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The Township of South Brunswick in reply to plaintiffs'
brief woﬁld like to reiterate several points.

First, the Township has submitted ample proof that the
region for South Brunswick is not Middlesex County but is a
region comprised of a portion of Middlesex County, a portion
of Somerset, and Mercer. We believe that this is consistent

with the Mt. Laurel decision and relates to the criteria

set down by the Court in Oakwood v. Madison.

The Township of South Brunswick wishes to alsd in-
corporate by reference the arguments of co-counsel with
regard to the allocation of fair share as proposed by the
plaintiffs, in particular the brief of Cranbury Township
and Piscataway Township.

With regard to the plaintiffs' brief, the portion
of which deals with the alleged exclusionary elements of
each ordinance, please be advised on page 12 of Appendix B,
Part One, the plaintiffs in a summary of exclusionary ele-
ments indicate that South Brunswick has an excess minimum
interior floor aréa and they also indicate that the housing
provisions in the PUD are restrictive. To my knowledge, Mr.
Mallach testifying on behalf of the plaintiffs, indicated that
the minimum floor area in South Brunswick Township is not

unreasonably excessive. In addition, with regard to the
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alleged restrictive provisions in the PUD Ordinance, there
was no testimony with regard to any restrictive provisions
of the PUD Ordinance except that it required two parking
spaces per living unit as opposed 1.5 that Mr. Mallach
indicates in his opinion is proper.

Carl Hintz amply answered that argument showing that
the reduction in parking spaces would do nothing other
than help to create uncontrolled parking situation. In
addition, many of the changes proposed by plaintiffs in
their brief with regard to the Township of Soutthrunswick,:gfﬁ
on pages 27 and 28 of plaintiffs' brief,are not related nor |
substantiated by the testimony given by plaintiffs.

In addition, the provisions attacked by the plaintiffs
specifically dealing with South Brunswick do not respond
to the low and moderate income needs and many provisions
suggested are not true cost saving devices, but merely
providing additional profits for developers and property
owners. I also wish to point out to the Court that many
pdints raised‘in the pléintiffs' brief have been already

answered in my original trial brief.
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,

SEIFFERT, FRISQH, GRUBERéﬁ/CAFFERTY

BY: /{::;%ékéj;gfiij//2zgi;__~_ﬂ»

ANDRE WM. GRUBER, ESQ.
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