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STATEMENT OF FACTS AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY

a. Initial proceedings in the Urban League case: This

Mount Laurel action was brought in 1974, the year before

Mount Laurel I was decided by the Supreme Court. The case,
originally naming the Township of Piscataway among twenty-

three municipal defendants in Middlesex County, was tried

- fully by Judge Furman in 1976 and resulted in a finding that

the land use ordinances of Piscataway and other defendants

unconstitutionally denied opportunity for the construction of

low and moderate: income housing. - Urban;Lgagmgpgf,Grgaﬁex;uem@

Brunswick v. Borough of Carteret, 142 N.J. Super. 11 (Ch. Div.
1976). )

In 1979 the Appellate Di;ision reversea, 176 N.J.‘Sup;ra-
461, 475 (App. Div. 1979), concluding that tﬁe trial court's:
method for determining the relevant housing region did not

comport with the language of the. Supreme Court's subsequent

opinion in. Oakwood at Madison, Inc, v»,TDVnahiggqﬁ‘ﬂadisan; 72

N.J. 481 (1977). Upon further appeal to the Supreme Court,

the case was consolidated with five other appeals raising.

Mount Laurel issues and, after extensive consideration in the

Supreme Court,. was: decided as. part of the Mount Laurel IT

decision in January 1983. See Sputhern Burlington County.

'N%AaAwC,FQTv.TTbﬁmshibjoff@ﬂuﬁt‘Lapxalww 92: NuJ. 158

(1983) (Mount Laurel IT).




10

20

30

40

50

60

, ® @
As to Piscataway and the other Middlesex County
defendants, the Supreme Court specifically approved Judge

Furman's finding of unconstitutionality, "for that has already

been amply demonstrated,” 92 N.J. at 350. The Urban League

case was remanded solely for redetermination of region and

fair share as those concepts were explicated by Mount Laurel

II, and for judicially supervised revision of the -ordinances.
Id. at 350-51.

b. The Urban League remand: Nine years after filing suit

and seven years after first winning on the issue of
unconstitutionality, the Urban League returned to the trial.

court to pursue its remedy. Of the nine municipalities that

‘remained in the litigation at the time of the remedial remand

iﬁ 1983, the Urban League was able to reach negotiated, court-
approved dispositions with respect to six$of»them'prior to the
retrial, resulting in an aggregate fair share provision of
88032un1ts‘through'1990. Piscataway Township (along: with
Cranbury and Monroe Townships) did not settle and a plenary
methoﬂclogy;friéi:was conducted by Judge Serpentelli on
eighteen tfialvdays in May and June, 1984, covering issues of
region, fair share, and compliance.

The major doctrinal result of this trial was thé so-

calledeHG/Urbaaneague methodology, by which housing region,

regional need, and fair share allocations: can be numerically

determined, This methodology was developed under a court-



10

20

30

40

50

60

x

" approved procedure by the court's sepafate expert in the Urban

League case, Carla Lerman, who consulted extensively with the

individuai retained experts in this case and in AMG Realty

Company, et al. v. Township of Warren et al. (unreported),

Docket Nos. L-23277-80PW, L-67820-80PW (L.Div., July 16,

- 1984)[Da 1-5], another Mount Laurel action which was then

pending before Judge Serpéntelli. The methodology was first
adopted in the égg opinion, which is as yet unreported, and
was thereafter applied to. Cranbury and Monroe Townships in an
unreported letter opinion dated July 27, 1984. The Coﬁrt
found both toﬁnships'in non-compliance and: appointed a master

to assist each in the revision of its ordinances, by an order

~entered on August 13, 1984 (Da 6-13). Their aggregate failr:

share was found to be an»additional 1590 units, bringing the

Urban League total to 10,393 units. The initial revision
process was completed in Cranbury on December 21, 1984, and is
due to be completed in Monroe in late January, 1985.

‘Thus, elevén yeats'and*tWenty-tWDzdefeﬁdant@‘later;
Piscataway Township remains the only defendant in the Urban:
League case with neither a constitutionally acceptable
ordinance nor an ordinance revision proecess underway. At .
trial, moreover; the Township's planner essentially conceded
that Piscatawayfs present*ordinance:does‘ndtvmeetwgggggg
Lagrei,standards. Reiyingaon:a voluntary density bonus

approach, it provides for no more than 462 units of low and
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moderate income housing, and it contains' neither mandatory set

~asides nor price and occupancy controls. If the AMG/Urban

League methodology were applied, Piscataway's fair share
obligatibn»works.out to 3806 low and moderate income units.
This 1s by far the laréest fair share obligation of the nine
municipalities involved in this litigation, and results
principally ffom'Piscataway's explosive business and
commercial growth along the I-287 corridor in.recent years.
Piscataway's anomalous~position'in having delayed its:
rgmédial obligatibn longer than ény;other defendant
municipality érises-fromnitsusucceSS{as/an.office,buildihg,
center. So much'of'Piscataway's‘vacant.1and has been used
without regard to regional housing need in recent years that
the Township has raised as its principal defense’®that there is
insufficient suitable land left to meet a failr share
obligation of 3806 units. Recognizing this problem, the Trial
Court decided not fomenter‘judgmentgas:tquiscataway:wh@n the
joint trial with Craﬁbﬁéy and Monroe was concludéd, but
instead directed the court-appointed expert, Carla Lerman, to
"assist the Court in determining the amount of available acres

and specific sites in Piscataway Township which are suitéble

for development of Mqun;‘Laurél housing and the appropriate
densities for development of each such site." [Da 15:1-10])
The Court has indicated that after submission of Ms. Lerman's

report and consideration of any objections thereto, it would
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consider adjusting the numerical fair share in light of the

. amount of land realistically available. [Da 15:40]

Ms. Lerman submitted a preliminary report to the Court on
July 12, 1984, [Da 17-25] but was not able to submit a final
report until November 10, 1984, [Da 26-52] because of
difficulty in obtaining necessary information relevant to
densities from township officials. She has recommended as
suitable approximately half of the sites suggestéd by the

Urban League; the Urban League has noted to the Court its

continued belief that four additional sites are appropriate,

and Piscataway has noted its objections to all of the
recommended sites. The Court has scheduled a hearing on these
objections for January 16, 1985 [Da 53], at the conclusién of
which the Urban League's caseAagainst,Pisca;awaylcan,be
submitted for judgment on issues of fair share and compliance.
(By letter dated December 21, 1985, receivedzby counsel for
the Urban League on January 2, 1985 [Da 54~56], Piscataway has.
asked for a. substantial delay in the date of this hearing.

The Urban League will in due course  oppose thiSsreques;.)

¢. The temporary restraints. Despite Piscataway's clear

Mount Laurel obligation and its reliance on the defense of

insufficient land, it has continued to entertain commercial
development proposals: for sites that could be used for low and
moderate income housing., In May, 1984, when three such

proposals came to the attention of then Urban League during
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the trial of this action; it sought and obtained temporary
restraints against Planning Board approval, because the sites
were deemed suitable for low aﬁd moderate income housing by

the Urban League's housing consultant, Alan Mallach. [Da 57-

601 But for this action, vested rights for non-Mount Laurel

use could have been created on each of these three sites,

totaling 84 acres.

The Court's Order, converted into a preliminary

Vinjunction after further hearing on June 26, 1984, permitted

Planning Board processing of the three subdivision

“applications, but provided that no rights would vest as

against the Urban League's Mount Laurel claims pending the

outcome of the trial. The Court also required that the Urban

‘Léagueabe'given continuing notice of proposedtdeYelopment“r

actions so that it could seek further restraints it necessary.
Da 14-16]

Application for further restraints did become necessary
in September aﬁd‘No#eﬁber1'1984. By*a&iovd@r{entare&'onﬂ
Sepiember 11, IQSAVID3~61¥62}van additinnad tract, whose
potential development status had not been disclosed previously'
to the Urban League, was made subject to the May and June

restraints, The restraihtvas'to this site was dissolved by

order of the Court dated November 5, 1984, after Ms. Lerman

inspected the parcel .and the‘Utban~Laagua«accepted;herw

conclusion that it would not be practical to develop it for
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Mount Laurel purposes. [Da 63] In November, upon learning that

several additional proposals were pending, these involving

sites on Ms. Lerman's list of suitable locations, the Urban

- League sought and obtained general restraints as to any site

deemed suitable for Mount Laurel housing in Ms. Lerman's

final, November 11 report. It is this Ordér, signed by Judge
Serpentelli on Decemberrll, 1984 [Da 32-34], which Piscatéway
seeks to bring before the Court on interlocutory appeal.

The December 11 Order was carefullyvtailqred to the

objective of preserving the status quo until the Trial Court

could finally rule on the fair share and compliance issues in
Piscataway. Development applications can continue-to be
processed, subject to the no-vesting procision‘included in the
previous . orders; applications containing a 20% set aside fgr
low and moderate income housing can be givemvfinél-approval;
and: any 1andowner aggrieved by the restraint can move on short
notice to have it lifted as to his property. The. requirement
of Court approval of any building permit (probably moot 1in any
event since none of these proposals is anywhere close to
actual construction) was intended by Judge Serpentelli to

insure that satisfactory price and occupancy controls would be

. in place for any development reaching the fimal approval stage

with a Mount: Laurel compoment, a. necessary provision since:

Piscataway at present includes no such controls in its: land

use ordinances. The Order applies only to those sites found

10
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acceptable by Ms. Lerman, about half the sites originally

| Suggested by the Urban League, so that for any others the

Urban League seeks to preserve it must make individual
applications to the Court under the May and June orders. The:
December 11 Order will continue in fbrce only until the
hearing on Ms. Lerman's report in a few weeks.

Defendant's moving papers were received by copnsel for
the Urban League’bn December 26, 1984. Byvleave of Court, the
Urban League was given until Friday, January 4, 1985, to

respond.

1r
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POINT I

LEAVE TO APPEAL THIS INTERLOCUTORY ORDER SHOULD NOT
BE GRANTED BECAUSE THE ORDER IS CAREFULLY TAILORED TO
PRESERVE THE STATUS QUO AND THEREFORE DOES NOT MEET
THE EXTRAORDINARY STANDARDS FOR INTERLOCUTORY APPEAL
ESTABLISHED BY MOUNT LAUREL II

This is a Mount Laurel case, and the standards for

interlocutory appeal are those established by~MouﬂtyLaure1_11,
not the conventional standards noted by Piscataway in its
brief at pp.3-5.

In Mount Laurel II, the Supreme Court sought to eliminate

the unfairness to plaintiffs that had occurred because of the

lengthy litigation delays permitted under MogntgLau:nliI; ;n

particular, it held that under almost all cireumstances, each

Mount Laurel action should be completed through adoption of

remedial ordinances,. 1f necessary, before the underlying
judgment:oflnoh-éqmpliance‘with°thevCanatiﬁ&tﬁhn*coalﬂ?be~
tested on appeal. >921N.J. at 285. ThegConxt{reeagntzed that
some "wasted effort".might occur if the non-compliance
judgment were later to be overturned, but concluded that there
was an offsetting advanfage not only in providing fimely
remedy for the plaintiff but also in assuring that "the
appellate court will have before it everything needed to fully

determine tﬁefissues," Id. at 290.

12
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The Court did not wholly rule out interlocutory appeals,

but held that they could be "taken (or attempted)" only "[i]ln

the most unusual circumstances." Id. at 290-91. 1In advising

the trial courts when an interlocutory issue should be

certified, it stated that the court

"should ordinarily do so only when it entertains.
substantial doubts as to the correctness of its
position and concludes that on balance an immediate
appeal is clearly preferable to any procedures that
might otherwise follow the interlocutory judgment of
invalidation." Id. at 291.

From the foregoing statement of the history of this case,
it shﬁuldfbe obvious: that there is no reason to entertain an
inﬁerlocutory appeal at this time. The Order itself will have
oﬁly a short additional life, }erminating at the¥JAnuary 1@
hearing: on: Ms. Lerman's  report. Even in thérun&ikely“event
that the hearing is delayed somewhat, the~drdéricon1dfwel1
expire before ;his<09urt is- able to consider the interlocutory
issue on its merits.

More than this, however, the Order itself 1is carefully
limited in its effect and serves only to prevent harm, rather
than to cause 1it., Because of this . care, iticannot'befsaid"
either that the issue presents a "most unusual circumstance"
or that "on balance an immediate appeal is clearly preferable”
to any other procedures. 1In effect, the December 11 Order

merely continues the earlier system of interim restraints

13
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develbpea in Judge Serpentelli's Orders of June 7 and June 26,
a system that since May 7 has infringed omne of Piscataway's
"pfimary muniéipal functions -- the power to regulate land
use” [Db 5] but which Piécataway nevertheless accepts and
extois. 1d,. p.7;

The only significant addition in the December 11 Order is

that the moving burden has been shifted from the Urban League

to either the mhnicipal defendant of the individual landowner

to question the application of the interim restraint to a

specific parcel of land. Relieving the Urban League of the

burdeﬁ of scrutinizing each Planning Board agenda, often on
the eve of the  scheduled mééting, to see whether a "Mount
Laurel” paréel is involved, is amply jusfified given the
township's demonstrated unwillingnesstto.preS&rvé the status
quo voluntarily. At the sameAtime,.therewig ampleayrate@tibn
against error, both in the limitation to those parcels which
have.already'sufvived the scrutiny of the Court's independent
expert,.Msy Lerman, and in the procedure for lifting the
restraints on shart notice., The. Urban League. has already
démonstratéd'its commitmgnt to- fair play by agreeing promptly
ta,diésolvingvthe‘restraint on one site that Ms. Kﬁrmanﬁs
#ﬁditional information showéd to be unacceptable., Finally, it
éhould be noted that the procedures at issue here do not
restriﬂt~léhd‘deveio?ment rights at all, except in the sense-

that the Mount-Laurel doctrine itself conditions those rights

on~¢omyliance (at a profit) with the Comnstitution.

14
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Piscataway also argues that it can meet its fair share
without new construction, by taking credit for existing
housing that is said to éerve low and moderate income needs.
The inference is that the December 11 Order is Sppresive
because no new construction will be necessary (although
Piscataway does not explain why the‘May 7 and June 26 Orders,
which -also presume the poésibility'of new construction, are
acceptable to it). By making this argument, Pisc@taway
unfortunately projeéts this Court into matter; upon which the
Trial Court has not yet ruled (thereby illustrating the wisdom
of the Supreme Court's preference that appeals not be taken
until the~Appengte-COurt‘haagbefore it "everything needed to
determine fully the issues"). The Urban League here states
its position briefly on the issue of credits. not to anticipate
the ruling/of thg Trial Court, but to demonstrate that
Piscataway's position is sufficiently improbable that it
cannot be used as a;hasié‘far interlocutory appeal;

Piscataway's inventory of existing garden apartments,

upon which it heavily relies, consists completely of units

"built prior to 1980, meaning that they are already

incorporated into the statistical base from which additional

need»isecalculatgd,'and at least half rent at levels beyond

- the Mount Laurel affordability range. (None, it should be

noted, are within the low income, as. opposed to moderate-

income, range.) In addition, none are subject to occupancy

15
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controls and thus are wholly excludable on that basis. Even
if such contrdls could be successfullf added at this point, a
matter of some possiﬁle legal difficulty,. it is wholly

unrealistic to anticipate that any significant portion of the

2600 units relied upon can meet Mount Laurel standards.

Similarly, PiScagawayis claim of 1200 "affordable"” single
family homes is based on a theory of tax valuation that was
discredited ét trial by plaintiffs' expert, and its reliance
on Rutgers dormitory housing is incorrect since such "group
quarters" housing is excluded from the census data on which

fhe AMG/Urban‘League methodology is based. Indeed, 1if these

data were included, Piscataway's fair share obligation would
rise dramatically, since dormitory rooms almost invariably
meet the census definition of "overcrowded," one of the major
surrogates for housing need used in the methodology. The
Urban League's expert conceded at trial that the 320 units of
Rutgers married student housing in Piscataway should be
credited towards the fair share obligation, since it is
included in the,cénsus base, but this is a far cry from the

3806 unit total. The "credit" claim should have no bearing on

ithe»quSCion‘of this interlocutory appeal.

Sincé,Piscataway-has-damonstrated its unwillingness to

voluntarily preserve the status quo pending the outcome of the

main action (anioutcome'delayed:by:the~Tria1:Judg3usole1y to-

give Piscataway a fair opportunity to develop its:

16
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Yinsufficient .1and" defense), it has been necessary for the

Urban League to seek the aid of the Court in doing so. This
case has been in litigation for eleven years, and Piscataway
was first held to:have a fair share obligation nine years ago,
in a ruling that the Supreme Court held two years ago to be
"amply demonsffated." During those nine years, Piscataway has.
enjofed the fruits of spectacular growth without taking any
effective steps to deal with the housing need .that its growth
policy has impacted. |

Piscataway; in short, stands as one of the great lost:
opportunities for planning that could have created a socially
responsible mix of housing and jobs. It was to prevent such

lost opportunities henceforth that Mount Laurel II was framed

with the vigorous remedial powers that have been employed in

this case by Judge Serpentelli. Indeed, 1f there 1is amw‘"ﬁost
unusual circumstance" in this case, it is that Piscataway
should be attempting to give away what little land it - has left
while simultaneously defending the Urban League's case on' the
ground that it has too little land to comply. It goes without
saying tﬁat itsvcdnduct has been incomsistent both with Mount
Laurel II and with théa"interests;of‘justipeﬁ'that i$5‘ownf |
motion sets up.

The motion should be. denied.

17
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POINT II

THE DECEMBER 11 ORDER SHOULD NOT BE STAYED PENDING
APPEAL BECAUSE THERE IS NO EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCE
WHICH WARRANTS DOING SO

Interlocutory stays in Mount Laurel actions are to be

granted only on the same "most unusual circumstances" standard
as for interlocutory appeals. 92 N.J. at 290. As Point I,
52253,‘demoﬁstrates, there are no such extraordinary
circumstances here. The Dgcembep 11 Order is carefully

limited to preserving the status quo, it will operate for only

a short additional time, and provides for fair and speedy
relief from its provisions should any land ﬁezerroneausly"

restrained from development.

18&



CONCLUSION

For the forgoing reasons, the motion for leave to bring
an interlocutory appeal and for a stay of the December 11,

1984 Order pending appeal should be denied.
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Huperior Qourt of Nefs Jersey

'CHAMBERS OF : ) OCEAN COUNTY COURT HOUSE
AGE EUGENE D. SERPENTELLI . ~CoN. 2191
' TOMS RIVER. N.J, 08753

July 27, 1984

Bruce S. Gelber, Esq. ; ' . Guilet Hirsch, Esq.

‘Eric Neisser, Esq. . y ‘Stewart Hutt, Esq.
William. Warren, Esq. Arnold Mytelka, Esq.
Carl Bisgailer, Esq. ' Thomas Farino, Esq.

‘Michael Herbert, Esq. . L ‘William Moran, Esq.

"LETTER OPINION

Re: EUrhan.Leagué v. Carteret:
-Docket No. C-4122-73

Gentlemen:.

Before the receipt of this.letter, you should have received a copy

of the court's opinion in the AMG Realty Company et al v. Township of Warren.

That opinion is dispositive of all of the legal issues relating to. the:-

esteblishment of a fair share . methodology concerning the Townships of

'Monroe and Cranbury-andkis'fully incorporated herein by this reference.

Based upon that opinion and the calculations contained in J-5

‘marked in evidence, the fair share of the Township of Monroe is established

-at 774 units, represénting 201 indigenous and surplus present need units and

573 prospective need units for the decade of 1980 to 1990. As to Crambury
the fair share 1s established at 816 units representing 116 indigenous and
surplus present need units and 700 prospective need units for the decade of.

1980 to 1990. The reduction in the fair share numbers as shown on Tables

R Da'l
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leA,fliB..lSAéand"ISBuof.J-S represents ‘a recalculation of the indigenous
ﬁneedfbagedfnponﬁcarla@Lerman‘szmemorandumtdf,uay*24,‘1984 and the use of J=-20
~in-evidence. As to Monroe, theiindigénous~need«is reduced frnm 196, as 'shown.
~on.Table 15A, to 133, :as shown in J-20. 'As~to~Cranbury;~the~indigenous~need

-iSﬂreduced'frdm*29, as -shown on Table 13A to 23, as shown in J-20.

In the case of Monroe the total fair share shall consist of 387 low
cost and 387 moderate cost units. As to Cranbury, the total fair share shall

consist of 408 units 16W<cost,an6 408 moderate cost. The use of the terms

‘"low and moderate" shall be generally in accordance with the guidelines

»provided=byaﬁbngtfhau£el:II at p. 221 n 8. 1 find that the factual
‘circumstances which warranteﬁ an equal division between low and moderate
-income housing in the AMG case exist with respect to Monroe and Cranbury.
(AMG at' 24) JSimilérly, the factual circumstances justifying phasing of the

present need in the AMG case are sufficiently analogous here.(AMG at 24-25)

i -

As should be evident from the fair share discussion above, 1 have
rejected Cranbury's challengé to the State Development Guide Plan
(hereinafter SDGP). Essentially, Cranbury argued that since the 1980 version.

of the SDGP, the Department of Community Affairs (hereinafter bCA) amended.

the concept maps, thereby charécterizing less of the mnﬁieipality as growth

area. A reduction in growth area would lower Cranbury's obligation somewhat

and might impact on the granting of a builder's remedy.
Cranbury's argument fails for two reasons. First, the testimony at
trial did not demonstrate. that the SDGP was ever formally amended.

Apparently, the DCA considered many possible changes to the May, 1980 SDGP

Da 2
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and summarized their comments in a document dated January, 1981. (J-8 in

~evidence). ‘However, the process never progressed beyondfmere:general
‘discussion-and, in fact, Mr. Ginman did not recall any specific discussion of
 ra'change:affectingiCraﬁburvaithythe‘Cabinet-Committee.~ Second, and more
'fimportantly,‘bgrgSuPIemevcburtshasmadopted;the*May,:1980;SDGP-- not the

‘subsequent alleged amendments. Indeed, the Supreme Court went as far as

‘giving the 1980 :-SDGP evidential value. (Mbunt.yaure1>11.at.246947) - Any

informality in .adoption of the 1980 edition of ‘the SDGP is overcome by the

“Supreme Court's endorsement of it as a means of insuring that lower income

-housing would be built where it should be built. (Mount Laurel II at 225)

~ With respect to the issue of compliance of the respective land use

regulations of Monrog and Cranbury, counsel for both fowpships have
~S£ipnlated that the ordinances do not provide a reqlisti@ opportunity for
'satisfation of the municipalities' fair share of*ioWer.incOme‘housing.
Therefore, the land use regulations of both municipalities are invalid under

- “Mount Laurel II guidelines.

-

Having“identifieditﬁe obiigations of Cranbury and Monroe, and

having found their land use regulations noncompliant, I hereby order these

‘municipalities to revise their land use regulations within 90 days of the

filing of this opinion to comply with Mount Laurel I1I. Both townships shall

provide for.adequate zoning to meet their fair share, eliminate from their .

ordinances all cost generating provisions which would stand in the way of the.

~ construction of lower income housing and, if necessary, incorporate in the

revised ordinances all affirmative devices necessary to lead to the.
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‘construction of their ‘fair share of lower income housing. (see generally

‘Mount Lzurel 1T -at 258-278)

the Township of ‘Cranbury in the revision processj)

e

s

'In-connection~with‘the“ordinance5revisions,?l”hereby=appointnCarla

‘L. Lerman, ‘413 Englewood ‘Avenue, Teaneck New. Jersey. 07666 as the master to

assist the Townshlp of Monroe in the revision process-and: Ehilip ‘B. Caton,

342 West State Street, Trenton,~New Jersey,.08618, as the master to assist

{?he ‘right to a builder's remedy relating to both mnnlclpalities is
reserved pending the revision process. To the:the extent that any of the
ﬁlaintiffﬂbuilders.are;not'voluntarily granted a builder'é“remedy-in‘the

revision process, each master is directed to report to the court concerning

~—the'suitability*ﬁfvthatfbuilder's site for Mount Laurel constructiom. As to

‘the issue of priority of builder's remedies in Cranbury, Mr. Caton should

-also make recommendations, from a planning standpoint, as to the relative

‘suitability of each sit;} After_the‘90 day revision period, all builder's

remedy issues in both municipalities will be considered as part of the

compliance hearing.

As the A6 0pinion indicates, it is not the court’s desire to

revise the zoning ordinances of Monrce or Cranbury by its own fiat. Rather,

- the governing body, planning board the master and all those interested in

the process now have the opportunity to submit a compliant ordinance to the

court.(AMG‘at‘GS)‘ All those involved in the process must strive to devise

" solutions which will maximize the housing opportunity'for lower income people.

 and minimize the impact on the townships. (AMG at 80) Only if the townships
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“EDS:RDH
‘ec: Philip B. Caton, P.P.

\. ® @

.

‘ghould fail to satisify :their constitutional obligation must the court -

dmplement “the remedies for noncompliance: provided for by Mount Laurel 1I.

- (Mount Laurel II at 285 et .seq)

Mr. Gelber shall submit-a single order relating to both townships

incorporating the provisions of this letter opinion pursuant to the five day

" rule,
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'BARBARA J. WILLIAMS, ESQ.

“BRUCE S. GELBER, ESQ.
‘National Committee Agalnst Dlscrlmlnatlon

BOROUGH OF CARTERET, et. al.,

' THE TOWNSHIP OF CRANBURY

the State of New Jersey,

‘ {ruzo._ ‘?// 3‘7;20

'JOHN M. PAYNE, ESQ. : RPE
iConstltutlonal Litigation Clinic !L.{; S§»5§?, ”“” Jsk“
Rutgers Law School Order & Jud

A gmmtzw'u>cmmmny
15 Washington Street | and Monroe filed 8/13/84

‘Newark, New Jersey 07102
.(201) 648—5687

in Housing
733 - 15th Street, N.W., Suite 1026 )
Washington, D.C. 20005 = - - .
(202) 783 8150 ’ :

ATTORNEYS FOR URBAN LEAGUE PLAINTIFFS

URBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER . SUPERIOR COURT OF

NEW BRUNSWICK, et.-al., NEW JERSEY
.- CHANCERY DIVISION
Plaintiffs, MIDDLESEX/OCEAN
' COUNTIES
WS : :

THE MAYOR AND, COUNCIL OF THE Docket No. C4122-73

o .

Defendants.

JOSEPH MORRIS AND ROBERT SUPERIOR COURT OF

MORRIS,W | NEW JERSEY
- | . LAW DIVISION
'Plaintiffs, MIDDLESEX/OCEAN
P COUNTIES
vs. ’

Docket No. L054117-
IN THE COUNTY OF MIDDLESEX, 83

A Municipal Corporation of

- Defendant.

Cond Snsod Gsed Goteld Sneed vl Gand i) Send Cnnt S Sl Sl S e
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~“GARFIELD & COMPANY

Plaintiff,

. VS. .

“MAYOR AND THE TOWNSHIP
“COMMITTEE OF THE TOWNSHIP
" OF CRANBURY, A Municipal
- Corporation and the Members
- .. thereof; PLANNING BOARD OF
“PHE TOWNSHIP OF CRANBURY, and

the members thereof,

" pefendants.

'BROWING FERRIS INDUSTRIES
OF SOUTH JERSEY, INC., A

Corporation of the State of
New Jersey, RICHCRETE
CONCRETE CO., A corporation

of the State of New Jersey,

and MID-STATE FILIGREE

‘SYSTEMS, INC., A Corporation:

of the State of New Jersey,
vs.

CRANBURY TOWNSHIP PLANNING

"BOARD AND THE TOWNSHIP
- COMMITTEE OF THE TOWNSHIP
. OF CRANBURY, . :

' Defendants. -

CRANBURY DEVELOPMENT
CORPORATION, A Corporation

of the State of New Jersey,

Plaintiff,

vS.
CRANBURY TOWNSHIP PLANNING
BOARD AND THE TOWNSHIP
COMMITTEE OF THE TOWNSHIP OF
CRANBURY,

. Defendants.

. , )

Sl St Soened St btind Gaed Sumed St Snld Suined Snvpel Vol Send) Rl Snd

“SUPERIOR COURT OF

'NEW JERSEY
LAW DIVISION

‘MIDDLESEX/OCEAN
- 'COUNTIES )

‘Docket 'No. L055956~

83 P.W.

SUPERIOR COURT OF

NEW JERSEY
LAW DIVISION

‘MIDDLESEX/OCEAN

COUNTIES

.Docket;Nq. 1L.058046~

83 P.W.

SUPERIOR" COURT OF
NEW JERSEY

' LAW DIVISION .
'MIDDLESEX/OCEAN .

COUNTIES
Docket No. L59643-83
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‘CRANBURY LAND COMPANY, a
"New Jersey Limited
“Partnership,

Plaintiff,

CRANBURY TOWNSHIP, A =
- Municipal Corporation of the
State of New Jersey located
in Middlesex County, New

Jersey,

’Defen&ant.i

MONROE DEVELOPMENT
 ASSOCIATES,

Plaintiff,

2 vs.
MONROE TOWNSHIP,

Defendant.

LAWRENCE ZIRINSKY,
Plaintiff,

vs.

THE TOWNSHIP COMMITTEE OF THE
 TOWNSHIP OF CRANBURY, A
Municipal Corporation and THE
PLANNING BOARD OF THE TOWN-

SHIP OF CRANBURY,

Defendants.

: S . : :
.
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SUPERIOR COURT OF
NEW JERSEY

- LAW DIVISION.
MIDDLESEX/OCEAN
_ ~COUNTIES _ .. . ...

Docket No. L070841-
83 :

SUPERIOR COURT OF
NEW JERSEY

LAW DIVISION

MIDDLESEX/OCEAN
COUNTIES

‘Docket No. L-076030~

83PW

‘SUPERIOR COURT OF

NEW JERSEY

LAW DIVISION:
MIDDLESEX/OCEAN
COUNTIES

Docket No. L079309-
83 PW ..
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‘Pennsylvania Corporation,

“PHE “TOWNSHIP OF CRANBURY ‘IN
“PHE COUNTY OF MIDDLESEX, A
~Municipal Corporation of the
State of New Jersey, THE
"TOWNSHIP COMMITTEE OF THE
“TOWNSHIP OF CRANBURY AND THE

‘SHIP OF CRANBURY,

_LORI ‘ASSOCIATES, ‘A New Jersey
~ Partnership; and HABD

,Partnershlp,

.corporation of the State of

New Jersey Corporation,

'HERS, INC., A

Plaintiff,

PLANNING BOARD OF THE TOWN-

Defendants.

ASSOCIATES, a New Jersey

B ‘Plaintiffs,
| VS.
MONROE TOWNSHIP, A municipal

New. Jersey, located in -
Middlesex County, New Jersey,

Defendant.‘

GREAT MEADOWS COMPANY, A New
Jersey partnership; MONROE
GREENS ASSOCIATES, as tenants
in common; and GUARANTEED
REALTY ASSOCIATES, INC., a

Plaintiffs;

. : "

SUPERIOR COURT OF

'NEW JERSEY

'LAW DIVISION

MIDDLESEX/OCEAN
" COURTIES

‘Docket No. L005652-

84

SUPERIOR COURT OF
-NEW JERSEY

"LAW DIVISION
. MIDDLESEX/OCEAN

COUNTIES

Docket No. L-28288-
84 i

SUPERIOR COURT OF
NEW JERSEY.

LAW DIVISION

MIDDLESEX/OCEAN
COUNTIES

Docket No. L-32638-
84 P.W.
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IS

MONROE TOWNSHIP, a municipal

VS,

‘New Jersey, located in the
‘State of New Jersey, located .
in Middlesex COunty, ‘New
Jersey, ' D . .
"ORDER AND JUDGMENT AS TO
‘MONROE AND CRANBURY TOWN-
SHIPS

fDefendant.

ﬂThe»abaveéentifleﬁ;maﬁters‘havinéwheenitried~he£0:£A

this Court commencing on April 30, 1984.pursuantfto'the‘

‘remand of ‘the Supreme Court in ‘Southern Burlington County

‘NAACP v. Township of ‘Mount Laurel, 92 N.J. 158 (1983) (Mount

Laurel II), the Court having heard and considered the
testimony and evidence adduced during the trial, and the
Court having rendered its opinion in a letter opinion dated.

July 27, 1984,

' IT IS, THEREFORE, ON THIS /3 pay or @—y-/(/ 1984

ORDERED AND ADJUDGED AS FOLLOWS:

1. Based on the- falr share methodology set. forth and -

qully described in this Court's opinion in AMG Realty

Company,(et. al.;v.~Townsh1p of Warren,,Docket Nos. -

1-23277-80 PW and L-67820-80 PW, dated July 16, 1984, the

Township of Monroe's'fair'share of the regional need for low
and moderate income housing for the decade of 1980 to 1990
is 7742hopsing,units, representing 201 units of indigenous-
and'surplus«present need and 573 units of prospective need.
2. Based An the»fair share methodology set forthrand

fully described in this Court's opinion in AMG Realty:

Da 10
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Company, -et. al. v. Township of Warren, supra, the Township

‘of Cranbury's fair share of the regional need for low and

moderate income housing for the decade of 1980 to 1990 is
8167housing,units,:representinga116,units~o£‘inaigenou5»and
‘surplus present need and 700 units of prospective need.
' ;3; “The total fair share for the Township ©of Monroe of
774 units shall con51st of 387 low cost units and 387

'moderate:cost.unlts. The total'fair share for the Township

of Cranbury of 816 units shall consist of 408 low cost units

:»ana;408‘mcderate@cost,units, ‘Use of the terms "low and
@maderate"Eshallgbe#generaily;in+accprdanee;with*the

guidelines provided by the Supreme Court in Mount Laurel II

. at p. 221, n. 8.

4. "The Township of Monroe's zoning ordinance and land.

use~2egu13tionsvare'not in compliance with the

constitutional obligation set forth in Mount Laurel II in

that they do not: provide a realistic opportunity for-
satlsfactlon of the townshlp s fair share of the: reglonal
need for lower income hou51ng.. |

5. The Townshlp of Cranbury's zoning ordinance and
land use regulations are not in compliance with the-'.

constltutlonal obllgatlon set forth in Mount Laurel II in

that they do not provide a realistic opportunlty for

satisfaction of the townshlp s fair share of the regional

need for lower income hou51ng.
6. TherTownshlps of Monroe and Cranbury shall, within-
90 days of the filing of this Court's letter opinion of July

27, 1984, revise their zoning ordinances to comply with

Da 11
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“Mount Laurel TI. ‘Both townships shall provide for adequate

zening*t0°meetutheir*fair share obligation, shall eliminate

.fron ‘their ‘ordinances all. cost generatlng prov151ons which
,wculd stand in the way of ‘the constructlen of 1ower income
' housing and ‘shall, if necessary, incorporate in the revised

‘ordinances all affirmative devices necessary to lead to the

construction of their fair share of lower income housing.

7. Carla L. Lerman, of 413 Englewood Avenve, Teaneck,

_ New Jersey 07666, is hereby appciﬁtea:as*the*ﬁasker»to[‘
f-assist'thetTownship of Monroe in revising its zoning

-ordinanceit05complyfwith*£his'Order.and Judgment. ‘Philip B.

Caton, of 342 West State Street, Trenton, New Jersey 08618,
is hereby appointed as the master to aSSLSt the Townshlp of
Cranbury in rev151ng its zonlng ordinance to comply w1th
this Order and Judgment.

8. The issue of the right to a builder's remedy with

respect to both municipalities shall be reserved pending

completion of the revision process. To the extent.any of

AiAthé developer-plaintiffs are not voluntarily granted a

builder's remedy in the revision process, each master shall

report to the Court concernlng the SUltablllty of that

builder's 51te for the constructlon of Mount Laurel housxng.

As to the issue of priority among bullders for a builder's
remedy in Cranbury, Mr. Caton shéll make recommendations as
to the relative SUltablllty, from a planning standp01nt, of
each builder's 51te.

9. At the conclusion of the 90 day revision périod,
or upon enactment qf the revised ordinance, whichever occurs

Da 12



Vfiﬁst,aafhaarinqzshallxbe*snhedulad,fon?nctiee'to;all
' . _parties, ‘to determine whether each township's revised zoning
10 _ A
o ~ordinance conforms to ‘this Order and Judgment and to the

~ guidelines of Mount Laurel II. All builder's remedy issues

-regarding -either municipality shall be considered as part of

this compliance hearing.
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4ERIC ‘NEISSER, 'ESQ. , ‘ e eicern st 3 1 o

JOHN PAYNE, ESQ. ' £. b. SERPENTELLL J.S&.

“Constitutional. thlgatlen Cllnlc - i '
- “Rutgers Law School

~15 Washington Street

‘Newark, New Jersey 07102

'201/648-5687

"URBAN LEAGUE OF ".GREAT.ER. |
‘NEW BRUNSWICK, -et. al.,

IS e

:eto alo ’

" Order filewme 26, 1984

“i.ﬁn"lm% 2’61‘%’%

BRUCE S. GEBBER, ESQ.
National Committee Against
Discrimination in Housing

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

Washington, D.C. 20005

- 202/783-8150

ATTORNEYS FOR ‘PLAINTIFFS 'SUPERIOR,CQURT‘Of NEW JERSEY -
CHANCERY DIVISION-MIDDLESEX
‘COUNTY

. Plaintiffs, Docket No. C 4122-73
Civil Action

THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF
THE BOROUGH OF CARTERET,

N i Supl SwaP gt gt st P etV W “wat

‘Defendants. . ‘ORDER

This matter having been opened to the Court upon oral
motion by the defendant Township of Piscataway, the Court
having heard from counsel for the Urban League plaintiffs

and the Township of Piscataway, and good cause appearing for

"the entry of this Order,

_ 2¢ e
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED this st day ofMay, 1984, that

(1) Ms. Carla Lerman of 190 Moore Street, Hackensack,

N.J. 07601, be and is hereby appointed as the Court's expert

Da 14
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‘ ‘

-in the -above=captioned matter for the limited purpose of
fassisting%the‘Court'in determining the amount of available
‘acres and specific sites in Piscataway Township which are .

&suitableffar‘develepment~offﬂountﬁLaurél'housing, and the

' -appropriate densities for development of -each such site;

(2) within 30 days of the date of this Order, Ms.

TLerman shall submit to the Court and the'parties a report
" containing a list of vacant sites in Piscataway Township

:Whichaarerclearly18uitabke'fnttdévelopment of ‘Mount Laurel

th0u51ng, ‘a list of vacant sites in the Townshlp which are

clearly unsultable fox - develapment of Mount Laurel ‘housing,

~and a’ 1lSt of sxtes ‘whose ‘suitability is subject to dispute;
" her recommendations regarding the suitability for

development of ‘Mount Laurel housing'of'thé.lasé.liSt'Of

sites; and her recommendations regarding the appropriate

densities for development of the sites contained. in the

first and third lists of sites;

(3) Either party, within 10 days of the date of Ms.
Lerman's. report, may submit wrltten objectlons to said

report, and, if deemed necessary by the Court, the matter -

shall be setvddwn-fdr;further hearing;

1 (4) A rulihgqas to fair share and compliance with

respect to the Township of Piscataway shall be withheld

until after submission of Ms. Lerman's report and any

objections thereto, and a hearing on the matter, if one is
deemed necessary;

(5) Ms. Lerman shall bill the Township of Piscataway:
for the cost of her services, which payment shall be without

Da 15
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‘prejudice to-an -:i:t,ﬂ;t.imﬁef:fdefl;ermmmimi of ‘liability for |

- JUDGE EUGENE D
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Carla L. Lerman

13 W. Englewood Avenue o 5
: f C. kxmm1dﬂ£d
Lleaneck, New Jersey ‘07666 ﬁr{]}? 1984

' Dear Judge - Serpentella.

July 12, 1984

“‘Honorable Eugene D. Serpentelli
-"Superioxr Court -
“-‘Ocean County -Court: House .
-CN 2181 . i
*?Toms Rlver, N. J. 08753

I have rev1ewed all of the sites that were llsted 1n the

'-?Vacant Land Inventory, Aprll 1984 in the Townshlp of Plscataway..

‘lBased on Alan Mallach's olassxflcatlon, I have personally in-
'fspected all .of the sites in the Category II and IIT, and: many of
those in Category I. Some‘of~the sites in Category I,»whiQk g; .
 both the townsth'planner in 'Piscataway - and +the - plalntlff' e
~expert w1tness agreed.were not sultahle sites forore51dent1al .

»development, were not 1nspected by me personally.

In Category I, there was one Slte which Alan Mallach in-

~dicated was not suitable for development, a large part of which '
‘I believe would be'very~suitable-for residential development.
This srte 455, owned by Rutgers Unzversxtx,ls zoned for-tf;igi

‘;educatlonal research use at this tlme; s1xteen acres of. thls 120

acre area has. been zoned for Hotel/Conference. Center. If that

"_adjacent land is also set aside in that zone, there stlll m;ght ,

ﬁl;hlgher densrty reszdentlal development. Other than thls s;te,-i;j:f'
ﬁﬁlI would agree‘that all of the sites in Category I:oould be hetter
' fdeveloped 1n a use other than re51dent1al :J-Q.;lﬁ_:';l;‘ﬁ 55
‘In Category II twelve 51tes were.llsted as questlonable'

for res;dentlal development

Da 17 -

portlon remalns as 1t is now de51grated, and some addltlonal

- be at least 80 to 90 acres that would be very approprlate for_

e
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Most of" these sxtes are located
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. on an area of heavy industry.

v I

‘.velopmeht; ‘Site #9 and Site 13.

descrlptxon.

Category III lncluded all of those sztes that Allan Mallach

-2~

';hnapproprlateifgr‘re31dentealadevelopment.

~entirely or 'partially in the.flood plain, or have been dedicated
z&Svepenuspace in.arplanned'residential-ﬂevelopment,.or are

- . located- aajacent +to heavy 1ndustry or other uses that are

“Tfwo of the- sztes

'nln Category II night be partially useable for residential de-

'Both sites are adjacent +to

~eki$tingrresiaential'areas.but border on thelr western edge

' In both cases a buffer strip
Mcnhthevwesternfedge=couldxhe’reserved,»while=thefeaetern‘portion
vof the~sites“might@heﬂapprepriatestrﬂ&eve&epment. Both sates

"efneed~exam1nat10n in the field as to the proximlty of the in—-
.*dustrlalﬂbulldlngsfand;the;rgposslble impact regardlng.pollutloh;
?noise,~etc. ~Theuepedific"reasonffor:excludinq*eachvofithewsrtes

in Category II from development is listed in the attached

thought were suitable for residential development- I have

the most pert agree with their suitability for residential developf

- reviewed and personally inspected all of those sites, and for

- ment. There are, however, nine sites: that I would disagree: are

reaiistictor desirable-for development of high‘density residential

nse._ These sites I would recommend not be de51gnated for this

-

expert that I would flnd entlrely or partlally sultable for- hlgher

use; in addltlon there are flve 51tes that are only partlally

. useable- There are several of the sultable sxtes that are of

'for development.under the "20 percent set aside” pollcy.

';jé N Altogether there are 37 sxtes recommended by the plalntlffs s

density resmdentlal use, totaling 1100 acres,approxlmately.p_

Da 18
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e to the new arterlal exten51on of Hoes Lane, thereby rellevlng

:” development of the Gerlckont srte.‘

" FvL

=3~

s:In .arespioﬁSe ‘to-the ‘specific re:questsr fmngroperty owners

i;regardmng an oplnlon for . su;tablllty for residentlal develop—-

leent, T wculd like“to- glve ‘the following opinion:

.,south 'sides of Morrls Avenuie is very well sulted for. resxdentlal
.“development. It is: almost ldentrcal Ain character to the site
.flmmedlately to the west whlch will be develOped at 10 unlts per
e&iacre, and 1t 1s in'a locatlon where development at a 31m11ar
'densrty would not be detrlmental to any of the surroundlng
“properties. rMorr;saAMenuesrsuaicollectornstreeteand'w111r
: cohﬁectuwrththe“proposeﬁ~arterialambieh~will oohﬁect“the:eXiet-
;:iqg@ﬁeesxiene=with;Route.18Q Traffic ‘from the .adjacent high

density area (Hovnanian) will be able to have direct access to.

thisfnew arterial, ﬁhich should minimize  the impact from that

edevelopment, Wthh has already been approved. The two

.n.‘

cemeteries whlch comprise. most of the northern srde of ‘Morris

Avenue between.Hoes Lane .and the Gerickont site will not

- generate significant traffic. In the Piscataway Master Plan, ‘a

collector street was proposed (1978) that would separate~the

¢3southeast edge of the Gerikont site from the ad]acent single '

4 family uses. Thls collector street’ would connect Morrls Avenue

rMorrls Avenue of the sole burden of the addltlonal traffrc. The '

-development of thls street should be an essent1a1 component of the

Sow s e e T emwr nreis e, el

B.V The Lange property (Site #6) 1s located 1mmed1ately j

" -

north of- the Port Readlng Rallroad tracks wrth frontage on Old

New Brunsw1ck Road.; Thls property, de51gnated as. Block 319 Lot 1

- AQ and Block 317 Lot 1lB, is part of a much 1arger vacant area,
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“Road.

+his site is presently a farm devoted to raising'horses..-lt'is

o @

3ﬁhich=would%§efvery:suitable~for higher density residential
fidevelopment.fWOIdievarunSWickuRoad:is a;colleotor street
.?whicﬁvleeﬂs»dﬁrectly‘to an I-287 interehange»ahout*%~miiewaWey,'

“as well as connectlng to the’ nelghhorhood shopping area on |
:JfStelton Street to the north of “the srte.. There is multl-famlly

Alhou31ng ‘across “the street, on ‘the west" sxde of Old New Brunsw10k

'C; 287, Assoclates (Slte $30) is located’ 1mmed1ately south

‘of 287 Corporate Plaza, an office park whlch has -access from

‘South Randolphville Road. Designated as Block 497, Lots 3 and 3Q,

4flat,vopen“and‘not in a flood plain. It is bordered on the south ‘

by espaved~road~which-is an easement to provide access to a public
elementary-school-' The south side of the easement is bordered

by theﬁschool-plaYingifieldS'and an eleven acre vacant parcel that

. is proposed as suitable for higher density residential development.

Although the characteristics of this,site wouldrmake it
satisfactory for residential use’aS‘well as light industry, for

which it is zoned' its contiguous nature with the‘office'park,

“its. -common ownershlp and the 51gn1f1cant benefit that the offlce

park prov1des for the townshlp makes thls smte partlcularly

-valuable for offlce/llght 1ndustry-use. It would be 1mportant

to buffer thlS use from the uses to the south. o

Slte #31 would, however, be- approprlate for hlgher denSLty

3;re31dent1al as’ a tranSLtlon zone: between.the offlce uses and the ;

- ‘lower-denSLty reSLdentlal uses to the south.‘ The easement roadway

_f.should be upgraded as necessary to .make it a publlc'road to be “;

dedlcated to the townshlp. This road development would loglcally

be the respon51bllity of the adjacent property developers.

. “Da 20
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"to”SiteLBO“froﬁgthat.sideiof*the;site.

—5—

;which«are*not=recommended'for~residential~use.

‘Because of ‘the limited width and winding nature of the southern

_part of South-Ranﬂolphville~Road, no access should be permitted

itO“befgeihed5thxcughAthe existing office park entrance. The

tlettached 1ist”identifies*fhoseisitesvin'Category*II and IIT

r realize that ‘the Court Order requested ‘that I propcse

A dens;ty for. each s;te.

However, in order to recommend -a -specific

'-den51ty for any sxte, further study wculd be necessary regardzng

projected traffic volumes, prapesed street lmprevements, SOll

'1mpact¢af@ad1acenter;nearbysuses,Aand_potent1al=env1ronmental o

constraints.

I would like to propose that, xn.the interest of saving time and.

,tlon is ea51ly accompllshed

»ccndltlons, adequacy of available 1nfra~structure, posszble

"Ifﬂdata,iSVreadily'available, this type of evalua-

All:access-éhculd;continue

K e X T

As ‘the Townshlp of Plscataway has its own Plannlng Department,-

‘stralnts due to 5011 and envzronmental conditions.

the required data_for.each"site,'paxticularly»aswitxrelates to
traffic generation and proposed street improvements and con-

I woﬁla then

be able to ‘make a recommendatlon on den31ty for each sultable -

CLL/bcm

cc:

If thls is not satlsfactory to the partles lnvolved, I would

Philip- Paley, Esq.

Bruce Gelber, et al. -

,Department's Slte analy51s.

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

be happy to confer w1th you regardlng an alternatlve procedure._-

Slncerely,‘
Caf&((,aw————‘
‘Carla L. Lerman ;

Da 21
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‘Attachment | . ' .

Carla L. Lerman .+ July 16, 1984

--Townshxp of: Plscataway -'Vaeant Land Inventory L
:ﬂcategory I ‘= Not~ sultable ‘for residential development or for’

ﬁresadenr;al;development,at.hlgher than the~exrst~~l

:,iﬁngOningaperhits. A;l.sites-arefappropriate

'vtofthispeetegory except«sitef#sse.5This;siﬁevis
owned. by Rutgers UnlverSLty “and 15 currently
zoned for Education and Research. On the nonth,

hit,i5=adjageht-to residential developmentiiﬁvan

?aree”zonedtR~15. wAﬁportionhoffﬁhis.eite;Which,r . L

*fronte on Hoes Lane could -be coheiaered a?Pro—
;priate;for a use Whioh,would~c0mpliment.the;
79Hotel Conference Center zone of Site #SG.I”The
remaining 80% acres would hevappropriate'for
higher densihy residential development which
;might include a mix of‘higher density garden

‘apartments -and .lower density townhouses.

‘Category II ~ Not apparently suitable for residential develop-

ment'by-virtue.oflehvironmental.or;otheribon;5
'i;ferraints; Two'of’theﬁsires listedfinuCategory
II are conSLdered to be worth further consrdera—
‘:“tlon for re51dent1al development, w1th certaln
fipropor-tlons reserved for buffers., Sltes 39
»'.f>and 13 are adjacent on the north to a heavy
Zilndustry site, for whlch a substantlal buffer. h
-v;_zone mlght be requlred 81te #9 is presently
 zoned R-10 and is ad]acent on the south to .

‘Sltes 10 and 12, whlch are recommended for

" Da 22
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~higher dens;.ty residential de’ elopment.
Site #13 is surroundedvqn three sides by

;ﬁresidentially.zaned“laﬁddand‘would»appéarfto-

‘be of similar character. anth;sftes$#9 and 13

. ‘thetéfore' appear. appropriate for.residential -

‘use of a higher density 1f ‘the .appropriate

iabuffer area is. provmded

-

" ‘The remainder of the sites in Category II are

_ ‘not considered suitable for higher density

’7:xesiﬁentia1‘develaﬁment;,fThgyﬁateuidentﬁfied;

- ~as follows:

- gite # 5:

,»65,

Category III

61 .and 62:

-adjacent to ‘railroad track, manu-
Tfacturlng ‘site, and site 1dent1f1ed
-as toxic waste site. :

£loodplain

part of ‘business district on heavy

traffic street.

dedicated oben space as part of

" .planned residential development

466~and'67'

floodplain

Potentlally suitable for re51dent1al development

'\}fof multl-famlly houszng.

Site 8 1:
23

satlsfactory

approxlmately 15 acres are in “the
floodplain, on the northern end of -
the site. The remainder. 1s satlsfactory

'“:setlsfactory. This 51te has. been pro-

posed for a shopping center. There

" is an existing neighborhood shoppxng

~ area on Stelton Road between 0l1ld

'New Brunswick Road and Lakeview Ave—

~nue which can serve the same area-as .

the proposed shopping center, as well '
as the area south of 0ld New Brunswle
Road which is recommended for higher
density development. Strengthening

‘that shopplng area through upgradlng

Da23
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16 and 17:

‘28 and 29: .

- 32, 33,

.'535=7

30

© 31:

34:

-.37;

38:

'satisfactory

.y m—y — — """":l alho}o“,

C-, "",

of properties and provision of off-

street parking would appear to be more

. beneficial to the neighborhood than
‘creating -a new- competing shogping
'center. .

nct satlsfactory - toxlc waste: 51te

satisfactory

satisfactory W1th bufﬁer~needs further

"~ study . .-

- satisfactory ' : L

satisfactory

not satisfactory. This 51te present— -
ly serves as the buffer which is =
generally desirable between an

" interstate (I+-287) and residential
uses. °‘Access is difficult; the north-
‘eastern half is very narrow and cross-—

ed diagonally by a pipeline easement,
limiting development; if used at all

for residential use, a buffer strip

of at least 250' with substantial
plantings should be required between
the development and I-287.

not satisfactory. Presently part of

‘Rutgers Industrial Park which is well

developed with industrial uses. It
is crossed by power lines and is best
retained for industrial development.

not satisfactory. Partly in floodplain

not satisfactory. Preferred for

satlsfactory

satisfactory, although,development

‘limited by presence of power';ines 
satisfactory . ' ; , ,‘.;chfo_.;;f;:

-satisfactory

. -. business district on heavy trafflc .

street, power 11nes R

. Da 24
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partially »s;s;a'ttis:fagry N rl.e‘qx.ﬁ;res
‘further ‘study. “Frortage on heavy

traffic business street, adjacent

" to residential and light industry.

: 41:

44:
45:

463

47:

48 -

49:

S51:.

52

53:

54:
57

<60 .A,B,C:

263:
‘682
'75 76:
77:
.78:
79:

“Excluding frontage, might be appro-
priate for mobile home park. A

.Enot satasﬁfctary, part ‘of exmstxng
_“industrial park

‘satisfactory
satisfactory
-satisfactory
- satisfactory

satisfactory .
satisfactory
satisfactory

satisfactory
satisfactoxry | -
~satisfactory
-satisfactory

satisfactory. Good infill sites

satisfactory

-satisfactory :
‘satisfactory. Good infill 'sites
"satisfactory '

‘satisfactory

not satisfactory. Narrow strlp on

“heavy txafflc street-

Da 25 T |



10 ‘ :
' 'Fon. Zugere D. Serpentelli, JiS.C.
‘Superder Court

e ' ' -+ Report of C. Lerman cated

) . . , . CARLA L. LERMAN Noer 10, 19832 |
e 13’ W, ENGLEWOOD AVENUE
o TEANECK, NEW JERSEY 07666

Noverber 10, 1984

B _Oeezn County Court House

~ Desr Sudge Serr'en"em

20 my let"e. of Juiy 12, 1983 reviewing the characteristics of vacant sites in Piscat-

30

40

o CN 2181 :
" Tems River, N.J. 08753

Enclesed is tbe zu“crt which the court: roquested and to which I rﬂf‘erred in
eway as those chmcteristics relate to reccmmended densities for residential develcp-

- ment.

‘Each site has been identified by the. mmber o me Vaca:m: Yand m&m (A..ru
1984), and matches the murbers used in my letter of July 12, 1984,

. ~Tewould lﬂte to clarify my intention in recommending specific densities. As-
smning certain measurchle characteristics, dne can assign a density that will be

-vapnrcn:iate for a certain site and for cerbain types of development. In a nxder

of the vacant sites in Piscataway, I have recommended designation as Plammed Resican- -
tial Develcrment, which is a generic term, as well as a2 specific conditionzl use in
Biscataway's amn.ded zoning ordinance. I mezn in these reccmmendations to refer to

‘the concept of a Plarmed Residential Development, not necessarily the specific I.Li-

taticns or permitted uses in the Plarired Residential Develcpment as defined in 21
cataway's ordinance. ,

T would like to clarify further thet the recammended densitiles in this report
are those that weculd, in my cpinicn, te arpreopriate for the vacant sites nemed, i
these sites were o he developed. This does not mean to Irply a reccmmended ccopll

‘route for Eiscauaway For example this report does not address correscticn of indiz-
.encus need through rehab.litatim, nor dees it 2ddress the provision of low and :sc'.‘,i-

erate inccre units in existing mlti-family housing through cecntrol of ecccupancy

- and rents. Similarly, a recommended density is not intended to imply the assuxption

that no more then 20% of that mmber will be reserved for low and moderate inccme.

 households. I assume that these issues of ccmpliance will be addressed subsegquencly
. by the Tcwnshin.

50

60

3

I2 you have any cues‘c‘cns rogarding this report, or would like any adc‘_“"cr="
inferzaticn p..e...S" let e mcw } .

Sincerely »

Carla. L. I.er'xan, P.P. ‘

Ik ,
Encleosure: ‘
CC: 32ruce S. Gelher, ..sq.

™hilip I, Paley, Esq.

Savhara Williams, Ssq.

Raymend R. Trexbadore, Zsq. A

Tawrence 3. Litirin, =sg. ‘ e e e e

Danlel S. Bermsteln, =sqg. Da 26 BXHIE’I’!’ A
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SITZ ANALYSTS: TCWNSEIP OF PISCATAHAY

“Sites Identified In Vacant Lznd Inventory

‘of Plscataway Towns
f.i;-..c“'*' dated July 12, 081& Carla L. Lewran évaluated these sites and reccmmended 37-

A Tacant Lend Inventcry was: urenarod in 4pril 1984 by the 2ianning Department
ip. Seventy-siteés were.ideéntified in thzt: Lrrentory. Inave- .

zs-suitzhle for n:lg.‘:er cdensity residential develcpment. N .
This analysis attempts to evaluats more sseniﬁcany the potential for resi-

dantial develcument on each site. Factors considered incivde the present character

—of the neigmcrhocd ‘the long range plan for the general ares, . e::v:’..rcmmtal oon-

20

straints, trafilic Impact and drainzge impiications.

““The Piscatawey Township 1983 Master Plan ard the 1978 Reexamination Repo:'t ,
indicate that water service by the Elizabethtcown Water Conpany erd sewerage service

. by the Middlesex County Utilities Autherity are being adscuately- provided with fu- -
- ture facility enlargement not perceived as a prcblem. Over 95 percent of the house- .

.nolds are presently served by the sewerage system, and almest the entire Township is

~ within the water sexrvice area. Therefore this was not:a raetcr consid..rad relevant
~ in this analysis.

30

40

U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Conservaticn

‘Mary of the vacant sites iIndicated soil types that might provide severe liml-
tations cn residential development. This is noted in each site =':alys...s. The soil
survey frem which this information was cbtained (National Cocperative Soil Survey by
ervice) indicazes that the survey
cammot replace detalled on-site investigaticns. This swrvey also indicates that

" the "severe" rati ing does not necessarily mean the site is wmsuitzble for the use.
"Rather, it is factor to be taken into account winen plamming the cost cf develcrment,

ard tu... :umact of that cost on long range olam_ng dec.ss*cr.s.

EChe expressed interest in develonnent of the sites is mcst often Munknown".
e meaning of that category 1s only that the writer has nct been Informed of inter-
est in development. It dces not preclude the possibility that property cwner and/or
developer may alre_dy have anproached the Plami::s Beard *ega:-* ng mture deve..cm'ent

2‘ ~of the s:!.ue. :

50

60

The ce..sities reccmended are based on the assumticn that 211 of the a:s:e..lir‘-g ;

“tyres listed in the zoning ordinance as permitted uses in 2 2larmed Residentlal De— »

velcoment sdght be included. Vhere sarde;x epartwents are teing suggested, that Is
so indd cax.ed. . ! .
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Site ~l - New Brunsuwick Avem.e north of Cenrail. “Pansy Fam
-—-—-u-i—!-!l—-

- Loe . .
N . . .-

<17

Block 53 Lets 35451, S -

Ar‘-‘—' 2a: 10.7 2cres

1‘Ph,15; 2l Desex? _..tic'x. Flat cpen arsa; cn ;:ze southern end, ,_sout 1/3 s *'1 “he "A‘

“Flcod Zone (100 year flood) end approximately 1/6 is in the "B" (120-5CO year
‘flood) Flced Zone. | »

" Present Tend Use: Pansy Farm / Nursery .

Existing Zening: R 75 .

Master Plen ?masal- Singl.. formdly

Adjacent Iend Uses: Residential sm.gle fartly uses, prinartly 50° and 75' Lots.

2l Neizhborhced Characet New Brunswick Avenue is.a ma;!cr art al with
) f‘maderauely heavy traffic rlcw, cless..fied 4n-the Master Plan as ama:}cr a:"‘e*—
‘12l street. Borough of South Plzinfleld borders east side of New Brmswick-
-Avertie. The uses in South Plainfield (’che east side of New Brunswick avermie)

_2re primarily

Envircrmental Conditions aff‘ect_ngL ve" ot::':errt. 'Ihe sa h..:'n ocne-third of this site
will have development constraints because of its lcczticn in the "A" flced zone.
_Permits will be requred fram the Department of Envircrmental meac’cicn, although
that portion of the site mizht be retained for cpen space, which will also serve
‘25 a buffer between the residential development and the Conrail wailrczd £rzcks,
approximately 300-40C' south of this site.

Road Access: New Erunswlck Avenue and Carden Street

Traffic Cendditions/Inmact: All access should be via Garden Street to law Symnewiclk
Avenua; therefore no impact will be felt by zdjacent residential uses %o the

~ west. New Brunswick Avermue is 2 major arterial and is proposed o have 2 1047

- right of way. This irprovement shculd be adequate o hzndle any increases in -
-traffic volumes ﬁ'cm new residsntial development alcng this street.

Snecial Site Ccnstra.ntS' The solls in thls area are of two types (Cim2llen ané =11

; . ingteon) which oifer slight to moderzte limitations cxn residentia? develogpment.

 Soil tests (borings or pits) will te necessary to determine any ccr::stra’.r'.‘:s due -
=i Jramnds -

to the site's use as a nurserj. The. extent of £ill required mizhc irzecc A
the econcmic feasibil_ty of the site for muti-family ¥ ousin._, in this zsrez.

Exoressed interest n Gevaloome '1 mkrc'ﬂ

Reccamendation: This site Is zprrepriate for develorment =€ €6 units: Ter gress.acre
for tcunhcuses, or zero lot lire develorment. :
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‘Si‘a -“2 ~ New Srunswick Avenue, primarily s\.u;h of Lakeview ivenue, Bleck 135,

ot 1; Block 138 “Lots l 14, and 2.
Arsa: 125.1Acrss

“Physical Descriotion: This: site, -adjacent to ﬂew Bruniswick A verme extends Tro

the conrail Railread tracks across Lakeview Avenue to 2 coint on 2 1ine with
“Brancywine Circle. "The portion between Lakeview Avenue: 2nd the railirged “wacys
“is two~thirds.in Flood zone A and Flocd zone B. The'site south of Le. rlen
- sfvenue 1s-gbout half open (northern haif) and half wocded. | |

“Present Land Use: Vacant :

. . [N B
.E:d.stj,.gglcmm:' Light Industry (LI-5)

Master 91..:1 "ronosal Industrial

djacent Land Uses: To the north of ‘the site is park area, smmced by si.ng -
“family residential; to the west is single family residential and a schecl; %0 .
the scuth is mlti-—family residential. The southeast cormer of the site is . .

adjacent to zn Industrial site. To the east of New Brunswick Avenue 1s
.an industrial-area in Soutb. Plainfield. .

General NeMoﬁood Characteristics: The area is stronsly influenced by New Srms—
wick Avenue as a major arterial strest, which serves as the boundary ben-een
Piscataway and South Plainfield. The area in Piscataway is mixed. single and .
nmln-fa:mly residential. East of New Brumswick Ave. is the Hams Steel nlant-

Env'mmntal Constraints affecting Devecrment: The northern ncrtion or ti' 'site
should not be considered ror development due to the ex?stence of the flccé zcnes.
The industrial plant will need substantlal buffering to protect the residsmtial
development from adverse effects of noise, dirt, fumes, ete. _

Road iccess: Lakeview Avenue and New - ans.vick Averue

Traffic Cerditions/Tmpact: Access to this site should be frvm Lakeview Avenue xhich

' is Gescribed as a secondary arterial street in the Master Plan. Lakeview zrenie,
New Brunswick Avenue, Washingten Avenue and 0ld New Brunswick Roaé offer z '-?-*'1-"3!‘ "
" of southbound routes, all with access to I-287 The pregosed 104! right of way
for New Brunswick Avenue should crezte a more efficent link to I-287, via :
Stelton Road , which is also proposed as a 104' right of way.

Special Site Censtraints: The soils in the site are of three types, (.._lir.g,w.. 73,
Parsigpany, and Reaville) all of which are described es offering "severe” Son-
straints to &wellings with or without basements. These constraints sre Sooen-
tial seasonal high water table, potential frost action, and bedrock in o= gwea

~within 40 inches. It would be advisable to conduct test borings prior to g2-
" wvelcping site plans. ‘ ,

The nature of the adjacent industrial site must be evaluated in relation %S .
the preposed orientatlon of the development, as well zs the extent of tuffsring -
that will be necessary» . :

Exrressed interest in dmrnlooment s wimeown
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Pecc:'-'.enca..; n: This site should nct include the pertion .s rth of ..,afe'r.’.ew Avamie

cmc 115, Lot 1, which weuld be betfer inciuded in ihe-adjacent gerk srez. The
gortion. rﬂqaim.ng, 110 acres, L ~appropriate for- develogment at 2 ;::mss da:r"*ty
~of 8-10 units per acre, .as ‘2 Plamed Residential’ Develogment, including: gardsn
‘gpa>tments as a c«*elling tyce.

:Site.#3 ~ deshington Avenve ‘and- Carleton Avenue, lacktéza, Iots 134, 21-32 (incl.Site 68)
- Area: 24.9 zcres and 2.8 acres | |

Physical Descriction: This site is entirely wocded.

‘Present Lzrd Use: Vacant

- Existing Zonins: SC (Shopping Center) and R-75
‘Master Plan Provosa

 Adjacent Land Uses: An elementary 'scheol is located to the north, milti-family hous-

~ing on the east, and single family. rusident:}.al on the south and '«est.

General’ Neizhberhoed Characterdstics: 'This site is located ina msidential neighbor-
~ ncod of smaller, older hames. It 1s a neishborhcod served by an elementary
school, a nelghborhood shopping area on Steltcn Road, and good access to Route:
.287. Th..s shopping area contains a variety of types of shops anc sppears to
need some ung'ading and improved off~stre=t pariking. :

Envircrmer n.al Censtraints aff nc'cmg Cevelccment: This.site is not in the F "'lood 2lain
It is classified as Zone C which means areas of minimal flooding. There a2re no
adjecent uses which would nresent problems for the davelopment of this site.

Boad Access: ..a.shingtcn Averue. ‘There sre also five partizl paper strests which
- eput this site, of which cne or two cculd be const"uc ted by the Gevelcger <o
give access to Carleton Avenue.

) '!.i'af ic Cenditlons Trmact: Both Stelton Road and Ylashingtcn Aveme exzer e.nced 515“

nificant increases in traffic volumes in the past deczde. The procosed class—
_ificaticn of New Brunswick Averue as a major -.-.rte*'ia_ street should lead toward
scre rellef on Washington Averue and Stelton Road.

Scecial Site Constraints: Most of this is deseribed with soil types (S1lington SN)
That present mecerate limitaticns cn dwelling develczment. A smzll portica of
the site to the east presents the same potential prectiems as Site 22, i.e.,
bedrock at 40" and seasonal hi,;. water table and possible frost 2 t:.cn.

Excressed Intersst in Develorment: A shopping center de el::ser has exgressed scz2
interest. Status of inquiry unkncwn.

Reccrrendzticn: This site is reccnmended for a plarned resicdential deve cemant 2
a density of 8-10 units per acre.
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" QGeneral Neishborhood Characteristics: This area is essentizlly part of the Stelscn

-Special Site Constraints: The soils in this site (Sllingsen nd Sl_""."_s,":cr‘. 2 ere

.
) =l .
o4

Site, 6 - Q13 New Brunswick Pca... Port Regc’,__w* Ba..._rﬂaa trezsics znd Stelten Rezd.

" Block 317 Lots 6A, 8, 9, 9A » 98, 90 1...«, » 13C 2rsd Blsck 319 Let I1a2.

Avea: "'5'55,‘;‘;75*‘4&(:2-‘&3

,uéﬁﬁ‘“ﬁ.ﬁ»iﬁn' “This site is primerily. wmd,.... Cn the perirheral stresis

“there are scatvered single family houses. The railvead tracks on the south mizhs
“bea r!cgzt:ive dnfluence, but it is not a cormuter. lins 2nd train traffic is ncs
frequent. A _

Present Lerd Use: Vacant

 Existing Zondng: R-20 FA i
Mas‘cer Plan ‘P:opgsal: 'Single family residential.

‘ _g_;[acent Lend Uses: The railrcad ard industrial uses are located to the scuth;

-2n-elemsntary school is on the scutheast. corner; single “amil,; resifentizl Is ~
located cn the: xm*theast cand: mﬂ.t:‘e-f 11y msmem,al - located on the noris *.:-:nst.

Road neignborhcced. 1t would be served by the Stelton Reesd shopping arez, =22
the elementary school on Stelton Road. There is a very large, attractive mIli-
‘femily development on the northwest side of 0ld Haw Zrunswick Roatl wihlcn res
aceess only from 0ld New Brunswlck Road.

- Env:lromefxtal Constraints affec’cin., Develocment: The presence of the railrezd ‘::'::.'..a

‘and the existence of heavy traffic cn Old New Brunswick Road and Steltcn Fcad
where it borders the eastern side of this site misst te considered 2s censtralints
on the site design. Sufficient buffer. areas, as well as carefully placss an2
controlled access points will be very i:m:ortant for the successful f"nvn_..-

-ment of this area.

Road Access: 01d New Brunswick Read and’ Stelten Read.

Traffic Conditions/Tmpact: Traffic on Old New Brunswick Rozd, walch provides no direct
~ access to 1-287, has increased significantly in the l._s‘.: :‘.ecad.. but nct as
much as Stelton Road leading to Washington Avenue. The aster Plan ad::re:._:es .
the possibility of widening the two lane bridge over the railrozd &t 3.:’. e 2
Brunswick Road. This widening will beﬂcne a necessi‘c‘; .‘..:“ all of Site 5 is %9 %
‘develogzed at higher densities. , .

ebout evenly divided, east and west, between cones that :::es-..u moSerzte _ilnils-

L myo o i !

tions to residential develoz:ment and those that present severe Mmitatizrs. T4
marily the problems are seasonal frost action because of a seascnal hizZ water
tzble and bedrock at 40" or less. These potential limitztions shouis Te svaie
uated before site plaming is ccmplete. The site is in the C flccd .zcne, wrisnh:
means minimal flceding. I : :

Expressed interest in develctment: A portion of the site, Slcck 319 Lot 1:-22 and Slzek
317 Lot 113, is owned by Teonard Lange who is interested in developing these
16.acres for multi-family or townhouse develorment: ,
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Beccrmendetions: This site agpears aspropriate for densities which could acecrmedate
‘ weardsn apattmsri ;,;:as;;:aféll«;jas tounhouses. With a gress ,deri.si’cy of 12 units pa=r
2sidential Cevelcpment could include tounhouse and other zero

typesias wallias ‘garden apartments. .

.

"Block 389, 390, 396, 397, 398, k03, HOT-413

Apeas 123:acres

YPmV;sical Pescripticn: Wood area with existing Streets bu ting .‘mtb the z-:codé; area

cantains a mumber of paper strests which are proposed to be vacated. .

.Presezrt Use: vacan’c

 Existing Zening: R<10A PRD (Site 7) .

LI-1 (Site8)

Master Plan Proposal: Plarmed Residential Cevelopment

Adjacent Land Uses: Single family residential, with scme new units under censtruction
‘on the northeast; the Port Readingz Railroad borders the area cn the south, with
industrial uses south of that. There is an industrial plant on Possumtcwn Foad

~ that creates the western boundary of the area. '

Gerieral Neloghborhocd Characteristics: Tne area is a mix of older Sir.gle family 'hcu_ses

on small lots, scme new single family houses, including a develcpment under con-
struction, and undevelored wocds. There is almost a rural quality where streets
dezd-end into the woods. As there are no through streets west of North Randolph-
ville Road, it is a self-contaired and scmewhat 1solated neighborhcod, served ty
an elementary school cn North Randolrhiville Road.

Envirormental Conditions affectinz Develcrment: No porticn of Site 7 is in Flood:
“zonss A or B. Flood zones A ard ¢ encompass Possumtosn Road frem I-287 to the
- Township’s northwest boundery. Although this should not have serlcus ccnse-- -
quences for the develorment of these sites, it should be considered in the

site plamning.

The industrial use that is loczted in.the norttwest corner of Site 8 will re-.
‘quire adequate buffering to seperate it and the residential uses to the north.

'Road Access: North Rendolphville end Grandwiew Avenue. A new street is prcposed

ccrnecting Birch Drive westward o Pessumtcoym Road, which will greatly improve
the accessibility of these two sites. ' . _

‘Praffie Condlticns/Impact: The existing peger streets in this area are prepesed to o -

te vacated so that the Planned Pesidential Pevelcpment will be based on 2 new:
street layout appropriate fcr access to Possumtcwn Road and to Grandview Avenue..
A pertial interchange with I-237 1s lccated at its intersecticn with Possumtcwn:
Road and with North Randolrhviile Road. A full interchange is lccated &t River
Road, reached via Possumtcwn Rcad and Centernial Avenue. The ccrpletion c£
the cpen sections of Centennizl ivenue will provide gocd east-west access 1or
more local traffic frem this sita. By concentrating I-237 traffic and lccal
ezst-west traffic on the extersicn of RBirch Run Drive to Possumtcsn Read, h‘.i;.:’-*z
~ Gensity residential develcpment shculd not have negetive impact on the exist-
ing local streets. ‘ E
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cectd] ‘Site Constratnts: The soll types (Parsirpany, Ellingson TN ond Iznsioums)

"y aﬂouovn-no.

“on these tWo.Sites present "severe" Iimltaticrs on residensial deveiccmesns Si-

- s 't @ o e #aois cwaom "ol

pause-of thez potential for seasonal high water. These sises are In T

-—b D waow mwea

Cwhiich: prnsen*s little risk of flecdinz, Any other watsr problems couls te
nandied on’ site through use of ‘retenticn basins. :

Recermendation: It is recemme

‘Exgressed interest in devel C"“T@“'lt “unime:m

nded that the portion 'of“ﬁi‘;e 2 which 1s ceoupliel 7

‘the industrial use be retained in Zone LI-.].. rer.:a....\._f' of the sites shculd
‘be designated fer plamned residentizl develor =='1t ‘b Zensities of 2-1C wnits
per acre.

A 4
'

-

Sités #10 end 12 - Off‘ River Read, south of Maplehurst Lane, extending 211 $he wgy <¢

I-.ancock Rcad Block 502 Lot 2 (part); 3lcck 5524 Lots 2 (n&*), 5.

Area: 68 acres

Physical Description: * Flat site, primarily famm Iznd with mocded secticms £o the

‘northeast.

Present Use: Agricultural and vacant.

Existing Zoning: R 15.a2nd R 20.

Master Plen Propcsal: Cluster single famly

'Adjacent Land Uses: Single femi.g rnsidnntial park .ard, ctrer ag“icul , =2

weeced vacant area.

Gensral Neishborhcod Characteristics: The area is = mixture of single fzmil; »esilen-

--—-——5- - eates e

tial and agricultural uses. i-287 .and the Pcrt Reading Railroad 4recks tend e
isolate this neighborhced frem the adjacent nsigbbo eocds. Multi-family c—':e_.c“-
ment 1s located on the west side of River Road ‘, comprised of three aperomsrs
ccmplexes with approximately 675 zpartments. A reig ok ~cod - *ar‘u’sa_. Neli/
playground 1s located gecgraphically in the center of <his neignco:hoc::.

Envirormental Conditions affecting develotment: These sites zve located in Flocd

- s rswn

zcre C, which ofiers minimal risk. 4ine wecded area £o the northeast Is the
location of sare drainage ways frem Arbrese Emk enc may be seascnally mETsiy.

Rez2d Access: River Road Wy"nvocd Avef:ue, Manle'nr"" Tane. T5 is prepesed £0 sxisnd

Maplenurst Lane- northeast to E=zncccle "lcad ans proviis = _srmnct‘ cn ﬁ""'....‘ tnis
extension to Brentwocd Drive. These two im: erents woeuld give these sloes
access to Possumtcwn Road. :

‘Twrafte Conditions/Irmact: There 1s a ccomplete interchange with I-287 et River Fozl,

Centemnial Avenve 1s prcposed as = na,jor artsxial strest, on which £wo =2 "*a?.i.
zation improvements are pronosed. the Lw:'o*‘e."nvz:s znd new secticns ¢l T<2ls
that are proposed are constructed, the traffic i c‘: ol develcrment cn thsse

two sj.tes will not have 2 regauive affect.
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o8l Sit e Ccnstva:nty The soil'types (Ellington T .and Reaville) in thess 4o

sites offer "severe" limitaticns or develorment bc"”' s2 of pckential seascnzl
higa wate*- conditions sand ‘Prost conditiens. This, in cerbinaticn wi‘::z ‘:::e
SGrainage ‘ways menticred uncer Snvirormental Con;iuit:ns, indicates the need
‘forparticular attention to water retentlion and provisicns for drazinzgesen
*‘fi‘c:-';es'si%te ‘as ‘part of the 'site cdesign.

Er"ESﬁﬁ Anterest in develomment: ' unlciown

- Recczmendations: It 1is recommended that these two. sites be develcped at densitifes of
 8=10. units per-acre as a Plammed Résidential Development. The best devalerment

cculd ceccur if the site nlan were Gevelopsed for these sites in ccn.,urc"icn withf o
“the develorment of Sites 2 #9, 11 and 13. This will be particularly true regzrd
~Ing buffez's > drainage and strest cesign.

‘Sitgs #9 and 13 - These two sites are being treated s.mgly because their develorment

‘should be closely: cecrd:’znateﬂ.. dn terms of Gr = qand buffers to the ham.;r in- |
‘dustrial uses on the north. ‘These sites ape lcc:ated +to the: zw:th ©of E-:—ag X ,‘tzz'st :
Lane extending to Hanecock Rcad ‘cn the notrtheast. '

‘Bleck 502 Lots 1, 2 (part); Bleck 421 ; 442B Lots 7A (part) and 1B.

Area: 81 acres

Physical Description: one*x farmland, with wooded areas to +ne northnas.., cortaining
‘some marshy aress - d dra..na;-ﬁ wa\;s frcm Ambrose Erock.

ting Zoning: RIO0, LI-S

‘Master Plan Provosal: singlé family

Adjacent Iend Uses: Raritan River on the southwest, singls za.‘.i'iy residentizl en the

nertheast; a 400" deep strip of farmland separat:lng a2 heavy indus‘-':ry o tha north-
west (c!*emcal plant); and farmland on the. soutbeaSu. S

vGene"al Neienborhced Characteris‘** cs: This is an agricultural area, part of a r;ei:h

borhood of multi-family and single family residentlal uses, separated to same
extent by I-287 and incomplete street pattern.

‘Envirormental Conditiens affecting develorment: These sites zre _ccatei in Tlecs zone

C which offers minimal risk. Trere are several drainzgs ways in the rorireast
wocded portion which have created seascnzl marshy areas. There Is a :zzjcr chem-
ical marufacturing installaticn to the northwest of these sites, ser —ated Ty

2 400" deep farm property, which must be evaluated for envirom.emal "o'*u.:‘.cn, ‘
(noise, fumes, smoke, waste disgesal, ete. ). The adeguacy of Site 1l 2s a sib-
stantial buffer zone will reculire evalu_tic*x before the need for fuxther tullers:
can be determined.

'Rozg@ Access: River Road, Maplehurst Izne. The latter is nrcuosed to te extended to

P I Xk

Hancock Road, with a spur to comnect. with Bren‘vcod Drive. This wmculd resuit
in zceess ﬁ'cm three directions.
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Trafiic Conditions/Irpact: River Road and I-287 provide 2dezuste facilistles Jor zny

B o~

“grafric gererated by Cevelopment ‘on these sites. Uhen the reoad emsd ! ""”m"‘-

ticn rovemsnts are. c“mlétad ‘83 preresed, there. sncx._r‘ be very Yitile nege-
tive -maet rem: this- develmment.

: aints: The-soll types (Ellirgten TH, 2nd Reaville) on thess. “'»'o
‘ hﬁB offe" "sev re” limitations for cwelling deve’ crwert because of ssascrzl
“high water, potential frest action, and bedrock within L0 of the surd

‘Mnese conditicns will need particular attention in the site design in rula‘cicn
o drainage provisions and placement of* uciL. cles.

Expressed interest in develorment: - unkrewn

‘Becommendations: The 149 acres that meke up sites 9, 10, 12 and 13 shouid be deweloped
&35 one planned residential devel oc.rrwzt. in 1'-h:'Ls way the potential Crainsze p"co-
lers, the buffers that are necessary, and shallcw bedrock can all be treated in
one desiegn which can meximize develonme.m, withcut exacezbating the potential

prebiens.

Site #31 - South’ Randalphﬁlle Road at ‘Holly Lane
~Block U497 Lot 4

Area: 11.9 acres (less 50° rig:t of way for schiool aceess)

“Physical Description: .Flat, open farmland

Present Land Use: Agr'icultm'al ‘ ’ " : ‘ K ' )
Existine Zenine: R-20

Master Plan Propcsal: Cluster s:!:ng e femily

-Ad3acent I=2rnd Uses: Single famlly resi denti al, elementary schcol, horse oreec 3

farm and the Arbrose Breck, with m.:n:’.cinel. camplex beycnd the brook.

C-eneral Neichborhood Characteristics: This is a2 n°i§'.bor3‘:ced in a state of flux.

Terms between Holly lane and Centermial Avenue are gradually giving way to
office/industrial park uses. This r.ei,, crhcod has been a rural ore, but is

ncw being develo::ed with small residential sv..bdivisic'zs and a mzjor office . .

rark. . R ‘ _ . _ S

Zrrrireonmental Conditions affacting Develcotment: There zrrezr %o be no envirormental

ccnéitions that would affect this site. The Fleod zone Is C which presents
minimal risk. Flood zone A forms a strip along the irkbrcse Brook approximately
400' wide, but does not impact the east side of Scuth Perdolphville Posd.

Read Access: South,Randolphﬁlle Road

Trafflc Conciticns/Tmeact: This i1s a relatiw ely small site 2nd will nct gﬁ.._rata suff-
icient traffic to impact on South Randolrhville Rcad. The office "=~'x which is
preresed to the north will be buffs rw’ znd have all traffic access through
Centermial Avenue.
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astreints: The 'soil tyses (Sllingten S¥-end Flinesville) on thess
ent "mederata” limitaticns on resifensiai develorment, mainly

due to seascnal nigh watsr Lable and shale beimack ab -3 fest.

‘Expressed interest in develocment: unikncwn

rmendation: This site is epprcpriate for develorment at 10-12 units per acre
‘for towthecuses or other-attached wnits. '

Site #£32, 33 and 3% - South Washington Avenue and Centernia® iverue
- Block 496 Iots 14, 2, 11 and 12

Arvea: 121.77 acres

Frysical Deseription: partlally wocded, partislly open; the site is traversed by 2
powerline easement which occuples approximatsly 7.75 zeres, and rums disgenally
-acress the preperty, from southeast to northwest. .

‘Present land use: vacant, scattered-agricultural
Existingz zenine: 1I-5 and R20

Master Plan Proocsal: Residentlal (single Zamily) 2nd industrial .

Adjacent land uses: farm to'the east; office park znd 1fz% industrial uses 4o th
north and northwest; a school and single family residential to the west; single
family residential to the south.

General Nelchborhced charactsristics: This Is an exea that has been a concentraticn
: " of agricultural uses. verking farms extend fvom Mfermis Avenue to Scuth Randolph-
ville Road and acrcss Scuth Washingten Avenue. Pesifential subdivisicns have
replaced sare of this agricultural lamd, and zn elsmentary scheol serves the
area. , : _

Envircrmental Conditicns. affectine Develctment: All of this site is iIn the Fleced
zene C, but Doty's Breok which 1s bordered by Flocd zenz A mums zlcng the nor-

LA e

thern edge of the site and érainage Srcm immediataly zd7acent development should )
- be adequately ccntrollad tc prevent arny adversa envircrmental ingpact. :

The Jersey Centrzl Pewer and Licht Cocmpeny esssment Tor pewer limes will have
an ixpact on the develcpment design. Tt will e Irgeortant to mininize the ge-

ol v o Tom als v i

tential negative affect that this might have cn the Zsvelcpment.

Recad Access: Scuth Washington Avenue, znd stub strests of? Wecdland Avenve, i.e.

- - 0

Sylvan Avenue, Zreckiield Road, and llalscn Avenue Nerth

- She @

 Traffic Cerditions/Imcact: At present there are nesvy tra2fic volumes cn several
major rcads in this area: Scuth Washingten, Morrds zni Centennizl Avenues.
These roads serve as access cr cormecticns to I-297. The prepesed extension
of Rcute 18 will provide a major artsrizl reute to I-227 and should reileve
‘scme of the local strests of the traffic burden. The rcute altermative called
Mietlars/Hees Lene Alternative" which is prelferred Ty Fiscataway's Plaming
Beard, would pick up much of the pressnt Mormis Averue/atlar's Lene traffic
flcw. In 2éditicn the intersection cf Metlar's Izns with Scuth dashirgicon
Avenue 1is prepesed for intarsecticn Improvemsnt.
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