hay be entertained by this Court)
19. It is the Judgment of this Court that the 30

laintiffs have an interest in this litigation which entitles

hem to standing to represent a class of low and moderate

ncome people.

20. All allegations as to alleged violations of the

:ederal Civil Rights Act, in such case made and provided, be and 40

~kte hereby dismissed.
21. Each of the defendants, Township of Cranbury,
Ownship of East Brunswick, Township of Edison, Township of

dison (0l1d Bridge), Township of Monroe, Township of North

l4a.
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Brunswick, Township of I'iscataway, Township of Plainsboro,
Borougn of Sayreville, Township of South Brunswick and the
Borough of South Plainfinld, are hareby ordsred and directed to
make good faith efforts Ly way of Tartidpation in existing or
proposed Federal and State subsidy orograms for new housing and

rehabilitation of existing substandard housing. In implementing

this judgment the 11 municipalities charged with fair share
allocations must do more than rezone not to exclude the
pdssibility of low and moderate income housing in the*allocated
amounts. Approvals of multi-family projects, induding Planned
Uﬁit Developments, should impose mandatory minimums of low and
querate gncome units. Density incentives may be set. Mobile
h;@es offer a realistic alternati&e within the reach of moderate
aéf even low income households. Whether single-family housing
Ai;ﬁgttainable for moderate income households may hinge upon
laﬁd and construction costs. The 11 municipalities should
Pﬁtsue and cooperate in available Federal and State subsidy -
Pf;grams for new housing and rehabilitation of substandard

houéing, although it is beyond the issues inthis litigation to

oraéi tha expenditure of municipal funds or the allowance of tax
abatements.

©22., The Third Party Defendants, City of New Bruhswick and
;Cityxof Perth Amboy, be and are hereby dismissed and judgment

{ entered accordingly.

23. With regard to the 1l municipalities referred to in

iSa.
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Paragraph 2 above, separate orders of dismissal shall be submitted

to the Court under Rule 4:42-1(b) upon enactment of ordinances
';n full compliance with this judgment.
~24. Plaintiff's application for counsel fees is denied;
however plaintiffs m.y apply for costs'by separate motions.
It is further ORDERED that a copy of this judgment be
forwarded to the respective attbrneys within seven (7) aays

Qf the date hereof.

/s/ David D. Furman
DAVID D. FURMAN J.S.C.

ereby consent to the

of the within judgment.

Daniel A. Searing
IEL A. SEARING, Esqg.
rney for Plaintiff

l6a.
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REC'D;

APPELLATE DIVISION
auG 23 1976

ORIGINAL FILED | At v gg0
o Bl
AUG 23 1976

ELIZABETH McLAUGHLIN

Clerk

BusCH AND BuUSCH
99 BAYARD STREET
NEW BRUNSWICK, N. J. 08903
{"(201) 247-1017

- ATTORNEYS FOR  Deft,-Appellant, Twp. of East Brunswick

\ SUPERIOR COURT OF

| URBAN LEAGUS OF GREATER NEW CHANCERY DIVISION -
BRUNSWICK, et al i '

MIDDLESEX COUNTY
Plaintif
vs. > Docket No. ¢c.4122-73
HE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE
ROUGH OF CARTERET, et als CIVIL ACTION
Defendant ) NOTICE OF APPEAL

Notice is hereby givén that the Mayor and Council of the |
ownship of East‘Brunswick, improperly listed in the caption of
Ie Complaint as the Township Committee of the Township of East
?unswick, having its principal offices at.1 Jean Walling Civic
enter, East Brunswick, New Jersey 08816, appeals to the
aperior Court, Appellate Division, from the whole of the Final

udgment entered by the Superior Court, Chancery Division, Judge
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David D. Furman, sitting below, in the above entitled action
~in faror of Plaintiffs and against the Defendant, Township of
East Brunswick, among others, which Judgment was entered on

July 9, 1976.

DATED: August 20, 1976 BUSCH

BUSCH
s for Defendant-
AppellAnt, Township of East
Brunsiic

BY:

BERTRAM E. BUSCH
Member of the Firm

f harepy certity that the
IS a trua Copy of
in my office,

foregoing
the oiiginal on file

0 R .
Gty v,\_\szu&f,g% :

Clerk -
sl
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REC'D. 2.

APPELLATE BIVISION

pue, 23 900

CERTIFICATIONS A2 y
&mﬁAn«kVﬁ

Cierr

i. I hereby certify that I have complied with Rule 2:5-3
(a) (reguest for transcript) by having ordered a transcript on
August 20, 1976 from Louis Finkel, Supervisor, Middlésex County
Court House, Certified Shorthand Reporters. I further certify 10

that no deposit farthe transcript is required under Rule 2{5—3(6)4

kThe request for ‘the transcript has been signed by all attorneys

,for defendant-Appellant municipalities who are filing Notices of

Appeal

2. Thes undersigned hereby certifies pursuant to Rule

l 5 3 that service of the within Notice of Appeal was made by 20

'im

{
{ maillng the orlglnal and one copy of the foregoing Notice of

Appeal to the Clerk of the Appellate Division, one copy to the

k of the Superior Court, and one copy to each of the attorneys
cated on the attached list.

3. The undersigned hereby éertifies that there has been
Ved, by ordinary mail, pursuant to Rule 2:5-1(b) to the
Honorable David D. Furman, J.S.C., the Judge who presided at
tﬁ@; of trial of the within matter without a jury, a copy of tﬁe

fq going Notice of Appeal. _ : >

BUSCH
s for Defendant, The 40
nd Council of the

Towngl{ip of Eas rapswick

/ BERTRAM E. BUSCH
. A Member of the Firm
August 20, 1976
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REC'D. 2

APPELLATE DIVISION
BuscH aANno BuscH

AG 23 iz
COUNSELLORS AT LAW
99 BAYARD STREET A2
P. 0. BOX 33 8%&&\&»&25(&“ 201
NEW BRUNSWICK.N.J.08903 Clarie 7-1017
e R.BuscH
August 20, 1976
Louis Finkel, Supervisor 10

Certified Shorthand Reporter
Middlesex County Court House
New Brunswick, New Jersey

Urban League of Greater New Brunswick
v. Myor & Council of Borough of Carteret
Our File No. EB-183

r Mr. Finkel:

In accordance with Rule 2:5-3 of the Rules Governing the 20
Courts of the State of New Jersey, the undersigned attorneys,
representing the municipalities indicated, hereby request

that you prepare an original and copy of the transcript

ve the same prepared by the reporters who recorded
roceedings in the case entitled Urban League of Greater
3runswick, et al v. Borough of Carteret, et al before
Judge pavid D. Furman which trial commenced on February 3,
1976 and continued on the following dates in February:

4, 5, 9, 10, 11, 12, 17, 18, 19, 23, 24, 25 and 26 and the
following dates in March: 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 9, 10, 11, 15,

16, 17, 18, 22 and 23.

In accordance with Rule 2:6-12 please furnish three copies
of e transcript to the Appellate Division of the Superior
Cou t of New Jersey.

N ‘déposit is required under Rule 2:5-3 (sub d) for political *
Subdivisions of the State.

40
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Our File No. EB-183 ' August 20, 1976
Page two .
By a copy of this letter I am serving a copy of this request
upon attorneys for all parties as well as the Clerk of the
Appellate Division and the Administrative Office of the Courts.
Very truly yours, ' 10

OF EA UNSW, CK
BY'

Bertram E. |Busch, Esq.

20

TOWEjHIP OF PISCA?S?SiMQLa‘A_;
-
BY: Siﬁ

Daniel S. Bernstein, Esq.

TOWNSHIP OF MONROE
e R e Lo o

homas R Farlno,‘Jr., sq,~

/

TOWNSHIP OF PLA;NSBORQ/
I by

BY: | /f/r J. /f S /\

Joseph L éfonakerﬂ Esqg.
J
F SOUTH _,BRUM WICK 1

// Barryé7' Brechman, Esq 40
rAll attorneys of Record,
Clerk, Apozllate Division

dministraitive Office of the Courts

TOWNSHI
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\vid H. Ben-Asher, Esq.
4§ BEvargreen Place

pst Orange, NJ 07018

pland Winter, Esq.
{0 Amboy Avenue
gison, NJ 08817

pter J. Selesky, Esqg.
? Kirkpatrick Street
w Brunswick, NJ 08903

bard Johnson, Jr., Esy

Greenbrook Road
tddlesex, N.J.

RN
hard Plechner, Esq.
1 Main Street
Stuchen, NJ 08840

jry Handleman, Esq.
° Dennis Cummins

} North Avenue
Rellen, NJ 08812

Mal Committee Against
“rimination in Housing

B : Burns, Esq.
BaY *d Street
Tfunswick, N.J.

. O'Shaughnessy
.Street
07102

~uido Brigiani, Esq.
. Oakland Road
Jamesburg, NJ 08831

Martin A. Spritzer, Esq.
414 Main Street
Metuchen, NJ 08840

William C. Moran, Esqg.
Cranbury-South River Rd.
Cranbury, New Jersey

Sanford E. Chernin, Esq.
1848 Easton Avenue
Somerset, NJ 08873

Lawrence Lerner, Esq.
101 Bayard Street
New Brunswick, NJ

Daniel S. Bernstein, Esq.

700 Park Avenue
Plainfield, NJ 07061

Arthur Burgess, Esq.
167 Main Street
Woodbridge, NJ 07095

Gary Schwartz, Esq.
65 Milltown Road
East Brunswick, NJ 08816

Frank J. Jess, Esq.
270 Hobart Street
Perth Amboy, NJ 08861

Andre W. Gruber, Esq.

1215 Livingston Ave.

No. Brunswick, NJ
08902
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John J. Vail, Esqg.
Box 238
South Amboy, NJ 08879

Alan Karcher, Esq.
61-67 Main Street
Sayreville, NJ 08872

Louis Alfonso, Esqg.
325 Highway 516
0ld Bridge, NJ 08857

Charles Booream, Esd.
199 North Main Street
Milltown, N.J.

Joseph Stonaker, Esqg.
245 Nassau Street
Princeton, NJ 08540

Jonathan Heilbrunn, Esq.
201 Highway 516
0l1d Bridge, NJ 08857

Barfy C. Brechman, Esq.
3530 State Highway 27
Kendall Park, NJ 08824

>

. .
Gilbert I.. Nelson, Esqg.
203 Livingston Avenue

New Brunswick, NJ 08903
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SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
APPELLATE DIVISION
DOCKET NO. A-4683-75

URBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER NEW
SWICK, et al.,

Plaintiffs,

v. Civil Action
TﬂgsMAYOR AND COUNCIL OF
THE'BOROUGH OF CARTERET,
1.

NOTICE OF CROSS APPEAL

0 00 09 Bs 00 @0 S8 S¢ ¢ 95 s 00

Defendants.

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that plaintiffs, in accordance with
-4, Cross Appeal, hereby cross-appeal in the above
ioned matter to the Superior Court, Appellate Division,

nst the following defendant—appellants, which filed appeals

(Y}

e dates indicated:

nship Committee of the Township of Cranbury on August 18, 1976

Er and Council of the Township of East Brunswick on
ust 20, 1976

Ship Committee of the Township of Monroe on August 18, 1976

ship Committee of the Township of Piscataway on
st 20, 1976 ’

SR

ship Committee of the Township of Plainsboro on August 18, 1976
Y and Council of the Borough of Sayreville on August 19, 1976

ship Committee of the Township of South Brunswick on
8t 19, 1976 ’

10.

20

40
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Mayor and Council of the Borough of South Plainfield on
August 20, 1976

-

The following information is provided in accordance with R.2:5-1(f):

1. Name of Plaintiffs taking the Cross Appeal: 10

‘Urban League of Greater New Brunswick
Cieveland Benson

Judith Champion

Barbara Tippett

Kenneth Tuskey ' -

Bt

2 Names and addresses of Counsel for Plaintiffs: 20

Martln Sloane
Daniel A. Searing
" Arthur D. Wolf
(;Natlonal Committee Against Discrimination
in Housing, Inc.
+-1425 H Street, N.W., Suite 410
 Washington, D.C. 20005
- %-(202) 783-8150

Marilyn Morheuser
- 45 Academy Street
‘i;Newark, New Jersey
- {201) 642-2084

of

David H. Ben-Asher ,
%@Baumgart and Ben-Asher
134 Evergreen Place
*.East Orange, New Jersey 07018
- (201) 677-1400

Th%namesof all other parties to the action are: 40

Mayor and Council of the Borough of Carteret
;hip Committee of the Township of Cranbury

- and Council of the Borough of Dunellen

eV
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Township éommittee of the Township of East Brunswick
?ownship Committee of the Township of Edison
Mayor and CouA;il of the Borough of Helmetta
Mayor and Council of the Borough of Highland Park
Mayor and Council of the Borbugh of Jamesburg
Mayor and Council of the Borough of Metucheﬂ
"Mayor and Council of the Borough of Middlesex
Mayor and Council of the Borough of Milltown
Township Committee of the Township of Monroe
- Township Committee of the Township of North Brunswick
Township Committee of the Township of 01ld Bridge (formerly Madison)
, Township Committee of the Township of Piscataway
Township Committee of the Township of Plainsboro
“Mayor and Council of the Borough of Sayreville
Mayor and Council of the City of South Amboy
Township Committee of the Township of South Brunswick
Mayor and Council of the Borough of South Plainfield
Mayor and Council of the Borough of South River
Mayor and Council of theABorough of Spotswood
TOwnship Committee of the Township of Woodbridge
éity of Perth Amboy (Third party defendants)

City of New Brunswick (Third party defendants)

New Jersey League of Women Voters and Middlesex County
ague of Women Voters (Intervenors)
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4. This is a cross appeal from the final jhdgment entered

on July 9, 1976 in Urban League of Greater New Brunswick, et al.,

v. The Mayor and Q9uncil of the Borough of Carteret, et al.,
6;4122-73, Superior Court, Chancery Division, Middlesex County. 10
5. The trial judge below was the Honorable David D. Furman,

Superior Court, Chancery Division, Middlesex County.

5. This case is being cross appealed to the Superior Court,

Appellate Division.

20

BY Tl A
"DAVID H. BEN-ASHER
Attorney for Plaintiffs

Dated: August 31, 1976

of -

40
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" CERTIFICATIONS
\ I hereby certify compliance with R.2:5-3(a) in that a
copy of the transcript was requested by defendants. -
Pursuant to R.2:5-1 I hereby certify that service of this 10

Notice of Cross Appeal was made by mailing the original and
one cépy to the Clerk of the Appellate Division, one copy to the

Clerk of the Superior Court, and one copy to each of the attorneys

listed in the attached certificate of service.

I hereby certify that pursuant to R.2:5-1(b), a copy 20
of this Notice of Cross Appeal has been mailed to the

- SRemRTE

Honorable David D. Furman, J.S.C., the Judge who presided below.

' ,mcr,/ s s
ANIEL - A. SEARING /
Attorney for Plaintiffs
National Committee Against
Discrimination in Housing,
Inc. -

/.

af -

Dated: August 31, 1976

40
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a copy of this Notice of Cross
was served by ordinary mail upon:

Peter J. Selesky, Esq.
Attorney for Defendant, Mayor and
Council for the Borough of Carteret
22 Kirkpatrick Street 10
New Brunswick, New Jersey 08903

William C. Moran, Jr., Esq.’

Attorney for Defendant, Township
Committee of the Township of Cranbury
Huff and Moran

Cranbury-South River Road

New Brunswick, New Jersey 08512

Dennis Cummins, Jr., Esq.

Attorney for Defendant, Borough of 20
Dunellen

16-20 St. Anne Street

Fair Lawn, New Jersey 07410

Bertram E. Busch, Esq.

Attorney for Defendant, Townshlp of
East Brunswick

Busch and Busch

99 Bayard Street

New Brunswick, New Jersey

[}

Roland A. Winter, Esq. 0
Attorney for Defendant, Township of
Edison ;
Jacobson and Winter
940 Amboy Avenue
Edison, New Jersey 08817

Richard F. Plechner, Esq.
Attorney for Defendant, Borough of
Helmetta :
351 Main Street 40
Metuchen, New Jersey 08840
Lawrence Lerner, Esq.
Attorney for Defendant, Borough of Highland Park
Rubin and Lerner .
101 Bayard Street

‘New Brunswick, New Jersey 08901



Louis Alfonso, Esq.

Attorney for Defendant, Township of
Madison

Alfonso, Grossman & Alfonso

325 Highway 516

014 Bridge, New Jersey 08857

Martin A. Spritzer, Esq.

Attorney for Defendant, Borough of
Metuchen

414 Main Street

Metuchen, New Jersey 08840

Edward J. Johnson, Jr., Esq.
Attorney for Defendant, Borough of
Middlesex

- 1 Greenbrook Road

Middlesex, New Jersey 08846

Charles V. Booream, Esq. :
Attorney for Defendant, Borough of Milltown
199 North Main Street

Milltown, New Jersey 08850

Thomas R. Farino, Jr., Esq.

Attorney for Defendant, Township of Monroe
Siegel and Farino

181 Gatzmer Avenue

Jamesburg, New Jersey 08831

Joseph H. Burns, Esq.

Attorney for Defendant, Townshlp of
North Brunswick
103 Bayard Street
New Brunswick, New Jersey 08901

Daniel Bernstein, Esq.

Attorney for Defendant, Township of Piscataway
P.O. Box 1148-

Plainfield, New Jersey 07061

Joseph L., Stonaker, Esq.

Attorney for Defendant, Township of Plainsboro
245 Nassau Street

Princeton, New Jersey 08540

Alan J. Karcher, Esq.

Attorney for Defendant, Borough of Sayreville
Karcher, Reavey & Karcher

61 Main Street

Sayreville, New Jersey 08872

-2 -

234a
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John J. Vail, Esqg.

Attornéy for Defendant, City of South Amboy
i 121 North Broadway

South Amboy, New Jersey 08879

Barry C. Brechman, Esq.
Attorney for Defendant, Township of
South Brunswick
3530 State Highway 27
. Suite 207 10
Kendall Park, New Jersey 08824

Sanford E. Chernin, Esq.

Attorney for Defendant, Borough of
South Plainfield

1848 Easton Avenue

Somerset, New Jersey 08873

Gary M. Schwartz, Esq.

Attorney for Defendant, Mayor and 20
Council of the Borough of South River

65 Milltown Road

East Brunswick, New Jersey 08816

Guido J. Brigani, Esq.

Attorney for Defendant, Borough of
Spotswood and Jamesburg

1 Oakland Road

Jamesburg, New Jersey 08831

Arthur W. Burgess, Esq.

Attorney for Defendant, Townshlp of
Woodbridge

167 Main Street

Woodbridge, New Jersey 07095

Prank J. Jess, Esq.

Attorney for Third Party Defendant
City of Perth Amboy

270 Hobart Street

Perth Amboy, New Jersey 08861

Gilbert L. Nelson, Esq. v 40
Attorney for Third Party Defendant,
City of New Brunswick
203 Livingston Avenue
New Brunswick, New Jersey 08903
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William J. O'sShaughnessy, Esq.
Attorney for Petitioners, New
Jersey League of Women Voters and

- Middlesex County League of Women Voters
744 Broad Street

Newark, New Jersey 07102 -

10

Attorney for Plaintiffs
NATIONAL COMMITTEE AGAINST
. . DISCRIMINATION IN HOUSING, INC.
1425 H Street, N.W., Suite 410
Washington, D.C. .. 20005
(202) 783-8150 20

“f

40
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BuUsSCH AND BUSCH 10
99 BAYARD STREET
NEW BRUNSWICK, N. J. 08903
(201) 247-.1017
ATTORNEYS FOR Township of East Brunswick
SUPERIOR COURT OF
NEW JERSEY
URBAN LEAGUL OF GREATER NEW CHANCERY DIVISIOW
SRUNEWICK, et al MIDDLESEX COUNTY
Plaintiff 20
C-4122-73
ve Docket No.
THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF
THE BOROUGH OF CARTEREY, et al
VIL, ACTI
NOT éE %m?ﬁéo%}ou
hefendant
/
30
TO: Daniel A, Searing, Esq.
Hational Committee Against
Discrimination in Housing, Inc.
1425 H Street, K.W.
Washington, D. C. 20005
SIR:
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that we shall apply to Judge David D.
Purman on August 13, 1976 for relief from judgment in order to 40
permit the Township of East Brunswick to implement the Master Flan
adopted on May 19, 1976 by the East Brunswick Flanning Board which




plan weould perinit construction of 2,500 units for persons of
low and moderate inccme by the year 2,300.
HUSCH AN SUSCH
attorneys for Towmship of
sast srunswick

v Y H

BLRIRAIT B, BUSCH
A Maombher of the Fiomn

I hercuy certify tnat the
original of this fiotion was
 filed with tine Clerk of the
Superixr Court of Nhaw Jersey
in Yranton and a copy was
servaed Ly ordinary mail upon
imiel N. Searing, uLsq., attorney
for plaintiff and a copy was
filed with Judge Furman in the
Middlesex County ¢ourt iouse,
kew runswick, HNew Jersey
on July 16, 1°276.

o

JORTRAM &, BUSCh

238a

20

40
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- BAUMGART & BEN-ASHER

- 134 Evergreen Place

. Bast Orange, New Jersey 07018
(201) 677-1400

MARTIN E. SLOANE

DANIEL A. SEARING

ARTHUR D. WOLF

National Committee Against
Discrimination in Housing, Inc.

1425 H Street, N.W., Suite 410

Washington, D.C. 20005

(202) 783-8150

MARILYN MORHEUSER .
.45 Academy Street 10
-+ Newark, New Jersey 07102
v (201) 642-2084

Attorneys for Plaintiffs

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
CHANCERY DIVISION - MIDDLESEX
COUNTY

' DOCKET NO. C-4122-73
URBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER NEW

BRUNSWICK, et al., 20

Plaintiffs,
v. Civil Action

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

MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO
DEFENDANT EAST BRUNSWICK'S
MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM THE
JUDGMENT

96 00 o8 o0 06 08 00 90 00 69 &0

Defendants.

"~ Introduction o 30

On May 4, 1976, the Court issued its written 6pinion in
_the above captioned case. On July-9, 1976, the Court signed the
udgment Order. On July 16, 1976, defendant East Brunswick
i;moved for relief from the judgment. The motion was ofiginally
Sticed for August 13, 1976, but by consent was rescheduled for 40
September 17 and then September 24, 1976. East Brunswick

ppears to be requesting relief from that part of the judgment
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ordefing rezoning to accommodate 2,64§ low and moderate income
housing units by 1985. 1In support of this request,

East Brunswick has submitted its Master Plan, and a letter
‘from coﬁnsel indicating that "it is expected that the Township

" ‘could provide 2,500 units for persons of low and moderate income

by the year 2000."
'Argggenﬁ
Plaintiffs'oppose the request for relief from the
% judgment, and respectfully requesf that the Court deny the motion.
%ﬁ?laintiffs' opposition is based on the following reasons:
i'l. The Master Plan does not support counsel's assurances of

2,500 low and moderate income units by 2000. Rather, the Plan

'includes projections only to 1985, and provides for a maximum

of 1,548 such units, rather than the judgmént figure of 2,649

) ﬁnits (Table F-2, Appendix 1); This is a shortfall of 1,101

units as compared to the judgment. Defendant's proposal is

fnot adequate to meet the needs of the plaintiffs. Even if

fhe Master Plan did require the pro?uction of 2,500 by the year
2000, it would still be 149 units short and 15 years too late.

he constitutional rights of low and moderate income people
announced in thé Mt. Laurel case will not allow for a 15 year delay.
« The Master Plan is offered as fulfillment of all of the
éfehdant's obligations under the judgment. However it is deficient
cause it does not comply with paragraph 15 of the judgment,

ﬁich specifies that defendant East Brunswick shall adopt new

oning ordinances to accommodate its fair share of low and

10

20

40
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deerate income housing or rezone all remaining land, to accommodate

low and moderate income housing according to a specific ratio.

the Master Plan. This is clearly not the case, as ordinances
implementing all or part of the Master Plan can certainly be
p&# ed, provided such ordinances have the effect of implementing

judgment or at least do not impact on its eventual

ementation.

10

20
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a copy of this Memorandum
w%s served by ordinary‘mail upon Bertram E. Busch, Esq.,
A@;orney for East Brunswick and all other.defehse counsel,
and a copy was mailed to Judge Furman in the Middlesex County

Court House, New Brunswick, New Jersey, on September 20, 1976. 10

Attorney for Plaintiffs

NATIONAL COMMITTEE AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION IN HOUSING, INC.

1425 H Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20005

202-783-8150

20

40




FOWNSHIP OF EAST BRUNSWICK, N. J.
MUNICIPAL BUILDING . 575 RYDERS LANE . 08316
(201) 254 - 4600

Department of : LEONARD S. HILSEN, RS., M.C.R.P.

of Direcior
Pealth, Environment

& Welfare May 8, 1975

fie Township Council of East Brunswick
ast Brunswick Township ’
unicipal Building

st runswick, N.J. 08816

he Natural Resources Inventory which the Mayor and the Township
1 authorized has been completed and is ready for inspection and
The study was performed by the Natural and Historic Resources
21ates of Philadelphia, Pa. under the direction of the Natural
ces Inventory Sub-Committee of the East Brunswick Environmental
on. The inventory consists of:

Nine (9) maps of the Township:

Seven (7) are natural resource factor maps providing mapged
data on the natural resource factors important to Township
glinning matters. Examples are Geology, Soils and Surface
-Water. _

Two (2) maps provide Development Suitability and Open Space
suitability guidance for all Township areas. These maps re-
present the use of the natural resource maps and data to
determine the suitability of all areas to development and/or
~ open space land use.

The enclosed written report, which explains the study's

purpose, methods and information sources, and presents a
detailed explanation of the data contained in seven natural
Tesource factor maps. It also explains how the naturgl.resource
factors were used on compiling the development suitability and
open space suitability maps and how they are to be used.

value of the Natural Resource Inventory lies in its use, i@ .
application of the information it contains to land use decisions

esources. This inventory provides guidance on the.nature of the
Use of this inventory is recommended to all Township representa-

changes;.,

e prevention of discase and the promotion of health are community responsibilities

243a

All land use decisions or plans will impact or use the Township's

aged in land use matters, and all citizens or developers who plan

10
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40
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ETownship Council of East Brunswick May 8, 1975 244a
....2._

} It has been stated that the inventory provides land use guidance.
The inventory is designed to provide a detailed and clear understanding
of tne natural resource factor data for each Township area. Therefore,
in making site decision, it is recommended that the inventory data for
that site provide the basis but not limitations of review.

Based on our knowledge of the time consuming, well documented
effort made by the consultants, we are confident that the information
represents an authoritative, unduplicated source that will help in
reaching sound land use decisions.

The value of the inventory has already been evident in the use - 10
- made by the Master Plan Réview Committee in developing its recommendations

and by the Environmental Commission in considering several site develop-
. ment questions.

Maximum use of the inventory will be, in part, a function of the
distribution of the study. It is the objective of the Environmental
Commission to encourage and participate in a communication program which
will provide awareness by all Township bodies involved in land use
- matters, developers and the public.

While we recommend all of the enclosed text for your review, we 20

suggest early review of the section entitled "Recommendations for the
Use of This Inventory". Of particular significance in this section are
Sbservations concerning the accuracy of the information and the need to
*eep;the inventory up to date. Since it is primarily a compilation of
Source material rather than the results of on site inspection, the
information is as accurate as the source material. For specific site
development matters, the information provided may be confirmed and
Supplemental by on site study by users. To the extent that it directs

€ users to critical natural resource consideration, it provides value.

~In addition, it is clear that conditions change. It is the intent 10
the Environmental Commission to provide for periodic updating of the
hventory to maintain its value. '

of
i

X The quality of this Natural Resource Inventory is a credit to
- US. Margaret Bennett of Natural and Historic Resources Associates.
+ Bennett, who is a product of the leading environmental college in
the GUnited States, The University of Pennsylvania, has provided us with
Wealth of research and knowledge. We are pleased that she will be
avallable to consult with us on future natural resource matters.

b Working with and directing the consultant was the subcommittee, led 40

h},QSeph Romero. This subcommittee, composed of all the memyers of Fhe
Vironmental Commission and several citizen volunteers, provided their

N individual environmental expertise and their common concern for

.:gziﬁonmentally sound land use planning in review of the consultant's




T

2454
township Council of East Brunswick May 8, 1975

-3—

This inventory would not be an actualit
initiative provided byv our late Mavor Jean
support and interest durlng its progress.
Resource Inventory to her memory.

Y now without the original
Walling and her continned

We dedicate this Natural

Respectfully,

-
\7‘7\,%
Frank Flower, Chairman/ud;ku/-

East Brunswick Environmental Commission

FF:kh




Township of
EAST BRUNSWICK, N.J.

ed Draft for Planning Board Adoption

May 19, 1976
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COMPREHENSIVE MASTER PLAN

East Brunswick Township, New Jersey

This report represents a summary of Master Plan proposals, as
developed by the Township's Planning Board, guided by the objectives and
Principles derived from the Master Plan Review Committee. Input from
the Mayor, Township Council, other public bodies, citizen study com-
mittees and numerous independent citizens have been considered in its
formulation. Technical assistance in its preparation was provided by the
Township's planning consultant, Raymond, Parish & Pine, Inc., as well
as various Township staff members.

May 19, 1976




"ON TOWNSHIP LETTERHEAD"

Letter from Planning Board to Mayor and Township Council for-
warding revised Master Plan for consideration of a letter of

endorsement. In letter, mention Jean Walling, Mayor.

(To be drafted by Planning Board)

248a



2493
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
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addition, without listing the many individuals and citizen committees involved
is Master Plan, acknowledgement of their many long hours and concerted
rts is appreciated. Special note is made of the Township's Master Plan

ew Committee which formalized the Master Plan revision effort ’and to the
nship's planning consuliants, Raymond, Parish & Pine, Inc., for their

cal assistancec.

10

20

40



250a

Special note is also made of the Township's Environmental Commission input

',;,‘vjto this Master Plan through its Natural Resource Inventory, which was an

invaluable aid in formulating some basic land use decisions.
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I INTRODUCTION
;/A. Summary
East Brunswick is planning for its future. Much of our community's
remaining land will be developed in the next 30 years.
As we plan for our future, complex development issues confront us.
The environment, dwindling land availability, a need for affordable housing,
increasing competition for diminishing jobs, emerging regional and legal 10
planning mandates and a desire to maintain an accustomed lifestyle is the
backdrop against which East Brunswick must make decisions about its future.
This report provides the basis upon which the Township should respond
~ to the complex issues it now’confronts. East Brunswick has chosen to develop

a comprehensive Master Plan to influence decisions regarding future develop- 20

e ment in order to reflect the best interests of the entire Township and its region.

This Master Plan is a way to guide local control over current and future

development. It is a method by which the Township establishes policies to
manage and direct private and public growth on lands remaining within its
- boundaries as well as influence decisions in its immediate region, so that

potentially harmful fiscal, social and physical impacts on the community can be

- This Plan is conceived as a basis for preserving the most desirable

existing aspects of the Township while accommodating change and growth. It
responds to the social and economic needs of its residents as well as the 40
,'arger area of which it is an intimate part.

For the past three years, many people have been examining East

Brunswick's resources and potentials to develop a Comprehensive
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Master Plan. They have included the Mayor, T ownship Council, Planning
Board, citizen study committees, a Master Plan Review Committee,
numerous independent citizens and a planning consultant. The ideas and
concerns of many individual residents and civic groups are reflected in the
~ basic community ;goals and objectives for the Plan. A great deal of citizen
involvement occurred at each level of development of the Plan.

The principles which guided the formation of the Master Plan are stated

10
in the "PREFACE TO PLANNING" report of the Master Plan Review Com-
mittee. They were developed within the context of five basic concerns:
1) Natural Environment
2) Local Economy
3) Aesthetic and Cultural Values 20
4) Housing
5) Public and Private Services.
,f Within these broad areas, more specific principles evolved, which are
hereby adopted: ;
-- Protect and preserve established residential areas.
-- Conserve as many environmentally sensitive areas in the Township 30

as feasible.

-- Enhance services and accessibility to existing industrial and com-
mercial concentrations located in the Township.

-- Encourage preservation of historical landmarks.

-- Encourage development of a unified town center around the existing
Township Civic Center as the major source of community identity,
providing opportunities for a full range of activity to include: 40
recreation and open space; additional governmental/educational
offices; civic, cultural, social and community services; appropriate
supportive commercial and residential uses.



Encourage existing agricultural areas to remain.
Meet the housing needs of a wide range of incomes and age levels.
Provide varied housing types in meeting these needs.

Utilize new planning and development techniques, which consider
social and environmental factors, in meeting future housing needs.

Maximize advantages afforded by existing or potential public transit
in locating more intense housing.

Lands zoned for industrial use should be reduced to insure that the
Township land use plan is balanced as well as being realistically
responsive to regional growth opportunities.

- Encourage additional tax producing uses, such as office facilities,
to assist in meeting local fiscal needs and provide additional local
job opportunities.

the 4
Stabilize kxtent of commercially-zoned land along Route 18 and
improve the quality of existing commercial develop-

ment located there.

Promote adequacy, variety, convenience and pleasantness of
shopping for local residents.

Utilize modern water runoff control techniques to improve local
drainage patterns and enhance the environment.

Insure all development is adequately served by public water, sewer,
storm drainage and other utility systems in an economic and co-
ordinated manner.

Develop coordinated open space and recreational programs, both
for improving utilization of cxisting areas as well as newly
acquired park areas.

Insure location of new public facilities such as schools and park
areas so that they are coordinated with future development patterns.

Provide quality education at all levels for residents of
the Township.

Promote the full use of school facilities for recreational and com-
munity activities.

255a
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-~ Continue adequate fire and police service with appropriatc facili-
ties, manpower and equipment distributed according to necd.

-- Cooperate in improvement and provision of local health and social
services coordinated with regional efforts.

-- Encourage completion of coordinated regional highways and the
development of a public transportation network that will best
serve the Township and its immediate environs.

-- Develop a safe, efficient, local circulation system with maximum
convenience and minimum adverse effect on land traversed.

-- Re-evaluate existing development controls regarding design stand- 10

ards, lot sizes, building setbacks, coverage and density of various

land uses, in order to insure compatible development with the

existing environment.

The Master Plan will serve East Brunswick in a number of ways, such

as providing . the Township with a basis for judging whether a specific 20
"iocal or regional development proposal is consistent with community growth
;objectives.

It enables a clear understanding of the impact of a proposal on the
ommunity as a whole, now and in the future. It provides a clear and workable

et of guidelines for the public and private developer, enabling them to design 30
_}:ieir development proposals in harmony with the Township's stated policies.

It forms the basis upon which changes in zoning ordinances, other

and.' use controls and capital improvement planning can occur.

Lastly, it helps clarify the complex social and economic conse-

uences of developing the Township's remaining land. The Plan will 40
Ip ensure a proper balance between the environment, open space, housing,

s, community facilities, circulation and that intangible ''quality of life" in

st Brunswick.
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This Plan proposes implementation in two separate stages-—a short term
peridd of 5-10 years, and a long term extending until the year 2000. In the
short term, the Township will adjus‘t its zoning ordinance and other land use
management controls to implement short term planning proposals.
In the short term plan, preservation of the environment is emphasized.
. Balancing new growth with conservation of open spaces is paramount. Agri- 10
- culture is stressed as a part of the Plan's economic base, while a reduction
- in industrially-zoned vacant lands to realistic future growth levels is proposed.
The provision of a variety of housing choices is also endorsed and affirmatively
encouraged.
A "town green, "' opposite the existing Civic Center, should provide muni- 20
cipal offices, civic activities, varied housing uses and speciélized commercial
_activities, set in and about open spaces. A 'town green' would establish the

“center."

. character of the Township's
Other changes in traffic patterns and éommunity facilities are proposed
‘to support the Master Plan proposals. These, together with a more detailed 30
) éxplanation of the Master Plan, are summarized in subsequent sections of

- this report.

- B. Nature of East Brunswick's Planning Process

* Revision of the Township's Master Plan was a process divided into three

ii;‘i'nterrelated phases. Throughout each phase the process combined citizen 40

?k’involvement in defining fundamental goals and priorities and professional

assistance to translate citizens' goals into comprehensive and rational planning

rograms and documents.




6
The first phase, én analysis of existing resources and 'potentials culmi-
nating in the formation of community objectives and planning principles, is
summarized in the "PREFACE TO PLANNING, " the report of the Township's
Master Plan Review Committee.

In view of the many uncertainties surrounding the future, and in order

to avoid arbitrary rigidities, this Master Plan, which constituted the second

phase, is generalized to afford flexibility where necessary.

The "PREFACE TO PLANNING" called for early action, as delineated

the short-term plan. It also suggested further studies and conceptualized

an approach to dealing with long term growth concerns through its proposal
f a long-range plan.

The planning proposals, contained in this Master Plan, are expresse‘d’
the form of maps and descriptive text. TheSe are the basis for third phase
mplementation, which includes creation of legislative and financial programs
ared towards realizing the Plan. These implementation programs will
volve after the adoption of this Plan,

This third phase is continuous, as it becomes necessary to periodically
evaluate the Plan's objectives and principles and the Plan itself in light of
hanges in the community and the region of which it is a part.

East Brunswick's Master Plan is an advisory document which should

erve as a guide to the Township in programming of public works, in the

258a

10

20

40



a‘doptioyndf development controls, in the acquisition of land and in the con-
~struction of facilities. It should alsoiindicate to oth’er’ public and private
interests the direction in which the ToWnship hopes to guide its future.
East Brunswick's Comprehensive Master
Plan is not a permanent or unalterable document. It is based upon informed
,‘judgment, applied to currently valid assumptions of public ; 10
~objectives, and upon current projections of future events.
The Plan must be periodically re-
friewed and amended to ‘reflect future decisions, trends, or events, many
of which will undoubtedly originate from outside the Township. Such a
process, according to State law, must include a major re-evaluation of the %
Plan at intervals of  six years, or sooner, depending upon the actual
pace of physical deveiopment and the rate at which changes in circumstances
w111’affect the assumbtions upon which the Plan is based.
The strength o’f this Master Plan is predicated on its comprehensiveness. To
iiccept one part, without being in context with others, would reduce the 30
effectiveness of the ’Plan. It is paramount, therefore, that any subsequent
anges in the’ Plan or in the Zoning Ordinaﬁce be preceded by an investiga-
fon of its implications and effect on other development policies and principles.
| Only in this way can modifications be made in the Plan without

40
stroying the rational balance of its comprehensiveness.
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I éREFACE TO PLANNING
| The Master Plan Review Comfhittee report "PREFACE TO PLANNING"
established the techni;:al data framework and basic objectives and planning
principles upon which much of this Master Plan is based. It further sum-
‘marized planning studies relevant to East Brunswick. The

"PREFACE TO PLANNING'" report, therefore, should be considered an important

10
resource,.

A, Key Issues - Planning Principles
As a result of the various analyses conducted by the Master Plan

Review Committee and its consultant, coupled with all previous reports and
: adoption of the
planning efforts undertaken by others since /[ 1970 Master Plan, certain
. _ 20
key planning and development issues have been identified. These issues

' led to the formation of planning principles which,in turn, were the
.'basis for the Master Plan as presented in this report.

The reader is referred to'"PREFACE TO PLANNING" for a full dis-
-cussion of these issues and principles. Included in the "INTRODUCTION"
: t_o' this report are the planning principles in summary version.
The key planning and development issues identified by the Master Plan
Review Committee were categorized ac.cording to five basic areas of concern.
The}.' are highlighted as follows:

1. Natural Environment

40
Environmental constraints in remaining vacant and developable

lands were identified. Through the use of the Township Environ-

mental Commission's "Natural Resource Inventory', coupled with
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an inventory and study of vacant land in the To’wnship, a documen-
tation of environmentally-éensitive areas was established.

That documentation revealed that about 37% or 5, 145 acres
of the remaining vacant acreage in the Township should remain
undeveloi;)ed. Some of that acreage contains severe environmental

constraints, such as flood plains, wet areas or poorly-drained soils.

Such areas were classified as "Environmental 1" by the Master

Plan Review Committee and were recommended to be excluded from
development in the interests of protecting the health, safety and
welfare of Township residents. By excluding these problem areas a’
gross development potential land area of some 3, 500 acres, capable
of sustaining dévelopment, was identified. This represents about
25% of the total T 6wnship area. Table __ tabulates these environ-
mentally sensitﬁe areas, |
With the exception of smaller land parcels located throughout

the Township, ‘the majority of these vacant areas with developmént
potential are concentrated west of the New Jersey Turnpike, in the

southwest portion of the Township straddling Cranbury Road, and in
| the central triangle portion of the Township formed by Dunhams
Corner Road, Summerhill Road and Rues Lane. The location of
these suitable lands predetermines, to a large extent, where future

growth in the Township should be accommodated.
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TABLE

ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE LAND AREAS

Total remaining
developed acres

Environmental 1

Environmental 2

TOTAL 5145

Source: Derived by RPP, Inc. from " Natural Resource Inventory"

Acres

1624

1270

2894

East Brunswick Environmental Commission,

% Develop

31.5

24.6

1975 report.

1, Environmental 1 - includes those areas containing at least

one "severe development constraint"

or areas with seasonally high watertables).

(e.g., flood plain,

2. Environmental 2 - Includes those areas which display the
lowest sum of suitability criteria ratings as developed

by the NR 1 (e.g., includes areas having poor soils,
excessive slopes, severe erosion, etc. which tend to

produce environmental concerns in a collective fashion).

263a
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A further physical limiting factor is the location of the Farri‘ng-

ton Sands outcrops west of the Turnpike. Without sewer availability,

any intense development would pollute this aquifer-recharge area.

These areas can only reasonably support low-density development to

insure ad'equate aquifer-recharge surfaces and minimal pollution.

Their preservation is invaluable for the water supply source for both

East Brunswick and central Middlesex County. | 10
The area west of the Turnpike should be conserved, providing

a practical limit to the options available for accommodating future

growth in the Township. The emphasis for locating future growth

shifts, therefore, to the areas east of the Turnpike, as previously

outlined above. ' 20

Local Economy

In light of recent growth trends in the Township and the pro-

jected slowdown of growth of its region, the extent and type of

presently zoned job-producing lands bears examination. Various
alternative impact studies were conducted by the Master Plan Review 30
Committee to evaluate the extent of adjustment necessary; one which
would still produce a balanced development plan with sufficient jobs
in relation to anticipated housing growth.

Other studies have indicated that while commercial land uses

were adequate and perhaps underplanned in light of the changing 40

service job orientation of the region, the extent of industrial lands

were overplanned. A 50% reduction in total industrially-zoned
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lands is proposed, while a 5% increase in commercially-zoned
lands is outlined in this Plan.

Aesthetic and Cultural Values

The need for developing a ''sense of community" was ider ‘ied
in the preliminary information-gathering stages leading to the forma-
tion of this Plan. This is one of the str.ongest motivating forces for
advancing the "town green" concept as foéus and identity for the
Township and ité residents.

| Also, emphasis on historic preservation was addresséd as a

key concern; so much so that a special historic district was created
by ordinance in the Old Bridge section of the Township, prior to the
completion of this Plan.
Housing

The concern for meeting varied lifestyles of Township residents,
both current and future, is noted. In particular, balancing new housing
needs with new job generation is considered a major goal to be achieved
by the Master Plan. In addition, emerging regional and statewide needs,
coupled with the Township's own need to provide affordable housing for
all its residents, are endorsed.

In addressing housing needs at all levels, emphasis on using
new housing styles and land development techniques that consider
social and environmental factors is suggested. Paramount, however,
is the need to protect and preserve established residential neighbor-

hoods.
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5. - Public and Private Services

The provision of adequate utilities, open

space and recreation, education, transportation, health, safety

be supportive of any new development proposals in this
Master Plan. Further, the area of social services, such as
cultural facilities and services to youth and the Township's

emerging elderly population, is noted.

B.  Regional Relationships

East Brunswick's Master Plan is developed within the context of

regional plans for the Middlesex County area. Specifically, the Middlesex

have been used as the basic regional planning framework for the Township.

The Township's plan is conceptually consistent with the goals and objectives
vémbodied in the County plan. Albeit, there are minor differences in plan
detail. '

The County Planning Board anticipates reviéing its Master Plan this
year and has recently begun that process. Clearly, the Township can
express its desired growth plans to fhe County through this Master Plan.

t ha‘s always been the intention of the Township to develop a master plan
hat considers regional relationships and responsibilities. To the extent
hat there may be differences in detail, joint discussion of the options avail-
ble should ensue as the County revises its Plan, arriving at solutions

greeable to both bodies,

and other municipal government functions are important and should

County Planning Board's Alternative Plan, as well as its adopted Interim Plan,

10

20
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EastrrBrunswick has recognized the Master Plan proposals of adjacent
communities in the preparation of its Master Plan. In some instances
adjacent lands are totally developed, and the character of existing develop-
ment has been considered in advancing compatible land uses in East

Brunswick.

As the County revises its Master Plan, open discussion with its constituent

municipalities can result in developing compatible land uses at all municipal 10
boundaries.

Highlighted below are the basic land use relationships between East

Brunswick and its adjacent municipalities:

a) South Brunswick - Both plans are compatible. Ireland's Brook
preservation as open space appears in both plans. While East %
Brunswick proposes agricultural use along the north side of
Dunhams Cofner Road; South Brunswick proposes agricultural,
open space and some light industrial on the south side. These
uses are compatible.

b) North Brunswick - Both plans suggest floodplain preservation 30
along Farrington Lake, with adjacent iow-density residential.

c) Borough of Milltown - For the most part, Milltown proposes in-
dustrial uses with pockets of existing residential development
along its municipal boundary. East Brunswick's Plan suggests

40

office-research or limited industrial uses which are compatible

land uses.
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d) Township of North Brunswick - Both plans propose preservation

of floodplains along Weston's Mill Pond with low-density residential
use adjacent and, therefore, are compatible.

e) City of New Brunswick - Other than developed single-family uses,

New Brunswick plans for a mixed-use development along the

Weston's Mill Pond area as well as the Lawrence Brook area.

With the exception of the Weston's Mill Pond area, the city's pro- 10
posals would be consistent with existing East Brunswick proposals.
Since East Brunswick is developed as low-density residential

opposite the Weston's Mill Pond area, strong concern is raised

about the eventual intensity and use of this area by New Brunswick.

20
f) Edison Township - Both plans indicate a park/open space area

along the Raritan River with industry adjacent, and are therefore
compatible,

g) Sayreville Borough - Both plans indicate open space preservation

in the floodplain adjacent the South River, and therefore are
compatible. 30

h) South River Borough - Adjacent 1and'uses are, for the most part,

compatible. The one exception is South River's proposal for heavy
industry adjacent to existing single-family uses in East Brunswick
along River Road.

. . 40
i)  0ld Bridge Township - Both plans indicate preservation of floodplain

areas along South River and therefore are compatible.
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i) Spotswood & Helmetta Boroughs & Monroe Township - These

municipalities contain similar or compatible land use proposals.
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III. COMPREHENSIVE MASTER PLAN

A, Development Sirategy

The Comprehensive Master Plan for East Brunswick contains two
parts: a long range (year 2000) plan and a short range (5 to 10 years) plan.
The long ra'nge plan sets forth broad guidelines to which public and
private decision makers, both at the local and regional levels, should relate
their respective shorter range planning, development and investment efforts. 10

By stating its long term aims and limits for the community, the long range

: plan directs an orderly process of desirable growth tailored to East Brunswick.
The short range plan provides a basis for guiding imminent and pre-

~ dictable development during the next few years. It is the basis for specific

hanges in zoning and local ordinances and will help municipal officials to 20

udget more 'realistically for capital improvements.

Both short and long range plan maps are shown at the end of this
i‘hapter.
The location and character of existing development in East Brunswick
re established facts. No major land use changes are suggested in any 30
existing neighborhood.
The Master Plan, therefore, suggests major new development policies
y‘in undeveloped or underdeveloped areas which should be shaped by

blic action or by regulation of private interests.

40

B
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As previously identified, there are about 5,000 vacant acres in East

runswick; of which only 3, 500 acres, due to environmental sensitivities,
hould be considered potentially available for development in East Brunswick.
hese vacant areas, in spite of their present zoning for single-family houses

r industrial uses, are not irrevocably committed to any particular type of

ture development.

Left to the usual forces of development, these valuable land resources 10

- inight soon be covered with unimaginative housing design, arranged in

wonotony along a wasteful street pattern. Trees would be indiscriminately

ut, natural beauty destroyed and the entire environment irretrievably

amaged. Vacani industrially-zoned lands which are poorly situated for

ndustrial growth would be subjected by variances to uses without regard to 20
ional development patterns.

This type of future is not inevitable. It is a prime tenet of this
.omprehensive Master Plan that an imaginatively conceived land develop-
nt pattern, supported by adequate facilities and services and further
nforced by suitable ordinances, can accommodate new growth. It can
eserve open space and key natural features, satisfy basic social needs
he be a fiscal asset to the Township.
| As such, this Master Plan reflects the belief that East Brunswick's
ure is best determined on a local level, to meet the needs of its résidents

40
d the larger area of which it is an intimate part.
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B. Comprechensive Master Plan

In this section are the basic land use, transportation and
community facility proposals contained in the Master Plan, both for the
short and long term. Also included are discussions of the''town green"
concept and open space and recreation facility proposals.

1.  Land Use |
The various land use proposals suggest a proposed distri- 10
bution of future residential, industrial, commercial, public and
semi-public development for the qunship, as well as the
characteristics desired of these choices. All land use
proposals are interrelated and should be examined as part of the

20
total Master Plan.

Table I provides a comparison of existing land use in the
Township to proposed short and long range distribution patterns.

The proposed land uses relate to the short and 4long range plan
maps shown at the end of this chapter.

The implications of this distribution pattern for future growth 30
are explained in further subsections of this report. In summary,
the long range plan envisions 65, 000 people living in East
Brunswick at full development, or a 40% increase in population
over the next 25 years.

40

During the last decade population growth was at 70%. The

Plan accommodates a less rapid growth level and proposes to use

its remaining lands to meet identified needs.




East Brunswick, N.J.

EXISTING-1975 SHORT RANGE-1985 LONG RANGE~2000
USE Area in % of Additional Total % of Additional Total % of
Acres " Total Area Acres Acres Total area Acres Acres Total Area
RESIDENTIAL 4949.,3 36 1,214 6163.3 44.7 1,604 7767.3 5644
Rural 713 636 900
Low 4330 ‘ 193 275
PRD Option 0 107 240
Low-Med. 0 167 160
Medium 93 90 --
Med.-High 0 21 29
INDUSTRIAL 948.0 7 296 1,244 9 442 1686 12,6
Gen'l Ind. 499.2 275 413
Limited Ind. 314.7 - -=
Office-Res. 134.1 21 29 —
AGRICULTURAL 2147 16 - 694 5 == 694 5
COMMERCIAL 690.7 5 68 .758-7 5.7 96 854 .7 6
Business Office --- 19 29
Prof. Office 45.8 44 63
Retail Conv. 46.1 5 ) 4
Gen'l Comm'l. 598.8 - -
COMMUNITY
FACILITIES 2403 17 151 2,554 18.6 208 2,762 20
Public 2088 144 197
Semi-Public 315 7 11
VACANT 2626 19 —— 2,350 17 —— -= 0
GRAND TOTALS 13,764 100 13,764 100 13,764 100
NOTES: 1. Acres expressed in gross terms (include R.0.W. easements, etc.) .
2. Sources: "Existing 1975" from "Preface to Planning"” adjusted.
"Short Range + Long Range" from Master Plan Maps
3. Existing Agricultureal also includes land assessed as "farmland".
4. Public includes: Semi-Public includes:
Schools Churches, Charities
Park,Recreation Cemeteries

Open Space,
Municipal Uses, etc.
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The short range plan projects a growth potential of about
50, 000 people or a 20% increase in the next decade. This lower
growth trend is a result of various factors, including lower birth
rates and shifts in population and economic growth from the
Northeast to the South and West.
Of course the Township will continue to grow within the
New York Metropolitan Area, but at a slower pace and in an in- 10

creasingly competitive atmosphere for populationvand jobs.

a.  Residential Land Use Plan

Even though slower growth rates are indicated, the
Township will still continue to grow. The demand for housing 20
to suit a variety of lifestyles and income ranges will become
more intense, spurred in part by market demands and by the need
for the community to accept and affirmatively foster a broad range
of housing types to meet the needs of all population segments.

The housing crisis in New Jersey affects all income ranges,
but particularly low and moderate income families—older people
no longer requiring single-family houses, young married childless
couples and single people. These groups generally cannot afford to
purchase single-family houses, especially in East Brunswick where
such residences are relatively expensive. 40

In developing the housing portion of the Plan, one of the basic

premises has been to balance and vary the growth of housing units




MAP

Residential Land Use Plan

(Refer to "'Selected Maps'' packet)



in the Township with the growth of industrial and commerical

uses. The idea is to prevent single-family residential growth—

whose ratables usually don't pay for the Township services they
require-—f{rom outpacing industrial growth. Also, by varying

housing types, the Township can meet the needs of its own popu-

lation's varied lifestyles and reduce somewhat its dependence on
nonresidential growth to help pay for increasingly costly public 10
services.

TWo or more distinct types of residential units can be
mixed, contrary to largely obsolete concepts of traditional
zoning. Newer residential development techniques encourage
diversity of housing types in planned clusfers in order to avoid 20
area-wide segregation of people by age and economic level. De-
signing neighborhoods with a mixture of housing styles (townhouses,
patio houses, clustered single-family, duplexes, condominiums,
etc.), as part of a varied envi?onment from the outset, alleviates
the fear that such housing Would have an adverse effect upon property 30
values of established developments of one-family detached homes.

This Plan firmly recommends the adoption of these newer style

development techniques for East Brunswick's zoning.

40



278a
22
Proposed Density Ranges
The Plan advances a wide range of basic housing density,
identified below in terms of gross* dwelling units (DU's) per acre
of land:
Maximum Density
Residential Area (DU's per Acre)
Rural: .5to1l
Low: 2to4 10
PRD Option: 3tob
Low-Medium: 5to8
Medium:
(includes ""Town Green'') 10 to 12
Medium -High: 28 to 36
The "'Residential Land Use Plan' map, following page , 20

indicates the distribution of these housing densities. It should be
emphasized that the map is primarily concerned with the location
of new housing development on significant vacant lands in the
Township at full deve.lopment. As such, it does not indicate other
supportive uses, such as open space/recreation and local roadways, 3
which are a necessary part of the new residential areas and which
are contained elsewhere in this Master Plan.

Within each residential category a range of permitted densities
is suggested. The revised zoning ordinances should require develop-
ment at the lower density ranges unless certain prescribed amenities, 49

such as increased open space, improved open space areas or housing

at below market rates are provided by the developer.

*gross - maximum or total density permitted.
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Buffer areas will scparate differing new residential uses
from existing residential development. They will be established
by landscaping or a gradual transition of building types. For
example, an existing single-family house now abutting vacant but
future residential uses should either face a landscaped area or
another detached single-family house.

10
Rural Density

Much of fhe land west of the Turnpike is environmentally
sensitive, especially with respect to aquifer-recharge of the
Farringtdn Sands. It lacks public sewer throughout and water in
some areas; much of the developed area in septic is experiencing 20
difficulty with septic systems (based on a survey by the East
Brunswick's Department of Health, Environment and Welfare).
In order to conserve this area, a combination of public park
(regional and local), agricultural areas and rural density residential

development is proposed.

30
Rural density represents a reduction in the current permitted
residential density from 1l-acre to 2-acre lots since most of this
area is Environmental I or II (as defined by the N,R.I.). Itis
envisioned that only single-family residences should be permitted
in this category. 40

In rural density areas where environmental concerns are
minimal, clustering of single-family uses on lots smaller than 2

acres can be permitted; by doing so, the ultimate number of housing

units would remain similar to that permitted by the upper range

of the rural density category. Clustering should be controlled




through the introduction of an "impact'* zoning technique. In
particular, such a technique should insure that such clustering
will not damage the environmentally-sensitive areas.

Low Density

Existing developed residential neighborhoods, where vacant
land exists, should be conserved and improved. New residential
growth in such areas, for the most part, should be at existing
residential densities in the low density category.

Low density is defined as single-family residences at a
density of 2 to 4 hoﬁsing units per acre and generally corresponds
to existing residential areas in the Township. Again, as in the
"Rural" category, "clustering' of housing units to the upper limit
of the density range could be permitted if the impact of such develop-
ment was satisfactorily controlled.

Planned Residential Development (PRD) Option

In order to achieve a greater variety of housing styles on

larger areas of contiguous vacant lands, the PRD option is suggested.

This category is defined to permit housing in the 3 to 5
dwelling unit range. Detached single-family, attached single-family
(either townhouses or duplexes) and patio single-family houses are
typical hou‘sing types envisioned in this category. The PRD option
should be pérmitted only when a suitable mix of varied housing styles
can be achieved. Units in this area are suggested to be owner-
occupied.

#impact - defined as various physical, financial, public service or

environmental consequences of permitting more intensive
development in a particular area.

10

20

40
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The PRD density is proposed in four parts of town: a portion

of the triangular area formed by Summerhill Road, Cranbury Road

and Rues Lane; an area adjacent the "Town Green' between

Dunhams Corner Road and Cranbury Road; an area south of the

proposed "Town Green'; and an area in the southwestern portion of

the T0\~vnship between Cranbury Road and Old Stage Road. The

latter is not suggested as a short term action area due in part to

its lack of public sewer facilities. 10

Low-Medium Density

For reasons similar to the PRD option and '""Town Green, " a
low-medium density range of 5 to 8 housing units is proposed.
Predominant housing style w;)uld be single-family ownership
residences in either detached homes, attached townhouses or 20
patio-style* homes. The duplex or maisonette-style** unit in a
condominium ownership arrangement can also be introduced in this
density range.

Two areas are suggested for low-medium density; both are
adjacent to the ""Town Green''. The area on River Road, now an 30
active sand and gravel operation, is suggested for development
on the long term. Low density development is recommended in the
short term should the industrial operation cease prior to implemen-
tation of longer term proposals.

40
*patio-style - defined as an attached single story residence with

an enclosed private yard area(patio).

**maisonecite-style - defined as a three-storied residence in which
the ground floor is a single residence and the
upper floors contain another single residence
in duplex arrangement.
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Medium Density (including '"Town Green'")

This density range includes differing residential uses together
with a variety of public, semi-public and speciality commercial
uses more fully described in the "Town Green" section of this
report. The density range of 10 to 12 DU's per acre is proposed.

In terms of residential uses, the predominant housing style

should be attached single-family houses, either ownership or rental; 10
duplex units above commercial uses, either in a condominium or
rental arrangement; and rental low-rise apartment uses.

This medium density range is suggested for the "Town

Green'' and is proposed as a short range action area.
20
Medium-High Density

Selected vacant or under-utilized parcels along Route 18
are proposed as higher density multi—farﬁily housing to utilize
existing facilities ana services including road access, and to
capitalize on public transportation. The density range advanced
is 28 to 36 DU's per acre.

Three areas are suggested for such medium density. One is
located on the easterly side of Route 18 near Tices Corner Road
intersection, near the tbwnship "Park 'n Ride'; another is situated
just opposite the first, on the westerly side of Route 18; and a 40
third, located opposite the Brunswick Square Mall on the easterly
side of Route 18, where there will be an extensive buffer and no

access to Old Bridge Turnpike.




It is envisioned that these areas would be developed on a
mixed use concept. For example,‘ office uses, commercial
recreational activities, together with ample open space, parking
and landscaped areas could be developed with the residential use.
Maxirﬁum building heights of seventy feet (6 to 7 stories) should be
permitted, with appropriate setbacks and buffering from-existing
uses. These height limits are imposed in recognition of sight 10
aesthetics and fire fighting equipment. Traffic patterns would be
carefully designed to avoid disruptive impact on Old Bridge Turnpike,

particularly in the southernmost proposed site.
Housing Balance .

These residential densities shouldproduce about 3, 000 20
additional dwelling units by the year 1985; in the long range, an
additional 3, 200 units might be produced.

Table 2 provides a summary bf estimated residential units
by density category. It also relates the dWelling units to estimated
population ‘yield and tc; job generation in the Master Plan.

It should be noted that the proposed housing plan would, at
full development, vary slightly from current housing stock owner-
ship patterns. In 1970 about 86% of the entire Township housing
stock was owner-occupied and 14% was renter-occupied.

By 1985 this ratio, according to the Master Plan proposals,

40

would approximate a 80% owner versus 20% renter pattern., At full
PP p




TABLE 2

Comprechensive Master Plan

People—Housing—Jobs
East Brunswick, N.J.

284a

PROPOSED
EXISTING SHORT RANGE-1985 LONG RANGE-2000
1975 Additional Total Additional Total
PEOPLE 41,500 8,600 50,440 9,900 60,600
HOUSING 10,755 10
(dwelling units) ) 3,065 13,820 3,350 17,170
Residential Categories:
Rural (5-1) 265 385
240
Low (2-4) % 440 660
PRD Opt. (3-6) 330 795
Low-Med (5-8) 780 790
Medium (10-12) 1,515 770 ~--
2
'~ Med-High(28-36) 480 720 0
JOBS : 12,100 3,800 15,900 5,700 21,600
Source:  Existing - "Preface to Planning,' May 1975.
Proposed - Table 1 & Residential Land Use Plan map.
Dwelling ynit tabulation based on approximate mid-point of density range.
(numbers rounded)
30
40
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devclopment, this ratio would shift only slightly.
The Master Plan proposals provide a better balance of dwelling
units with jobs in the Township than does the existing zoning ordinance
and Master Plan. At full development, a balance is created with 22,000
jobs and 17,000 dwelling units.
This represents a ratio of about 0.7 (dwelling units to job),
which is the average ratio of State-employed houséhold heads to 10
total number of resident households. This means that, on the
average, about 30% of all households have more than one wage
earner.

Unmet Housing Needs

Balancing housing needs with jobs and providing a variety of 20k

housing types to accommodate the differing lifestyles and households

in the Township are major aspects of East Brunswick's housing plan

as outlined in this Master Plan. Another aspect deals with unmet

needs—those low and moderate income families who cannot afford

adequate housing due to income. ‘ | 30
Various studies have been conducted by the Township, County,

State and others to determine what this need might be for East

Brunswick. Depending on data used and assumptions made, the

results vary.

40
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There appears to be general agreement that unmet needs
are comprised 6f the following components:
a) Physical housing inadequacies - low and moderate
income families residing in substandard housing.
b) Financial housing inadequacies - low and moderate
income families paying more than 25% of their income
for housing. |
As a result of the‘New Jersey Supreme Court's decision in the 10
Mr. Laurel case*; a third component has been introduced.
Developing municipalities are now also required to provide a "fair
share" of regional housing need.
Within these parameters the various local studies** regarding
East Brunswick's unmet housing need can be summarized. Emphasis 2
is placed on identifying these unmet housing needs in the short term
to coiﬁcide‘ with the short term action proposals of the Master Plan.

Satisfying the "Unmet Need"

In developing this portion of the housing plan, the Plan assumes.

that the job/housing balance method, as developed by the Planning 30

Board's consultant for determining fair share, is an equitable approach.

*Southern Burlington County NAACP v. Township of Mt. Laurel, N.J.
67TNJ151(1975).

**Township 1976 Housing Assistance Plan, part of federal Community

Development Block Grant Program; Middlesex County Community 40

Development Housing Assistance Plan; and Township staff and plan-
ning consultant input to these HAP's

R, i
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It has been used as a basis for insuring that the short term

Residential Land Use plan can provide adequate low and moderate
income housing. Appendix 1 indicates the basic mefhodology used
in deriving fair share housing figures.

Zoning for higher density or varied housing types alone will
not insure affordable housing for low and moderate income families.
To create the climate f.or the coﬁstruction of new housing uses and
to meet unmet housing needs, a combination of the techniques listed

below, coupled with revised zoning, is necessary and is proposed

by this Plan.

- Development Control Techniques: Use of flexible zoning
techniques (clustering, planhed residential development,
zero-lot line, etc.) will help to lower the overall cost of
producing housing in the Township. Also, through the use
of incentives for higher densities, a percentage of low and
moderate housing units in larger housing tracts will be
required.

With a variety of ‘housing types required in the PRD,
low-medium town green, medium and medium-high density
zones of the Master Plan, ‘lower cost housing designed as
part of a larger project should be attainable.
This apprbach prevents rigid income segregation by

demographic characteristics within the Township.

287a
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Township Encouragement Techniques: Beyond the zoning

devices, such approaches as the following should be pursued
by the Township: tax incentives (partial abatements or pay-
ment in lieu of taxes) for low and moderate income housing;
pa.rticipation in a County-wide housing authority; continued
cooperation at the County level to develop a rational "fair
share' housing program with adequate financing; encourage- 10
ment of the organization‘ and operation of non-profit sponsors

and developerks through assistance by Township staff and

offices.

Stabilize and Conserve Existing Housing Stock: The Township

should continue and expand efforts to implement a town-wide 20
code enforcement and housing rehabilitation program. This

will maintain and upgrade older housing units in the Township

and prevent their deterioration,

Federal & State Subsidies: East Brunswick Township should

continue participation in the Community Development Block 30
Grant program as a vehicle to obtain federal subsidies for use
in housing rehabilitation, as well as rent subsidies to families.

Encourage State Legislative Action: The Township should

support legislation aimed at improving the availability of low
and moderate income housing (e. g., municipal tax rebates for 40
producing low/moderate income housing, variable and reduced

mortgage interest rates for home construction, etc. ).

pr—
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In achieving the unmet housing need for the short term, the

following approach is proposed:

Need Solution
1. Existing: 850 units 1. Combination of housing re-

habilitation plus family housing

subsidy through participation

in federal Community Develop- 10
ment housing assistance pro-

gram. This is an undertaking

of the Township.

2. "Fair Share': 500 units 2. Zoning incentives and assistance
1976-7; additional 260-400 for up to 25% of new units pro-
units 1985 (total 1200 new duced in the PRD, low-medium,
dwelling units) medium '"Town Green'' and
medium-high residential areas. 20
This could produce about 1200
units at full development and
could be staged to insure enough
units to cover short term needs.
Table B in the Appendix identifies
these units. This does not include
long range action programs which
will promote added units.
The availability of federal/state subsidy funds to enable the 30
accomplishment of the above is paramount. ILocal incentives alone
will not produce enough units to satisfy the need for a balanced housing
stock which is a desired local objective.
At best, zoning incentives and requirements for low/moderate
40

income housing, without other assistance, can achieve only a portion

of needed moderate income h‘ousing. Subsidy assistance is required

due to the high cost of housing construction. Appendix 2 provides further
insight and indicates the causes of high housing costs and how various

forms of subsidy would reduce that cost.
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Industrial /Commercial Land Use Plan

In order for a community to prosper, new jobs must be
generated. Underlying the major industrial/commerical lan ‘se
proposals is the concept of gearing new job generz on

to realistic expectations of future local and regional growth.

The "Industrial-Commercial Land Use Plan" shown in the following Lo
page portrays the general distribution of new job producing

lands. Agricﬁlture is proposed as vart of the Township's

economic base. In the short-range, the plan calls for an

increase in jobs, for a total of . by the year 1985.

Over the long-range a total of jobs could be expected.

20

Industrial Land Use Provosals

Major reductions and adjustments are made in industrial land

adjacent to Cranbury Road, the New Jersey Turnpike and the
Raritan River, reflecting the general slow down in the rate

of job growth in this region.

Three basic categories of industrial land use are proposed.
In some cases they parallel existing industrial zoning.
Refinement of design controls should be required as to lot

coverage and site layout within existing 2zones in order to aid in

the improvement of new industrial growth areas. 40
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Commercial Land Use Proposals

This plan proposes major commercial land uses including the introduction of
business office and services at selected points along Route 18,
use of professional office uses as a buffer to residential areas

along Summerhill Road and specialty commercial activity in

the "Town Green' area.

The Township's commercial areas serve important 10
providing convenient, essential service to the residents,

servicing . a regional market and contributing to the

tax base. In a changing atmosphere of increased competition

for jobs due to a slower growth rate in the region, the

prosperity and stability of this segment of the community is

20
important.

The commercial land use proposals are a rational attempt to
relate various types of commercial uses to the size and type
of market they can be expected to serve. Route 18 represents

a special concern since it is a major regional shopping corridor.

A study of Rt. 18's future use and role in the

region has been commissioned by the Township. The results of

that study, when completed later this year, Will be incor-

porated as an amendment to this Master Plan. General

observations are offered in this section with 40

the understanding that they are subject to refinement based

upon the findings of Rt. 18 study.




The commercial land use plan is
a proper grouping of various commercial uses by their
primary functions and land use requirements. Wherever possible,
new commercial development should be consolidated into compact

areas so that retail and service strength will not be diluted

by random spread.

Concentration of commercial development also facilitates the provision of
loading and off-street parking, which, by eliminating frequent
curb cuts and curb parking, helps to reduce traffic conflicts

-on major roadways in the Township.

The following commercial land use proposals for vacant areas in the

Township are submitted:

Business Office Center: Shifts in job orientation from

manufacturing to non-manufacturing uses,, particularly
to the service and office functions, is projected

for this region. In order to capitalize on these shifts, a business

office center use is proposed.

These should : be located along Route 18, on
undeveloped land or selected underutilized lands. Also,
this use isproposed in combination with medium high density

residential use on Route 18.

10

20
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Professional Offices: Continuation and expansion of low-scale

professional office use is proposed primarily along Summerhill
Road. At key areas serviced by major local roadways, additional
limited sites are identified.

These p;'ofessional office areas should also serve as a buffer

between more intense commercial uses and residential areas.

10

Retail Convenience Center: These are essentially small neighborhood

business areas, limited to between 1 and 3 acres in size. They should
cater to the everyday needs of the neighborhoods they are intended to
serve. It is further recommended that additional commerical

expansion not included in designated "center areas' be discouraged. 20

Several of the centers are proposed at locations where a cluster of
individual business exists (Milltown Road, Old Stage Road, Main

Street, Riva Avenue and Cranbury Road).

Such centers are suggested for consolidation and improvement over

the long term.

Commercial Recreation: An area along the northwestern border of

the Township is proposed for recreational use but operated by private ,
or commerical interest. This area would focus around the existing

marina,

e i
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"Town Green" Specialty Commercial: As explained further

in a separate section of this report, specialty commercial
uses are proposed in the "Town Green" area. These would
be limited specialty retail stores as well as personal
service establishments. They would be an integral part

of the civic and residential uses planned for this area.

They should be constructed as ground floor
uses in buildings which are civic, public or residential
in nature. This will aid in clustering such commercial

activities to create a "Town Green" atmosphere.

Agriculture: Proposed as Part of the Town's economic base

are two areas in the eastern portion of the Township

for agricultural use. These areas represent
the few remaining 1lands in the Township which are still
considered "prime" agricultural soils. The intent is to preserve
agricultural land but zoning may not be the only technique.
Route 18: As may be qualified by the special Route 18
study now separately underway, the following land use
suggestions and design considerations for improving this

commercial roadway are advanced:

Other than the introduction of "business
office®” and "medium~-high" density residential uses,
commercial use proposals for Route 18 reflect its existing
development pattern. Though commercial segments of

the roadway are obsolete by modern standards, this area

10

20
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will continue to serve a local and regional need in
the foreseeable future. As a general approach,

future planning and improvement ofithe
roadway should identify a series of districts according to
use. For example, shopping centers and malls, strip
commercial establishments, free standing stores, conversion
of frontage residences and underutilized areas should be
examined as special units. In the latter, since land
along Route 18 is at a premium and very highly priced,
low density uses, such as auto sales lots or lumber yards
are not appropriate, whereas offices or professional
services, doing a higher volume of business per square

foot, would be most desirable.

Within each "district“,'a set of specific land use and
design improvement principles must be developed which
attempt to unify segments of the roadway. Additionally,

a special character to each "district" should be

created.

For example,on the western side of Route 18 there is still
vacant land between Route 18, Summerhill, Rues Lane and
Cranbury Road. By introducing office uses along Summerhill,
combining internal access and parking and creating pedestrian
ways between uses, a distinctive "district" would

evolve.  Also, by developing an internal access road within
each "district", several separate parking areas can be
joined. The access road can provide an immediate service

alternative to direct use of Route 18 when going from one

store to the next.

10

20
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Some of the immediate improvement suggestions for Route 18 relate
to controlling conversion of homes fronting on the highway for non-
residential use. These conversions, particularly south of Rues Lane,

compound thevphysical and visual problems of Route 18.

Remaining residential ﬁses fronting on Route 18 are proposed for

general office designation. By such designation, residential conver-
sions should be prohibited until more than one property is assembled.
In this fashion, a less piecemeal and more functional type of develop-

ment will be encouraged.

Another approach is to require conversions to retain their landscaped
front yards by the placement of parking in rear yards. This is par-
ticularly important north of Edgeboro Road where residential land use

remains predominant.

With rear yard parking, rear property lines must be properly screened
or landscaped and common entrances and exits can be achieved. Such
rear yard parking cannot achieve its full efficiency until contiguous

groups of structures are converted.

Overall, the question of appearance should be improved by the intro-
duction of stricter sign control requirements and more limited graphic
representations. There are some centers aldng Route 18 which have
done this already. Fostered through the aid of a sign amortizatioﬁ
program and a signing plan, sign improvement for individual businesses

can be encouraged.

10

20
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5 Landscaping between the curb and front edge of a parking lot and/or

building should be encouraged to begin to ""buffer' the harsh effect

of Route 18. Even just the introduction of street trees along

selected portions of the roadway would visually aid in creating a

more pleasing and commercially inviting area.

Within "districts" a pedestrian network should be developed, allowing

: 10
people to walk safely within the "district." The proposed bikeway
routes should be tied in with the pedestrian ways of certain "districts"
at convenient locations.
20
’ 30

40
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Circulation Plan

A circulation plan for East Brunswick must deal with

regional requirements as well as local needs and land

use considerations.

Major circulation,impfbvemehts are indicated on the
Circulation Plan map, shown on the following page.
Improvements require cooperation and funding at
difierent levels. Other than local foadways, many of
the major road proposals are the ultimate responsibility

of the state or the county.

It should be emphasized that the Plan is c0nceptual in
nature and is not intended to reflect exact roadway
alignments, but rather principles to achieve in the

Township's circulation network. During the implementation

stage of this plan further detailed study will be necessary to select

exact roadway alignments at the five new road improvements to be under-

taken.

299a
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As can be seen on the map, the Plan discourages major through traffic in

residential areas.

In an effort to keep through traffic from residential areas, a summary of
key arterial road.improvements includes: widening of Tices Lane and
development of a County planned highway generally along the railroad
tracks in the Harts Lane indu‘Stﬂél areé of the Township. Irr’lpro‘vementsA 10

to Route 18 ranging from widening selected separated grade interchanges

and esthetic improvements to abutting land uses are essential. .

The Plan also calls for the widening of Ryders Lane to Milltown Road.

Cranbury Road would be realigned to bypass the "Town Green" area. A

20
realignment of Rues Lane between New Brunswick Avenue and Summerhill

Road is proposed as an alternative to remove heavy traffic from the existing

roadway.

While not indicated on the map, encouragement of regional local bus service

as a means to provide alternatives-to dependence on the automobile is also

recommended.

Regional Poad Improvements

The Township's Circulation Plan was developed within the objectives of the

County Planning Board's preferred regional highway
40
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CIRCULATION PLAN MAP
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 proposals have been the following:
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network (Long Range Plan Alternative). This Plan proposes a

balanced road and trénsit network which reduces the need for future
expressway and freeway construction. Some modifications in

the County plan's detail ﬁave been made as a result of new

proposed land use patterns'éé;cribed earlier in this report.

Since the County has indicated its desire to revise its 10

~current Master Plan, the Township is in an opportune position

to express its desires in that plan's future road network.

| Key underlying assumptions with regard to regional road

20
(a) State Route 74, although still indicated on the State's
Transportation Plan of 1972, is not considered a probable
project in the short range. Alternatives for‘this regional

east-west roadway shown in the County's Plan Alternative

% have been accepted.

(b)  Alfred Driscoll Expressway appears unlikely in the short

term and has not been included in the Township's plan.

(¢) Route 18 still remains the major highway improvement
required in the short-term. Therefore this Plan urges _ 40

priority status for State improvement of this roadway.
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are proposed,
Two other major regional road improvements /which would aid in

keeping traffic away from local roads besides Route 18 including:

(a) A County proposed expressway which would traverse the
Township in an east-west route in the Harts Lane industrial
area. This is shown on the plan as a "limited access" 10
road generally paralleling the railroad tracks in that
- area. This road - wiH@yserve as an alternative to Route 74
and is part of a broader loop‘network whichis proposed to
intersect all north-south roadways in the region.
20
~ (b) The westward extension of this road from Ryders Lane as an
| expressway is also suggested by the County's plan. While
these iwo roadways have been shown on the Master Plan it
is possible that they could be combined in the final
analysis. As the County begins its planning revision,
based in part on lower growth rates, tﬁe overall regional 30

traffic demands may point to a one, instead of two, road plan.

. Adgreement in principle Wwith the need for an East-West regional

 Yoadway is supported by this plan. A combination of the two roads men- 40

. Would have several advantages: it would encourage the creation of

; tioned above, perhaps generally along a Tices Lane corridor
f accessible mixed-use higher density development at the intersection of Tices

. Lane¢ and Route 18 favorced by this kPlan; provide

e A T R T




improved access and use of the Park-n-Ride facility at the

same intersection; force the needed grade separated

improvement at the same intersection; vastly improve the
marketability of remainihg industrial tracts in the Harts

Lane industrial area; and, alleviaﬁe some difficult engineering
problems-that would result in ﬂmzdevehnnnentofa,roadway

along the railroad corridor.

Route 18

Aé noted earlier in this report,a special study of this roadway
corridor is underway, the results of which will be incorporated
in this Plan. Pending its‘completion later this year, this

Plan recommends the following road improvements to Route 18:

(1) The route should be designed for improvement as a full
three lane artery in each direction. Concurrently,stuay-
and improvement of major side street intersections should
be undertaken. The Township should promote early implementation
these measures by the State of New Jersey.

- (2) The grade separated interchanges, shown on the Circulaﬁion‘

Plan map, should be constructed over time with priority

placed on Tices Lane and Rues Lane.

304a
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(3) In combination with the désign of Route 18 widening, a study

of service roadway systems within major commercial areas
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should be initiated. As previously outlined in this report, a ''districting"
approach by which Route 18 would be combined with similar or
compatible land ‘'uses will enable short, internal service roadways_ to
be developed/.’ Theée roadways would separate commercial-oriented
traffic from regional through movements. Curb cuts on Route 18 could

be minimized and traffic conflicts alleviated.

Also, the feasibility of creating special one-way traffic lanes during peak

hour movements through conversion of opposite bound lanes should be studied.
in addition, signalization and timing sequence (green/red time of stop lights)

" at major cross arteries with Route 18 should be investigated, especially during
peak traffic hours. This is particularly true of Tices Lane and the Old Bridge

Turnpike intersections.

County Roads

Major improvements to County roads reflect local development objectives and
proposed land use patterns. Paramount in these road proposals has been the

desire to minimize through traffic movements in established or proposed new
residential areas. Also, proposals are advanced to enable the '"Town Green'

to develop in a unified fashion.

In the "Town Green'' area, the realignment of Cranbury Road together with
the realignment of Rues Lane (with either a special controlled access lane on
the latter to existing residential areas or realignment as shown as Option "A"

on Circulation Plan) is advanced in the short term. Summerhill Road is

10
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proposed for widening, in the short term, between Cranbury and Rues Lane.

In the long term, other County roads suggested for improvement to recom-

mended standards are shown on the Circulation Plan map.

Local Roads

Major local road improvemeﬂp‘gs recommended for completion in the short
term include: improverné'n,t of Dunhams Corner Rbad and realignment of its
intersection with Cranbury Road, construction of a collector road from
Ryders Lane below Dunhams Corner to Rues Lane, phasing out of the

Cranbury/Rues Lane/Ryders Lane intersection

306a
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in the "Town Green" area; completion of Harts Lane and Ferris
Street improvements in the Harts Lane industrial area and com-

pletion of Renee Road extension to Route 18.

Other longer term improveﬁénts call for general upgrading of

collector roads to recommended standards. 10

Roadway Classification and Désign Standards

In a properly planned circulation system each roadway should

be designed in accordance with its function; that is, the

service that it will be expected to perform. Generally, the 20
street system in the Township can be divided into five

functional classes: freeways, expressways (as limited access),

arteries, collectors and local streets.

These classes also relate to standard designations used by

State, federal and regional highway bodies.

In East Brunswick,roads would be classified as noted below,

based‘on the Circulation Plan map.

(a) Freeways - Full control of access with all grade

‘ 40
separations at all street crossings. The only

freeway in the Township is the New Jersey Turnpike.
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(b) Expressways (Limited Access) - Partial control of

access, no less than 4 moving lanes with grade
separation usually at principal streets only.
Right of way widths are normally between 120-150

feet depending upon existing conditions.

10
(c) Arterials - These include both maﬁor and minor arterials,
with the difference relating to traffic—carrying 20
capacity and right-of-way width depending upon existing
conditions. Both are normally 2 moving lanes in each
direction. Major arterials usually contain a R.O.W.
of 110 feet. Minor arterials usually have a R'OTW'
of 88 feet.
30

40
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Collectors - These are 2 moving lanes, 1 in each direction with
improved shoulders. Their right of way should be 66 to 72 feet depending
upon existing conditions. Curb parking is prohibited or restricted.
Storage lanes for turning movements at intersections are provided.

The roadways are usual/ly_ designed for ‘Speeds of up to 30 MPH in

built-up areas to as high as 40-50 MPH in outlying sections.
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(e} Local Streets - These streets are primarily intended

to give direct access to abutting properties and are
used to service residential, business or industrial

areas. Their right-of-way is usually 50 to 60 feet.

Intersection Improvements

The Township recently participated in a Countywide TOPICS
improvement program ("Traffic Operations Program for Increasing
Capacity and Safety"). Toéether with informétion made available
by the Township's Public Safety officé, a list of critical
intersections in need of improvement in the short term has
been identified. This Plan proposes that the intersections be
improved to provide, at a minimum, appropriate signal control
and turning lanes. Detailed engineering studies of those
intersections, not designed by the TOPICS program, should also
be undertaken to identifykthe proper improvements required at
~each location. Implementation involves working closely with the Cdunty
agencies. The Circulation Plan map indicates these intersections by an

 _< asterisk symbol.
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In addition, as a result of proposed widening of Summerhill Road
its intersection with Cranbury Road and Rues Lane is already

designed by the County to be improved in the very near future.

The proposed realignment of Cranbury Road (as noted on the Plan) will require
intersection improvement with Dunhams Corner Road, Rues Lane and

New Brunswick Avenue.

Various intersections with Route 18 have also been identified as
in need of improvement. In the short term plan, Tices Lane

and Rues Lane intersection should be grade separated.

‘This Plan recommends that these intersection improvements be
made part of the Township's Capital Improvement Program and
that federal improvement funds (through the Federal Aid to
Urban Systems -- FAUS program) be sought to initiate their
Qonstructioh{k The Route 18 improvements relate'to“fhat
highway's overall improvement which requires state action.

- As part of the "Town Green" proposal, realignments and new

Service road proposals may take time to initiate and complete.

31la
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In the interim, the current road alignments will, practically

speaking, remain as is. The existing Crambury Road Ryders

~Lane intersection,therefore,shodld be improved and considered

a top priority project, although over time it will probably be
phased out or made part of an internal "Town Green" service

road system yet to be aésigned.

In the long term, it is recommended that for all designated
collector and arterial roads intersections,
adequate right-of-way be provided to allow ample room at intersections

for eventual turning movement improvements.

Mass Transit

Many suburban communities have come to realize that the auto-
mobile is an inefficient way. to move people about, particularly
in view of growing energy shortages. Mass transit is becoming

recognized as a more viable alternative to supplementing circulation by auto.

IRealistically speaking, mass transit in Middlesex County means
busses in the forseeable future. Several studies have been

conducted by the County to initiate a Countywide transit plan.
AlthQUQh no plan has yet been adopted, several route proposals

have been advanced. The Township has also proposed a local bus system

which is in the planning stages.

312a
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It is recommended that both the'Countywide proposals and local
proposals be further encouraged to result in short-term action
efforts. The current land use patterns and road network can

only complement and beﬁefit either system.
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d. Community Facilities, Recreation and Open Space

Community facilities such as parks, schools, libraries, fire houses,
government buildings, drainage and utilities provide services vital to a
modern community's existence. In short, they are the aspects that
enhance the quality of life in East Brunswick and which already provide

a wide range of comin:mity sérvices. This element of the Master Plan is
primarily concerned with: | . : '

1. The provision of expanded facilities in parts of the Township

that are deficient.

2. The provision of new facilities in parts of the Township where

new or intensified growth is anticipated.

3. The replacement of facilities that are obsolete or unable to

meet future demands.

4. The broadening of the range of facilities provided to meet the
demands of a varied population whose lifestyles are changing

rapidly. ‘
The proposals presented in this Plan fall within the range of responsibility of
_ several levels of government. They reflect, for the most part, recomménda-
tions of various boards, departments and citizen study groups in the Township.
Following the adoption of this Plan, a more comprehensive Parks and Recreation
Facilities Master Plan will be undertaken by the Township ‘staff; that plan may

resuit in an amendment to this Plan.

The "Community Facilities Plan" map, shown on the following page, highlights
some of the major facility proposals described in this section. The basis for
these is not only provision of adequate recrea:cion and open space for existing

~ and future residents, but also the need for the Township and other governmental

levels to preserve environmentally-sensitive areas.

40




58

Recreation and Open Space

Recreation and open space enhances the quality of
the residential environment and is often expressed as one

of the prime reasons why so many chose East Brunswick as their

"home town. "

Clearly, the establishment and preservation of permanent open

space and recreational areas is extremely important.

Open space in any community can serve a number of useful
functions. It makes the community a more attractive place to

live and as such helps to enhance and stabilize property values.

Open space helps in the preservation of natural resources.
Stream channels, ponding and retention areas as well as flood

plains must be protected from the encroachment of future developf

ment.

As Shown on the "Community Facilities" map, conservation and
preservation of such areas in the Township is proposed. In
addition, extension of Jiamesburg Park in the vicinity of Cranbﬁry
Road as well as inclusion of various outparcels is set forth in the
Land Usevplan. This p;reservation-will further: protect the Old Bridge Sands

aquifer.

In recent years increased leisure time, higher income levels,
expanding population in all age groups and increased mobility,

have placed greater emphasis on recreation needs.

315a ...
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COMMUNITY FACILITIES PLAN MAP




317a
59 «

Recreation activities require space, in some cases more space than in others,

depending on the type of recreation facility, population or area covered.

The ability of existing recreation areas to satisfy present and future recreation
needs is usually determined by recognized standards. It is the policy of this
Township to determine the magnitude of recreation facilities development and
programming it wishes to u'ridertake. The recreation and park proposals advanced
here are meant as an optimum point for the Township in completing its ongoing

recreation/park program depending on capital improvement funds and resources.

In some instances, the parks shouid be acquired and maintained by the County
Park system. In other instances, the parks can be acquired through donation ’
by dev‘elopers, as trade-offs to permit the development of property with increased
residential density as described in an earlier section of this report. The parks
themselves will be developed over time based on a more detailed Parks and

Recreation Facilities Master Plan prepared as an "implementation program

action item."

Appendix 3 describes the standards and methodology used to derive the various
park needs proposéd on the Community Facilities plan. The basic concept in
developing and locating parks is to establish different levels of recreation
activity geared to varied population age, interests and location. These ranged
from very small play areas, which would serve a special part of a neighborhood
Oriented towards younger children, to Community Parks which would contain
Specialized recreational facilities and water oriented activities (such as the

TOWnship's Community Park with its swimming pool, lake, etc.).

10
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The parks are located to serve existing as well as future residents of the
Township. On average, the open space, park/recreation proposals advanced
herein provide 2 minimum of 10 acres of recreation space for each 1, 000

persons as per national statistics.

Bikeway Network

A bikeway proposal is advanced as part of the open space and recreation plan.

This bikeway system, which also could serve as a pedestrian network, would

link major community facilities and provide direct access to the "Town Green''

area. The "Bikeway Network" map, shown on the following page, indicates
the extent of the proposed bikeway network. It is based on proposals advanced

by the Transportation Advisory Committee of the Planning Board.

Minor adjustments have been made to the proposed route which reinforce the
basic land use proposals of the Master Plan. Further details regarding the
staging and development of the Bikeway are contained in a special report of
the Transportation Committee. This should be referred to as the basis for

further capital improvement planning during the implementation stage of this

Master Plan.

As is demonstrated on the map, significant community facilities are connected

by the bikeway route(s) which lead to, begin or end at the "Town Green. "
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Education
Lovte

No new elementary school construction is planned as a result of the short term
plan development proposals. If development occurs at a rate faster than pro-

jected, itis possible that two new elementary schools and expansion of the

Hammarskjold Junior High School would be required.

The two elementary school sites proposed in the long term are located in or ;
10
near projected future growth areas. One is in the Riva Avenue section of the

Township on land presently owned by the school board. The other is located

near New Brunswick Avenue on land also owned by the Township.

Expansion of the Hammarskjold School is based upon recommendations advanced
by a special school planning citizen committee. In addition, enrollment pro- 20

jections based on varying annual growth ratés, conducted by the school board's

consultant, were used in arriving at this plan's conclusions with respect to the
probability that no new schools will be required. Appendix 4 outlines the

methodology used to determine these conclusions. b

Questions relating to restrucfuring of educational cirricula, 'community school -
concept, " as well as phaéing out of older school buildings in the district which
have been advanced by the citizen planning committee are beyond the scépe of

this Plan. At the present time, the Township staff and Board of Education étaff

have begun discussions on a short range (ten year) Master Plan for educational ’
40

planning including facilities. At that future time, it would be appropriate to
respond to questions of curricula and older facilities, given a more definitive

articulation of Township development policy.
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Historic District and Preservation

Preservation of historic landmarks is encour‘aged. Continuation of the Old

Bridge Historic District is endorsed by this Master Plan and work is underway

on a plan for the district.

Other Community Facilities

The "Town Green' is a majo'r/community facility proposed for the Township.

It is more fully described in a later section of this report. 10

The proposed construction of another fire house at Dunhams/Church Lane will - S

provide adequate fire protection coverage in the Township. No new facilities

will be required.

20
The various volunteer companies, together with the Township, should assess

their equipment and manpower needs in light of development of highway density

housing along Route 18 and more intense residential/use in the "Town Green"

area,

Police Department space needs are adequate for the short term. Naturally, as -
the Township grows, increased demands will be placed upon the police force.
This will result in the need for additional manpower and equipment. A 25%

Increase in current space is recommended based on Master Plan Review

Committee analyses.

40
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In addition, short term needs require a garage and maintenance area accom-
modating police vehicles. It is recommended that Such an area be provided
either at the proposed additional municipal garage on Dunhams Corner Road
near Church Lane or at the current public works garage. In an effort to
'stabilize space re.quirements, it is also suggested that regionalization of cer-

tain specialized police services be considered.

Clearly, additional space to house municipal government activities and services,
inciuding public health service, will be required as the Township grov'v's in the
future. Gross space has been allocated for this expansion in the proposed

"Town Green'' area. Exact space requirements would be subject to further
detailed studies of municipal needs. This will be more appropriately determined

by a special study during the implementation phase of this plan.

The existing public works maintenance garage and work area will need addi-
tional room in the short term. It is proposed that such an expanded facility

be located on Dunhams Corner Road near Church Lane, generally opposite the

Community Park. ‘ : )

10

40
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Drainage

Development can substantially'alter‘a natural drainage system's
efficiency. 1In manyhinstances construction modifies the topography,

removes vegetation, increases erosion, affects the percolation of

10
surface waters by paving over soil formations and encroaches on

channels and ponding areas. The ° ' results of such changes
are all too obvious in East Brunswick - increased stream flows
or more frequent flooding of the natural channel.

A number of areas in the Township are susceptible to flooding 20
during periods of high runoff and extended ponding.

The areas subject to flooding are usually adjacent to major

streams that periodically overflow their natural channels.
The areas subject to ponding are usually natural depressions

that lack adeguate surface outlets.

’Various technical drainage studies (noted in the "Preface to

Planning” report) conducted by the Township, County and State .

have documented the extent and location of local drainage problems

as well as the - ~ remedies required to solve them. ;

40

The Township falls within two basic drainage areas - the

Lawrence Brook basin(which contains the major portion of the
Township extending in a westerly direction, from 0ld Bridge

Turnpike, Rues Lane and Cranbury Road). and the South River basin

(eXtending in a southeasterly direction from Cranbury Road and

Rues ILane).
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Improvements advanced for the Lawrence Brook are

channel widenings along major streams in the Township. These

are indicated on the Community Facilities Plan Map.

Further, two major retention basins along Irelands Brook, one
in the vicinity of the Hammarskjold School and another in the

L e . 10
vicinity of Fern Road north of the County Fairgrounds, are

proposed to help alleviate downstream flooding.

In the South River basin, improVément of stream channels along
the Cedar Brook and its tributaries into East Brunswick is

suggested.‘ 20

Further development in East Brunswick requires further improvements to
areas of '

[existing drainage deficiencies and the continuance and preserva-

A P e N

e A

tion of the existing natural drainage system. To this end the

Comprehensive Master Plan recommends the following:

‘a) Incorporation of existing drainage engineering studies
into a comprehensive drainage improvment plan based on
land use proposals advanced in this Plan with an
appropriate timetable’for action.
'b) Continued establishment of drainage easements along
all significant watercourses in the Township. 40
€) Periodic improvement and continuous maintenance of

drainage channels in joint effort with the County on

waterways in areas of mutual interest.
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d) development of appropriate local design control
standards to insure the construction of adequate and

innovative storm drainage systems in all future develop-

ments.

Sewerage Disposal System

With the exception of the area west of the Turnpike and areas

10 :
in the southernmost portions of the Township, southeast and i

southwest of Fern Road, sewers are in existence.

In the short term, sewers should be extended

in the 0l1d Stage Road area between Fern Road and New Brunswick
Avenue. In the long term they should be extended to Cranbury 20

Road. Because of the topography in this area such extension

is dependant on cooperation with the Monroe Township Utility

Authority.

Sewer extension to the Riva Avenue section is not recommended

by this Master Plan. Considering the low density agricultural 30
and open space nature of this area, the need for utility

expansion is gquestionable and the costs would be excessive in view of

the benefit derived.

Prevalent health problems from malfunctioning on site septic
sewer systems in this area require attention. Alternative - ‘-46
émergency solutions to alleviate current problem areas should be

investigated. 1In the interim, continued vigorous review of

Proposed new septic installations is mandated.
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The County Sewerage Authority is investigating the feasibility of a new inter-
ceptor line along the Farrington Lake to service municipalities on line. A
minor sewer line tie-in to this interceptor for alleviating current health

problems should be investigaté‘d.

W‘ith‘ regard to the existing séwer collection system, it is recommended thaf a
revised sewer master plan bé’bfébared based on the land use proposals
advanéed in thié Plan. Improvements to existing collections systems could then
‘be readily identified and this improvement staged according to planned future
development needs. The new Municipal Land Use Act permits certain reason-
able off-tract improvement costs to be assessed against future developers.

A detailed engineering plan could assist in identifying the level of off-tract

improvements necessary to be funded by the private sector.

Water Supply

Various engineering studies (noted in ''"Preface to Planning' report) have been
undertaken to document the supply and demand for water together with methods

for improving the local water supply system.

The studies recommend that the Township expand its ability to tap its own
ground water supply from the Farrington Sands (west of the Turnpike) as well

as continue to supply its needs from the New Brunswick sources. This Plan

concurs.

10
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It has been éstiméted fhaf up to 13 million gallons‘ pér day in the long range
(sufficient to accommodate 80, 000 people) can be handled by local sources as
well as by the purchase of additional diversionary water rights from New
Brunswick sources. Based on the lower growth rates énvisioned by this
Master Plan, thé water to accommodate future Township growth appears ample,

and should not be a deterrent to that growth.

As to the local water distrit;ution system, extension in the short term will be 10
necessary in the Old Stage area between Fern Road and New Brunswick Avenue,
with eventual long term extension of facilities to Cranbury Road. The remainder

of the Township, particularly where new growth is proposed, appears to be

adequately served.

20
In order to insure adequacy of the future water distribution system and to protect

those already in existence, engineering studies should be undertaken at that time
when development requires extension into unserviced areas. In a way similar
to the future extension of the sewer system, adequate service can be provided

on a ""pay-as-you-go'" basis by assessing developers the cost of system instal-

lation. 30

In the short term, continued use of private disposal companies is advanced by
the ,Plan.y For the long term, it is recommended that the Township participate
with the County .Sblid Waste Management planning program to develop a region- 4o

Wide solution to long term waste disposal needs.

i'E
fi1
v
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"Town Green"

A major proposal of the Plan is the creation of a '""Town Green'" to

serve as a focal point for all Township residents. Such a center would
give East Brunswick a unique identity and help foster a closer community
spirit.
The "Town Green' sho(uld“éerve as the main governmental, civic and

1
cultural center for the Township. It should remain small and entirely ‘ °
in character with the Township's suburban setting never becoming a

congested ''downtown. "

The ""Town Green'' core area will be built primarily by private developers,

on vacant land opposite the Jean Walling Civic Center. 20

To ensure orderly development of this area, a detailed Development Plan,
to be prepared by the Township staff as a guide, would establish specific
design parameters. This plan would be undertakén during the implemen-
tation phase éf this Master Plan. A piecemeal, scattéred approach to'the

creation of the "Town Green'' is to be avoided.

The "Town Green' should contain:

--'Civic,A cultural, social, community services and recreational
uses, such as tennis courts, sitting areas, bike paths, pedestrian

~walkways, a post office and community theater.

--Varied residential units, professional offices and small specialty 40

shops.
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--Additional municipal government and educational
offices, as needed in the future.

For planning purposes, all vacant land within a quarter mile
radius of the Civic Center is considered part of the core
‘ of which
area. About 150 acres are included / 90 acres are potentially
potential ,
available for/development, making the "Town Green" core area

about 1% of the total Township area. 10
_The ''Bikeway - Network" map in Section B(d) of this report

portrays the general location of the "Town Green" core area.

Table C-1 provides a tabulation of both existing and proposed

land uses generally envisioned by this Master Plan within the

core area. ‘ ' 20

Detailed
| studies of the "Town Green"area would be necessary to specifically

formulate an overall dévelopment plan, provide definitive design
controls and standards, develop a necessary internal local

service patﬁtern and establish a realistic timetable for imple-

. 30
mentation. ;

As noted, ‘
/the "Town Green's" core area is based on a 1/4 mile radius,

. Jean Walling Civic
measured from the existing / Center. Realistically, a quarter
mile is a reasonable distance for an individual to walk. By

limiting all the proposed "mixed use" activities to this core,
prop 40

a Completely pedestrian, auto free, environment can prosper.
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An additional 1/4 mile, or 1/2 mile in total radius from the

existing Civic Center, was determined to be within realistic

bicycling range with a fair}percentage of additional pedestrian
patronage. For plannihg ﬁurpoées oﬁ1y,'the area in this addi-
tidnal radius was considered as the "immediate support area".
In actual fact, the enfire Township should be considered as

10
the Town Green's "Support Area".

As shown on Table C-1 a little more than half the 90 acres

of vacant land available for development in the "Green" area is

proposed for mixed residential use, which includes about 570 new

. . . . 20
dwellings, ranging from detached single~family homes to attached

houses in a cluster arrangement with abundant open space.

These new units represent less than 10% of the total new resi-

dential units to be developed in the entire Township as proposed

in this Master Plan.

Within the immediate support area, about another

125 acres are available for mixed residential use, whhﬂlshoukiprodﬁce

‘some 800 additional dwelling units.

Table C-2 provides a summary tabulation of housing and pépulation

€Xpected to be produced by the "Town Green" concept. At full ‘ 40

development the "Town Green" area, as well as its immediate

Support area, would contain. about 10% of the total population

1n the Township. Half this amount are people already residing

in the developed portion of the "Town Green". The number of total
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dwelling units in the "Town Green' at full development would be about 13% of

the total Township units.

Commercial uses in the "Town Green'" are intended to be primarily of a
‘spec'ialty nature. They are not meant to be regionally competitive but are

of the individual store owner irariety, providing opportunity for local merchants

to cater to a local following. o
10

Clearly, as part of the further planning studies necessary to shape the details
of the "Town Green", investigation is required to determine the amount and
specific store types that would be marketable in this location. Based upon
preliminary analysis which dealt with determining spending power in the "core"

and "immediate support' area, general ranges of probable commercial uses 20

were estimated.

In keeping with the intended low scale character of the "Town Green, ' the

numbers suggested in Table C-1 appear reasonable.

1 It is intended that these commercial uses would be situated on the ground floor 30

of residential and other non-residential buildings, rather than free-standing units

1

40
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By doing so, the principle of an open green square or series
of interlocking green courtyards with mixed activities adjacent,
is reinforced. A certain air of activity and excitement can

be created when such complementary uses are so located.

By doing so, the uniqueness of East Brunswick's "Town Green"

can be assured.



IMMEDIATE SUPPORT AREA

"TOWN GREEN"
Existing Proposed Sub-total Existin‘g Proposed Sub-total GRAND
USES (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) TOTAL
AREA
(Acres)
RESIDENTIAL 82.2 152 278 360.2
Low 5.1 152 152 157.1
Low-Med. 7.8 - 52 59.8
Medium (mixed use) 69. 3 -—- 74 143.3
COMMERCIAL 110 to 160, 000 SF -- 10. 4 17. 17.5
Prof. Offices 30 to 40, 000 SF - 4 8 8+
Retail Conv. -- 6.4 9. 9.5 +
Specialty Retail
(mixed use) 80 to 120,000 SF  -- --= --- -+
PUBLIC-SEMI-PUBLIC 65.3 18. 3 25, 90.6
Park/Recreation 10 5 12 22.0
- Municipal Funciions 37.6 3 3 40.6
Civic/Semi-Public
Functions 17,7 10. 3 10. 28.0
TOTALS 147.5 180.7 320. 468. 3

NOTES: 1. Indicated as square feet (SF) since it is intend

in the core. :
2. Gross Acres includes R.O. W.
3. Town Center Delineation Criteria:

CORE AREA
TOTAL AREA

o

1/4 mile radius from existing Civic Center.
1/2 mile radius from existing Civic Center.

ed as a ground floor use, part of residential devélopment

BELE
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TABLE C-2
"Town Green" Area - At Full Development
People —Housing—Summary

EXISTING PROPOSED
Green Support Sub- TOTAL
Total Area (1975) Area Area total AREA
3,000 1,280 1,950 3, 230 6, 230
£ 0USING (Units) 914 . 566 794 1,360 2,274
622 5 --- 5 627
Low-Med. - 33 222 255 255
 Medium 292 528 572 1,100 1, 392

fource: Table C-1 by Raymond, Parish & Pine, Inc.
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D. Overview of Short Range Plan Impacts

To test the impact of short range plan
PIOPOSEllS,' the consultant conducted ~'a basic develop-
ment impact test to generally assess both the
fiscal and physical consequences of the land use
proposals continued in the Plan.
The development impact test shows general 10
order of magnitude impacts to assess ’ the

probable' effects of the proposed new development on the
Township. The relative effects of inflation or of de-
velopment proceeding at varying time spans has not been

considered. 20

Clearly as implementation of the plan progresses and

spe‘cific applications for‘development are received, more
definitive and fairly detailed cost/bénefit analyses can be

made. Thesé should be part of the zoning implementation process.
Usiné fhe Plan and cost/benefit analysis as guides, positive growth
management techniques can be applied by the Township. Those guides 30
‘used as a yardstick to guage and control the rate of

‘development.

Results of the fiscal impact analysis are shown on

Table D-1. The analysis covers basic areas of municipal
. ) . ‘ ] 40
fiscal concern-- educational, non-educational (essentia-

lly public services) and non-residential (commercial/

industrial) costs and revenues.
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A key assumption in conducting the analysis was an objective proposed by thé '
Master Plan Review Committee in its "Preface to Planning''; namely, that
there should ultimately be a mix of dwelling units consisting of 10-40% tradi-
tional single -'familyvdwe'lling“units'éﬁd 't}‘xé reist 'a’s:dwé’llli’ng uriits'of other
styles and ownership arrangements. Given a realistic non-residential growth

rate, this analysis generated a positive or breakeven fiscal posture.

Applying the findings of that analysis to the short range Plan proposals, the 10
determination was made that 30% of all' new mixed‘-.residential units would be
developed as traditional, detached single-family homes. As can be seen on

the accompanying table, the residential analysis shows about a $100, 000 deficit.

This is essentially a break-even. The deficit is caused by revenue U.S. ex-

20

_penditures of the single-familyydetached units. Non-residential uses would pro-

duce a substantial surplus of over $5 million, indicating a favorable cost-revenue

picture for the Plan.

If the overall percentage of traditional single-family uses in proposed mixed-
residential areas is reduced to approximately 10%, the residential portion of

‘the Plan would more than pay its way.

Ph)’sical impacts of such development on total utility and road service networks

¢an be accommodated with appropriate improvements. For example, the total
Water/sewer demand from the proposed short range plan is estimated at little.

40

more than one million gallons per day (MGD), whichis in the Township's

Projected capacity.
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" glsewhere in this report the ultimate available capacity projected for the
Township was an additional 13 MGD, of which 3 MGD can be derived from
new local well sources. The County sewer system has been uégraded to
absorb major sewer needs and, according to locai utility authority offieials,
wansﬁip capacity is being limited. Since the short range proposals are in

areas with existing infra-structure, new growth can be accommodated without

extension of utilities. : 10

It is difficult to assess the specific.impact of given local development upon:
other parts of the utility service network. This can only be determined when

development applications are submitted and further studies are made.

'-  Similarly, the overall traffic impact could be carried by the existing and 20
:- proposed road networks. Clearly, as has been identified in other sections

: of this report, certain key roadway and local intersections need immediate

E improvements. Any additional development, with or without a Master Plan,

: will aggravate existing circulation trouble spots. As is the case with the

utility network, it is difficult to assess specific impacts on selected portions 30

of the local road systems until actual development applications are received.

Clearly within the enabling legislation of the new Municipal Land Use Act,
- tontributions of a developer for reasonable off-tract water, sewer, drainage

and street improvements can be required by a municipality. As recommended

®lsewhere,
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comprehensive utility and drainage plans, based on this Master

Plan, should be developed. Together with the

Circulation Plan, these would form a basis for estimating

future infrastructure impfovement costs"ahd estabhshing
equitable proration techniques to be applied against new

development, when necessary.

In this fashion, the Township will be able to gauge specific
impacts of each development proposal and require off-site
contributions to mitigate any physidal impacts‘réquiring'

a public improvement.
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" Fiscal-Cost-Revenue Order of Magnitude Impact

Short Range Plan Prbposals (1985)

Residential =~ Non-Residential Est.  Est. School Est. Add'tl. Deficit (-)
USE Use Use Population Population Rateable Surplus (+)
(Units) (S.F.) ($) ($)
RESIDENTIAL
Single Family (detached) 935 ‘ 3; 460 1,122 36, 180, 000 )
Single Family (attached) 780 2, 260 490 33, 150, 000 )
Mixed Residential 770 ~ 1, 850 270 20, 405, 000 ) (-) 112,000
Multi-family . 480 _ 1, 060 | 100 16,800,000 )
COMMERCIAL 1,633, 400 45,735,200 (+) 1,505,000
INDUSTRIAL 4,112, 100 115,138, 800 (+) 3,790,000
"TOTALS 2,965 5,745, 500 8,630 1,982 267, 409, 000 (+) 5,183,000

NOTES: Single Family (detached)
Single Family (attached)

Mixed Residential

Multi-family

rural, low + 30% of PRD, and Low-Med. units.

70% of Low-Med. and PRD units.

Medium units.

= Med-High units.

BHEE
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MAP

————

Long-Ra’nge Development Plan
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MAP

Shor"t4R ange Plan
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IV. IMPLEMENTING THE PLAN

\
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1v. IMPLEMENTING THE PLAN

Adoption of a Master Plan does not mark the end of the Township's planning
effort. Itisa beginning upon which more detailed plans regarding speckific’
paris of this Plan can be made. Of greatest significance is the extent to
which the Plan's provisionsw’ili be irﬁplemented, allowing managed and

balanced growth to be achieved.

- New and improved zoning ordinances, subdivision and site-plan ordinances,
other development controls, capital improvement planning, official mapping,
and, most importantly, continued citizen involvement will mark the next

stages of the Township's planning effort.

Planning goals reflect the broadest goals of the community. In a continued
effort to implement the Master Plan it is recommended that the following

programs, some of which are already in motion, proceed:

1. Institute a continuing dialog = with the community. Constant
exposure to, and discussion of, the Plan is frequently the only
way in which people can assimilate its content and become

familiar with its conceptual framework.

In this regard, perhaps the creation of a ''federation' of local
k ‘civic groups, business leaders and officials could be established
to present a public forum in which a continuing dialog of progress

and prospects in Plan implementation can be effectively discussed.
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Success in publicizing the Plan will depend upon the Planning Board's ability
to keep it in the forefront of the public's consciousness by referring to its
provisions with regard to every develbpment proposal that may be brought
forth. They should also be able to engage in a continuous process of amend-
ment based on altered growth trends and revelation of plans of other agencies

which may affect East Brunswick.

Detail the Plan by developing more specific studies of individual problem 10
areas or areas of opportunity. Clearly, development design schemes for

the "Town Green' are the first priority.

Create a public display of the Plan or its sub-parts as it moves toward im-
plementation. This will include fnaps and photographs of existing conditions, 20
examples of existing desirable types of development as well as undesirable

types of development which the Plan seeks to avoid, for exhibition in the

library, schools, civic center, Park'n Ride, etc.

Provide speakers and discussion leaders able to discuss the Plan with all
local groups and organizations who have either a general interest in the Plan 30
as a whole or who want to help in relating what may be happening in their

area to any specific detail of the Plan.

© 40




5, Continue with grantsmanship. Implementation of parts of the Plan depends

on availability of funds from higher levels of government. Success in
securing thése funds requires close contact with countless county, regional,
state and federal agencies; with the area's congressional delegation and its
state legislators; .and through liaison, 'On a person-to-person basis, with

their staffs.

o R | o 10
" 6. To remain useful;"the Plan must be kept vigorously up to date and its

"principles' must be kept relevant to the evolving needs of the community.
Through its professional staff, the Planning Board must be ready to seize
new opportunities which arise as a result of new programs or new directions

set by changes locally or outside Township boundaries. 20

The constant review, evaluation and adjustment of the Plan is as important
as its original preparation. It should include constant updating of its infor-
mation base,for its quality will be directly related to the level of detail and

accuracy of information available.

40
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Implementation of the Plan

The comprehensive master plan will be implemented by two basic
fypes of public activities: (J.) the regulation of private
development acﬁivities/; 'VaAa/nd (2) the realization of capital
‘projects for which public agencies are directly responsible,

whether they be state, county, or local. . 10

For East Brunswick, such activities will be based initially on the

proposals contained in the Short Range Plan. These activities

will be completed after formal adoption of the Plan.

20
Development Regulation

Revision in the Township's zoning ordinance will be necessary
~to accomplish specific proposals in the Master Plan. It should
be recognized that the zoning ordinance, which controls what

the land is used for and the manner in which it is developed‘,‘ C

‘cannot always reflect the Master Plan faithfully. This is 30
because the Plan looks to a future which is _ conjectural

whereas zoning, with its statutory powers, must be conditioned

by the realities of the present.

40
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‘ 10
In all existing districts a re?iew of cufrent'deVelopment'~
controls will be necessary to insure their compatibility with
the Master Plan proposéls and principles. A revision to the existing
zoning map, based on the new zone proposals as wevll as Master Plan land
use proposals, will be necéssary. 20
30

Investigation of "Transfer of Development Credits" (TDC) and

"Transfer of Development Righfs (TDR) as well as other zoning
inr{ovations should occur, as to their applicability in further
implementing the short-ﬁerm agricultural and certain ’

Tesidential proposals. ~ “0

Bonus density or incentive criteria will be required in the

“PRD": low-medium, medium, "Town Green" and medium-high
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areas to reflect ways in which density can increase from the low to high
end of the proposed range. Also included should be appropriate requirements

for low-moderate housing units to a specified percentage in these zones.

Subdivision & Site Plan Ordinance
Refinement of site plan réview criteria will be necessary to insure adequate
control and impact analysis over newer forms of development that will be

10
_ permitted by the Master Plan proposals.

Review of the land subdivision requirements as they relate to newer forms of
housing proposed by the Master Plan should be undertaken. Emphasis should
be placed on proper control of drainage .as well as insuring that the most

up-to-date planning practices are incorporated in these requirements. 20

~ Official Map

- An Official Map should be adopted to reflect key Master Plan proposals with

regard to circulation and necessary public drainage ways, park or public areas.: .

Caution should be exercised in the preparation of such a Map. There are 30
requirements that the Township would have to map by exact survey all

Prc;posals and that feservation for those proposals be paid for by the Township.

In éome instances, public improvements (park areas for example) could be

'gained from developers as a tradeoff for increased density and not necessarily

be placed on an Official Map to insure future implementation. . 40
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Housing Code and Other Development Controls

The last set of regulatory tools which can influence the quality of the com-

munity and assist in kprevéhtirvlvg det'e"fibra'tion in its older sections are a Housing
Code and various codes governing construction. Their constant updating to
reflect new court attitudes on theﬁexerc'ise of public powers and the mutual
responsibilities of landlords and tenants, and to reflect the déve10pment of

new materials and building technology are essential to the maximization of

their éffectiveness.

Capital Improvements

The Township should plan for capital improvement expenditures by annual

preparation of a six-year capital improvements program. This should
reflect improvements embodied in the short range plan. Those capital im-

provements which are currently needed to maintain and upgrade the Township

‘should be identified as well.
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APPENDIX 1

Unmet Housing Needs: Fair Share Allocation Methodology

Low and moderate income families in East Brunswick has been defined
’ according to federal guidelines. Low income, based on 1970 data, means an
average family of four earning annually less than $6, 000. Moderate income
means families earning between'$6, 000. and $9, 500. It wasestimated that in

1975 these ranges would be increased to $8, 000 for low income families and

$13, 000 for moderate income families. | ¥
Itv is generally. accepted that thé average family could afford to payﬂ 25%
| of his income for housing or support a house valued at 2.5 times his annual
income. Therefore, a low income family in 1975 could support a $20, 000
' home value or pay $170/month in rent. A moderate income family could 20

support a $32, 500 home value or a rent of $270/month.
| In 1970, these values were somewhat lower. They ranged for home
owners from $15, 000 to $25, 000 and for renters from $125 to $210 per month.
In terms of fche Township‘s unmet need, 1975 estimates indicate a total
need of about 1, 350 units, comprised of 8_5_0 existing urﬁts either physically

substandard or households paying more than 25% of their income for shelter

and about 500 new units representing the Township's "fair share." These

",

b e

Dumbers are adjusted to reflect credit for existing low and moderate income
units in the Township. In 1985, or basically the short term plan period,

between 2?0 and 400 additional units are required depending upon the level of 40

-y

Job growth actually experienced.

i

L s o Y e R
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appendix 1 Page 2

The "Fair share” was based on a method-which relates low and

' moderate income housing need to the extent of new low and
méderate incdﬁe jobs in the region. East Brunswick's share is
proportionate to its share of the region's job growth, in this

case was assumed to be the County.

10
z Table F-3, following indicates a summary of the suggested ,;
: approach to determining unmet housing need in the Township. i
It indicates a need of 1353 units in 1975 to 1605 units, and g

1743 units in 1985.

20

30
40

0 i i
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The following are ke};'p;oints in this
a) Determine number of new jobsrexpected in the region. 10
'b) Define East Brunswick's share of the region's job growth by

utilizing the following ratio applied against the total new job

estimates:

East Brunswick's Developable Zoned Vacant Job Producing Lands
County Developable Zoned Vacant Job Producing Lands

Job producing lands include industrial and commercial land uses.

c) Determine what percentage of these jobs will be held by low/
moderate incorné salaried employees.

d) Determine number of new low/moderate income households as
result of new job generation.

The following tables, F-1 and F-2, apply this baéic approach based on

the proposed Master Plan.

Table F-1 Estimates East Brunswick's share of regional employment
) based on existing zoning and proposed Master Plan.

Table F-2 Calculates East Brunswick's Fair Share as a result of the
revised Master Plan proposals.

, 40 [
To these 'fair share' estimates would be added the existing low/moderate

~INcome housing need. Existing need has been extracted from the Township's
Y.HOHSing Assistance Plan, prepared as part of its participation in the Federal

C°mrnunity Development program.
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TAIHJ' F- l

C s ‘ BAST BRUNSWICK'S SHARL OF PROJECTED REGIONAL EMPLOYMENT, 1975-80

» _ . . (Job/ﬂousmg Balance Method)
. X 1975 1980
S . ' # of Jobs : » Est. ¥ of Additional Jobs
_REGION! _ . : ,
. — (Middlesex County) ' _ . ‘ ‘ 240, 400 28,000 - 43,450
EAST BRUNSWICK SHARE? L | )
Existing . _ ' LT 12, 100 -
A Projection ' . --- : _ 987 - 1,520
B l_’rojcction

--- o ; 564 - - 869

' 1 : . . T
Sources: Estimates by MCPB - 1/76 interpolated by RPP, Inc.

Bascd on ratio of Township ‘zoned & vacant. developable job producing lands to those in the County. Ratio assumed constant for period
of prmectlon. |

A projection based on existing Township zoning = 3. 5%.

‘B projection based on Proposed Master Plan - = 2. 0%.

i i Nt A

. BYSE
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TABLE F-2

EAST BRUNSWICK'S FAIR SHARE BASIED ON PROPOSED MASTER PLAN 1975-1980
(Job/uousing Balance Mcthod)

FAIR SHARE?

i 1970-1975 Additional3 1975-1980 Additional Total Need
EXISTING ‘ ITousing Need Housing Neced ' 1975 - 1980
Low/Mod Hsg. Need Total # ' Total #
1975 . # Low # Mod Units ¥ Low # Mod Units
503 47-72° 79-123  126-195 1479 - 1548

EAST BRUNSWICK ; 850 186 317

Sources: !Based on East Brunswick HAP - 1976. . . . L

chtcrmined as follows:

a) Regional share of jobs (Table F-1) X .7 = Total new houschold units.
(. 7 factor reflects ratio of average State employed houschold heads to total number of resident. houscholds, which means about

“ 30% of all houscholds have more than one wage carner. )

b) Total new household units X . 32 = Total # new low/mod units nceded.
(. 32 factor taken from Urban County [IAP, which indicates 32% of new jobs to bé created would be for low/mod income

salaried houscholds )
¢) Total # low/mod units X (. 37) or (. 63) respcctively to dctcrmmc low/mod income units.
(.37 and . 63 factors from 1970 Census. )

3'l'otal number derived as in Footnote 2 adjusted by existing low/moderate units available 1.n Township from Tax Assessor Records 1975.

. BoGE

st K LR
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TABLE F-3
SUMMARY: FAIR SHARE HOUSING NEED PROJECTIONS

FOR EAST BRUNWWICK, N.J.

1975 - 1985

1975

Total # Low/Moderate

1985

Total # Low/Moderate
Income Units

Income Units

Job/Housing

Balance A 1353 1769-2059

Estimates B 1353 1605-1743

Note: Total need includes existing units and new additional ‘ 20

units that are needed.

1. Job/Housing Estimates: By RPP, Inc.

A

under present Township zoning
ordinance.

o)
"

under proposed master plan.

40




APPENDIX 2 ' 357a

Mecting the Unmet Housing Nced

Greater amounts of housing subsidy, whether it be direct Federal
subsidy of interest rates, family income, property tax abatement, or other
assistance techniques, is_nee’ded if the low and even moderate income family
in East Brunswick is to be édequately housed.
Reducing lot sizes, a'rh’én"ity requirements and introducing varied
housing types can help reduce costs, but only minor in relation to the level Lo
required to permit low and the majority of moderate income families to ob-

tain affordable housing. At best, such cost savings will allow more upper

moderate to middle income housing to be produced.

Modest low-rise townhouse construction, with ideal site conditions and

- low land acquisition costs, 'has been estimated to produce a unit selling 20
between $28, 000 and $34, 000 in rural portions of Middlesex County.

Even at this most ideal situation, a low income family earning $8, 000
(assuming the maﬁdmum value he could carry being $20, 000) could not afford
to purchase this unit.

Why does housing cost so much? Many studies have been conducted to
illustrAate the costs of hdusing development and related effects of density.
Attached are two charts extracted from such a study conducted by Rutgers'
University - Center for Urban Policy Research in 1972, It compares singié
family development at 1/2 acre lots to townhouse development at 8-10 du/acre
lécated in East Windsor, New Jersey. While construction and development 40

“c‘_’StS have risen since 1972, it does serve as an example for the following

A obs"-‘I‘vations:
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1)

2)
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In terms of the basic "development' and "construction' cost

stages of the residential development projects under examination,
Table C-1 indicates little variation in overall cost between single
lot and townhouse development. As can be expected in a townhouse
develop'ment, ""development'' costs are somewhat lower due to
lower land cost/unit and reduced site preparation costs due to
clustering of units resulting in reduced runs of utilities, roads, etc.

10

However, in the '

‘construction' category, due to larger front end
costs, increased standard amenities, differences in structural and

mechanical systems, a shift towards higher total construction costs

is apparent.

' L 20
In the example examined by Table C-1, the real savings is in land

costs gained through increased density (assuming land is purchased

-at less than major density value); An approximate $2, 000 per unit

saving in land acquisition was realized. There are two qualifica-

tions to be made here:

a) Achieving land savings hinges on the acquisition of raw land at
low density prices and subsequently developing the land at a

higher density.

40
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b) Even at a $2, 000 per unit land savings cost, a savings of

about $15 in monthly occupancy costs, which at that time was

equivalent to about $700 added home purchasing power to a

consumer; hardly a significant reduction in reaching the low

and majority of moderate income families.

3. Table C-2 illustrates the very real probiem contributing to housing

10
costs—its monthly operating expenses. Significant savings in
housing can be achieved if reduction in debt retirement (through
some form of interest subsidy or reduction program) or in taxes
(through some form of tax abatement program) is achieved.
20
For example, if in the case under example on Table C-2 we were
to reduce interest and/or taxes, the following would occur:
Resultant Decrease in
, . Family Income Require-
Interest Reduction from ment to Purchase
7-1/2 % to: $31, 000 Town House
’ 6-1/2 -$ 960 30
5-1/2 : - $1,776
4-1/2 - $2,640
1Calculat_e @ FHA financing 30-year mortgage @ 7-1/2% with ,~ 5
10% down, yielding a family income requirement of $16, 500 5
to purchase the home. :
As can be seen, a reduction in 3 percentage points reduces the 40 ;
family income requirement by $2,640. In our example, that would ‘

result in a family income recjuirement of $13,860. This begins to .
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+ Appendix 2 Page 4

approach the moderate income level of affordable housing.
Coupled with reductions in property taxes, additional "buying/

carrying' -power can be added to the home consumer's finances.

In summary then, increases in densities, cost saving development tech-

niques will not significantly'i:educe housing costs to levels required by low

and moderate income families. It will lower the cost of housing so that more

families in the upper moderate (above $12,000) bracket could afford it.

To reach the low income/moderate income brackets (under $7, 000 to
$12, 000), other subsidy techniques in both home financing, taxes or direct

Federal/State/County subsidies are required.

T S R R M
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TABLE C-1

HOUSING DEVELOPMENT COST COMPARISON - AN EXAMPLE

CASE A CASE B
/ ; Single Family Townhouse
yements of Cost ' Subdivision Development
Cost % of % of
jevelopment L0S 7 ‘Total Cost Total Cost
Developer's Fees 13 12
Architectural/Eng. : _ 1.7 1.7 10
Land Purchase 8. '3 1.4
Preliminary Site Work 8.2 5.8
Interim Financing 4,3 4.5
Misc. Admin. Fees 5.4 5.8
Sub-total - 38.9 - 31.3
b 20
?bnstruction Cost
Foundation, Excavation 8.4 8.1
Structural Frame 26.0 29.4
Mechanical Systems 10.5 ' 13.2
Interior Prep. ) 13.7 14.8
Landscaping & Paving , 2.5 3.2 ' 2
Sub-total 61.1 68.7
TOTAL | 100. 0 100. 0
9tes; .Case A = Single family subdivision 1, 700 ft. 2 4/5BR - 1/2 acre lots.
Case B = Townhouses 1, 300 ft. 2 . 3BR - avg. 20X90 lots. Density 8-10 du/acre’
| | 40
duree.
Urce: Extracted from "Planned Unit Development'' - Burchell - Center for Urban
Policy Research - Rutgers University 1972. ' i




TABLE C-2

HOUSING OCCUPANCY COST - AN EXAMPLE

Monthly
Ccarrying Charge

CASE A
$31, 000 Town House
FHA Financing 7-1/2%
30-Year Mortgage

CASE B
$37, 990 SF House

362a

FHA Financing 7-1/2%

30-Year Mortgage
(10% Down)

a————

Debt Retirement
Taxes

-Utilities

Maintenance & Repair

Insurance

Total

Family Income Requirement
~to carry home

*

1 : .
- Assumes total housing cost = 25% of morz:hly income.

(10% Down)

% of Total
. 56.7
25.6
10.5
4.9
2.3

S ——————

100.0

$16, 5001

% of Total
55.17
25.9

- 11.8
5.0
1.9

100.0

$20, 000

10

20

40




363a

appendix 3 - Park/Recreation Planning Methodology

rable 3~1 below indicates the general park/recreation standards -
used to derive East Brunswick's recreation plan. They are based
on recognized standards derived by the National Recreation and

park Association, Regional Plan Association of New York and Middle-

10
sex County Planning Board as adjusted by this consultant to reflect
: local conditions. 1In addition, recommendations advanced by the
Master Plan Review Committee for additional park and recreational
areas was considered in the location of additional facilities.
TABLE 3-1 20
RECREATION STANDARDS PLANNING
Standard/
1,000 pop. Service Ideal Typical
Type _ Acres Area Size Facilities
Totlot (TL) .25-.5 1/8-1/4 mile 1/4-1/2 Pre-school
' . depending on acre activities-
residential
] ‘ : : density ,
Neighborhood 1.5-2.0 1/2 mile . 2-5 Playground, 30
Park (NP) acres quiet rec.
areas, spray
pool, informal
games
\; .
Community 2.0-3.5 1.5-2 miles 10-40 Playfield, turf
Park (cp) acres area,softball,
. ' court games
: istrict Park 2.5-4.0 3 miles 100-200 Outdoor sports,
.~ (bp) , acres passive or 40
active water

sports,picnic, f
nature enjoy- Br
ment ,boating L

¥ N i i
: (ggional Parks - similar to County Golf Course or Jamesburg Park,

deemed adegate in the Township

—
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pased on the above standards an analysis by Census Enumeration
pistrict was undertaken to identify existing deficiencies as well
as projected needs based on Residential Land use proposals. That :
analysis revealed a parkland need, both existing and proposed of
petween 280 to 530 acres;

The proposals advanced in the Community Facilities Plan would

provide about 420 acres if the "ideal" size acreage were acquired 10
for each proposed park area. This falls within an acceptable
range. At full development, if implemented, the Township would
have a proper balance of recreation and developed areas such that
vits overall open characte: would be maintained.
| 20
30

40
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appendix 4 - School Needs Methodology

in prief terms the School Board, through its consultant has
developed an enrollment projection technique for a ten year
period (1975-1980) based on current growth, population changes

and anticipted future growth.

10

It uses a system of "single(family home equivalents" (SFE) which
translate differing hbusing types into single family homes for

purposes of estimating future school children. Estimates based
on 150 SFE, 300 SFE and 300 SFET were made by the School Board,

the most recent set bing March 1975.
’ ' : 20

From these enrollment estimates conclusions were reached in aspecial
Long Range Planning Committee report, regarding future school needs.
Recommendations range from no new facilities to a new high school

and two additional elementary/middle schools depending on use of

older facilities.

Important to this plan is the translation of the short-range resi- -
dentiai growth proposals into single family equivalents. This
Prodﬁced about 150 SFE per year, on the assumption that growth was
€venly spaced over the next ten-year period.

40

»_Based on this projection, it was concluded that no new school

c . .
~°nstrUCtlon in the short-term was warranted.




with regard to high school needs, a different choice arises.
school board projections indicate current 9-12 grade enrollment
of 3300 pupils. Bésed on 150SFE, in 1985 the enrollment was
projected as 3068 pupils, with slight variations over the ten

year period.

1f slower growth rates continue, the_deéision as to costs of new
iﬁétfuctional spéce bears closerAexamination. This is perhaps
best done as part of the implementation phase of this project
in concert with the school board as it prepares its Master Plan

"for future school facilities.

366a
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Appendix 5 - Natural Resources Inventory of East Brunswick Township

By reference, the ""'Natural Resources Inventory of East Brunswick Township"
prepared by the Natural Resources Inventory Subcommittee, East Brunswick

Environmental Commission, 1975, is made part of this Master Plan.
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xAJGL/baub?
Mrs. Joan Abraemowitz, Chairperson : 4/thuwcz;miL/LZuéquupé

East Brunswick Planning Roard

1 Jean Walling Civic Center ‘ ,é;x @Lh,57ﬁ¢uﬁuu*k,;ﬂl
East Brunsw1ck, New Jerscy 08¢€16 [/,w \

Re: Iast Brunswick 1876 lMastex e
‘Plan U

lirs. Abramowitz:

The Hiddlesex County Planning Board has revicwed _the propos sed 20

Minneicic)k Mootor - . Yori ety 2 e - A S
JS0R k3 33 Pk (ol e ctey Plazn in both itc 1))—\—?LJ.4|I¢J.A\L.L-! it LIlaic ‘Lu.LJl\_:,

1nc1tc3ug the nmost recent revisions cited in Mrs. Dolores Shugavt
letter of 30 April 1976. The attached revicw, previously sent to
you, commenis on East Brunuwick's piroposals in cetail.

We find moszt aspects of the preposed plan to ke consistent .
with the Couvaty's adop cd Interim laster Plan, and wi;h,the policies
contained in the County's Plan Altcvn'tivc. AcCOrdiugly, we
. belicve that East Erunswick's proposed plan pVOV¢OC sound guide-
; lines for the continued dechOpmruL of the Towms nlp, and offers
. @ realistic and forthuight rcsponse to the variety of neceds of
the residents of the Township and of the larger region. 30

BRI

g
~
¢

Further, we beliecve that tle process through ’hich Fast
: BrunswncP s plan has evolved, with its many opportunities for full
. bublic participation, has been excellent and might well serve as a
é liode) for other municipalities contemplating master plun revision.
b Ve also are pleased at the opportunities offered for input by the
b County's staff at various stages along the way, and at East
L BrUn'”lc}'s clear concerns for the regional 1rpllcatlons of its
. Plann:ng and acvo]opnont. Such concern for the regional as well
4s the local community is zbsolutely essential if Middlescx
ou‘LY is voing to meet the physical, economic and social needs 40

3f its present and future residents in a timely and efficient
ay . ) ]
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prs. Joan Abramop‘ﬁ
yay 1. 1976 =
vage

We are particular1§ pleased to note that East Drunswick's
roposcd plen attempts to come to ¢grips with very real prollen
of providing adequate variety ard choice in housing for present
and future residcents. The plan's recommendations for modest
jacreases in residential cdensity in. some arcas closely parallel
the rccommended policies set out in the County's Plan Alternative.
vhile it often has been observed that murnicipalities do not
puilé houcing, it is equally true that strong -municipal support
for a range of housing types, codified in the master plan and

zoning ordinance, is the escential first step toward this end.

We also wish to ccmmend the Township's Planning Board for 10
jits realistic approsch toward allocation of land for industrial
growth. Our studies have noted the prevalance of over-zoning
for industry in the County, far beyond the feorcecseczble market
for such land; and the adverse effects of this policy on the
region. Vhile we believe that liddlesex County should and will
continve to increase its employment and tax kase, we also kelicve
that thke carcful shaping of this growth by providing realistic
amounts of develcpalble land in environmentally-sound locations,
or nodes, will offer many shcrt and long-terrt benefits to koth
municipality and region. We hepe that othzor municipalitics will 20
follow East Brunswick's lead in this regaxd.

With regerd to the new rcad alignments proposed in the
master plan, and comnmented on in the aittached st report as
wvell as in subseguent conversations with the Ezs o
we note that the proposed Ryders Lane realignment adjecent to , 5
the New Jersey Turnpike, as well as the new road south from T
Hardenburg Lare adjacent to the Tamarack golf course now have
‘been Geleted. .

O
acx
.t
3-
L 5%

» . We offer no further commnents at this time concerning the
Proposed Cranbury Road realigmment, hut stress the need for 30
%further analyses and discussions in this regaxrd.

i In discussions with your staff, we have noted that the
px?gnsion of Tices Lane westward and the proposed ncw expressvay
aéJaCént tc the Raritan River Railroad are not contained in the
2lopted County Interim Master Plan. While these ‘are shown in
1€ Plan Alternative to illustrate conceptually the need for
‘Proved east-west services, the final detcrmination of both

!¢ needs for and alignments of these roads must he studied
ngfthog in the formulgtion of the refined Qounty Master Plan'

YW underway with various County-wide cemmittees, and involving 40
aigt-Brunsyick representatives along with a1l municipa%itics .
™ Oother interest groups. We believe that through this multi-
agglc§pal process we can arrive at final recommendations most
Cplakle to 0l1 parties involved.
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jrs. Joan hAbramowitz ' '
May ll, 1976
pagc

Finally, I hope thit the spirit of regional cooperation

an@ concern which has marked this major planning effort of Fast

prunswiclk's, and which has been so clearly demonstrated in other

areas as well--208 Vater Quality Planning, the Transportation

improveient Process, Community Developmnent Revenue Sharing, Solid

paste Management--will continuve, to the mutual benefit of the

rownship and the region.
, Sincerely yours,
oo _ _ : r - 10
e ’ MIDDLESEX COUNTY PLANNINi BOARD: -

A AY

)
‘+”{L&W¥H&x\ i}ihghﬁﬁ \V\ dviﬁxiA\:%“\“{CQ
Hyman Center |

Chairman

-

v Mr. John Runyon, Township Adm
Mr, Carl Illintz, Planning Mana

Mrs. Dolores Shugart, Plan Re

cc:  Hon. Williem Fox, Mayor
{ nistrator 20

< Qe
‘o (D
a1
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SUPERIOE COURT CUBW JEFESEY
CHANCKRY DIVIS:L. .

MILDLISEX COUNTY

DOCKET 0. . 4122473

vitss LEACUE OF GREATER HEW :
SROHLWICK, et als,,

“laineltfs, Motions.
Ve

THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF Thu
BOROUGH [ 'F CAPTERLT, et als.,

e

w fendants,

.

Midakser County Courvhogsc
O srwsstilck, Jew larsen
Sevpepber Y4, 1975

Qi ddencrable David L. Formen, ! 9,4

PraAT A, vy s T . Se
APV RAT BT taniel A, S0 acing, ©sa,

~and-
Harilyr 7, Mocaeusas kS,
Attornays for the Dizdnrufls
William U, Weran, Jr., Esq.
Attorae; feos Tranbury

Bertram L. Busch, Esq.,
Attarmey for East buunswick

Ke:land <. »ilater., Lk8q..
2reorne s for Edlson

“ichave 7. tlachner, Hsq.,
Coroitaey foyv Holrmetia
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10

Guido Brigiani, Esq.,
Attoriey for Jamesburg and Spotswood

Louis Alfonso, Esq.,
Attorney for 01d Bridge

Martin A, Spritzer, Esq.,
Attrney for ietuchen

Cnarles V. Bocream, E:zq.,
Attormey for MIlltown

Thomas Yarimo, Jr., Esqg.,
Attermay sor Monroe

aniel 5. berastein, Lsq.,

- Amorney for Piscataway

£lan J, Karcher, Lsqg.,

stiomey for Sayrevilie

Joim J,. Vall, Esq..
attomey for South Amboey

saryy C. Brechman, Esq.,
Attorawy Yor South Brunswick

“anfor:l L. Chernin, &s,.,
sriotney for South Plainfield

Vary . Schwartz, Hsq.,
Jetoraey for South River.

1

strthur W. Burress, Esq.,
Atroruaey for Woodtridpe.

St.anley Grabon,

\-S.t:. .

373a




N W W

. partles it was carried ‘o the present tine,
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THE COURT: Township of East Brunswick?
MR, DUSCH:{ Your Honor, the Judgment wnich
Was sizned on July‘9; 1376 states in Paragraph 18
that appiications for special felief from the terms
and cdnditions.of this'Judgment may be entertalned
oy the Court.";‘
On July 16, 157% I filed a notice of mzi'aon
under that~provision; and I attached and submittced -

to the Court and to Mr. 3earinz z copy of the master

plan which was adopted by the EAst Brunswisk Flanning

Board on May 19, 1976. This was :done prior .o the
time within whien appeal was to have baen made, and
it was hope:d that the matter would be neard oricin-

ally on August 13th, but with the consent of al:

'I would comment initially that theée msaster

plan and specifically Tavle P-3, ana in the appendlx

there are various *apvles, indicatez that the Townshig

assesses 1its own needs ror low and modcerate income
nousing b the yeer 1285 at 1,783 units.

¥r. Searing in hisoppositlion papers noted
the nurver 1,548, and he indicated that that wuuld by
by 19€5. I think that 1f he will look at the
vable F-2, whlch he cited, that projectior was to

1280, So that ﬁhe actual number that the townshio

B
”EA‘
e
L
ik
b
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1 proposes andkthét the mayor and council have asked

me to submit for special rellef from the terms of

the judgmeﬁt would be 1,743 units of low aul indoderate
1ncomerhcusing as compared to the nunber required'b$
the Court in tne Judgmeut of 2;6&9.. The difference,
as 1 calcu1g§e~1t, 1s ;C6 units.

I think that tu» wpaster plan 1s a serfsun
effort by the Townsnip for the first time ever tc
vcome to vrips with the region in whiech it 18 lccated
and speciflcally ackncwle-iges throughout the master
plan thet 1ts przsent plan as 1t stands now and wunder
bthe cases ag they stan:d may be 1nacdequate.

Jn Payre 10 of the plan.Lhere's on Indlcatlion
that there 18 a reduction in iIndustrially zoned land
Dy fjfty vercert. Thstwas in this case, and
traditionally has been one of the claims by plaintiff?
of o?erzoning for industry. |

Tiere 185 an acknowiadgment of reg:énal

housinyg npeecds and « failr share allocation, and there

Is reference to ali of those 1tens whiéh the Court

' ¢on51der«d in 1ts jJudynment and opinion, 1ncludihu
density btonuses, ta. incentlves for low and made ratc
liicome housinyg, cooperat’on at»tﬁe County level,
encouragenent of nanprofiu private sponsors and

Jzvelopers,
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At this polnt the township would want to

implement the zoning that's envisioned in the master

pian. There, of course, is not uniformity or

unanihity In the tewnship, but the five people on
the coun~il and the maycr nave asked me to submit
thigs plan in’yesponse'aa item 1R ofythe Judgment .,

| In erffeet, it is what the cther towns did

during the course o7 trial, a settiement, It is not

~one hundred percent of what plalntiffs wanted or even

ane hundred percent of what the Court ordered, but it
is a way tc avoid a countinuous appéal B3 Ty tne
township Qf fast BrunswWick, and it 13 in that vein
that 1t 13 subnitted t¢ tne Court.

MR. SEARING: with a1l due respect to the

obvious amount »f work that has gone into kas*

drunswick's master plan, the plaintiffs would s3uill

insisﬁ that under no circumstances can it be con-
sidered ac evidence of compliance with the Court's
order. It simply does not match what the Court has
called for in 'ts Judgment, and rather than being
specific plans for lmplementation or revisions, it is
rather a set of guldelines or guidances, and the
plaintifrs wbﬁld like to see some specific proposals

rather thar ths kind of language that 1s contalned in

the pian.

y6a
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¥We are asking for changes in zoninz ordinan-

o

ces that make proviclons for the type o units thal
vere .dlscussed as belng needed during the trizl and
waleh jour Ueaor found,

ne do'not .gel oat the master nlzn, hovever
valic 1t s

y oe, iz a -uiding wccument, ard 13 in

copformisy with Lha Jodgaent or can b

o

UHE COUFT: Well, I think tnat yca have one-
o Townuil'n has done vell, Mr. 3dusch, but net qulte
Well ennidgh, and I jon'v really see any nasis for

srantliag apesial relie” v Tost ronawieckr Townzalo:

-

¢ tne ootion is denled.

wokkkk dekkdok
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FILED

E 'SEP 28 116
R
: gl \ ;
© DAVID . FURMAY, JS.E |
BUSCH AND BUSCH
99 BAYARD STREET
NEW BRUNSWICK. N. J. 08903
(201) 247-1017
ATTORNEYS FOR  sevvagniy of Last Arunswics
IUPLEIOY  CDURT OF
LUk 1 200G G OREAMTLIC NEw NEW ZLHELY
oT BLEWTTT, et al CHRNTURY DIVISIOLN
u‘.lub' X CULUNTY
Plaintiff
2-4122-72
ve > Docket No.
T -:".’LX(“; Sl C":'L:.CIL JE
TULOLLxOUGH OF CANTLIRT, et a2l
CIVIL ACTION
Defendant CRDER DIMYING MOTION
! POR BRELILF TROM
JUDGME LT
This wmattexr having seen opened to the Court oa 3eptemsor 24,
197¢ upon aprlication of bLusch and Buszh, 4sgs., attorneys for

defondant, rnghiy of Zast ®runswick,
aprearing in the

| plantiff on an agpplication for relief

G
L

presenca of Daniel A. foaring,

rtraxn

r.. buachk, Lsq.

T.e3., attorney fo

in order to

o
ey
AQMMLLT

rexrmit the Towaslhiip ¢f Fast runswick to inzlerent a comprehensivg
k ' [
Mestar Tlan rndopted Ly the fast brunsuick Flanning oscard on ' [

—

0y
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say 13, 1976, which plan would pefmit the ccnstruction of

1,743 dwelling units for persons of low and moderate incoms

:
i
¢
i
1
i
3
i

by the year 1935 and the Firal Judgment having required the
Township of East Btunskick to provide 2,649 dwelling units for
persong of low and moderate inocome by the year 1985, and the

Court having considered the pleadings and having heard oral

ér@ument and good cause appearing;

IT IS on this CQS/ day of ' s 1976
ORDERED and ADJUDGED that the motion of dafendant, Township of
East Brunswick for relief from judgment as set forth ahove
e, and the game hereby is, denied and

IT IS PURTHER ORDERED that a copy ofthis Order shall be

served upon the attorney for the plaintiff by ordinary mail
within five days of the date heresof.

MA b 'F{})”W/..é.’.dl A .S.C.

DAVID . FURMAN  J.S.C.
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BUSCH AND BUSCH
99 BAYARD STREET

NEW BRUNSWICK, N. J. 08903 ' , 10‘
(201) 247-1017 : : )

ATTORNEYS FOR Township of East Brunswick

SUPERIOR COURT OF

URBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER NEW NEW JERSEY
BRUNSWICK . ot al ’ CHANCERY DIVISION
! ? MIDDLESEX COUNTY
Plaintiff ’ .
vs. Docket No. c_1127-73
20
THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE
BOROUGH OF CARTERET, et als CIVIL ACTION
Defendant AMENDED NOTICE OF
‘ APPEAL
Whereas, Appellant, Township of East Brunswick, filed
a Notice of Appeal on August 20, 1976 and subsequently a motion 30
was filed for special relief from judgment and an Order denying
said motion was entered on September 28, 1976 by 'Judge Furman:
accordingly an Amended Notice of Appeal from the Order of
40 *'

e et e

-



DATED: Odober 5, 1976

Septembaer 28, 1976 is hereby filed.

BUSCH AND BUSCEH

ys for Defendent-
lgnt, Township
unswick

381a

BERTRAM E. BUSCH
A Member of the Firm

S



“that no deposit for the transcript is required under Rule 2:5-3(d){.

litime of the hearing of the motion, a copy of the foregoing Amended

382a

CERTIFICATIONS

1. I hereby certify that I have complied with Rule 2:5-3
(a) (requzst for transcript) by having ordered a transcript on
September 30, 1976 fiom Stanley Grabov,Supervisor, Middlesex County

Court ifouse, Certified Shorthand Reporters. I further certify

The request fcr the transcript has been signed by all attorneys
for“defendant—spgellant municipalities who are filing Notices of
Appeal.

2. The unZersigned hereby certifies pursuant to Rule
1:5-3 that service of the within Amended Notice of Appeal was
made by mailing the oriéinal and one copy of the foregoing Notice
of Appeal to the Clerk of the Appellate Division, one copy to the
Clerk of the Superior Court, and one copy to each of the attorneys
indicated on the attached list.

3. The undersigned hereby certifies that there has been
mailed, bykordinary mail, pursuant to Rule 2:5-1(b) to tha

Honorable David D. Furman, J.S.C., the Judge who presided at the

Notice of Appeal.

BUSCH AND BUSCH
Attorneys for Defendant,
The Mayor and Council of
the Township of East
Brunswick

DATED: October 5, 1976 : BY:

; BERTRAM E. BUSCH
A Member of the Firm

10

20

40
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BuscH anp BuscH
COUNSELLORS AT LAW

s BBUSCH 99 BAYARD STREET
‘:ou‘ R.BuscH P. 0. BOX 33 Area CopEe 201

aLD J. Buscn
aaam E BuscH
® N BusSCH
naRD R.BUSCH

NEW BRUNSWICK.N.J. 08903 247-1017

September 30, 1976

Stanley Grabow, Certified
Shorthand Reporter
Middlesex County Court House :
_New Brunswick, New Jersey : : 10

Re: Urban League of Greater New Brunswick vs.
Borough of Carteret, et als
Our File No. E3-183

Dear Mr. Grabow:

On behalf of the Township of East Brunswick I would
- like to order a transcript of that portion of the
oral argument on the Urban League matter which was
heard by Judge Furman on Friday, Septembexr 24, 1976 20
dealing specifically with motion by the Township of
East Brunswick for relief from the judgment. .

A voucher is enclosed for your reference.

Very truly yours,

BERTRAM E. SCH

BEB/jkr
Enclosure

40 | B



.3 H. Ben-Asher, Esq.
iIEVergreen Place
ist orange, NJ 07018

ﬂand Winter, Esq.

anboy Avenue
son, N3 08817

,ter J. Selesky, Esq.
y Kirkpatrick Street
s Brunswick, NJ 08903

iward Johnson, Jr., Egy
Greenbrook Road
iddlesex, N.dJ.

ichard Plechner, Esq.
31 Main Street
stuchen, NJ 08840

TR

p—

anry Handleman, Esq.
fo DPennis Cummins

B0 North Avenue
mnellen, NJ 08812

ional Committee Against

scrimination in Housing

tten: Daniel Searing

5H st., N.W. :

hington, D C 20005

k '

homas R. Farino, Jr.,
Esqg.

81 Gatszmer Avenue

amesburg, NJ 08831

k&
i
H

oseph H. Burns, Esq.
03 Bayard Street
®W Brunswick, N.J.

3
b

15am J. O'shaughnessy
%4 Broad street
ark, NJ. 07102

Guido Brigiani, Esq.
* QOakland Road
(* amesburg, NJ 08831

Martin A. Spritzer, Esq.
414 Main Street
Metuchen, NJ - 08840

William C. Moran, Esq.
Cranbury-South River Rd.
Cranbury, New Jersey

Sanford E. Chernin, Esq.
1848 Easton Avenue
Somerset, NJ 08873

Lawrence Lerner, Esq;
101 Bayard Street
‘"New Brunswick, NJ

Daniel S. Bernstein, Esq.
700 Park Avenue
Plainfield, NJ - 07061

Arthur Burgeés, Esqg.
167 Main Street
Woodbridge, NJ 07095

Gary Schwartz, Esq.
65 Milltown Road
East Brunswick, NJ 08816

Frank J. Jess, Esq. .
270 Hobart Street
Perth Amboy, NJ 08861

384a

John J. Vail, ESq.
Box 238
South Amboy, NJ (08879

Alan Karcher, Esq.
61-67 Main Street
Sayreville, NJ 08872

Louis Alfonso, Esq.
325 Highway 516 .
014 Bridge, NJ 08857

Charles Booream, Esqg.
199 North Main Street
Milltown, N.J. :

Joseph Stonaker, Esq.
245 Nassau Street
Princeton, NJ 08540

Jonathan Heilbrunn, Esqg.
201 Highway 516
0ld Bridge, NJ - 08857

Barry C. Brechman;"Esq.
3530 State Highway 27
Kendall Park, NJ 08824

Gilbert L. Nelson, Esqg.
203 Livingston Avenue
New Brunswick, NJ 08903




CHEZHIN & FREEMAN,
£ PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

/iLLAGE PLAZA SHOPPING CENTER
675 EASTON AVENUE
" SOMERSET. NEW JERSEY 08877
i20°1 828 7400

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENCANT, MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE BOROUGH GF SOUTH

PLAINFIELC

Plaintiff
PERIIK COURT OF
URBAN LEAGUE GF GREATER NEW BRUNSWICK, R iaeEy
ET AL, CHANCERY CIVISION
- MIDDLESEX COUNTY
vs. Docket No. T “127-73
Defendant

THE MAYOR AND COUMNCIL OF ThE BOROUGH OF

CARTERET, ET AL, CIVIL ACTION

NCTICE OF MOTION

TO: ALL ATTORNEYS OF RECORD

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT ON FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 17, 1976, AT}

9:00 A.M. IN THE FORENMOON OR AS SOON THEREAFTER AS COUNSEL MAY BE

- HEARD, THE UNDERSIGNED ATTORNEY FCR THE UEFENDANT, MAYOR AND COUN-|.

CIL OF THE BORQUGH COF: SOUTH PLAINFIELD, SHALL APPLY BEFORE THE

‘SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY, CHANCERY DIVISION, MIDDLESEX COUNTY,

AT THE COURT HOUSE, NEW BRUNSWICK, NEW JERSEY, FOR AN ORDER

- GRANTING A STAY OF THE PROVISIONS OF THE FINAL JUDGMENT DATED

10

20

40

i
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I
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TOUNSFL omiti RELY UPON THE CTRTIFICAT.Hn: ANNEXEL HERETO

TYHE OF HHAHJygi'”"

THERNIN § FREEMA

BY____/5/ SANFORD £,

SANFORU E. CHERININ
ATTORNEY FGR DEFUYNDANT,
BIRQUGH OF SOUTH

SLAINFIELD

5
1
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CERTIFICATION

1. 1 AM ATTCRNEY FUR THE DEFENDANT, BOROUGH OF SOUTH
PLAINFILLD, AND MAKE THIS CERTIFICATION IN SUFFQAT OF MY NOTICE OF
MOTION FUOR A STAY’PENDING THE OUTCOME OF THE #P<AL FILED.

2. On AUGUST 73, 1976 THE BORdUGH nF SnUTH PLAINFIELD
} FILID 1TS NGTICE CF APPEAL FROM THE EMTIRETY OF & DEC1:ION
PENDFREL BY THE HOMGRABLE DAVID D. FURMAN, J.S%.C. DATED .iLY 9,
1976,

3. THE “MATTZRS CONTAINED In THIS LITIGATION ANE OF VAST
A% FAR REACHING TMPORTANCE NOT ONLY TO THE RESIZENTS AND CIT!ZEMS
FOTHE BOROUGH OF SCUTH PLAILUIELE BUT TO ALt RESIDENTS AND
CITIZENS [HRUUGHNUT THE STATE OF WEW JERSEY AND SLSEWMERL. THE
MATTERS INVOLVED ARE OF GREAT SUBSTANCE AND INVOLVE LEZ AL ANG
CONSTITUTIONAL 15SUES WHICH OUGHT BEST BE RESULVID BY A

APPELLATE TRIBUNAL.

4. FURTHIR, THE COURT 14 AWARE THAT THI LECISLATURE HAS
RECINTLY ENACTED A NEW LAND USE LAW EFFECT)VE AUGUST i, 1976 ANC
KEQUIREG A FULL AND COMPREMENSIVE REVIEW OF ALL EXISTING MASTER
PLANS AND ZONING ORDINANCES TC THE END THAT THEY BE REDRAFTED AND
ADGPTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE NEW LAND USE LAW CY OR BEFORE
Fu sRUARY 1, 1977.

5. THE JUDGMCNT OF THIS COURT DATeD JUiY §, 1976

REGUIRINS FULL COMPLIANCE BY THIT MUWICIFALITIES wiT=IN NINKETY (90)
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DAYS FROM ITS DATE.  CFFECTIVELY, THIS WOULD MLAN THAY Z80H

MUNTCIPALITY MUST POVIEW ITS ORUINANCES AND COMPLY «ITH THE COURT'q

1.

JSUDGMENT AND THEN REDO THE ENTI&E THING ONCE MCEF Ih URLTR TQ
AC.IAPLIGH THE PUPPUSES AnD INTENT OF THE NEW LAND ST LAW.

€. IN ANY EVENT, IN ORDEP To EFFECTIVELY COMPLY WITH
EITHER THE COURTS JUDGMENT OF JULY 9. 1976 OR THE NEW LAND 0SE
%%, IT WILL BE NTCESSARY FOR THE BCROUGH OF SOUTH PLAINMFIELD T0
LIEF THE AID AND AUVICE OF PROFESSIONAL PLANNERS 35 IT DOES NOT
HAVE A FULL TIME PLANNER ON 1TS STAFF. THIS MEANS THAT S5LICITA-
10t THPOUGHOUT Tni.PROFESSlONAL PLANNING FIELD WILL MAVE T &
MADE, PLANMI“S INTERVIEWEL, HIDS RPCEIVES AND APFRGVED. 1T WCULD
ST WHOLLY 1MPOSSIots TO ACCOMPLISH THE COMPLIANCE DICTATEL BY THE
¢ )UKT WITHIN THE NINETY DAY PERIOD.

7. LAasTLY, SUCAUSE GF ThE MAJOR IMPORYAMCE OF TwE [SSUES
ENCOMPASSED WITHIN THE COURT'S CECISION,VXT WOUL© APPEAR TO BE AN
EFFORT 1IN WASTED TIME, ENERGY AN: EXPENSE TO DIZECT AND COMPEL
FULL COMPLIANCE W!TH THE COUPT'S GRDER FENDING A FULL REVIEW AND
FINAL DCTERMINATION BY OU# APPTLLATE COURTS. |

8. IT IS “RGENTLY REQUFSTED THAT THIS COURT ENTIR A STAY
GF THE INJUNCTION SET FORTH IN THE JUDGMENT OF JULY 9, 1976 UNTIL
SUCH TIME AS THE APPEAL LODGED IN THIS CASE CAN 8E FULLY ARGUED
AND DECIDED. '

n. 1 CERTIFY THAT TH[ FOREGOING STATEMENTS MADE BY MF
ARE TRUE. 1 AM AWARE THAT 1F &Y OF ToE FOREGOING STATEMENTS MADE
BY ME ARF WILFULLY FALSE, 1 AM SUBJECT TO PUNISHMENT,

: 15/ SANFORD . CHERNIN
CATEL::  AUGUST 25, 1976 SANFORL [, CHERNLIN

i
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’AcKNOWL[;‘GMENT, PROQF OR CERTIFICATE PAGE
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COPYRIGHTD 1969 BY ALL-STATE LEGAL SLPPLY CO. ‘
259 SHEFFIELD STREET, MOUNTAINSIDE N J 07092
ey(s): CHERNIM & FREEMAi, A PROFESSIUONAL CORPORATION
Amﬁae&zwlNo VILLAGE PLAZA SHOPPING CENTER, 1075 EASTON AVENUE,
SOMERSET, NEW JCRSEY 08873 (2ul1) 828-7400
ymey(s) for  DEFENDANT, SOUTH PLAINFIELD
B e SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY i
UPBAN LLAGUE OF GREATER ) CHANCERY "IVISION
NEW BRUNSWICK, ETC., Plaintiff(s) . MIDDLESEX COUNTY
£7 AL vs. .
( Docket No. (¢ 4122-73
MAYUR AND COUNCIL OF Tl BOROUGH
OF CARTURET, ET AL,

Defendant(s) CIVIL ACTION

A copy of the within Notice of Motion has been filed with the Clerk of the County of MIDDLESEX - 10
» THE COURT HOUSE, NEW BRUNSWICK,

New Jersey.
1S/ .. SANFORD_E.

SANFORD E. CHERNIN

Attorney(s) for pDEFENDANT, BOROUGH OF
SOUTH PLAINFIELD
The ariginal of the wwithin Notice of Motion has becn filed with the Clerk of the Superior Court in Tren-
’\ul Jersey.

--CHERNIN

/S SANFORD.. Ee..CHERNI N ooomooooeree ooreereveennn

2
SANFORD E. CHERNIN 0

Attorney(s) for DEFENDANT, BORDUGH OF
SQUTH PLAINFIELD
Serviceof the within

18 herehy acknowledged this

Attorney(s) for

I'herety -ariify that a copy of the within Answer was scrved within the time prescribed by Rule 4 6

30
: Attorney(s) for
OOF OF (ol o . .
RECORA?JIAII,I.\G. On AUGUST 2¢ 76 A, f-heunduszgned,mmledto ALL ATTORNEYS
RrNEX Frz : '
FIRST CLASS mail, the following:
. 40
MCTICE OF HMOTION [
|
f, “erlify that the /o;rqomq statements mude by we are brae, am aiwcare that if any of the foregoing state-
) $ingde by me arc wilfully false, I am subjeet to punishment.
£d. .
9 .
AUGUST 26 76 /S/ WESLIE M. KUNZ .
B

WESLIE M. KUNZ
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CHERNIN 3 FREEMAN, . - VIR i
A PROFES3IONAL CORPORATIGN ~

VILLAGE PLAZA SHOPPING CENTER
1075 EASTON AVENUE

SOMERSET, NEW.JERSEY 08873 l! : 10
(201) 828-7400 . i
o |
ATTORNEY FOR = DEFENDANT, MAYOR AND COUNCIL COF THE BOROUGH OF
- SOUTH PLAINFIELD
Plainti \

7 SUPERIOR COURT OF |
URGAN LEAGUE OF GREATER NEW ~ NEW JERSEY :
BRUNSWICK. BT AL. CHANCERY DIVISION ;

, ’ , MIDDLESEX COUNTY ;
| e Y Docket No. C-4122-73 | 20
. . it
Defendant
THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE CIVIL ACTION
BOROUGH OF CARTERET, ET AL, ]
' ; ORDER
THIS MATTER HAVING BEEN OPENED TO THE COURT ON JOINT
APPLICATION OF THE ATTORNEYS FOR THE DEFENDANTS, TOWNSHIP OF %

- CRANBURY, TOWNSHIP OF EAST BRUNSWICK, TOW&SHI? OF HUNROE,“TONNSHIP‘
OF PISCATAWAY, TOWNSHIP OF PLAiNSBORO, BOROUGH OF SAYREVILLE, IQ
ATOHNSHIP OF SOUTH BRUNSWICK, AND BOROUGH OF sSouTH PLAINFIELD, AND
DANIEL A. SEARXNG, ESQ., ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF, APPEARING N k"\‘“
CPPOSITION THERETOC; ' _ |

ARND, WHEREAS, VARIOUS AP?EALS AND CROSS APPEALS HAVE BEEN 40 i
FILED WITH THE APPELLATE OIVISION OF THE SUPERIOR COURT FROM A

JUDGMENT CF THIS CCURT HERETOFORE ENTERED ON JULY 9, 197&, WHICH
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JUDGMENT DIRECTED THE VARIOU3Z MUMICIPALITIES TO ADOPT NEW ZONING
ORDINANCES IN ACCGRDAMCE WITH THE DIRECTIVE CONTAINED IN SAID

JUDGMENT;

AND, WHEREAS, THE MOVING PARTIES SEEK AN ORDZR OF THIS COURT|,

STAYING THE EFFECTIVENESS AND OPERATION OF THIS COURT'S JUDGMENT
OF JULY 9, 1976 PENDING THE OUTCOME OF THE VARIOUS APPEALS FILED
WITH THE APPELLATE DIVISION OF THE SUPERIOR COURT;

AND, WHEREAS, THIS COURT HAS READ AND CONSIDERED THE MOVING
PAPERS TOGITMER WITH THE AFFIDAVITS AHD DOCUMENTS ANNEXED THERETO
AND HAVING GIVEN DUE CONSIDERATION TO THE ARGUMENTS PRESENTED BY
ALL COUNSEL; |

1T 15, THEREFORE, o THIS A¥ DAY OF SEPTZMBER, 1976,

O RO ERE D THAT THE MOTIONS MADE BY THE VARIOUS MUNICIPAL
DEFENDANTS FOR A STAY OF THE JUDGMENT OF THIS COURT ENTERED ON
JULY 9, 1076 BE AND THE SAME IS HEREBY DENIED WITHOUT PREJUDICE
TO THE RIGHTS OF ANY MUNICIPALITY TO SEEK AN EXTENSION OF THE
TIME FOR COMPLIANCE BY PRESENTING SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES TO THIS
COURT ON SEPARATE APPLICATION; AND, _

IT IS FURTHER O R D E R E D THAT A COPY OF THIS ORDER BE
SERVED UPON ALL INTERESTED PARTIES WITHIN SEVEN (7) DAYS OF THE

DATE HEREOF.

;E}ziﬂ;yé- t>' ¥{£:1434;n' -B-ES.C:.

DAVID D. FURMAN, J.S.C.

PO T
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CHERNIN & FREEMAN,
A PROFESSIONAL COQPORATION

VILLAGE PLAZA SHOPPING CENTER
1075 EASTON AVENUE
SOMERSET, NEW JERSEY 08873 !
(201) 828.7400 '

: | A o
ATTORNEY FOr BOROUGH OF SOUTH PLAINFIELD

SUPERIOR COURT OF
NEW JERSEY
APPELLATE DIVISION

Plaintiff

e

URBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER NEW
BRUNSWICK, ET AL,

vs. Docket No. A-4585~75

~——"

Defendant

THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE CIVIL ACTION
BOROUGH OF CARTERET, ET AL,

NOTICE OF MOTION

PLEASE TAKE NOTICEZ THAT SANFORD E. CHERNIN; ATTORNEY FOR
THE DEFENDANT, BOROUGH OF SOUTH PLAINFIELD, MAKING THIS APPLICA-
TION ON BEHALF OF SAIb BORDUGH OF SOQUTH PLAINFIELD AMD JOINTLY
ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANTS, TOWNSH!P OF CRANBURY, TOHNSHIP OF
EAST BRUNSWICK, TOWNSHIP OF MONROE, TOWNSHIP OF PISCATAWAY,
‘TONNSHIP OF PLAINSBORO, .BOROUGH OF SAYREVILLE AND TOWNSHIP OF -
SOUTH BRUNSWICK, HEREBY APPLIES TO THE SUPERIOR COURT OF NEU JERSE

APPELLATE DIVISION, FOR AN ORDER OF SAID COURT GRANTING A STAY

10

20

i
1
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OF THE PROVISIOMS OF THE FINAL JUDGMENT OF JULY 3, 1276 PENDING
THE OUTCOME OF APPEALS HERETOFORE FILED, THE MOVANT SHALL RELY '

UPON THE CERTIFICATION ANMEXED HERETO. :

10
. CHERNIN § FREEMAN §
DATED: SEPTEMBER 27, 1976 ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT, ... |
o : - BOROUGH OF SOUTH PLAINFIELD | !
BY_/S5/ SAHFORD E. CHERNIN
SANFORD E. CHERNIN :
' 20
i,
. 30
}
40




CERTIFICATION

1. I AM ATTORNEY FOR THE DEFENDANT, BOROUSH OF SOUTH

.PLAINFIELD, AMD MAKE THIS CERTIFICATION IN SUPPORT OF MY NOTICE OF

MbTION FOR A STAY PENDING THE OUTCOME OF THE APPEALS FILED.

2. ON AUGUST 23, 1976 THE BOROUGH OF SOUTH PLAINFIELD FILED|

ITS NOTICE OF APPEAL FROM. THE ENTIRETY OF A DECISION RENDERED RY
THE HONCRABLE DAVID D. FURMAN, J.S.C. DATED JULY 8, 1976.

LIKEWISE, THE DEFENDANTS, TOWNSHIP OF CRANBURY, TOWNSHIP OF EAST

BRUNSWICK, TOWNSHIP OF MONROE, TOWHSHIP OF PISCATAWAY, TOWNSHIP

. OF PLAINSBORO, BOROUGH OF SAYREVILLE AND TOWNSHIP OF SCUTH

BRUNSWICK, HAVE ALSO FILED NOTICES OF APPEAL FROM THE SAME JUDG-
MENT. 1IN ADDITION, THE PLAINTIFF HAS FILED A NOTICE OF CROSS
APPEAL AND ADDITIONALLY, HAS FILED SEPARATE NOTICES OF DIRECT
APPEAL FROM VARIOUS PORTIONS OF THE SAME JUDGMENT. EFFECTIVELY,
ALL OF THE PARTIES HAVE APPEALS NOW PENDING IN THE APPELLATE
DIVISION, T |

3. THE MATTERS CONTAINED IN THIS LITIGATION ARE OF VAST
AND FAR REACHING IMPORTANCE NOT ONLY TO THE RESIDENTS AND CITIZENS
OF THE BOROUGH OF SOUTH PLATNFIELD, TOWNSHIP OF CRANBURY, TOWNSHIP
OF EAST BRUNSWICK, TOWNSHIP OF MONROE, TOWNSHIP OF PISCATAWAY,
TONNSHIP OF PLAINSBORO, BOROUGH OF SAYREVILLE, TOWNSHIP OF SOUTH
BRUNSWICK, BUT TO ALL RESIDENTS AND CITIZENS THROUGHOUT THE STATE

OF NEW JERSEY AND ELSEWHERE. THE MATTERS INVOLVED ARE OF GREAT

o — ——— —

10

40
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SUBSTANCI AND INVOLVE LEGAL AND COMNSTITUTVIONAL ISSUZS WHICH CUGHT
TSOLVED BY AN APP‘LLA" TRIBUNAL.

4., FURTHER, THE COURT I3 AWARE THAT THE LEGISLATURE HAS
RECENTLY EZNACTED A NMEW LAND USE LAY EFFuCTIVt AUGUST 1, 1975 AND
REQUER:D A FuLL AND COMPREHENSIVE R”VIEw CF ALL EX!ST;hG HAST:R

PLANS AND ZOMNING ORDZNANCCS TO THE END THAT THEY 3BE REDRAFTED AND

ADOPTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE NEW LAND US3 LAW ON OR BEFORE

FEBRUARY 1, 1977.

S THE JUDGMENT 0? THIS COURT DATED JULY §, 1276 REQUIRES

FULL COMPLIANCE BY THE MUNICIPALITIES WITHIN NINETY (230) DAYS

FROM ITS DATE. EFFECTIVELY, THIS WOULD MEAN THAT EACH MUNICIPALIT)

MUST REYIEW ITS ORDINANCES AND COMPLY WITH THE CQURT'S JUDGMENT
AND THEN REDO THE ENMTIRE THING ONCE MORE 1IN O”D"l TO ACCOMPLISH
THE PURPOSES AND IHTENT OF THE NEW LAND USE LAH.

6. IN ANY EVENT, IN ORDER TO EFFECTIVELY COMPLY WITH

:EITHER THE COURTS JUDGMENT OF JULY S8, 1976 OR THE MHEW LAND USE

LAW, IT WILL BE NECZSSARY FOR THE RESPECTIVE MUNICIPALITIES 70O

- SEEX THE AID AND ADYICE OF PROFESSIONAL PLANNERS. THE BOROUGH OF

SOUTH PLAINFIELD DOES NOT HAVE A FULL TIME PLANNER ON 1TS STAFPF.

TﬂIS MEANS THAT SOLICITATION THROUGHOUT THE PROFESSIONAL PLANNING
FISLD WILL HAYZ TO 3Z MADE, PLANNERS INTERVIEWED, BIDS RECEIVED

AND APPROVED. IT WOULD BE WHOLLY IMPOSSIBLE TGO ACCOMPLISH THE

VCO“PLIA%CE DICTATED BY THE COURT W!THIN THE MIRETY DAY P‘RiDD.

10

20

40
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7o IT IS QUITE APPARENT THAT BUILDZERS, OWHERS OF LAKD,

-
il

OR CONTRACT PURCHASERS CAN READILY BE ADVERSELY AFFECTED AMD THEIR

RIGHTS PR ED IF THER!

m

JUDI

(W]
1

IS NOT A STAY OF THE JUDGMENT OF JULY

9, 19276. SHOULD MNEW OJRDIMAWCES 3£ ENACTED IN COHPLIANCE WITH THE 10

JUDSHENT, BUILDERS, LAND SPECULATORS, DEVELOPERS AMD INDIVIDUALS
WHO DESIRE TO PURCHASE LAND FOR THEIR GWN HOMES WOULD BE 1IN

POSITION TO COME I+ AND OCTAIM BSUILDING PERMITS ANDSOR CERTIFICATE

Y

| OF CCCUPANCY; DEVELOPERS COULD OBTAIN PRELIMINARY APPROVAL FOR A

SUBDIVISION, ALL PRIOR TO VHE TIAE WHEN THIS MATTER WOULD 8F 20

CONSIDERED BY THE APPELLATE DIVISION OF THE SUPZRIOR CJOURT. ANY

k ALTERATICON OF THE TRIAL COuURT JUDGMENT WOULD VYCID THEZ ISSUANCE OF
BUILDING PERMITS OR THE SRANTING OF PRELIMINARY 3SUBDIVISION

APPROVAL. THE &ND RESULT wOULD 35 wHO

-~

LY DISRUPTIVE AND DAMAGING.

1 CAN NOT 3ELIEYE THAT THE COURT WOULD COMSIDER PERMITTING THIS

TO HAPPEN. THE VERY PERSONS WHO YWOULD BE PART OF THE CLASS 30
{RE?RESENTED 8Y THE PLAINTIFFS HGULDVBE THE VERY PIRSONS WHO wWOULD
- BE HO57 HARMED Il THE FINAL ANALYSIS.

3. LASTLY, BECAUSE OF THE MAJOR [MPORTANCZ OF THE ISSUES
ENCOMPASSED WITHIN THE COURT'S DECISION, IT WCULD APPEAR TO BE AN
’EFFORT IN WASTED TIME, EMNERSEY AND EXPENSE ?C UIRECT AND COMPEL
FULL COMPLIAMCE WiTH THE COURT'S ORDER PENDING A FULL RIVIEW AND 40
FIHAL SSTERHINATION 8Y CUR APPELLATEI COURTS.

9. IT IS URGENTLY REQGUESTED THAT THIS COU?T INTER A STAY

OF THE INJUNCTION 3ET FORTH IN THE JUDGMENT GF JULY S, 1576 WNTIL




3UCH 7

TRUE, .

!.‘
15-.

1‘3‘
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AS THE APPEZAL LODGID 1IN THIS CASE CAM 5E FULLY ARSGUED

AND DECIDED,

I CERTIFY THAT THE FORCGDING STATEMENTS MADE 8Y MZ ARE

I AM AWARE THAT IF AxY OF THE FORSGOING STATEMENTS HADE 8Y

WILFULLY F 'SE, I AM SUBJECT TO PUNISHMENT.

F8/ SANHFORD E. CHERININ
SAMFORD E. CHERNIN

10

20

40
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HUFF AND MORAN

CRANBURY - SOUTH RIVER ROAD

CRANBURY, N. J. 08512

(609) 655-3600 . ] ,

ATTORNEYS FOR Defendant, Township Committee of
' the Township of Cranbury

Plaintiff

: SUPERIOR COURT OF
URBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER NEW JERSEY

NEW BRUNSWICK, ET AL. APPELLATE DIVISION
1 : vs Docket No. A-4685-75
Defendant

THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE BOROUGH CIVIL ACTION
OF CARTERET, ET AL.

ORDER

This matter being opened to the Court
by Wiiliam C. Moran,’Jr., attorney for Defendant, Township of
1Cranbury, and on behalf of counsel for the municipalities of
East Brunswick, Monroe, Piscataway, Plainsboro, Sayreville,

h South Brunswick, and South Plainfield, for an Order for a

Temporary Stay Pending Appeal and the Court having considered
“ the affidavits presented and for good cause shown,

It is on this 30“& day of.

1976, ORDERED that W

-1~
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The effect of the Judgment of the

o Superior Court, Law Division, Middlesex County, declaring

invalid the zoning ordinances of the above-named municipalities
entered in the within matter on July 9, 1976 be and the

same is hereby stayed until such time as a full Part of thea“J JQC\JC
Appellate Divi flon shall have had an opportunity to consider ,

ing§ Mo
the Poﬁetjon for a w Stay Pendlng Appeal.

/.S/ Lol %ﬂ*

J.A.D.




ORDER ON

' . 400a
MOTIONS/PETITIONS :
SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
yRBAN LEAGUZ OF GRhAThR th : = APPELLATE DIVISION
BRUNSWICK, ET AL " DOCKET NO.  A-4722-75
: Vs MOTION NO. M-406-76

L
BEFORE PART G '

THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE
BOROUGH OF CARTERET, ET AL

' —~FIDGES: MATTHEWS
ORIGINAL FILED® " SETDMAR

- HORN
NOV £9 1978

"ELIZABETH LcLAUGHLIN
Clerk

OCTORYR 22, 1976

yoVING PAPERS FILED
\WSWERING PAPERS FILED
JATE SUBMITTED TO COURT . or"p(nz R ~7 1976
JATE ARGUED '

JATE DECIDED

NQVEMBER 24 . 1376

ORDLR

THIS HATTER HAVING BEEN DULY PRESENTED TO THE CCURT, IT IS
E ‘ ‘ '
KEREBY ORDERED AS FOLLOWS:

OTION/TITITECT FOR
mypcwnﬂ"A*th

CPANTED  DENIED OT1: TR

X

UPPLEMENTAL :

er :
teble/ gf't if7 that the foregoing
my ff:ch/ of the criginal on file

I\

U \4:& LTC\ A \um‘)*f “;4- : . '
~ 0

FOR THE COURT:
Clerk

ROBERT A. EIATTUEWS

P.J.A.D.

b WITNESS, THE HONORABLE ROBERT A. MATTHEWS ' » PRESIDING .
I GE OF PART , SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY, APPELLATE DIVISION, '
S 24 DAY OF NOVEMBER 197 6.

%kbow\« W

CLERK" OF THL APPELEATL’ DIVISION

S




ORDER ON

~ MOTIONS/PETITIONS . 401a
: SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
I - | APPELLATE DIVISION
gBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER NWEW o DOCKET NO. A-33-76;A-4681;4682;
4759-75 .
VS MOTION NO. M-327-76 , 3

‘ g R BEFORF, PART G
45 MAYOR AND COUNCTL OF THE R , .
JROUGH OF CARTERET, ET AL O~ INAL FILED , : |

JUDGES: MATTIEWS %

nov 23 1976 SEIDMAN
IT— HORN
" ELIZPBETH MeLAUGHLIN
Clerk
VING PAPERS FILED __OCTORFR 7, 1976 |
SWERING PAPERS FILED OCTOBWR 15, 21, 22 % 25. 1975 : |
TE SUBMITTED TO COURT.  OCTOB®R 27, .1976. . .
TE ARGUED_____ , ; .
TE DECIDED ‘ NOVEMRER ob, 1976

ORDER
THIS MATTER HAVING BEEN DULY PRESENTED TO THE COURT, IT IS
‘;REBY ORDERED AS FOLLOVIS:

GRANTED DENIED OTHER

TION/PETINION FOR

RSOLIDATION CF APPEALS X J

PPLEMENTAL:

by ee:4if; thot the foregoing
e cepy of tise criginal on file

W oliics, .
N, . |
UrgbeilueBudlon | FOR THE COURT: | |
Clerk |
ROBERT A. MATTHEWS
: ~ P.J.A.D.
WITNESS, THE HONORABLE ROBERT A. MATTHEVS , PRESIDING

GE OF PART G , SUPERIO.R COURT OF NEW JERSEY, APPELLATE DIVISION,
S 24 DAY OF NOVEMBER 197 6. ~

o %\.;25&-&\ \.\G&Mf&;y
. CLERK” OF THE APPELLATE DIVISION
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A STATEWIDE HOUSING
ALLOCATION PLAN FOR
| NEW JERSEY

|
+
'
{
i
]
'
i
i
)

A Preliminary Draft Prepared o
By The New Jersey Division of ‘
State and Regional Plannmg
Richard A. Ginman, Director

The preparation of this report was financed and aided through a Federal Grant from the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development, under the 701 Comprehensive Planning Assistance Pro-

gram authorized by the Housing Act of 1954, as amended by the Housmg and Community Devel-
opment Act of 1974. ‘

- The remainder has been financed by an appropriation of the State of New Jersey as part of the
Co-operative Governmental Planning Program.

The original docurment was appropriately signed and sealed by Richard A.
Ginman, P.P., on November 3, 1976, in accordance with Chapter 41 of
Title 13 as promulgated by ‘the N.J. State Board of Professional Planners.




ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

“Acknowlegement is made of the special contribution of

Sidney L. Willis, Assistant Commissioner, New Jersey
Department of Community Affairs.

PARTICIPATING STAFF

' Jay Fiedler, Chief, Bureau of Urban Planning

Mike Collins, Section Supervisor

_ Elliot Kleiman, Supervising Planner

Steven Hochman, Seh/'or Planner
Gail Mitcheil, Senior Planner
Daniel Pace, Senior Planner
Sol Linowitz, Senior Planner

Robert O. Smyth, Senior Planner

NOVEMBER 1976

404a




405a

CONTENTS :
;
f. INTRODUCT | ON ‘ 1 |
A. Background v 1
B. A Statewide Fair Share Housing Allocation Plan 2
10
C. Scope of the Allocation Plan 3
D. Public Opportunities for Comment 3
11, HOUSING ALLOCATION PLAN ; ' L
A. Present Housing Needs: 1970 b4 20
B. Prospective Housing Needs: 1970-1990 7
C. Substate Regions for Housing Allocation 7
D. Housing Allocation Methodology ; 10
1, CONCLUS! ONS 15
: o “ 30
APPENDIX 1: Housing Allocation Numbers :
APPENDIX 2: Housing Allocation Criteria Data
40



406a

t. INTRODUCTION

A. Background

{n the Housing Act of 1949, Congress declared that *'...the general wel-
fare and security of the Nation and the health and living standards of its
people require housing production and relatéd community development suf-"
ficient to remedy the serious housing shortage...and the realization as
soon as feasible of the goal of a decent home and suitable living environ--
ﬁent for every American family.;.”]

|
!
i
1
)
!
]

In 1968, Congress went further, stating that ",..this goal has not been
fully realized for many of the Nation's lower income families... The highest
priority and emphasis should be given to meeting the housing needs of those
families for which the national goal! has not become a reality...''2 _ 10

In 1968 and in 1970, the New Jersey Department of Community Affairs ‘
investigated the extent of the housing problem in the State of New Jersey.
These investigations found that the State was in the midst of a serious housing
crisis characterized by deterioration of housing in the core cities, a
decline in the volume of housing production and a low vacancy rate. This
housing crisis was found to exist in juxtaposition with a situation of
widespread exclusionary land use restrictions on housing opportunity in
the developing areas of the State outside the core cities.3

‘Since 1970, a number of studies have documented the State's housing 20
needs and the nature and extent of exclusionary land use practices.“ Under
former Governor William T. Cahill, two messages were delivered to the
Legislature outlining the State's housing problems and suggesting a number
of strategies that might be utilized to increase housing opportunities,
including the need to consider regional housing needs in the exercise of
tocal land use powers.S An outgrowth of this executive initiative was

1. The Housing Act of 1949, Public Law 171, 81st Congress; 63 Stat,
413; 42 U.Ss.C. 1441, Section 2, approved July 15, 1949.

The Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968, Section 2, Public
Law 90-L48, 82 Stat. 476.601; 12 U,.S.C. 1701t and 42 U.S.C. 1bh1a,
approved August 1, 1968.

Housing in New Jersey 1968 and The Housing Crisis in Mew Jersey 1970,
New Jersey Department of Community Affairs.

< An_Analysis of Low and Moderate Income Housing Need in New Jersey,
New Jersey Department of Community Affairs, 1975; Modeling State Growth:
New Jersey 1980, Franklin James and James W. Hughes, Center for Urban
Policy Research, Rutgers University, the State University of New Jersey,
New Brunswick, New Jersey 1973; Land Use Requlation The Residential Land
Supply, New Jersey Department of Community Affairs, 1972; and Multi=-
Family Housing and Suburban Municipalities - Fiscal and Social lImpact,
New Jersey County and Municipal Government Study Commission (Xerox), 1973.
I.AB

2 Blueprint for Housing in New Jersey, 1970, and New Horizons in Hous ing,
1972, Governor William T. Cahill.

40
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further .research and the introduction of proposed legislation vih;
although not enacted, sought to meet some of the State's hOUSing|2;' .
by encouraging municipalities, on a voluntary basis, to increage tﬁf‘ ' 3
of housing sites suitable for low-and moderate-income housing.® Govern o
Cow i

Brendan T. Byrne has continued and expanded these efforts to address the
State's housing problems and in April 1976 issued an Executive Order vihicy
mandates that the Division of State and Regional Planning ''prepare State
housing goals to guide municipalities in adjusting their land use regula-
tions in order to provide a reasonable opportunity for the development of

an appropriate variety and choice of housing to meet the needs of the
residents of New Jersey.'7

10

Although the Executive branch of New Jersey's government has worked to
solve the complex issue of exclusionary zoning and housing opportunity, it
was the decisions of the New Jersey courts which finally focused public
attention on the problem. In March 1975, the landmark New Jersey Supreme
Court decision--Southern Burlington County N.A.A.C.P. v. the Township of
Mount Laurel--essentially moved the issue of fair share housing from '
problem defining to the stage of corrective implementation. The Mount
Laurel decision redefined the relationship between housing opportunity and
municipal land use powers, stating that municipalities must, by their land
use regulations, ''‘presumptively make realistically possible an appropriate 20
variety and choice of housing...at least to the extent of tge municipality's
fair share of the present and prospective regional need..."” |t was made
clear that the exercise of municipal land use regulation and other actions
affecting ‘housing opportunity must take into account not only a municipality'
own housing needs, but also the housing needs of a wider region of which it
is a part.

B. A Statewide Fair Share Housing Allocation Plan for New Jersey

The Mount Laurel case sets forth the ''fair share' responsibility of

municipalities with regard to regional housing needs. However, that case 30
did not provide the specific guidelines by which municipalities might deter-
mine 'fair shares.'" Subsequent related court decisions have attempted to ; :
deal with this and related issues, but not on a uniform basis. Consequently, j
the Division of State and Regional Planning, under the mandate of both the
- Mount Laurel decision and Executive Order No. 35, has prepared a statewide

fair share housing allocation plan which provides guidelines for determining
municipal '""fair shares.'

The plan has three basic aspects: (1) ascertaining a numerical housing
goal based on the present and prospective need for low-and moderate-income
housing in the State; (2) delineating appropriate housing regions; and (3) - 40
formulating a fair share allocation methodology to distribute each regional.

——

6. Assembly Bill 1421, November 13, 1972.

7. Executive Order No. 35, April 2, 1976.

8, Southerﬁ Burlington County N.A.A.C.P. et. al. v. Township of Mount
Laurel, 67 N.J. 1975, at 174, i
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housing goal among the municipalities in the region. Under this plan, cach
municipality in the State receives an allocation of low-and moderate-income
housing units based on present housing neceds, recent growth and a potential
to accommodate future growth.

o
i

¢. Scope of the Allocation Plan o L

There are a number of unsatisfactory housing conditions in New Jersey, ' E
including physical housing deficiencies-~deteriorated or dilapidated units
and housing lacking plumbing facilities; financial housing imbalances--
units priced above, or with rental costs above the affordability of house-
holds; overcrowded housing units; and an insufficient number of vacant units
to provide mobility in the housing market. Unsatisfactory housing conditions
also exist where suitably priced units are not in reasonable proximity to
employment opportunities, and when the type of housing available is not 10
suiteble for a portion of the housing market. For this plan, the housing
goal which has been selected and allocated to municipalities does not repre-
sent all the housing needs in the State. As will be discussed in this
report, present housing needs include only particular types of existing
housing problems, and the target group for the assessment of both present
and prospective housing needs is only low-and moderate-income households.

The housing goal selected for allocation is therefore more limited than the
housing problems that confront the State.

‘ This housing allocation plan focuses specifically on the need for new

housing construction for low-and moderate-income households. A change in 20
the locational opportunity for such housing is necessary and has been

directed by the New Jersey Suprame Court. However, the goal should not be

such that any one municipality might be overburdened or possibly overwhelmed

as a result of its compliance. The selection of a more limited goal is

consistent with this objective and also attempts to meet the needs of that

portion of the population which has the least opportunity to secure adequate
housing, and therefore requires the most public attention at the present time.

D. Public Opportunities For Comment

This statewide fair share housing allocation plan has been submitted to - 30
all municipal clerks and county planning boards in the State. The plan will
be ‘the subject of several public hearings at which interested agencies and
Citizens will have the opportunity to comment on the determination of housing
needs and the allocation of the regional housing goals to the municipalities
in each allocation region. After reviewing the public comments, a final report
will be issued in February 1977.

-

40



11. HOUSING ALLOCATION PLAN

This statewide fair share housing allocation plan is presented in four
interrelated parts, followed by the allocation figures computed for each
municipality in the State. The four sections are: (1) present housing needs:
1970; (2) prospective housing needs: 1970-1990; (3) substate regions for
housing allocation; and (4) housing allocation methodology.

A. Present Housing Needs:‘1§70

Purpose: The determination of the present housing needs of low-
and moderate-income households in New Jersey, which are

applicable for replacement by new untts, is the purpose
-of this section.

Me thod: As already indicated, there are many types of present
housing needs, and all such needs were not considered
to be within the scope of this plan. The types selected
as measures of present housing needs for inclusion as
part . of the regional need suitable for housing allocation
are: (1) dilapidated units, (2) overcrowded units, and
) (3) needed vacant units. These housing needs predominantly
- affect low-and moderate-income households and most closely
reflect new construction requirements. Unlike these three
types, the others, although important, do not, strictly
speaking, require new units on a one-for-one basis. Stra-
tegies other than new construction--e.g., housing main-
tenance, rehabilitation, renovation, financial assistance,
etc.-~-might be more appropriate to meet these housing
problems.

The target group for the assessment of present housing needs

consists of households in the State in 1970 with gross
incomes in the low-and moderate-income ranges. While house-
holds of higher incomes also experience housing needs, it
is recognized that low-and moderate-income households have
the least mobility, purchasing power and opportunity to
secure adesquate housing in the present housing market.
Nymerical income ranges for this target group were deter-
mined by using family budget information published by the
United States Department of Labor. " In 1970, these income
ranges were:

9. This discussion is based on four detailed technical reports prepared by
the Division of State and Regional Planning in the Summer of 1976. These
include: New Jersey's Present Housing Needs, Prospective Housing Needs
Report, Housnng Allocation Regions and New Jersey s Fair~Share Housing
Allocation.

10
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Low tncome Household...........up to $5,568/year
Moderate Income Household......$5,569 to $8,567/year10

The three types of housing needs which were selected to E
represent the present housing need are defined as follows:

1. Dilapidated Units: units having one or more critical
defects; or having a combination of intermediate
defects in sufficient number or extent to require
considerable repair or rebuilding; or being of inade-
quate original construction. The defects are either
so crucial or so widespread that the structure should
be extensively repaired or torn down. 11

2. Overcrowded Units: units which ars considered not
large enough to accommodate the occupants adequately. 10
The standard of overcrowding used was 1.01 or more
persons per room,

3. Needed Vacant Units: units which are considered neces-
sary to permit mobility and choice in the housing
market. The number of units required to achieve a
five (5) percent vacancy rate for rental units and a
1.5 percent rate for owner occupied units were used as
- . a measure of this need.

Findings: Using the above definitions for present housing needs, it was 20
found that in 1970 there existed a statewide need for 219,455
units. This included 94,835 dilapidated units, 94,499 over-
crowded units and 31,121 needed vacant units. 2

Table 1 shows the 1970 present housing needs for each county

and for the State. A total present need figure is provided
for each municipality in Appendix 2.

). Standards of Living for an Urban Family of Four, Bulletin No, 1570-5,

Bureau of Labor Statistics, Spring, 1967. See also An Analysis of Low-

and Moderate-lncome Housing Need in New Jersey, op. cit., p.1. Since

1970, these income ranges have expanded. In 1976, low and moderate-

income households are estimated to have incomes of up to approximately $13,000.

Plumbfng Facilities and Estimates of Dilapidated Housing, Final Report,
HC (6) U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Housing: -1970, pp. Vi1 and Vill.

« New Jersey's Present Housing Needs, op. cit., pp. 10-12, and Appendixes A
and B, Some overcounting of present housing needs might result if and when
new units become available for households presently occupying overcrowded

_units, The amount of overcrowding would be reduced, however, since some of
the overcrowded units contain more than one family. (Unfortunately, the
extent of "doubling-up' cannot be determined accurately.) As a practical
matter, however, the fact that there may be some overcounting of overcrowded
Units is not significant in light of the very limited definition of housing
heeds used in this allocation plan.

40



ounty

tlantic
ergen
uffingtoﬂ
amden
ape May
umﬁerland
ssex
loucester
udsoh

unterdon
i

ercer
P

iddlesex

onmouth
orris

£

cean
i
assajc
?
alem

?nerset

:te Total

Ner’ép between dilapidated units and overcrowded units has been eliminated in
€se numbers, '

-6-

JABLE 1

1970 ~ Present Housing MNeeds

Dilapidated Units
| 3,517
8,633
3,189
5,814
1,352
2,228
17.527 o
2,184
11,062
683
3,868
5,209
5,411
2,934
3,805
7,109
871
1,618
861
6,520
1,040

9k,835

Qvercrowded Unitss

2,092
7,758
3,360
5,493
478
1,690
16,612
2,113
13,120
602
3,402
7,943
5,475
3,485
3,119
7,036
600
1,866
948
5,674
633
93,499

Needed Vacant Unite
AUnity

73
5,709
852
1,067
20
157 .
4,711
Lisk
3,795
220
1,050
2,503
932
1,710 -
229
3,006
214
859
135
3,206
219

31,121

10
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8. Prbspective Housing Needs: 1970-1990"

Purpose: Determining the prospective housing requirements for low-
rurpose: g P P g q "
and moderate-income households in New Jersey is the purpose
of this section.

Method: In the statewide fair share housing allocation plan, prospec-
’ tive housing need is defined as the projected increase in
low~-and moderate-income households between 1970 and 1990.
This twenty-year time span was selected to provide reasonably
accurate projections of household growth.

The calculation of the increase in low-and moderate~-income
households involves several steps and a number of assumptions,
e.g., a slower rate of population growth, a decrease in house-
hold size, and a continuation of current socio-economic

_ trends,!3 Population was projected to 1990 for each zounty,
and county housechold increases between 1970 and 1990 were
determined. The prospective low-and moderate-income housing
needs were then computed for each county,

Findings: Table 2 shows the steps involved in determining low-and
moderate-income household growth. Column 7 indicates the
1970-1920 low-and moderate~income household growth by county.
For the State, there will be the nzed to house an additional
326,627 low-and moderate-income households between 1970 and

*1990. 1

. Substate Regions for Housing Allocation

S . T TR

Purpose: ~Delineating a set of substate regions which can facilitate
the equitable allocation of the present and prospective
regional needs for low-and moderate-income housing is the
purpose of this section. :

Method: Four criteria were identified as necessary to delineate
- equitable and practicable housing allocations regions.
They are: :

1. Sharing Housing Needs - In Southern Burlinaton County
N.A.A.C.P. v. Township of Mount Laurel, the New Jersey
Supreme Court made it c¢clear for the first time that
municipalities must take into account not only local

?\
£
3.
’+
An adequate vacancy rate to allow mobility and choice for future low-and
-moderate-income households might be added toprospective housing needs,
as was done with present housing needs. 1t has not been included here
because of the difficulty in projecting housing stock changes to the

Year 1990. Periodic updating of the housing needs analysis will consider
Such vacancy needs,

Prospective Housing Needs quort op. cit.

10
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Jounty

\tlantie
jergen
jurlington

‘amden
.ape May
;umberland

issex
‘loucester
‘udson

unterdon
ercer
iddlesex

nmouth”
irris
tean

.ssaic
lem
merset

ssex
ion
rren

ite Total

Prospective Houéing Needs: 1970 - 1990

Col. 1 Col. 2
1970 1990
Households Population

60,716 200,060
279,625 956,200
84,788 409,540
138,408 572,835
21,177 78,615
37,086 154,950
302, 582 943,380
49,693 218,800
207,499 612,165
21,063 89,835
93,486 379,600
168,076 694,280
135,230 542,415
109,823 475,890
- 68,362 360,600
147,214 508,435
~ 18,681 76,120
57,013 231,665
22,809 104,540
171,580 576,015
23,271 88,950
2,218,182 8,283,890

Col. Col. & - Col. 5. Col. 6 Col. 7
' % of
Low-and _
. : Moderate~ Low & Moderate
1990 Average. 1990 Total 1970-1990 Total Income Income Household
Household Households Household Growth Households Growth: 1970-1990
- Size (Col.2 + Col.3) (Col.4~Col. 1) in 1970 (Col.5 x Col.6)
2.61 76,651 15,935 58.4 9,306
2.71 352,841 73,216 28.4 ' 20,793
2.85 143,698 . 058,910 35.6 20,972‘
2,76 207,549 ' 69,141 . 41,5 28,694
2.49 31,572 10,395 N 61.1 6,351
2.73 56,758 19,672 = '51.0 10,033
2.66 354,654 52,072 ,  46.8 24,370
2.81 77,865 28,172 40.4 11,381 |
2,54 244,553 37,054 51.7 19,157 @
2,72 33,028 11,965 37.7 4,511
2,67 142,172 48,686 40.9 19,913
2.74 253,387 85,311 : 31.2 26,617
2.79 194,414 59,184 39.1 23,141
2.83 168,159 58,336 25.7 14,992
2.71 133,063 64,701 51.9 33,580
2.68 - 189,715 42;501 42.6 18,105
2.70 28,193 9,512 44.8 o © 4,261
2,80 82,737 25,724 26.9 .6,920
2.84 36,810 ‘14,001 38.9 5,446
2.72 211,770 ' 40,190 33.6 13,504
2.67 33,315 ' 10, 044 ‘ 45.6 4,580
2.71 3,052,904 834,722 39.4 326,627

o
)
w
o
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housing needs, but also the housing needs beyond the
municipality's boundaries in the region of which it
is a part. The regional delineation should be reflec~
tive of the intent of the Mount Laurel decision and
permit the equitable sharing of housing needs betwcen
~areas with high levels of present housing needs and
few resources and areas with the opposite character-
istics. The lack of resources precludes, for example, '
the designation of Hudson County as a region by itself.
- The concentration of housing needs in this county would
require a more expansive region than the county itself,
This criterion (sharing housing needs) was considered
to be the most important in the selection of a set of
substate regions and would take precedence over the
other three. -

2. Socio-economic Interdependence - The regions should be 10
characterized by evidence of socio-economic interdepen-
dence with regard to housing choice considerations,
i.e., they should reflect the geographic area within
which housing location decisions are made. Housing
decisions are related to job location, to the location
of community facilities and institutions and to avail-
able transportation and services.

3. Data Availability - Data reliability and availability
are necessary considerations in delineating housing
regions. The regions should have descriptive and 20
directly applicable socio-econcmic data availeble for
the purpose of housing allocation, with minimum reliance

_upon assumptions or interpolations from data describing
other geographic units. It is necessary that reliable
land use, demographic, economic and other data be avail-
able for all housing allocation regions, so that the
enumeration of a regional housing need and ''fair-share'"
allocation can be complete and precise.

Lk, Executive Order 35 - The regions should be reflective
of the intent of Executive Order 35. While the term
"region'' is used in the Order, it is not explicitly 30
defined; however, there are recurring references to
the allocation of housing needs to municipalities
within counties or groups of counties.

Various delineations of regions were analyzed in terms

of these four criteria. They included existing planning,

statistical and geographically defined regions in New Jersey,

none of which were designed for housing allocation, and

the housing allocation regions promulgated in recent

judicial decisions in the State, including the Mount Laurel
~case. This analysis was concluded with the formulation of

a new set of regions specifically delineated for the purpose

of equitable housing allocation.

40
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Findings: The recommended set of allocation regions consists of twelve
regions covering the entire State. Ten of the regions (1-10)
were delineated as single counties. They are:

Region 1: Atlantic Region 6: Monmouth :
Region 2: Cape May Region 7: Ocean ' ‘ ;
Region 3: Cumberland - Region 8: Salem ]
Region Lk: Hunterdon Region 9: Sussex
Region 5: Mercer Region 10: Warren

The other two regions consist of clusters of adjacent counties.
Region 11, in the northeastern part of the State, contains
the counties of:

10

Bergen Middlesex Somerset
Essex .- Morris : Union
Hudson Passaic

Region 12, in the southwestern part of the State, consists
of the counties of:

Burlinéton
) i Camden , 20
- : ‘ Gloucester

The twelve allocation regions are shown on MAP 1. The
delineation of two multi-county regions was necessary to
insure an equitable balance between existing housing needs
and resources, For the remaining areas of the State, the
relationship between housing needs and resources did not
currently warrant more expansive allocation regions than
individual counties.

Table 3 shows the present and prospective housing needs for 30
each of the twelve allocation regions in the State.

fﬁPUsing Allocation Methodology

PurEOSe: " The formulation of a method for equitably allocating each
region's low-and moderate-income housing goal to the munici-
palities in the region is the purpose of this section.

3 NEEDQQ: There are various methods for distributing a housing goal 40
' to constituent units. Several have been developed by.a

number of agencies throughout the country and were reviewed

as to their suitability for this housing allocation plan.

In this plan, two principles were established to guide the
formulation of an allocation methodology for Hew Jersey: (1)

the allocation should improve the present imbalance of respon-
sibility for meeting low-and moderate-income housing needs

in a "fair share' manner, and (2) the allocation should take
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TABLE 3

Present and Prospective Housing Need By Allocatlion Reglong

Atlantic County'
Cape May Cpunty 
Cumberiand County
HuAferdon‘County'
Mercer Countf
Monmough Couﬁty
Ocean.Couﬁtyv
Salem County .
'Sussex County

Warren County

Morris
Passaic
Somerset
Union

Present Housing
Needs 1970

5,682
1,850
4,075
‘1.505
8,320
11,818
7,153
1,685
1,944
1,892
149, 005

24,526

Prospective Housing
Needs 1970-1930

9,306
6,351
10,033
L,511
19,913
23,141
33,580 .
4,261
5,L46
4,580
14,458

61,047

|
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into account the relative suitasbility or capability of
municipalities to assume more responsibility for providing
low-and moderate-income housing.

In order to incorporate these two principles, two separate

allocations were performed and then combined for each munici- S :
pality in its region. First, the present housino need in :
each region was allocated to constituent municipalities in !
a ""fair share' manner. This approach involved equalizing '
responsibility for present housing needs throughout the

region. For example, if present housing needs in a region

were ten (10) percent of that region's total housing stock,

then each municipality in that region was allocated a number

of present housing needs equal to ten percent of its éwn housing _
stock. Each municipality is responsible for meeting present H
housing needs at the same rate as every other municipality

in the region, No municipality would be responsible for _
more than its proportion, or 'fair share'' of the region's
present housing need. This allocation approach tends to
shift the responsibility for providing opportunities for low-
and moderate-income housing away from municipalities which
have higher shares of present low-and moderate-income housing
needs to municipalities with lower shares of need. This
approach is aimed at improving the balance of responsibility
. for present housing needs, and therefore, offers some relief
to overburdened municipalities.

A second approach was used to allocate each region's pros-
pective housing need. This apprecach employs four indexes
which reflect municipal differences in suitability and
ability to accommodate low-and moderate-income housing needs.

Municipalities in each region were compared in terms of land
availability, employment growth, growth in'non-residential

tax ratables, and income wealth. Each municipality received

an allocation of prospective housing needs according to each 30
of the four indexes and was given a single allocation of

prospective needs equivalent to the average of the four

indexes. A brief description of these indexes and how they

were employed is given below: ’

1. Vacant developable land - This factor was included as
a measure of a municipality's capability to assume
additional housing construction. .Vacant developable
land has been defined as the vacant land in a munici-
pality, less reductions for land with greater than 12 40
percent slope, wetlands, qualified farmland and public
lands. (Farmland qualified for farmland assessment was
included in the adjustment of vacant developable land
in accordance with a general State policy to preserve
farmland. However, this cannot be construed as a
prohibition against the usc of any farmland for housing
development.)




“Employment growth“4ﬂThis factor is used to measure the

-1k

Based on this index, each municipality's share of
the acreage of vacant developable land is also its i
share of the prospective housing need. For example, ‘

if a municipality's share of vacant developable land
is 10% of the total of such land in the region, then

it would receive IOA of the prospective housing need
of the region.

relative responsibility of municipalities to provide :
housing in relation to employment growth. As defined 10
in this allocation plan, employment growth is the

increase in covered employment between 1969 and 1975.

Only those municipalities with gains in employment

receive allocations. For example, if a municipality's

share of employment growth is 10% of the total of such

growth in the region, then it would receive 10% of the
prospective housing need of the region.

Municipal fiscal capability - This third allocation
factor was included as a relative measure of municipal 20
capability to accommodate additional low-and moderate-
income housing. Non-residential ratable growth between
1968 and 1974 was used as a criterion for fiscal capa-
bility. Each municipality's share of the regional growth
in non-residential ratables represents its share of the
allocation goal. For example, if a municipality's share
of non-residential ratable growth is 10% of the total

of such growth, then it would receive 10% of the pros-
pective housing need of the region.

Personal income - This fourth factor is an additional

measure of municipal capability to absorb low-and 30
moderate~income housing growth. 1t has been included

to take into account municipalities which have not
experienced much non-residential ratable growth, but
presumably have the affluence to accomodate housing
without undue hardship., This factor has been defined

as the municipal total of family and unrelated individ-
ual income as reported by the 1970 census. Total
municipal personal income wealth was weighted to reflect
regional variation in per capita income in New Jersey,

A municipality which has a per cazita income exceeding 40
the per capita income for the region as a whole had its
total personal income increased. Conversely, if a
mun;cxpalxty s per capita income was below the regional
per capita income, its total personal income was decreased.
To illustrate this point, if a municipality's per capita
income is twice the size of the regional per capita
income, its total personal income wealth is doubled;
conversely, if a municipality‘s per capita income is-’
half the regional leVe\ its total personal income is
halved. ‘
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Each municipality's weighted share of the region's
personal income wealth is also its share of the ' k
prospective housing need of the region. For example,
if a municipality's share of total personal income,
after weighting, is 10Z of the total income of the !
region, then it would receive 10/ of the prospective
housing need.

Findings: Municipal allocations of prospective housing needs were com-
puted for each of the four indexes, and averaged to obtain
a single prospective need allocation. This average alloca-
tion of prospective housing needs was then added to the
allocation of present needs, previously described, to obtain 190
a single allocation number for each municipality in the
twelve regions in the State.

”

f1i. CONCLUSIONS

This report has presented a fair share housing allocation plan for New
Jersey. Under this plan, each municipality in the State receives a regional
allocation of low-and moderate-income housing units based on present housing
needs, recent growth and the potential to accommodate future growth. The
housing goal which has been selected and allocated to municipalities does not
represent all the housing neceds in the State. As discussed in this report,
present housing needs ‘include only three types of existing housing problems
relating closely to the need for new housing construction, and the target
group for the assessment of both present and prospective housing needs is only
low-and' moderate-income households. The housing goal selected for allocation
is therefore more limited than the overall housing problems that confront the

State, but a more accurate reflection of that aspect which requires the most
affirmative attention if it is to be solved.

20

This statewide fair share housing allocation plan provides a specific 30
allocation number with which each municipality can begin to evaluate its
land use requlations and housing programs. {t is not suggested here that
there can be a standard response equally applicable to each municipality.

‘There are wide differences among municipalities in terms of housing composi-
tion, location, land availability, recent efforts to accommodate housing
need and local circumstances. Obviously, each municipality will need to
~devise specific solutions best suited to its own situation, but each should
Strive to provide a favorable climate for the construction of low-and moderate-
income housing as reflected in the spirit of the Mount Laurel decision. More-
‘Over, it vould appear that regardless of the size of the housing goal allocated. 40
Yo each municipality, every municipality has the obligation to seek to remove
_&xclusjonary practices which act as artificial barriers to the achievement of

. tqual opportunity for all income groups. It is hoped that this report will
fa;ilitate initiatives in this regard.

As indicated earlier in this document, this fair share allocation plan
I's Preliminary in nature and thus subject to changes end revisions. Copies are

8 4
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available at the following locations:

New Jersey State Library
185 West State Street
Trenton, New Jersey

Division of Administrative Procedure
10 North Stockton Street
Trenton, New Jersey

Copies have been forwarded by mail to all municipal clerks and county planning
boards. g

10

Written and oral comments concerning the draft plan will be received at
the following public hearings: oo '

Date Place Time
Nov. 29 (Mon.) Rutgers, the State University 7:30 P.M.

Robeson Campus Center
Newark, New Jqséfy

: NN | | 20

Nov. 30 (Tues.) N. J. State MysBlm Auditorium 7:30 P.M.
A Trentonzx?gghyérsey :
Dec. 2 (Thurs.) Hackeﬁfﬁ “n Middle School 7:30 P.M.

Hac'éﬁﬁgiown, New Jersey
&

AN : ‘ i
Dec. 7 (Tues.) Rﬁt§2?5,~the State University 7:30 P.M.
’ Céi@ege Center .
Camden, New Jersey

Dec. 9 (Thurs.) Richard Stockton State College ~ 7:30 P.M. 30
Pleasantville, New Jersey :

Interested persons may also send statements in writing relevant to the
draft plan to be received on or before January 6, 1977, at the address below:

Division of State and Regional Planning

Bureau of Urban Planning

Box 2768 : ;

Trenton, New Jersey 08625 40

After a review of the comments received at the public hearings and.those~
submitted directly to the Division of State and Regional Planning, a final
report will be issued in February 1977.
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APPENDIX 1

Housing Allocation Kunmbers

, Region 1 -~ Atlantic County Region 6 — Monmouth County
P Region 2 -~ Cape May County Region 7 - Ccean County
fi Region 3.~ Cumberland County Region 8 - Salem County
Region 4 —-'Hunterdon County Region 9 = Sussex County
Region 5 - Mercer County Region 10 ~ VWarren County
Region 11
Bergen County Morris County
Essex County - Passaic County
‘ Hudson County Somerset County
1 Middlesex County Union County
L .
- Region 12

Burlington County
Camden- County
Gloucester County

:1) Numbers w111 not prec1se1y add—up to regional totals due to roundlng and averaging of allocatlon
¢ shares; error is insignificant - less than one percent.

i” Minor upward adjustments of allocations based on employment will be made based on upgraded
| reporting of employment statistics to the Department of Labor and Indsutry in Covered
Employment Trends in New Jersey.




RESION 1)

l‘:UNlCIPAL LOJ-AND MEOERATE~INCUME HOUSING ALLOCATICN: 1570-1553

1-22
. MIDDLESER County .
. . R
Allocation of Allgcatica of Prospective Pousiny Need  (Unlts) .
Present Houslng 1558-197% 1979 Averace i
Weed {units) Vacant Non-Pesidential Fersomal Rllocation of i
bevelopable 1969-197% Ratables Incone Prospective Feusing [ &tlocarin. of
Land Employment Growth Wealth Need (Cn!.2 « l Housing hesds
Growth Col.3 + Collh o ot v o 1.5
nunicipality | Col.5 = &) H
1 2 3 4 s 6 1 2
Carteret 16 - - - 930 458 347 1 1,063
: Crandury (3] 1,384 €9 428 87 492 561
Dunellen 230 - 272 92 150 129 359
East Brunswick 914 1,530 3,632 1,306 1,675 1.£86 i 2,802
Edison 1,936 2964 - 7 11,267 4,47 2,083 5,201 : 7,132
Helzetts 30 - - 33 9 i1 43
Kighland Park $32 - 48 19 514 189 722
Janesburg 139 ¢ 52 214 118 - 78 116 255
Madison 1,352 6,812 260 8ss 1,037 2,266 3,618
Hetuchen 495 - - 400 665 251 746
Hiddlesex 438 - 1,230 471 s 516 954
Hilltowa 208 - - 121 19 78 286
Monroe .. 289 5,621 26 770 218 1,659 1,948
© New Bruasvick 1,323 - 2,223 832 753 952 2,275
North Brunswick 507 1,336 - 1,739 542 904 1,411 .
Perth Anboy 1,353 . - - 951 753 436 1,789
Piscatavay 1,053 1,21 7,388 2,561 652 3,018 4,071
Plainsboro 55 1,133 .21 347 s3 439 494
SayTevilie 926 2,15¢ - 1,632 634 1,104 2,030
South Asbey 293 52 638 230 191 293 566
South Bruaswick 392 2,406 - 1,34 373 2,280 2,672
South Plainfield 563 809 3,874 2,076 33 1,808 2,371
South River 493 52 - 118 35 133 626
Spotswood 209 103 204 157 163 156 365
Voodbridge 2,775 422 5,475 5,672 2,203 3,488 ! 6,219
TOTAL 12,290 33,097 37,101 27,993 14,230 28,108 ] 45,353
EN
REGIOY 11 MUNICEPAL LOW~ARND MODERAYE-INCLHME HOUSING ALLCCATHON: 1970-1550 1-23
. HORRIS ] County - H
5
Allocstion of Allocation nf Prospective Prusirg teed {Lnits) I .
Present Hquss:\g 1662-1574 1570 Average’ .
Need [Units Vacant Non=Resicent fal Perscnal Allocetina of Cse 2ined
Gevelopsble 1969-1975 Ratables tncome Prosocctive Mousing Rllecgtion of
Land Employment Crowth Wealth fized {ul.7 o Housing Keeds
Growth Col.3 + Col.h o (Col. 1 + £0).6)
‘NBunicipality - . Col.§ 2 &)
SR 1 H 3 4 s & L e
Boonton Town 258" 150 - 240 243 158 456
Boonton Tvpe 95 1,5¢8 282 98 130 505 600
Butler 212 62 - 201 142 101 313
Chathas Bozo imn , 40 - 20 491 183 494
Chathea Tvp. 258 636 337 - 98 3% 1N 122
Chester Bozo &1 160 248 128 26 140 1E1
Chester Tvp. ns 3,350 53 176 149 932 1,059
Veaville 416 1,681 220 441 399 €83 1,101
Dover 494 10 - 269 352 158 652
Ezet Hanover 203 668 878 952 214 878 as1
Florhan Patk 206 932 1,950 1,291 283 1,114 1,320
Rarover 298 1,261 - 1,368 355 46 1,046
Harding 101 2,082 - 176 390 662 63
Jefferscn 445 4,939 140 386 299 1,441 1,836
Kingelon 202 2,906 250 253 422 958 1,160
Lincoln Park . 256 208 1,020 286 230 436 €92
Hadfaon : 490 AR 3 514 1,291 761 €43 1,123
Hendhan Pore 99 1,167 279 78 153 219 18
Mendhan Thp. 108 2,683 39 104 295 80 893
Mine HUI3 106 441 1 32 82 139 243
Hontville 1) 2,485 - 683 .38 819 1,192
Mirris 510 1,529 1,87 1,296 1,090 1,459 1,969
Morris Plaize 160 202 1,144 527 2 522 €82
Horelstewn 663 19 1,856 1,524 634 1,01 1,476

'
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Housing Policy:
Ina New Light

ey

Supreme Court Décisio}z-'
Alters Mt. Laurel Ruling

By MARTIN WALDRON - -
Spectal to The New Tork Times -

’I’RENTON March 28—Inner-city dwell-
ers who may have thought that the Mount
Laurel zoning decision of two years ago
would pave the way for them to moye
into the suburbs had their hopes dashed
by the New Jersey Supreme Court last

.week, The state’s highest

court ruled in a case involy-

N"‘" .1 ing two Bergen County com-

Anllysxs ,mumtles Washington Town:

ship and Demarest, that’

“bedroom™ towns- in' New

Jersey were under no obligation to pro-

" vide space for apartment houses for low—
income families, -

The court had said in March 197&13
the Mount Laure] case that zoning regula-
tions that prohibited suburban apartment
complexes were unconstitutional. e

That ruling had set off what amounted
to- jubilaticm among open-housing and
civil-rights groups. There were predic-
tions that the ruling would help abolish
racial and economlc segregahon m New

ersey. - -

In the Mount Laurel ruling, the court
said municipalities must “make realisti-
cally possible an appropriate variety:in:
choice of housing . .. at least to the exs
tent of the mumctpahty’s fair share”:of
low- and moderate-income families, nirv-

Earlier Decision Explained -~ _*"

Last week, the Supreme Court said>it
had meant this to apply to “developing¥
communities that might have room for
apartment houses and the suburbs where

workers might need to live to be near

their- work.. LY

The court saxd' that the “overriding
point” in the whole situation was tha

it was a matter for.the Legislature and’

local officials and not the courts to decide
what - the public welfare needed in t'lfe
way of residential zoning.

Justice Morris Pashman, consxdereﬁ the

‘most ‘“activist” member of the State St

preme Court, was' bitterly dxsappomtéd
by the trend of the recent zoning cases;
This latest ruling, he said, “effectively
neutralizes our holding in Mount Laurel
and the effects “will be long-lasting.”
“Generations of children are. rel=gated
to a slum schooling and to playing in the
overcrowded and congested streets of the
inner cities,” he said. - - - SR, N
“Men and women seeking to earm &
living for themselves and their families
are barred by distance from job markets.
“Society as a whole suffers the failure
to solve the economic and sacial problems
which exclusionary zoning creates; we:
live daily with the failure “of democratic
institutions to eradicate class dlstmc,
tions-
“Inevitably, the dream of plurahsnc'
society begins to fade.” 4

A ‘Mockery of Human Rights’
The New Jersey Supreme Court, Jusuce

Pashman said, is makm" a “mockery :

of human' rights bv “perpetuating » a:

. 'm_"

c'hetto system in which resxdents Tive i,
an inferior and often degrading condmom

“Unless and until we open up the sub-
urks to all citizens of the state on ‘an*
equal basis, the cherished ideals of our:
constitutional rights will remam elusive,
and unattainable” o

If the Supreme Court’s Mount Laurel”
ruling had kindled the hopes of Justice;
Pashman and -a large number of civite
‘rights groups that something might bes
jdone to ease urban slums, Gowemor
Byrne's actions thereafter fanned these;
hopes into a flame. 8.

‘the state’s 567 mumcxpalxtles to make:
plans to take a “fair” share of New Jer»—
_sey’s poor and disadvantaged families. ~ 7

He also directed the Division of Stdte™
and Regionaj Planning-to prepare “state_
housing goals” to c'mde citieg in provid:-
ing for thxs :

Last Decerber the official “state hou?-.
ing goals” plan. was presented to Mr.
1Byme, but he ro longer seemed enthusi-
astic about the idea, He rejected the plan
and ordered i redone and returned to_
him- again in 2 year’s time, This would-
'serve to delay facing this possibly thorng:
pohucal issue unti] after the November®

n=ra1 election this year. ENeg

Land Use Bill Adopted "

a.
After the Governor issued Executive
Order No. 35 but before he delayed imple~
mentation of it, the State Legislature-
adopted the new version of the State Mu-.
nicipal Land Use Law, which directed:
“'land use planning which will best satisfy
the general welfare of all cmzens of. the
state’ o
i One sectxon of this Iaw says “that xts.
purpose is to “insure that the develvp-
‘meni of individual municipalities does not~
conflict with the development and geners
a! welfare of neighboring municipalities;,
the county and the state as a whole”:
Whether that section prohrhxts bedroom'
towns from adopting zoning practices
-that in effect keep out the poor, has not»
iyet been decided- If any test case has®
been filed under it, none has yet reach'ed
'athe Supreme Caurt. - e
' The United States Supreme Court har
been active in zoning cases, and its rul=
ings—while not necessanly binding in_
New Jersey because New Jersey zoningy,
cases are being judged under the State
Constitution and not the Federal Consti-}
tution—have also seemed somewbat m-
consistent. - T
?  Last Apnl the Umted States Supremér
Court’ ruled that Federal Courts could”
order the construction ‘of low-income.
public housing in white suburbs to allevis.
ate urban racial segregation. In that 8-to¢»

] 0 ruling; the High Court said the cities

did not have to be shown to have prace,
ticed housnng discrimination for this to»

{ In Executive Order No. 35, sxgned Aprili-, .
12, 1976, the Governor directed each’ of* )

. e

be done.: " © PRSP

*Then in January of this year ina case* '

involving a mostiy all-white suburb, Ar?
Imgton Hexohts 1., the High Court saldy
in a 5-to-3 ruli rg that etclusmnary zon&
ing did not violate the Federal Constitu-
tion even if the effect was to perpetuate’

.segregation, as long as this was not the:
;intent. G

In most of the New Jersey citles that'

have tried to keep out low-cost housing.’

the major motive has been to keep up
property values and keep down taxes:

It is widely believed that allowing low-
cost apartment houses in-a-town not only
lowers the value of the homes in its
genera} vicinity, but also increases school
costs in the town since poor families tend:
to  have more children than well- to-do
fai ilies,
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FTER over six years of litigation,
the New Jersey Supreme Court, on
vJanuary 26, 1977 finally rendered
lecision in Oakwood at Madison v.
nship of Madison. In a 4 to 3 deci-
, written by Justice Conford and
\ separate opinions written by Jus-
s Clifford, Mountain, Pashman and
reiber, the court made a tactical
sion to withdraw its troops {i.e. the
| courts) from the losing battle of
tistical .warfare” ‘involved in the
slative-administrative process of de-
ag “region” and allocating a “fair-
re” of regional housing needs to muni-
lities involved in Mount Laurel liti-
ion.
'he Oakwood at Madisor decision is
: New Jersey Supreme Court’s latest
d in the litigation that gave rise to
concept of a municipal obligation
provide for a fair share of regional
ising needs sdopted by the court in
unt Laurel. The litigation started in
tember 1970 when the plaintiff de-
oper brought an action challenging
* validity of the Madison Township
Ung - ordinance. After trial, Judge
wid Furman held the zoning ordinance
‘alid on the zrounds that “it failed
' promote reasonably a balanced
‘mmunity in accordance with the
‘teral welfare.” The decision also
d that in defining a “balanced com-
Unity, a municipality must not ignore
Ysing needs, that is, its fair propor-
 of the obligation to meet the hous-
~—

Wyright 1977 by Jerome G. Rose
S article is part of a larger work on the subject
J published by Rutgers University Genter for
an Policy Research entitled; After Mount
fel: The New Suburban Zoning.

iy
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The Mount Laurel Debate Continued:

OAKWOOD AT MADISON:
A TACTICAL RETREAT BY THE
NEW JERSEY SUPREME COURT.*

-7 by Jerome G. Rose, Professor and Chairman,
Department of Urban Planning and Policy
Development, Livingston College

ing needs of its own population and of
the region.” This decision was appealed
to the New Jersey Supreme Court and
was scheduled for argument in March,
1973 and again in January, 1974, together
with oral argument in the Mount Laurel
case. However, because Madison Town-
ship had adopted a major amendment
to the zoning ordinance the New Jersey
Supreme Court remanded the Oakwood
at Madison case to the trial court for a
ruling upon the effect of the amended
ordinance and proceeded with, and then
rendered, a decision in the Mount Laurel
case. ‘

After a hearing on remand, Judge
Furman held that the Township's obli-
gation to provide its fair share of the
housing needs of its region is not met
unless its zoning ordinance approximates
in additional housing unit capacity the
same proportion of low income housing
as its present low income and moderate
income population. The court found that
the amended ordinance does not meet
this test and therefore the entire ordi-
nance is invalid. In defining “region,”
the housing needs of which must be met
by the Township, the court said that the
region is not coextensive with the coun-
ty. “Rather it is the area from which in
view of available employment and trans-
portation the population of the town-
ship would be drawn absent invalidly
exclusionary zoning:.” :

Upon return of the appeal to the Su-
preme Court, oral argument was pre-
sented twice with emphasis placed upon
the effect of the Mount Laurel decision
that had been rendered in the interven-
ing period. The Supreme Court affirmed
the judgment with modifications.

In the majority opinion, written by
Justice Conford, the legal issues of the
case were broken down into three ques-
tions: (1) Is the zoning ordinance ex-
clusionary? (2) Should the trial court

demarcate the “region” and determine
the “fair share” of regional need? and (3)
What is the proper judicial remedy?

Is the Ordinance Exclusionary?

In answering the first question,
whether the zoning ordinance is exclu-
sionary, the court made it clear that a
zoning ordinance is “exclusionary” if
it “operates in fact to preclude the op-
portunity to supply any substantial
amounts of new housing for low and
moderate income households now and
prospectively needed in the municipality
and in the appropriate region” whether
or not such effect was intended. Thus the
New Jersey Supreme Court has taken a
position that squarely contravenes the
position taken by the United States Su-
preme Court a few weeks earlier in Village
of Arlington Heights v. Metropolitan
Housing Development Corp. — U.S. —
(Jan. 11, 1977). In the Arlington Heights
case the U.S. Supreme Court upheld the
refusal of a municipality to zone to per-
mit subsidized multi-family housing
even though such refusal would have a
racially discriminatory effect because
there was insufficient evidence to show a
racially discriminatory intent. In Oak-
wood at Madison, the New Jersey Su-
preme Court held that a zoning ordi-

nance may be “exclusionary” without a

showing of exclusionary intent.

The test established by the court is
whether the zoning ordinance operates
in fact to preclude the opportunity for
the requisite share of low and moderate
income housing to be built. Under this
new test it is not necessary for the muni-
cipality to devise specific formulae for
estimating a precise fair share alloca-
tion of lower income housing needs fora
specifically demarcated region. Nor is
it necessary for a trial court to make
such findings. What is necessary under
the Oakwood at Madison test is a bona
fide effort by the municipality toward
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e elimination or minimization of undue
st-generating requirements in the zon-
z ordinarice. In the language of the
urt:

“To the extent that the builders of

housing in a developing municipality
like Madison cannot through publicly
assisted means or appropriately legis-
lated incentives...provide the muni-
cipality’s . fair share of the regional
need for lower income housing, it is
incumbent on the governing body to
adjust its zoning regulations so as to
render possible and feasible the ‘least
cost’ -housing, consistent with mini-
mum standards of health and safety,
which private industry will undertake,
and in amounts sufficient to satisfy
the deficit in the hypothesized fair
share.” :
With this standard for evaluating the
:lusionary effect of a zoning ordinance
;- court held the Madison ordinance
ralid because (1) it designated insuf-
jent areas for very small lots -and
iti-family. housing; (2) it contained
due cost generating features such as
|uirements for roads and utilities; {3)
failed to provide for prospective re-
nal need for lower cost housing be-
ad 1975.

Role of the Courts

“he primary contribution of the Oak-
»d at Madison decision may be its
nonition to the trial courts to with-
w from the process of “demarcating

region” and determining the “fair
re” of the municipality. The court ob-
ved that this process “involves high-
controversial economic, -sociological
| policy questions of innate difficulty
| complexity. Where predictive re-
nses are called for they are apt to be
culative or conjectural.” In a state-
at that may have only limited signi-
nce, the court articulated the con-
utional truism that this process “is
ch more appropriately a legislative
ction rather than a judicial function
»e exercised in the disposition of iso-
'd cases.” Nevertheless, after indicat-
its awareness of the existence and
ortance of the fundamental principle
ieparation of powers in our legal sys-
, the court stated:

“But unless and until other appro-
riate governmental machinery is ef-
actively brought to bear the courts
ave no choice, when an ordinance is

hallenged on Mount Laurel grounds,

ut to deal with this vital public wel-
are matter as effectively as is consis-
ant with the limitations of the judicial
rocess.”

‘hese preliminary statements alone
id leave unanswered the question of
r the trial courts will decal with the
cepts of “region” and “fair share”

w Jersey Municipalities, April 1977

when the validity of a-municipal zoning
ordinance is challenged in an action be-
fore them. However, the opinion goes on
to provide some guidelines. Generally,
the court concluded that “there is no
specific geographical area which is neces-
sarily the authoritative region as to any
single municipality ‘in litigation.” The
objective of the trial courts is to deter-

.. mine whether the zoning ordinance “real-

istically permits the opportunity to pro-
vide a fair and reasonable share of the
region’s need for housing for the lower
income population.” The technical de-
tails of the basis for fair share alloca-
tions of regional goals among munici-
palities are not as important “as the
consideration - that the gross regional
goals shared by the constituent munici-
palities be large enough fairly to reflect
the full needs of the housing market of

*. .. the court made a tactical
decision to withdraw.its troops
(i.e. the trial courts) from the
losing battle of “statistical
warfare” involved in the legis-
lative-administrative process
of defining “region” and allo-
cating a “fair-share” of re-
gional housing needs to mu-
nicipalities involved in Mount
Laurel litigation.”

e ]
which the subject municipality forms a
part.” The court then indicated its ap-
proval of Judge Furman's definition of
“region” as “the area from which, in view
of available employment and transpor-
tation, the population of the township
would be drawn absent exclusionary
zoning.” The court also reaffirmed the
statement by Justice Hall in the Mount
Laurel opinion that “confinement to or
within a certain county appears not to
be realistic, but. restriction within the
boundaries of the state seems practical
and advisable.” The opinion predicted
that an official fair share housing study
of a group of counties or municipalities
conducted under the auspices of a re-
gional agency pursuant to the Governor's
Executive Order No. 35 would be entitled
to Prima facie judicial acceptance.

On the question of the computation of
the “fair share” allocation for the de-
fendant “municipality, the court was
equally circumspect. 1t recognized, (in

. a footnote) that “because of the conjec-

tural nature of such calculations, utili-
zation of the court as the forum for de-
termining a municipality’s fair share
may result in ‘statistical warfare’ be-
tween the litigants.” Nevertheless, the
court recognized {in another. footnote)
that “fair share studies by expert wit-

nesses may be of substantial ew'dentia]‘

value to a trial court.” The opinion sum-
marized the courts ‘conclusion on thig
issue with the statement that:

“Fair share allocation studies sub.
mitted in evidence may be given such
weight as they appear to merit in the
light of the two statements above. But
the court is not required, in the deter.
mination of the matter, itself to adopt
fair share housing quotas for the mu-

nicipality in question or to make find-

ings in reference thereto.”

After setting forth these general prin-
ciples relating to the fair share alloca-
tion to municipalities, the court directed
its attention to the specific issue of the
relevance of ecological and environmental
considerations in this process. Evidence
had been offered at the trial relating to
the adverse environmental impact of the
proposed development upon the sur-
rounding area. Judge Furman had de-
clined to consider this evidence because
there was a substantial amount of other
land free from such environmental im-
pact available in the municipality with
which the fair share of its regional hous-
ing needs could be met. The Supreme
Court ruled that the trial court had erred
in not receiving in evidence and con-
sidering these environmental factors.
The court said:

“It is not an answer to say there is
ample other land capable of being de-
ployed for lower income housing. The
municipality has the option of zoning
areas for such housing anywhere with-
in its borders consistent with all rele-
vant considerations as to suitability...”
To prevent future litigants from gen-

eralizing too broadly from this statement,
the court repeated its statement in the
Mount Laurel decision that although eco-
logical and environmental factors may
be considered in zoning “the danger and
impact must be substantial and very real
{the construction of every building or the
improvement of every plant has some en-
vironmental impact) — not simply a make-
weight to support exclusionary housing
measures or preclude growth...”

The Judicial Remedy

To prospective developers of higher
density housing in suburban communi-
ties the most significant part of the
Oakwood at Madison decision may be
the order of the court directing the issu-
ance of a permit for the development of
the housing project proposed by the
developer-plaintiff. However, this order
is made subject to the condition that the
developer comply with its representa-
tion that it will guarantee the allocation
of at least 20% of the units to low or mod-
erate income families. However, the court

{Continued on page 28)
Page 7
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OAKWOOD AT MADISON
(Continued from page 7}

Jid subject the enforcement of the order
.0 the supervision of the trial court to
sssure compliance with local regulations
ind to determine whether the developer’s
and is environmentally suited to the
jegree and density and type of develop-
nent proposed.

In addition, the court ordered the mu-
ricipality to submit to the trial court for
ts approval a revised zoning ordinance
hat would, among other things, allo-
.ate more land for single family houses
;n small lots, allocate more land for
pulti-family units, eliminate provisions
esulting in bedroom restrictions and
liminate undue cost-generating require-
nents. The trial court is specifically au-
horized, in its discretion, to appoint an
mpartial zoning and planning expert
ir experts, to assist in the process. .

Significance of the Decision

The full significance of an important
udicial decision is not always readily
liscernible immediately. Frequently, it
5 necessary for some period of time to
lapse before the many complex ideas
an be assimilated and interrelated with
ach other and with the realities of the
corld to which they will be applied. How-
ver, some first impression observations
aayv be of interest:

*Reaffirmation of the
Mount Laurel Principle
The Oakwood at Madison decision re-
ffirms the Mount Laurel principle that
he zoning ordinance of every develop-
1ig municipality must afford the oppor-
anity for the municipality’s “fair share”

f the present and prospectwe regional:

eed for low and moderate income hous-
1g. Although the role of the trial courts
i to be more constrained, the test of
alidity of a municipal zoning ordinance
ill continue to be based upon the answer
) such questions as (1) What is the
egion?” (2) What is “fair share?” (3)
That is the present housing need?” (4)
That is the prospective housing need?”

*Judicial Restraint

The New Jersey Supreme Court has
id homage to the constitutional prin-
de of separation of powers and to
e concept of judicial restraint. It has
rognized the impropriety of having
idges engage in the legislative and
ministrative ~ processes - necessary
define “region” and calculate “fair
are.” However, it has at the same time
ide it clear that it intends to retain
th. judicial power as is necessary. to
dtect and preserve the integrity of
* judicial process. Having found that
clusionary zoning violates the -state

ge 28

constitution in Mount Laurel, the court
does not intend to abandon the judi-
cial power to enforce its ruling. The
Oakwood at Madison decision should
not be interpreted to be a weakening
of the court’s resolve to outlaw exclu-
sionary zoning Rather, this decision
is based, in part upon a tactic designed

to consolidate the  judicial forces into

a position in which it will be less vul-
nerable to direct attack.

It is also interesting to note that most
of the admonition relating to the court’s
participation in the process of demar-
cating the region and computing “fair
share” is more applicable to Judge Fur-
man’s decision in Urban League of Great-
er New Brunswick, v. Cartere than Judge
Furman’s decision in Oakwood at Madi-
son. Although the Urban League case
was not before the court there is little
doubt that the members of the court
were aware of its existence and aware
of the extent to which a trial judge could
become enmeshed in the intricacies
of the planning process.

*Ambiquity of the
Standard of Validity

The decision fails to provide an un-
ambiguous standard for municipal of-
ficials to determine, with some assur-
ance, whether their zoning ordinances
will be upheld, short of completely aban-
doning all programs of rational and com-
prehensive ‘community planning. On
one hand the decision states that it is
not necessary for a municipality, whose
zoning ordinance is challenged, to de-
vise specific formulae for estimating
their precise share of the housing needs
of the region. Rather, the municipalities
and the courts should look to the bona
fide efforts toward the  elimination of
undue cost generating requirements.
On the other hand when a zoning or-
dinance is challenged, the court will
evaluate “fair share” allocation studies
submitted in evidence (although the
court will not adopt a “fair share” hous-
ing quota for the municipality). Thus,
it would appear that a municipality
could make a bona fide eifort toward
the elimination of undue cost generating
requirements in the zoning law but still
be vulnerable to attack on the grounds
that-it has not fulfilled its “fair share”
housing quota. Consequently each mu-
nicipality and each developer-challen-
ger of the zoning validity will have to
prepare its own study to support its
position and the statistical warfare will
continue to be fought in the courtrooms.
The only difference, after Oakwood at

. Madison is that the trial court will re-

main aloof from the proceedings and
only evaluate the altcrnative method-
ologies but will not prescribe one for
the municipality.

427,

*Implementation of the Mandatory
Percentage of Moderately Priced
Dwellings (MPMPD) Requirement

The court ordered the issuance of a
building permit to the developer-plain-
tiff subject to the condition that the
developer guarantee the allocation of
at least 20% of the units to low or mod-
erate income families. The court did not-
deal in any way with the complex and
difficult problem of administering the
procedure by which the benefits of low
and moderate income housing units
would be preserved over a period of
time for succeeding generations of occu-
pants. This issue creates a difficult di-
lemma. If no attention is given to this
matter the first occupant of each of
up to 20% of the units will benefit from
the court ordered obligation imposed
on the developer. However, as costs

rise and property values increase, sub-

sequent occupants will have to pay the
increased non-subsidized costs of occu-
pancy. On the other hand, to avoid the
short-lived benefits to only the first
occupant, a system of administration
would have to be established that would
control the rents of apartments or con-
trol the selling prices of sales wunits.
Either mechanism would subject the de-
veloper to a form of regulation that
would constitute -a significant disin-
centive to development.

*The Dual Requirement of
Land and Subsidies

At some point in every comprehen-
sive discussion of exclusionary zoning
it becomes necessary to remind all par-
ticipants that there are two separate

10
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and distinct questions that must be

resolved if low and moderate income
families are to have an opportunity to
live in suburban communities. The first
question is: Is land available in the com-
munity that can be used for “least cost”
housing? The second question is: Are
subsidies available to close the gap be-
tween the cost of housing construction
and the amount that low and moderate
income families can afford to pay? The
Oakwood at Madison decision focused
attention upon the duality of these is-
sues and reaffirmed the principle. that
the ‘state constitution requires each
developing municipality to make land
available for “least cost” housing. How-
ever, in response to the second question
the court was unwilling to impose an
affirmative obligation on developing
municipalities to help to subsidize. con-
struction costs. Although the amicus
brief of The Public Advocate had sug-
gested various forms of affirmative
municipal action to help subsidize these
costs, the New Jersey Supreme Court
deferred this issue to another day.

New Jersey Municipalities, April 1977
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March 4, 1977

Mr. Walter Johnson, Area Director
Department of Housing and
Urban Development
1 Gateway Plaza
Raymond-  Blvd.
Newark, New Jersey

Dear Mr. Johnson:

It is our understanding that a private developer will
be submitting a proposal for senior citizen housing in EBast

Brunswick to be lccated on Block 2801, Lot 2, at Lake Avenue
and State Highway 18. :

The Townsnip of Zast Brunswick is in the process of ra-
vising its zoning code so as to be consistant with its newly
developed and adoptad Master Plan., The above lot will be zoned
to allow for senior citizen housing, for which we have a coummunity
need.

If this proposal meets with your requirements, we hope you
will entertain it favorably as the community is most anxiocus to.
begin to diversify its housing stock and provide housing ocppor-—
tunities for persons of all income levels.

Sincerely,

Wwilliam F. Fox
Mayoxr
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March 31, 1977

¥Mr. Walter Johnson

2rea Director = = B

pezpartment of Housing and
Urban Develozment

Hewark Area Office ,

Gateway Plaza, Raymond Blvd.

Newark, H. J.

Re: Iast Brunswick Township
2-76-1S-34-01C02 and
B-77-15-34-0102

Dear My, Johason:

4

¥

= are subnitting to Mr. Clande Miller, a revised Housing
nce Pilan Table II and Table III, Current Yzar Goal and
ear Geal. We are doing this in order o comply with the
hat any application considered uvnder tha current
senent for Section 8 for East Brunswick, comply with
Aszgistance Plan., ¥#e are rzising cur goals for
_senior citizens based on the needs discovered by the activities
of our senior citizen outreach center and our Office of HDousing
and Cormunity Development, as w2ll as a reinterpretation of
the census data that was submitted on our original application.
HWe have also included this allocation into the Saction 8 Housing
instead of the 202 because of the present feasibility of this
type of program. Ve have also retained the consistency of
percentages for goals for other housing, so that we can neet
the needs of our population and tihe Expected—-to-Reside.
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. e hope that these revised tables will meet the require-
ments of your office so that the application pending can be
considered for an allocation. :

I there are any further prcblems, do not hesitate to

-

call e oxr Roberta Malven, Manager of Housing and Community

-

Development., We look forward to the construction of the first

assisted housing, outside of the conventional FHA financing, in
the Township of East Brunswick.

Sincerely,

liam F. Ffox
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&t T 4 .
. ',‘nf.“l] 5 DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
:*‘?qll P B NEWARK AREA OFFICE
) I
aoqu ‘° CATEWAY 1 BUILDING, RAYMOND PLAZA, NEWARK, NEW JCRSEY 07102
2439 Wt
REGION It
26 Federal Plaza
York, New York 106007 Aorid 1'_|>’ 16777 N REPLY RZFER T
2.4FM: Dungee
Jilliem ¥, Fox, Mayor
1 Jean nalling Civie Center
Izst Brunsvick, New Jersey 03216

udject:  Project No. ! 17 39-001 View ipartments, Z. Brunswick, M. J.

~S

\h
i
N
(o}
«

Dear Sir:

10

VWe have received the enclosed applications involving housing assistance
to be provided by the U.S., Department of Housing & Urban Developzment in
your jurisdiction. Pursuant to Section 213 (a) of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 197, your unit of government has the
opportunity to object to our approval of any application on the grounds
that the application is inconsistent with your local housing assistznce
plan as approved by ZUD for your jurisdiction.

If your community does not have a local housing assistance plan or is
not included in a county plan, a proposal may be approved only if we

mzke a favorable determination of the following. Pursuant fo Section
213 (c) of the Housing & "Community Development Act of 197L, we must
determine whether or not there is a need for such housing assistance,
taking into consideration any applicable State housing assistance plen,
and that there is or will be available in the area public facilities and
services adequatz to serve the housing proposed to be assisted.

20

. We invite you to submii to us all comments or information you may heave

~which you deem_relevant to our determination. Vhile we will not be bound
by any such comments or informztion, all relevant comments or irnforzation
you provide to us will be considered. '

Ve will consider only comments or information from you rsceived by us no
later than 30 days after the date on which you receive this letier. 1If
You do not intend to object or to submit any comments or informziion,
please so notify us as soon as possible so that we may expedite the naking
of our determination.

40




YOULs, DEY U{r\l!‘_‘ T OUF HOUSING AND URDAN DEVELOPMENT 3

RN N HJ:,R)\L“UUM\(..AD\H\ STRATION
v : 43la
APPLICATION - PROJECT MORTGAGE INSURANCE
troject Name: Propect Numer: ey
Lake View ﬁpﬁrtments NJI192O 0y = o~
N A B ~ W L
to: HUD Newark Arca Office and the FEDERAL HOUSING COMAMISSIONER.

The undersigned hereby requests a loan in the principal amount of $ 3,800,000 to be insured under the provisions of Section
... of the National Housing Act, said loan to be sccured by 2 first mortgage on the property hereinafter described.
Insurance of advances during construction [Jis, O is not desired.[d Feasibility (Rebab.)XGSAMA [ Conditional ' Firm

Type of Mortgagor: fieM OLD OB-s ONP Permanent Mortgage Interest Rate Z . 5 Fou
A LOCATION AND DESCRWTION OF PROPERTY: -~~~
1. Street Nes. 2; Sieeet 3. Municipality 4. Census Tract 5. County . 6. State and ZiP Code
Lake Avenue L. Brunswick |64 .02 iddlesey N oIS 114 ) A
1. Type of Project: . No.Storie§ 9. F dation: Ya. Base t Floor:
e K Etevator 0 walkup B e Stoniey o e en ™ Fun Partial Crawl ™ Stracraral,_ Slab on
O row (1.1 T Detiched {3 Semi-Detached 30 Grade [ Basement ~ 3 Bsmt. [ Space Siab &) Grade
10. 11. Number of Units ’?}N‘;g‘b“ 12, List Accessory Buildings and Area 13a. List Recreation Facilities and Area
of Buitdings
:L’-]Proposed _Revcnue Non-Rev, * - .
Oexisting . | 129 1 o : Community Room, Patio
. SITE INFORWMATION - BUILDING INFORMATION
14. Dimensions: 16. Yo Built{16a. gy cactured Housing Gronventionally Built
21.}5 ft, byl} 10 ft.or 100 N 1}50 sq. ft. DOModules ) Components
35. Zoning: {I[recently changed subnut evidence) 16b. Exterior Finish 17. Structural System 172 Flooz System [18. Heating- A/C
ystem
In process masonry conc. plank tone. . plank hot watef
B. INFORMATION CONCERNING LAND OR PROPERTY' i ) ;
19, 20. 21, 22, 1f Leaschiokd 23a 23b. 24. Relationship- Business, Personal or
Date. o Additional Costs Annual Gxoun& Outstanding Qther Between Seller and Buyer
Acquized Purchase Price Paid or Accrued Rent Total Cost Ralance
3/4/77  1s150,000 s $ $150,000 S150, 0001 yi=iness
25. Utilities: Public Community Distance 26. Unusual Site Features:
T — from Site
Water B3 o _On_EEE_ O cuts 0 rFius O Rock Formatioss O Erosion m None-
Sewers & ju] on-site {1 Poor Drainage 3 High Water Table 03 Retaining Walls
D Other (Specity) O oft-site Improvements .
C. ESTIMATE OF INCOME:
27. Number of Living Arca Unit Rent Total Monthly Rent
Famnily Type Unit {Squarc Feet) Conposition of Units Per Month for Unit Type
36 Eff. L6k Living, sleeplng alcove, 420 s 15,120 .- T
KItchemn y  Ld th
oo
69 1Br. A&C 550 ‘Living, Br. Kitchen, Bath 455 s 31,395 -} A
24 1Br. B| 624 Living, Br. Kitch. Bath,l 461 ¢ 11,068 - .| o
BeITONy .
IS $
$ S,
28. - ’
'OTAL ESTIMATED RENTALS FOR ALL FAMILY UNITS
‘T TA (] s <? . (?O
29, Number of Parking Spaces:
5. Qpen Spaces @s month
* O Attendea : per Mol
£ Self Pask 66
C as @s per mmonth
30. Comumercial:
Area-Ground Level sq. ft.,, © § per sq..ft./month
Other Levels - sq.§t., @ S per sq. {t./inonth o 3
31. e -
TOTAL ESTIMATED GROSS FROJECT INCOME AT 100% GOCUT ANCY s 57,27¢
32, * -
.o TOTAL ANNUAL RENT tem 31 x 12 months) s690, ’71«0
ad IT3 Growm Floor Area: - 34..Net Rentable Kesidential Avea:; . 25, Net Meniable Comimercial Arcar’.
96 ] 93"" ’ 8. ft. ?1 * L"58 sq. ft. {7 0 3. 1.
36. NON-REVENUE PRODUCING SFACE
Type of Einployee No. Roums Composition of Unit ' _Location of Unit in Project
. Grounc—1ITT
: Fanager 1 Office L

b. EQ['I. MENT ARD SERVICES INCLUDED AN RENT: (Cheeck Appropriate [tems)

38, SLEVICES:

GasarElee) [ Dishwasher 4 oo )’ Heat DY Vot Water g _ '
Xrctrg. EXorEtec) B3 Carpet . GAS: 5 g('uokmg ) Ait Conditinning D Non-Prepayabdle . -
. Litais cond: (Lauip. 0niy 5 Drapes ELEC: 0 teat [J Mot Vater b. Priscipal :

z s -
'LJ Kitchen Frh {3 Swimming Poot {3 Cooking P Air Cundumnm; Balanee S
. Laundry Facilsti 3 rennis Court S’l.x..h-s. ete. 13 Unit kY 6 39t \wwn ¢. Aioual .
C pisposi O Other (Sepeify) OFUER PUEL: ¢4 i St T TiAt Water PeymentS
, B SR WATER Sourr i ¢ Remaning i
T \.L fop o oay - . l T:rmn venms H .
(S S VR ———— e o ;




e P —

EOESTIMATE OF ANNUAL EXPENSE:

G

ESTIMATE OF REPLACEMENT COST:

AbMY

35a,

Unusual Land Improvements $

1. Advertisi Cerreeeneas 8 3() 0 e . 6L, Other Land Improvements s ———
2. Management ..., 330,;.040___..._ 36¢c.  Total Land Improvements .. ovvenicnnans $
3. Other Liiuiviinnnonenene 8 oo o STRUCTURES: .
4. TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE .. . § —404'30-0- - 37, Main Buildings........... §
OLERATING: 38.  Accessory Buildings....... $
3. Elavater Maintenance Fxpensesg 4+QQQ_____ 39, GBIARE . eerreiinieennes $ -
6. Fuel (Hestx(-\;:a:‘m‘d Domestic s L2 ’ 000 40. Al Other Buildings ... .0 8
e ssensnenne ——— et e
. Q . TOTAL STRUCTURES . . [
7. L\;ht.ng & Mise,, Power ., .. $ lB.;..QO_ 4: . ' s
L R _6 3-600_.._- 2, Geverad Reguisements.oooviveeiiieiin, e 2 e
YEES:
S G35 Liiiieecanrirennnes § .A,,fL,.OOO,____ i
T
10, Garbage & Trash Removal, . . § ] ,_Q_O,Q 43, Builder's General Overhead . .
L Pl L eieeen 8 28,000 g
4. Builder's Profit oo
12, Other .. vviisinnenneess 8
45, chitect's Fee ~ Desi
13. TOTAL OPERATING .. ...... s 95,600 _ [ 4% ~Architect’s Fee=Desden s
[~ I, PR N
M. ANCE: :
. o _ .
14, DecOrating . ..oeeeenenens $ 5_'_0_0_0_ 46.  Architect'’s Fee — Supervisory .
@ Boareenrrenae
15. Repairs ...viiveernnensn § ZFOQQ N
. ap 3 eeseeiiens $
16. Exterminating ,........... § 2,000 :: 2": ;m’“m s
17, Iasurance.....iuiuieen. § lz% FgaQ . PO .
18, G dE eveeesaes 4,000 - casresseesnaeae
9. (;r:‘m e : 50. TOTAL for Al Improvements
19. Other. i ieinrveveseane |
s 25 QQ (Lines36c+41+42+449) ...cvccvvecee §
20" TOTAL MAINTENANCE. ,.... % - ’_o 51. - Cost per Gross Square Foot . weeevs 8
21. Replacement Reserve (0.0060 x Total for - R
Structures, Line 41) , ..., vuiiresncecses o« $ __ZQ_LOQQ____ 52, Estimated Construction Time . cceorereceve months,
22, TOTAL EXPENSE. .......... $ 100,900 CARRYING CHARGES AND FINANCING:
TAXES: 53. 1 months @ %
23. Real Estate:Estimated Assessed ons$ ceereses S
Valuation § —— ® 54, TaxeSooeosoooonsovonsee S __
S . ... per$1000 slij_)_L'.’_L 55. INSUZANCE covrvvorosceses $ _________
24. Personal Property: Est., Assessed 56, FHA Mtg.Ios. Pre.(0.5%).. $ _ .
Valuation$_._ . @ 51. FHA Exam, Fee(0.3%)..... § _____ ___
s per$1000° $ 58B. FHA Inspec, Fee (0.5%).... & ____ _______ -
25, Employee Payroll Tax...... $ ...__—l 'L}OO 59.  Financing Fee (__ %)......$
28 Other.oiuuuiiniianeeen.n 8 ———— 60, AMPO (_f)cecocereo- S -
27, Oher oivnrennnnenineee & — 6L, FNMAIGNMAPee{_ %) 8 ...
28. TOTAL TAXES ............ s 44,800 62.  Title and Recording....... $
. ) 63. TOTAL CARRYING CHARGES&FMN...... § ____ e
29. TOTAL EXPENSE AND TAXES 1vn.n.nneirs. s 2005700 LEGAL, ORGANIZATION & AUDIT FRE:
64, LegaAl . covvevvnnsrecsoes $
F. INCOME COMPUTATIONS: e Organization s
- . rEganizal veseresssnne
30. Estimated Project Gross Income 6. Cost Certilication Audit Fee '$
(Line C32,Page1). covvaevanrnosesenese $ . I 67. TOTALLEGAL,ORGANIZATION & AUDIT FEE §
31. Occupancy (Entire Project) s . ccvseeracorosans % 68, Builder & Sponsor Profit and Risk suvesvveveore®
2.  Efiective Gross Income (Line 30 x Line 31)..... $ 69. ConsultantFee.....coessevetvoassnvaosane $ —
33. Total Project Expenses{Line 29) . cvecivceee o $ 70, - Supplcmental Management Fund . vooviiecoves $
34. Net Income to Project (Line 32 — Line 33),,.., . § 71. Conti YRESEIVE oo v.vovsrornnnsaaneas & ¢
35. Expensé Ratio (Line 20 =+ by Line 32) ....... % 72. TOTAL ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COST
(Excluding Land oz Off-Site Cost)
H. TOTAL REQUIREMENTS FOR SETTLEMENT: (Lines 50+ 63+ 67+ 68 +69+T70+71).... §
T . . 73. LA‘!D hg'guted Market Pn?e of Site)
1. DEVELOPMENT COSTS (Line 72)..cvvuuen. 8 st s Le p"sq.““__s]j 000
2, LAND INDEBTEDNE ir
NOEBT D\I._SS (Or Cash required 74. . TOTAL ESTIMATED REPLACEMENT COST OF .
R forLandAcquisinon)..;............... f} — PROJECT (Line T1 +Line T2} e cccevnnews $ [,
3. SUBTOTAL(Line 1+Line2)cvuverevocecss & o
4. Mortgage Amount . .eevee. 8 Source of Cash to meet Requirements Amount
5. Fees Paid by Other than Cash ' §
<
6. Line £ plusLine 5 Subtotal . oioeversersases $ o o 2
7. CASH INVESTMENT REQUIRED .
L e P T . J U — S
8, INITIA L OPERATING DEFICIT .evessvonn $ ———— =
9. ANTICIPATED DISCOUNT cuv.cenvnrnneee. $ — o kJ
10. Working Capital (2% of Mostgage Amount) ..., & . . - .
g . <
11. Off-Site Construction Costs .o ovennvecnsrnee $ o hd
12. TOTAL ESTIMATED CASH REQUIREMENT 3 .
(Lincs 7+B840+10H12) . ccinnivnnnnens $ — s
TOTAL’ 3

3
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: i. NAMES ADDRESSES ANIVTELEFHONE NULMBEKS OF THE FOLLOWING:
3. SPONSQI(S): Name, Addresy and ZIP Cader 2, CONTRAGTOR: Nume, Address and Z1P Code:
Lake View Apts. Co. 1 [ owner-Builder B
Room. 103 ’ b

181 S. Franklin Ave. .
Valley Stream, N.Y. 11581

L | | L J
515-791-6660 '

Telephone Number: Telephone Number:

la. * Name, Address an(} 21P Code: ) _ 3. SP'(.l._\'SOR‘S ATTORNEY: Name, Addréess and ZIP Code: .
r— Partners in the Lake View Co. 1 { Steven loreland 1
are Sydney & Arthur Engel at 25 N Main St.
the above address, and Lambertville, N.J. 08530

Irwin Goldberg, Alan Blauth,
and Bruce Miller
L Bridge & Union Sts.

Lambertville, N.J. 08530  —I L _J
Ttlephone Number: 609-39?’1785 Telephone Number: 609"397"3[4’00
15, . Name, Address and Z1¥ Code: 4. ARCHITECT: Name, Address and ZIP Code:

I 7 [ Blauth-Miller oo
Bridge&Union Sts, ’
Lambertville, N.J.:08530

L I B | S ]

Telephone Number: » Telephone Number: 609‘397 '1775

J. CERTIFICATION:

The undersigned, as the principal sponsor of the proposed mortgagor, certifies that he is familiar with the provisions of the Regula-
tions of the Federal Housing Commissioner under the above identified Section of the National Housing Act and that to the best of his
knowledge and belief the mortgagor has complied, or will be able to comply, with all of the requirements thereof which are prerequisite to
insurance of the mortgage under such section.

The undersigned further certifies tha: 1o the best of his knowledge and belief no information or data contained herein or in tha ex-
kibits or attachments listed herein arein any way fulse or incorrect and that they are truly descripiive of the project or property which is

intended as the security for the pruposed mortgage and that the proposed construction will not violate zoniig ordinances or restrictions
of record. )

The undersigned agrees with the Federal Housing Administration that pursuant to the requirements of the FHA Regulations, (a)
neither he nor anyone authorized to act for him will decline to sell, rent or otherwise make available any of the property or housing in
the multifamily project to a prospective purchaser or tenant because of his race, color, religion or national origin; (b) he will comply
with federal, state and Jocal laws and ordinances probibiting discrimination; and (c) his failure or refusal to comply with the requirements
of either (a) or (b) shall be proper basis for the Commissioner to reject requests for future business with the sponsor identified or to take
zny other corrective action he may deem necessary. -

H]

Date: lMarch 8, 197? Signed: r’) M | .

v (Sponsor) /

g

o e

EEQUEST FOR COMMITMENT: QConditional O Firm

(4

9. FEDERAL HOUSING COMMISSIONER:

Pursucnt to the provisions of the Section of the National Housing AAct identified in the foregoing application and FIIA Reguiations
c;plicable thereto, request is hereby made for the issuance of a commumitiment to insurc a morigage covering the property described ubove.
After examination of the application and the prapused security, the undersigned considers the project to be desirable und is interested in
rezking a loan in the principal amount of & which will bear interest at 6y will
riguire repayment of principal over a period of - months according to amortization plan agreed upon.

Insurance of udvances during construction Ois, s not desired.

It is undvrstood that the finanring ex‘p(ens'o; in'the amount of § is subject 1o adjustment so that the total will
5! cxceed % of the amount of your conmitment.

Merewith is checl: for & , which-is in payment of the application fee tequired by FH.A Regu-
tiuns, ‘ . :

Signed:

¢(Proposed Mortgagee)

Address of Montgugee?

FOR FHA USE ONLY

e Deceived

Lint




April 13, 1977

Mr, Walter J. Johnson

Area Office Director ;
Department of Housing & Urban Development
Newark Area Office

. Gateway One Building, Raymond Plaza

- Newark, N. J. 07102

Re: 2,4FM: Dungee
Project #MNJ39-0015-008
Lakewview Apartments
East Brunswick, N. J.

Dear Mr. Johnson:

In response to your letter of April 11, 1977, we wish

- to state that this proposal is consistent not only with

our amended Housing Assistance Plan but with the goals and
policies of the Township of Fast Brunswick. The preliminary
publicity received by this project has generated spontaneous
enthusiastic response from our senior citizens. Despite
our protestations that the project is still not approved, we
- have been forced to start a waiting list for the apartments.

We look forward to your evaluation of this project
in meeting HUD guidelines. If we can be of any further
assistance, do not hesitate to contact me or our Manager
of Housing and Community Development, Roberta :Halven.

Sincerely,

William . Fox
Hayor

10

20
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April 15, 1977

Mr. James Bowers

Department of Housing & Urban Development

Raymond Boulevard

1 Gateway Plaza ‘

Newark, New Jersey : _ 10

Re: Project No. N.J. 39-0015-008

Dear Mr. Bowers:'

It has come to our attention that HUD is concerned about
the location of Seacoast Laboratories adjacent to the site

for the proposed Senior Citizens' Housing to be located in -
East Brunswick. ,

: 20
We have ascertained from Mr. Richard Baker, of Seacoast
Laboratories, that this is a small operation. They occupy
60,008 square feet of space in which they package agri-
.cultural chemicals for the retail market. Most of this

space is devoted to warehousing. The total number of
employees during their busy season is eight. They average
three or four employees most of the vear. There is no

outside operation. The only inside facility which is

required in their operation by OSHA is a dust collector.

We have had no complaints from any of the residents of the
existing apartments or their owners in the area about the
operation of this facility.

If we can be of any further assistance in this matter,
please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

William F. Fox .40
‘ Mayor
'WFF;cek'

K4
cc: Mrs. Roberta Nalven/ﬁ




NOTICE : d o e
»gWNSHIP OF EAST BRUNSWICK courage better transportation of pgo-

TAKE NOTICE that the following
réinance was passed on tirst read-
ng by the Township Council of the
-ownship of East Brunswick at 3
aeeting held on April 25, 1877, and
hat sald ordinance will pe further
onsidered for final passage atareg-
Jar meeting of the Council to be heid
¢8:00 P.M., May 9, 1977, at the East
jrunswick Public Library, 2 Jean”
valling Civic Center, in the Town-
hip of East Brunswick, at which
ime and place 3 public hearing will
¢ held and all persons will be given
n opportunity to be heard concern-
1g said ordinance.

DAVID J. GERMAIN

0,
THURSDAY, APRIL 28,

5
877

ey

SErVICes; ant

and of public
gie; and to pravent strip commercial
developmant and to preserve the res-
idential integrity of the arss.
_-Section 11. PURD OPTION ZONE
includes the land described in Schad-
uie A annexed hereto, notwithstand-
ing the fact that the boundaries are
not shown on the zoning. maps.
Section 12. STANDARDS FOR DE.
T. No planned unit resi-

VELOPMEN
dential development under this
QOrdinance shali take place except
upon tracts of land having a mini-
mum of forty (40) contiguols acres
having sufficient access to an exist-
ing improved streat, except the Vil- -
lage Green Two A which shall take

: place upon tracts of land having a
Municipal Clerk G /rimum of twenty-five (25) contig-
ORDINANCE 77-264-B uous acres having sufficient access
ORDINANCE AMENDIN to an existing improved street.
CHAPTER XXVii, LAND USE Section 13. RESIDENTIAL DENS!-
6Y PROVIDING FROCEDURES 1Y LIMITATIONS ;
AND STANDARDS FOR a. Gross density per acre shall be
FLANNED UNIT RESIDENTIAL as follows (unless increased un-
DEVELOPMENT ge; exceptions in Sections b and

WHEREAS, the East Brunswick
nanning Board has adopted a reso.
stion on March 16, 1977 recommang-
ng that the East Brunswick
‘owaship Council adopt the foliow
1g ordinance and

WHEREAS, the East Brunswick
tanning Board further resoived on
1e aforesaid date that the Township
ouncil should adopt an amendment
) the zoning ordinance in accord-
nce with a certain map entitied
Proposed Zonlni" and further iden-
tied as TG1, dated March 16, 1977,
nd bearing the initials of Carl Hintz,
fanning Manager:

WHEREAS, the Township of East -
runswick wishes to prevent strip
ymmercial development and to
-eserve the residential integrity of
e area.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT OR-. -
AINED by the Township Council of
e Township of East Brunswick,
‘Iddlesu County, New Jersey, as
ows: .

SECTION 1. Chapter XXVil of the
svised General Ordinances of the
swnship of East Brunswick is here-
ramended by inserting the follow-
gas R.G.0. 27, Article Vi1, Section

e e e

SECTION 2. Chapter XXVIi, Arti-

s Vill, Section 10. Planned Unit '~

ssidential Devolugment.
a. AUTHORITY. This ordinance js
jopted pursuant to N. J. §. w:ss&

b, Purpose and Intent. in order for
e Township of East Brunswick to
eet its reponsibility fo protect and
dend its natural resources, ecolog-
8l systems, open spaces, natural
1auty and the value of the property |
ithin the Township while, at the |
ime time, récognizing the in-
eased urbanization occurring
thin its boundaries, and attempt- -
B to meet its responsibilities to
ar its fair share of the region’s
ed to provide for the construction
housing; and the Township, hav-
g studied and analrzad its environ-
ental and natural resources and
& potential hazards to those re-
urces in anticipation of future de-
lopment, and having undertaken
ch studies as ma{'or steps in creat-
1 long range plans directad to-
irds the accommodation of
using and other development,
lile avoiding environmental des-
dation and its attendant threats to
blic health and safety, the Town-
ip Council of the Township of East
Unswick hereby declares itto bein
! general interest of the health,
lety and welfare of the inhabitants
the Township of East Brunswick
¢ in harmony with the objectives
this Ord and the hip's
onted Master Flan to permit
tater Hexibility in design, layout
d construction in housing deveiop-
'nt than heretofore, so as to en-
irage retention and preservation
woodiands, surface water,
amps, aquiters, aguifer recharge
*as, pooriy-drained soils, flood
N3 and other open space land for
ithetic and scenic beauty, passive
ireation, rejuvenation of re-
irces and preservation of the ecol-
cal systems of the Township; and
;ﬂcouragc innovations .in design
reflect changes in land develop-
t tachnology and to provide for

E1OW.

Village Green One — Three

(3) dwailing units per acre

tage Green Two and Two A

— Three (3) dwelling units per

acre .

Village Green Three — Five
(5) dwelling units per acre

Town Green — Nine (9)

Dwelling units per acre

. The gross densities per acre for
planned unit residential devel-
opment may be increased by
the municipal agency 1d
ing an application for develop-
ment in accordance with the
standards set forth .in this sec.
tion, not 1o exceed the follow-

ing:
- !’il_laseGreenTwoandTwoA
— Five (5) dwelling units per
acre
Village Green Threes — Eight
(8) dwelling units per acre
Town Green — Twelve (12)
dwelling units per acre
c. Gross densities of planned. unit
residential development may be
increased as set forth -in (b)
above, where the developer pro-
vides, or causes others to pro-
vide. dwelling units for low ar
moderate income (as defined
eisewhere in this Ordinance)

<

o

tamilies or individuals, includ- - -

|n7 senior citizens, whether for
saie or rental, in the ratio of one
additionai unit of conventional

fow or moderate income hous-
ing per acre provided by the
developer. Such housing shall
inctude, but need not be timited
to, housing or mortgage finang-
g which is provided pursuant
to any federal, state or private
subsidy program whose object
is to provide low and moderate
1acome.housing. The toregoing
shall not preclude a developer
from compliance with this prov-
ision by any other means prov-
toed that such alternate means
shall provide low and moderate
income housing upen terms and
conditions substantially equiva-
lent to those available through
any of the foregoing methods.
The developer shall submit to
the municipat agency for its ap-
proval in writing a plan by
which such low and moderate
income housing shail be provid-
ed by the developer and main:-
tained as such low and
moderate income housing
thereafter,

Section 14. NET RESIDENTIAL.

DENSITY.

a. Net density for residential

lands of planned unit residen- *

nousing per acre for each unitot -

B3y

18

. section 15.
i MON |R£CREAT|°N LANDS

i

——

}ia! deveiopment shali be as fol-

ows: .
single-family cluster de-
tached — 7 d.u./ac.

smgle&amn ctuster at-
tached ~— 8 d.u./ac.

patio houses/atrium houses

d.u./ac.

townhouses — 12 d.u./ac.

_ multi-family housing — 18
d.u./ac. . .

. Net density may be increased
abowve the densities set forth in
subdivision a. above of this sec-
tion, not to exceed the following
densities, if the increased densi-
ty of housing units is devoted to
senior citizen low and moderate
income housing as defined else-
where in this ordinance:

o

essary educational and recrea-
2al facilities conveniently focated
Such housing; and in such zones
¢tre applicable, to provide for ne-
Sary commercial tacilities and
vices; to insure compatibitity
ong various fand uses; to con-
ve the value of the land and to.
Qurage more efficiant use of iand

single-tamily cluster de-
tached — 8 d.u./ac.

sin le-famll/y cluster at-
tached ~— 9 d.u./ac,
patio houses/atriumn -houses
— 1l d.u./ac.

townhouses — 14 d.u./ac.

multi-tamily housing ~ 20
d.u./ac.

cti
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOP!

OPEN SPACE/COM- 1.

a. Not less than twenty-five par- |
cent of the total iand area of any
planned unit residential devei- |
opment shall be designated for '
open space or COMmMOnR recrea- -
tion lands. Such designated |
open space shall consist of land |
in 2 natural state, or land devel-
oped tor specific racreational
purposes and shall be specified ¢
as to its intended use, including |
areas for wild fife preservation. :
Parcel size shail be a minimum !
of tive contiguous acres, which
may be trreguiarly shaped.
Such :designated open space
shall not inciude yard areas of
iots in private individual own--
ership. land area within the
right-of-way of a public or pri-
vate street, and buildings wher-
ein the principai use of such
lands is to provide pedestrian’
access to and from buildings.
Such open space may be deeded
1o the Township or dedicated to .
a homeowners association or :
trust, which incorporation and
bytaws shali be approved by the
Planning Board, subject to but
not_limited to the provisions of '
R.G.0. 23-8 (Ciuster Subdivi- -
glor;) and 24-5.5 (Cluster Zon-
ing).
on_16. STANDARDS FOR
MENT.

Se

3. Single family cluster (de-
tached) t
(1) Architectural character of

each dwelling unitshall be
compatible in “style, size,
coior and materials with all
proposed dweiling units in
the same neighborhood
surrounding the unit.

Height shall be limited to

twenty-five feet (25')

Minimum lot size shalt be

3200 square feet.

Minimum setback for all

structures from any street

(public or private) or from

any common parking area

tor two adjacent units shat!
be ten feet (10'). Minimum
setback for all structures
from any collector or arter-
ial street as defined eise-
where in this Ordinance,

shall be fitty feet (50).

Parking requirements shall

average two and a quarter

(2.25) spaces per dwelling

unit, except for senior citi-

2en housing for which park-
ing requirements may be
reduced by the Plannin

Board to not less_than .

spaces per unit. Parking

may be reduced to average
by the Planning Board to !
not less than 1.5 spaces per
dwelling unit for low and
moderate income housing.

Minimum separation be-

tween units shail be twenty

feet (20°).

. Singie Family cluster (at-

tached)

(1) Architectural character of
dwelling unit must be com-
patible i style, size, color
and materials with pro- .
posed dwelling units in the
same neighborhood sur-
rounding the unit. :
Height shall be limited to
twenty-five feet (25').
Minimum lot size shall be
3200 square feet.

Minimum setback for all

structures from any street

(public or private) or from

any common parking area |

shall ba ten feet (10°). Mini-

raum setback for ail struc-
tures from any collector or
arterial strest as defined
elsewhere in this Ordi-

?;ot,\)ce shati be fifty feet
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Parking requirements shall
be two and a quarter (2.25)
spaces per dwelling unit,
except for senjor citizen
housing which may be re-
duced by the Plannin
Board to not less than .
spaces per unit.

nits shall be attached -in
such a manner as to pro-
vide maximum safety and ,
privacy for adjoining units.
c. 'Patio Houses

(1) Architectural character of

dwaeiling unit must be com-
patible in styie, size, color
and materials with pro-
posed dwelling units in the
same neighborhood sur-
rounding the unit.
Height shall be limited to
twenty-five feet (25°). !

[¢]

-~
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(3) Minimum Jot size shati be 10) Th,
37 505 sauate Lo e

t4) Minimum satback for all

[t]

structures from any street
(publjc or private) or from
any comimon parking area !
shall be ten feat (10'). Mini-
rum setback for atl struc-
tures from any collector or
arterial street as define
elsewhere in this Ordi-
nsav,\ce shall be fifty feet

Parking requirements shall -
be two and a quarter (2.25) .
spaces per dwelling unit, |
except for senior citizen
housing which may be re-

c.duced by the Plannin

(6

7

[¢]
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)

-~

Board to not less than .
spaces per unit. )
nits shall be attached in
such # manner as to pro-
vide maximum safety and
ivacy for ad‘omlns units.

o more than tour dwelling
units shall be connected to

torm one structure.
Groupings of structures,
shall be separated by a
maximum of fifteen feet
(15) to allow for rear fire
access in which areas

an

(12}
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rooflines of at ieast
% of the number of units
which are attached in a
structure having a single
linear plane shail be stag-
gered in height by not less
than 5% of the height of the
rootlines of the remaining
units in such structure.
No town house structure
shall be closer than twenty
feet (20') from any other
such structure to aliow for
fire access.
Where an outdoor livin
space is included tor eac
or any particular unit, it
shall be provided with
d: te visual screenipng
from all other neighboring
dwelling units, outdoor
fiving spaces. parking
areas and roadways.
Screening may be accom-
plished with plant materi-
als, masonry structures,
or wood fencing. A rchitee-
tural elemanis such as ma-
sonry walls and fences
shail be compatible in both
style and materials with
the dwelling unit.

piantings shall not biock or e. _ﬁ;p}anments (multi-tamiiy un-
its). .
(1) Height_shall be limited to

prevent: access in case of
emergency.

Such patic area shall be not
less than 400 square feet in
size, 'hava no smﬁla di-
mension of less than 15 feet
(15"), shall be completely
clear of structures, and:
shall be- designed for thej
recreational use of the oc-:
cupants of the dwelling|
unit. The patio may be at!

ground level or glevated,! ' .

and may be composed ofi
any materials designed to’'
create a patlo surface, or
may be a2 wood deck area,
or other surtace or struc-
ture or combination thereo
in whole or in part. Ade .
quate visual screeningi
from neighboring dwelling:
units, patios, adjacent
parking areas an¢ road-:
ways shall be provided,
which may consist of plant-.
ings, masonry structures,;
or wood fencing. Architec-
tural-elements such as ma-i
sonry walis and fences!
shall be compatibie in both,
style and materials with
the dwelling unitof which it
is @ part. i

d. Town Houses :
(1) Architectura! character of .

@

dwelling unit must be com-!
patible in style, size, color
and materials with pro-:
posed dwelling units in the
same neighborhood sur-
rounding the unit.

Height shail be limited to
three stories or thirty-five
teet (35') whichever is less.

{3) Minimumtractsizeshallbe

4

&)

6

)

five acres. i
Minimum setback for all-
structures from any street
(public or private) or from
any common parking area
shall be ten feet (10'). Mini-
mum setback for all strue-
tures.from any collector or
arterial street as defined ’
eisewhere In this Ordi-
v(\;or.\ce shall be fifty feet.

Parking requirements shall
be two and a guarter (2.25)
spaces per dwelling unit,
except for senior Citizen
housing which may be re-
duced by the Piannin
Board to not iess than 5
spaces per umit. {
Units shall be attached in!
such 2 manner as to pro. |
vide maximum safety and |
privacy for adjcining units. !

(7) Not more than twelve

[

£

§
dwelling units in any single i
town house structure shall |
be constructed in a manner '
so as to form one linear

-plane. No more than twenty

such units may be included
in a structure having units
constructed on more than
one linear plane. ~ i
Town house units attached |
on a sing'e linear plane
shall not exceed a length of '
threc hundred feet (300').
The front facades of at least |
40% of the number of units |
which are attached in a
strocture having a single ti- '
near plane shall be set back
not less than ten feet (10')
behind the facades of the
remaining units in such
structure.

Y

' :ﬁ. rée (3)
'lv. feet (

ass.
.. () Minimum tract size shail be

0

(5)

ries or thirty-
') whichovtﬂ:

four acres.

(3) Minimum setback for all

structures from any street
(oublic or private) or Anr
common parking area shall
be ten feet (10°). Minimum
setback for ali structures
from any collector or arter:
ial stredt as defined eise-
where in this Ordinance
hall be fitty feet (50").
maximum of twenty units ~
shall be contained in any
Bne structure.
Parking requirements shail
be'one and three quarters
(1.75) spaces per dwellin
unit, except for senior ¢iti-
zen housing for which park-
ing requirements may be
reduced by the Plannin
Board to not less than .
spaces per unit,

t. Apartments in mixed use Struc-
tures (applicable to Town Gresn

e

1 t shall not exceed
thirty-tive feet (35°) or
three stories for the total -
structure.

Parking requirements shall
be one and thrse quarters
(1.75) spaces per dwallin
unit, except for senior titl
ten housing for which parh.
ing reguirsments may be
reduced by the Planhin
Board to not less than |
spaces per unit. -
Al other standards appli-
cabie to Section 16.¢ shait

apply.
Non-residential Uses (applica-
ble to Town Green Zone only).
) Al sémzeards set forth in

@)

3)

R.G.0O. 24-7.3 shall apply.
Section 17. INFRA-STRUC#eryE.

b.

c.

Parcel size and location of pub-
lic facilities shalt be substan-
tially in accordance with
uidelines established in the
ownship Comprehensive Mas-
ter Plan. provided. howsever,
that upon due cause shown the
Planning Board may vary the
location of same from the loce-
tion shown in the Master Plan.
(1) Site to be dedicated for
school purposes shall be re-
viewed and approved by
the Board of Education and
the Planning Board. .
Sites to be dedicated for
municipal purposes shal)
be reviewed and approved -
by the Planning Board,
All public utilities shall be in-
stalted: in accordance with the
Township subdivision ordi-
aance standards: all PURD da-
velopment shall be tied into
approved and adequate public
sanitary sewerage and water
sxstems.
(1) All water systems shall ba
looped of a size and type as
approved by the Township

agineer.

(2) Ail sewerage systems shali
be spproved by the East
Bruaswick Sewerage Au-

(2

thority. N
Streets, roads. sidewalks 3
bikeways snail comply with the
design standards set forth inthe
East Brunswick subdivision
ordinante.



d ‘contigurations ‘and
0 :?o'pouﬂ alignments da-
ccribed in the Master Plan,
Town Green Subsection
shail govern in all PURD
2ones. |
ay widths shall conform
'°,"d;:'d:rds m}orth in the East
o Unswick Revised General Or-
nances or standards promul-
P ted by Middlesex County,
“nichcver is-applicable. :
'} streets and roads shali inter-
‘m at right sngles with other

ays.
,";;ot‘:'uyt or road shail be located
dthin 200 teet of any existing :
stersection. :
Refuse and refuse cotiection
preas shall be provided and | :
jhall be located for the occu-
pants’ convenience. All such
jreas shall bascreened with ev-
prgraens on at feasttwosides of
‘he refuse and pick-up area,,
slanted at a v,ecght of at least
‘our feet, with .a maximum .
rowth of at least six feet in :
jeight, All piants shall be ap- |
woved in accordance with the .
andscape ordinsnce of East

srunswick Township.

tion 18. DESIGN EFFICIENCY .
sedestrian sidewalks shail be
yrovided in such {ocations, in-
Jluding entrances and exits
vhere normal pedestrian traff-:
¢ will occur. Where appro--
yriate, bikeways may be:
wovided instead of sidewalks.
seovision of bikeways along
treets shall be made upon de-:
grmination and requirement
the Planning Board and the
Xastcr Plan where applicable.
‘ach pa rkm1 space shali foliow
tandards of East Brunswick'
1.G.0. Parking spaces.shail be
1 accordance with standards
rovided, however, that the
‘lanning Board may reduce the
umber of spaces tor senior cCiti-
e housing. K
ccess to off-street parking
reas shall not be through entr-
nces directly abutting streets,
ut shall be connected to streets
7 means of access driveways:
tuated between the parking
-eas and adjacent streets, not
ss than 15 feet iong.
o offstreet parking lot shali:
intain more than fifty spaces.
he distance between parking
s and dwelling units shall be
minimum of ten feet

itside public and commercial

itidings.
on 19. ENVIRONMENTAL.
| developmant shall be in con-
rmity_with the Master Plan,
swn Green Subsection and
all account for all relevant.
wvironmental factors as out-
ed in the Subsection or the
1st Brunswick Natural Re-
urce inventory. Any proposal
r development that would
ry with the environmentai re-
sw criteria as found within:
ot study must be justified by
‘propriate soils documaents,
gineering information. and
1er environmental data. Any
velopmaent which does not
ry tfrom the Town Grean Sub-
:tion. in terms of the environ-
intal review criteria, need
t submit environmental
itemants as part of the appli-
lion. However, additional on-
e investigation may be
essary and may be required
part of the submission of the
'RD development to the Plan-
g Board. Such additional in-
mation would inciude but not
limited to test borings for.
slogic factors, detailed to-
fraphy no less than two-foot
1tour intervals, and such
ar similar information as
y be rr:lqmred by ths Plan-

Board.
?din: and other surface cov-
ges should be limited to the
ent possible to the incorpora-
n of increased -building
ght up to the maximum per-
ted: the use of parking in or
ler buildings: reduction of:
958 pavement for road-:
/s; use of permeable sur-
es for paving wherever
sible: and the utilization of
n space areas for aquifer re-
rge. Non-point source pollu-
's should be handled by use-
rainage swaies in combina-
with retention facilities. in
attempt to reduce the
unt of potential pollutants
ring into the aguifer. Such
tes should be seeded with
ropriate vegetative materi-
ratistactory to the Planning
rd, to filter silt and other
ntial poliutants to the sur-
1-an¥ underground water
ty systams. :

Natural surtaca drginage strue-
tyres should be utilized wheray.
er possible. All applicatiens
must be submitted to the Soil
Conservation Service for re-

view and racommendations. Al |

such structures should be set
back at least tifty feet from any
stream course or naturaj drain-
age way unless fiood plain in-
formation indicates that there
shouid ba a turther setback.
Swamp areas shouid not be de-
veloped but should be included
as open space areas.

All trees over six inches in cali-
oer shatl be shown on tne devel-
opment plans by methods
approved by the Planning

Board.-
Section 20. QUALITY AND AMEN-

a. Landscaping shall be provided
and installed by the developer
in accordance with the Land-
scaping Ordinance. A plan
showing all plant materials, ex-
isting or proposed, shait be sub-
mitted with the application for
development.

t. Tha developer may provide suf-
ficient recreation tacilities and
equipment in accordance with
National Recreation -Associa-

tion standards which shall be- "~

reviewed angd approved by the
Osvision of Parks and Recrea-

tion.
c. A strip of land. fitty feet wide
shall be raserved for a land-

scaped butfer between any new
devel ent of Townh or
muiti-family units pursuant to
this Ordinance, and any singje-
tamity detached residential
dwellings existing as of the time
when such new development is
commenced. Such butfer area
shall be pianted by the develo-

per with a mixture of deciduoys
and coniferous plant material
ot 3 minimum height of four (4)
feot and maintained at a height
of a minimum 71 sin () toat. J
earth berm of a minimum
three (3') feet in height may be
instsled in such & fitty (30') foot
iandscaped.-buffer ares, in
which case the height of the
piant materials may be revised
a3 approved by the Planning
Board at the time of final site
plan ap

i B?Vﬂ.

. Section 21. TIMING OF DEVEL-
ke racks shall be providpdDPM“E’;d.T

a.

numbder of dwelling units
and square footage of non-resi-
dential uses which may be con-
structed by the developer
guring any year, may be regu-
lated by the Planning Board at
a rats which would not craate
excessive demands on any
muyrnicipal facility or services
availabie to serve the ares pro-
posed for development. Such
development as may be silowed
purtuant herein shail be con-
trotied by means of the issuance
of buiiding permits at a rate al-
iowsd by the Planning Board at
time of preliminary approvai,
based upon the projected devel-
opment. '

ne time of deveiopment, in-
cluding the type and number.of
residential usas, ber and
type of non-residential uses,
pubiic and semi-public facilities
and required utilities and ser-
vices, shall be astablished by
resolution of the Township
Planning Board and the develo.
per and wdprovec by the Pian-
nmf Board at the time when
a;e iminary approval is grant-

0.
Section 22. PROCEDURE FORAP-
VAL,

PRO

a. Application for planned unit
residential development shall
be made in (number of copies)
on the form provided by the
Yownship, which shall be consi-
dered an application for preli-
minary aporoval.

.- The application shall set forth
the feliowing: -

(1) name and address of the

applicant. . -

(2) name and address of the
owner, if different from the
apolicant.
the location of the land pro-
posed to be develooed, in.
cluding tax ot and block
numbers.
tne nature of the apopli-
cant’s interest in the land.
the density of 1and use to be
altocated to various parts
of the site.
the location, type stand-
ards and gize of recregtion-
2| and community facilities
of ail oben space.
the torm or organization
proposed to own and main-
tain common open space.

[¢]
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(8) the  use, npﬁraximag
height, buik and location.
bulldings or ather strue-

tures. .

(9) the proposed provision for
disposition of storm and
san tar{ water.

(10) the substance of any cov-

enants. grants. ease-

mants, Or Iny covenants,
proposed to be imposed
upen the land or buildings.
including sasements for -
public utilities, to the ex-
tent known. i
the proposed provisions
r parking.

locations and widths of
proposed sStreets and
rights-of-way.
the projected schedule for
devsiopment and the ap-
proximate times when fin.
al approvals would be
requested.

a statement of why the

oublic interest would be

sarved hy the proposed de-
velopment, such state.
ments to be supported by

($33]
aa)

(13)

-

transcript of the hearing shali
be provided %g'uu deveicper
with a copy the Planning
Board. corun of which shail be
made avaliable, at cost. to lnr
oartg‘to the procesding and all
axhibits accepted in evidence
shatl be identified and duly
preservad, or. if not accepted in
evidence, sha!ll be identified and
the reason for thewr exclusion
ciearly noted in the record.

Congduct of Hearing. At the pub-
fic hearing the applicant shall
present gvidence as to (1) its
generai character and subst-
ance; (2) objectivas and purpos-
3 to be served; (3) adequacy
and completsness of standards;
(4) satisfactory application of
standards in specific details of
design and organization of ele:
ments and plans; (5) scale and
scope; (6) economic feasibility;
(7} time factors and sequential
development potentials: (8)
conformity to comprehensive
pians for Township deveiop-
maent; (9) traffic and circulation
] t and provisions: (10) an

a detailed . $0-
cial and physicai study.
(15) the prcposed number of
- bedrooms for all dwelling
units.
delineation of pedestrian
walkways. nature po%hs
and bicycie paths, which
must be in conformance to
any adopted master plan
for bicycle paths.
delineation of naturasl fes-
tures which will be pres-
erved, such as ponds,
naturai drainage, treass,

(16)

an

{andowner(s) shail file twenty-
five (25) copies of the maps of
the proposed developmaent plan
with the sacratary of the P

an-
“ning Board, who shall distrib-

ute the copies as foliows:

(1) Nine (3) copies for filing
with Planning Board.

(2) Two (2) copies to Manager
of Developmaent Services

(3) One (1) copy te Manager of

Code Management Ser-

vices

One (1) copy to Director of

Mealth, Environment and

Waeitare. .

‘Three (3) copies to Middle-

sex

[(]

-

(&

oard.

One (1) copy to New Jersey
Division of State and Re-
gional Planning in the De-
partment of Community
Affairs. .

(7) One (1) copy to Fire Mar-

shall.
(8) Other officials and agen-

(6

-

otc..
. ‘Submission of Application: Any

cies at the discretion of the *

Planning Board.

. Public Hearing and Considera-

tion bg the Planning Board.
Within torty-five (45) days
after the submission meetin,
the complete application for
reliminary approval. a putlic

earing on said application !
shall be given in the manner |

prescri in R.S.40:55D-10 et

seq. tor hearing on amendments

to a zoning ordinance, at least °

tan (10) days prior to the time

of |

i

.
i
|

appointed for the hearing by the |

Planning Board of the proposed
preliminary plan, the applicant
shall give notice to ail property
ownars within two hundred
(200) feet of the extreme limits
of the preliminary plan, as
shown bg the most recent tax
list of the Township of East
Brunswick. Such notice shall be

given by sending written notice °

thereof p{ ruiut'rod or certi-
tied mail, return receipt re-
quested, to the iast known
address of the property owner,

as shown by the most recenttax
tist of the Township of East -

Brunswick, or by handing a
copy thereof to the said proper-
!g owner, or by leaving a copy
thereo? at their usual place of
abode. Said notice shall state
the time and place of the heer-
ingand a brief descrintion of the
groposed preliminary plan. The
application shatl also cause
said notice of the haaring to be
publishad in the official newspa-
per at lasst ten (i0) days prior
to the hearing. Proot of service

‘and. publication shall be filed

with the Planmnf Board at the
time of the hearing of the pro-
posed oreliminary plan. The
Chairman, orin his absance, the
Acting Chairman of the Plan-
ning Board may administer
oaths and compe! the attend-
ance of witnesses. Ali testimony
by witnesses at any hearmg
shall be given under oath an

tv.r{ party of record at a hear-
ing shat! have the right to cross-

examine advarse witnesses. A

.,

impact on the school system in
terms of projectsd number
students and grade levels; (11)
a listing of amenities; (12} ana-
iysis of the impact on the envi-
ronment; (13} to this end factual
evidence and sxpert opinion
shall be submitted by the appli-
cant in tha form of such neces-
sary maps, charts, reports,
mogﬂs ang other tangible ma-
terials and in the form of sworn
testimony by experts such as
tandscape architects, archi-
tects, professional planners,
engineers, sconomists and-real-
tors, as will clearty state for the
record thefull nature and extent
of the proposai.

8. Prelrminary Approval. Follow-

County, Planning ;h

ing the public hearing and with-
in ninety-tive (95) days and
based on the !orngoms evid-
ence, the Planning Board shalt
either (1) grant preliminary ap-
proval of the plan as submitted:
or (2) grant preliminary ap-
prova! subject to specific condi-
tions not inciuded in the pian as
submitted or modified. or (3)

deny preliminary approval to
he plan

Contlusions and Granting or
Danial of Plan. The granting or
denial of preliminary aprro_val
shall be by written resolution,
including but not limited to,
findings of fact and conclusions
satting h in what respects
the plan would or would nﬁbo
in the public interest and (1) in
what respact the plan is or is not

I t with the stat t of

objectivas of a plannad residen-
tial development; (2) the pur-
pose, location and amount of
the common open space in the
planned unit rasidentiat devel..
oprent, the reliability of the
pe I8 for and
conservation of the common
open space and the adequacy or
nad of the t and
purpose of the common open
space, ‘as related to the pro-
posed density and type of devel-
opmant; (3) the physical design
ot the pian and manner in which
the dasod;n s or does not
make sdequate provision for
public services, provide a
Quate control over vehicular
trattic and further amenities of
light and air, recreation and
visual enjoymant: (4) the rela-
tionship, beneficial or adverse,

the proposed planned unit
vegidantial deveiopment to the
neighborhood in wi
posed.

ich it is pro-

Rt
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T inthe full execution and imph-a
J d unit
residential developmaent S
trict: (3) nrovidqdnwi.t:‘s?:ﬁ
t_lmponr{uor permanent trangi-
tional teatures. bufters, or pro-
tective areas as the Plannin
Board may require under md!,
tions of ownership and mainte-
nance, as will prevent damage
or detriment to any completed
section or stage to other sections
or stages.and to adjoining prop-
pni.z notinthe planned unit res-
¢ idential development

ian.
Plans and specifications of such
sections or sta are to be filed

with the Planning Board and are
to be of sufficient detail and at
such a scale as to fully demon-
strate the following: -
—arrangement and site locs-
tions of all structures, prima-
ry and accessory land uses,
parking, landscaping, public
.and private utilities and ser-
, .+ vice facilities and fand own-
/. arship conditions;
-stimates of the economic base of
the section or stage and its one or
morstections or stages assur - ¢
#d by such evidence as the estimat.
ed cost and market values of
structures and land improvement;
increase of taxable values; cost of
malntenance and services to be
borne by public and frlvltl agen-
cies; potential rental scales; cos
of utility installations, etc.
-astimate of its social characteris-
tics, such as the size and composi-
tion of future population in terms
of probabie family size as occu-
pants of the several unit dwelling
types; and need for public services
and protection, for recreational fa-
cilities and for commercial and
professional services: anticipated
rental scaies. stc,
-such further evidence as shall
demonstrate conformity to snd
support of ?nncoplos and objec-
tives of the Township Master Plan
and the Town Green Study, and the
enhancement of the living stand-
ards of the community with con.
formity to the balance of.
residential, commaercial and public
land utilization and the economic
base. as established in the planned .
unit residential development dis-
trict plans.
3. ISSUANCE OF PERMITS: upon _
finding that the plans and speci- .
fications for the proposed devel-
opment of the section or stage
conform to the above condi-
tions, the Planning Boatd shait
s0 inform the adm nistrative of-
ficers as are charged with the
issuance of parmits for the con-
struction of utilities or strue.
tures and that, upon
!mntaupn of requisite work-
ing drawings and specitica.
tions, such permits may be
issued. Upon substantial com-
am\on of any section or stage
tich shall inciude all perform-
ance bonds. covenants and simi-
lar instruments to assure such.
compietion, and before proceed-
ing with the review and 2pprov-
al of additional sections or
stages, the Planning Board may
require a report and raview of
the status, character and condi-
tions of it and other previously
completed sactions or stages -
with regard to their compliance
with the plans, specitications
and estimates which formed the
basis for their approval. Upon
finding that such compliance
has occurred, the Board shall
initiate proceedings for the re-
view of the new section.or stagc.
. MODIFICATIONS OR ADJUST-
MENTS: as a further condition
for approval of later sactions or
stages, the Board may require
or permit adjustmaents or modi-
fications in the conditions es-
tablished in the lpgrovcd
Planned Unit Residential De-

Pry

»x

p tion in or
Stages. As & condition to pretl-
minary approval of the planned
unit residential development
plan, the Planning Board may
permit the impiementation of

the plan in whole or in sections.
or stages, consisting of -one or:

mors sections or stages, under
the sequente of actions deter-
mined as part of the planned unit
residential development district
plan. Such sactions or stages
shail be (1) substantially func-
tionally seif-contained and self-
sustaining with regard to asc-
cess, parking, utilities. orn
spaces and similar physical fea-
tures and capable of substantial
occupancy, operation and
maintenance upon completion of
the construction and develop-
ment; (2) properly related to
other services of the community
as 8 whole and tg those tacilities
and services yet to be provided

R

istrict plan to com-
pensate for ditterences bstween
the estimates of record on pre-
viously approved and complet-
ed sections or stages as
required under Section 22 (i),
above, and. the actual condi-
tions prevailing on their com-
pietion. tn this regard, -
consideration may be given
the batance of land uses estal
tished, consistency with the
¢onditions of the Pianned Unit
Residential Development Dis-
trict. plan, extent of variance
trom the socla) and economic
estimates on which previous ap-
proval may have n besed,
overall maximum and mint-
mum requirsmaents established
eisewhere in this chapter and
the effects of unforeseen
changes, exireme conditions, or
unexpected advasntages which
may have resuited during thi
time of construction and devel.
opmant. On determining that
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o N e L NOTICE
TOWNSHIP OF EAST BRUNSWICK
TAKE NOTICE that the foliowin
ordinance was passed on first read-
ing by the Township Council of the
Township of East Brunswick at
mesting heid on April 25, 1977, and
that said ordinance will be further

<o
at

Brunswick Pu
Waﬂmr Civic Center, in the Town-

sh

nsidered for finail passage ata "fd'

ular meeting of the Councii to be he

8:00 P.M. May 8, 1977, at the East
inc Library, 2 Jean

ip of East Brunswick, at which

time and place a public hearing will

- be heid and all persons will be given
an opportunity to be heard concern-
ing said ordinance.

WHEREAS, the East Brunswi

Pl

on March 16, 1977 recommendi
that the East Brunswick Townst

DAVID J. GERMAIN

anning Board adopted a resoluti

Councit amend Chapter XXIV, Zon-
ing. ‘ot the East Brunswick Revised
General Ordinances by providing for
districts permitting devaiopmant as

Vi

ifage Gresn One, Village Green

Two and Two-A, Viliage Grean
Thres and Town Gre

en;
W THEREFORE BE IT OR-

NO
DAINED by the Township Council of
the Township of East Brunswick,

4

Mi

fall

-

i

iddlasex County, New Jersey, as
ows ;
SECTION 1. Chapter XXIV, Zon-

ing, of the Revised General Ordi-

nances of the Township of East

Brunswick is hereby amended by the

insertion of the following:
SECTION 2. 24-5.8. Villaga Grsen

One. The following regulations shall

apply to ail uses in Village Green
ne:

a. Permitted Uses.
1. Single family detached
residential structures.

2. Accessory uses and
structures customarily
auxiliary thereto.

3. Public buildings includ-

ing public schoois and

Township facilities,

4. Quasi-public buildings
and piaces of worship.

S. Parks, playgrounds and

other public recreation

and open space uses.
b. Prohibited Uses.

1. All uses and structures:

not specifically listed
above as permitted are

. hereby prohibited.

c. Height limits.

. See Section 27-8-10,
Planned Unit Residen-

, tial Deveiopment.
d. Area and Yard Requirements
1. See Sections 27-8.10,
Planned Unit Residen-

tial Oevelopment

e. Off-street Parking Require-
ents

1. See Section 27-8-10,
Planned Unit Rasiden-
tial Development.

SECTION 3. 24-5.8. iila?e Green
™

Two and Two-A. The follow

ng re,

lations shall apply to ait uses in Vil
lage Green Two and Two-A:

a. Permitted Uses.
L. Single family detached
residential structures.
2. Single family attached
residential structures,
including and encourag-
ing a8 variety of housing
types and styles such as
single family attached,
atio houses, atrium
a::sag, t?'\ynhou?ta: and
other dwelling unit types.
3. Multi-family residentia
structures including and
encouraging a varisty of
housing typet and styles,
4. Accessory uses and
structures customarily
. auxiliaty thereto.
5. Public buildings includ-
ing pubiic schoois and
Township facilities,
6.. Quasi-public tuiidings
including places of wor-

ship.

7. Parks, playgrounds and

other public recreation
nd open space uses.

. and
b. Prolhibitod Uses

. All uses and structures

not specifically iisted

above #s permitted are
.. hersby prohibited.

,
cai3%

ments

c. Hoifm limits. b
. See Section. 27-8.10,
Planned Unit Residen-
tiai Deveiopment
d. Area and Yard Requirements
1. See Section 27-8-10,
Planned Unit Residen-
tial Development
e. Off-Street Parking Require-
ments

1. See Section 27-8-10 -

Planned Unit Residen-
tial- Deveiopment
SECTION 4. 24-5.10. Village Green
Three. The fotlowing regulations
shail apply to ail uses in Village
Green Three.
a. Permitiad Uses,

1. Single family detached

residential structures
2. Single family attached
residential structurses,
including #nd encoursg-
ing @ variety ot housing
types and styles such as
single family attached,
gato houses, atrium
ouses. townhouses and
other dwelling unit types.
3. Multi-family residential
structures including and
encouraging a varisty of
housing typas and styles.
4. Accessory uses and
structures customarily

auxiliary thereto.

§. Public buildings inciud.
ing public schools and

Township facilities,
6.. Quasi-public bulldings
including places of wor-

other public recreation
- and open space uses.
b. Prohibited Uses. .

1. Ail uses not specifically
listed above as permitte
uses are hereby prohibit-

. ed.
c. Height fimits. -
1. See Section 27-8-10,
Planned Unit Residen-
tial Development
d. Area and Yard Requirements
See Section 27-8-10,
Pianned Unit Residen-

' tial Development
e. Off-street Parking Require-

1. See Section 27-8-10,
Planned Unit Residen-
tial Development
SECTION 5§, 24-5.11. Town Green.

The following regulations shall ap-

ply to aH uses in Town Green.

a. Permitted Uses .

1. Single family detached
residential structures,

2. Single family attached

residential structures,

including and encourag-
ing a variety of housing

types and styles such as k

single family attached,
gat o, houses; atrium
ouses, townhouses and
other dweiling unit types.
3. Multi-family residential
structures inciuding and
encouraging a varlety of
housing types and styles.
4. Any retail shopping fa-
cility or service establish-
ment which supplies
commodities or performs
a service primarily for
residents of the surround-
ing neighborhood, such ss
grocery store, delicates-
sen, meat market, drug
store, confectionery
store, bakery, barber
shop, beauty parlor,

clothes cleaning and laun- .

dry pickuz establish-
ments, bank, real estate
oftice, business or profes-
sional offices; any other
uses that are determined
by the Pianning Board to
be of the same character
as the above permitted

uses.

5. Accessory uses and
structures customarily
auxiliary thereto.

6. Public buildings includ-

ing public schools and

Township facilities.

7. Quasi-public buildings
including medical cen-
ters and places of wor-

snip.
B. Parks, playgrounds and
other public recreation
and open space uses.

ship. .
7.Parks, playgrounds and

440a

b. Prohibited Uses. .
-1. Al uses not specifically
fisted above as permitted
__are hereby prohibited.
c. Height [imits.
. See Section 27-8-10,
Planned Unit Residen-
tial Development
d. Area and Yard Require
See Section 27-8-10,
Planned Unit Residen-
tial Development
e. Off-street Parking Require-

ments X .
1. See Ssction 27-8-10,
Planned Unit Residen-
tial Development
SECTION 6. If any section, para-
graph, subdivision, clause or provi- -
sion of this ordinance shall be -
adjudged invalid, such adjudication
shail apply only to the section, para-
graph, subdivision, clause or provi-
sion so adjudged and the remainder 10
of the ordinance shall be deemed vai-
id and sffective. . N
SECTION 7. All ordinantes or paris
of ordinances inconsistent with or.in
conflict with this ordinance are here-
by repealed to the extent of such in-
consustencg.
SECTION 8. This ordinance shall -
take effect 20 days after final pasf .
suc‘ adoption and publication ac-

cording to law.
i RICHARD SAARI |
) Council President
ATTEST:
DAVID J. GERMAIN
Municipal Clerk
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