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National Comm ttee Agai nst

D scrimnation in Housing
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Washi ngton, D.C. 20005
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ATTORNEYS FOR PLAI NTI FFS

SUPERI OR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
CHANCERY DI VI SION - M DDLESEX COUNTY

URBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER
NEW BRUNSW CK, et al .,

Plaintiffs

Docket No. C 4122-73

Gvil Action
VS.

THE MAYOR AND COUNCI L OF
TFElBORCUGH O CARTERET
et al .,

Def endant s AFFI DAVIT OF ALAN MALLACH

Nt Vet Nt “as? Wi i st i? et et il ans? ait”

OCEAN COUNTY )
) ' SS:

NEW JERSEY )

ALAN MALLACH, of full age, being duly sworn according
to | aw, deposes and says:

1. Oficials of the Township of Piscataway have submtted
the results of a vacant land survey they have conducted, which
Is represented by the docunent referred to as Exhibit Ato the

affidavit of Bruce S. Gelber, Esq, dated May 1, 1984. This doc-



ument purports to list all vacant land parcels remaining within
the Township of Piscataway.

2. | have reviewed this docunent as well as the map keyed
to this docunent provided by the Townshi p of Piscataway, and
carried out a physi cal and visual inspection of the sites
listed on this docunent. Based on that review and inspection, |
have classified all of these sites (with certain limted excep-
tions, noted below) into three categories with regard to their
suitability for residential devel opnent.

3. Category | represents sites which are not suitable for
residential devel opnent by virtue of their geographic |ocation
and surroundings. This category includes a substantial nunber of
parcel s which are conpletely surrounded by existing industrial or
ot her non-residential uses.

4.. Category |l represents sites which are apparently not
suitable for residential devel opnent by virtue of environnental
or other constraints. These include sites subject to noxious
i nfluences; e.g., toxic waste disposal areas, as well as sites
| ocated largely or entirely within floodplain areas.

5. Category Ill represents sites which are potentially suit;
able for residential developnent of nultifam |y housing, although
the appropriate density of devel opnent nmay vary substantially from
site to site within this category.

6. | have prepared a table of sites divided into the three
categories set forth above, which is attached to this affidavit

as Exhibit A | have prepared a summary of the information contained



in nmy Exhibit A as follows?
Category | 453. 18 Acres
Category I 156. 65 Acres
Category 111 1256. 93 Acres
TOTAL (including one unclassified
par cel) 1866. 76 Acres
Assuming that all of the sites that are potentially suitable for
resi dential devel opment are developed for multifamly housing at
a gross density of 8 to 10 units per acre, the total nunber of
multifamly units that will ensue wll be between 10,055 and
12,569 units. Assumng further that 20 percent of those units are
| ow and noderate inconme housing, the nunber of such units that
will ensue wll be 2,011 to 2,514- | ow and noderate inconme units.
7. | have projected a gross density range of 8 to 10 units
per acre for the projected devel opnment capacity for a nunber of
reasons, notw thstanding the fact that net devel opnment density
for certain types of nultifam |y housing can be substantially
hi gher than that figure. M/ reasons for so doing are as‘folloms;
(a) Many of the sites listed on ny Exhibit A although
generally suitable for residential devel opment, contain
substanti al acreage which is not appropriate for devel op-
ment. Such acreage includes floodplain |ands, other environ-
mentally sensitive | ands, power line rights-of-way, and
areas that must be set aside to buffer residential devel op-
ment from hi ghways, non-residential uses, and other poten-
tially deleterious factors. For this reason, the Qross
density of devel opnent of these sites nust by necessity
be substantially |lower than the met density feasible and

appropriate on the buildable portions of these sites.
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(b) I'n looking at a community as a whole, it is not nec-
essarily appropriate to nmaxim ze density on all sites that
are suitable for nultifam |y devel opnent. It is appropriate
to seek a mxture of housing types, including towhouses
and two to four famly houses, which are custonmarily devel -
oped at lower density than garden apartnents. Simlarly, in
order to maxim ze the ability of a developer to respond to
mar ket demand (and thereby provide the basis for a mandatory
setaside) a mxture of densities nmay be appropriate. In
addition, certain of the sites in question are very | arge,
and may lend thenselves to a planned unit devel opment app-
roach, in which open space and nonresidential facilities
may be appropriate (although nonresidential facilities should

not be required).

In view of the considerations set forth in (a) and (b) above, the
setting of specific densities, and the determ nation of the maxi mum
appropriate density for each individual site, is only possible after
an in-depth analysis has been done of each site, including traffic,
environnental , narket, and other planning considerations. Such an
i n-depth study would require an extended period of tinme .to conduct,
and is clearly not feasible at this time, in view of the tine con-
straints affecting the present litigation.

8. Finally, the gab between the projected unit yield of these
sites, as set forth above, and the Township of Piscataway's fair

share housing allocation, as presented in the court-appointed
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expert's report of April 19841 is so great that no reasonable

upward adj ustment of density can realistically bridge that gap.

ALAN MALLACH

Sworn to before me this ~J'' day

of My, 1984,

Attorney at Law, State of New Jersey




EXHBIT A ALAN MALLACH AFFIDAVIT O MAY 24, 198-4 PAGE 1 of 2
CLASSI FI CATI ON O VACANT PARCELS IN TOMSH P O PI SCATAWAY
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CATEGORY SI TE NUMBER ACREAGE
CATEGCRY | 9 (part) 7.4%
11 26. 7
18 : 7. 83
19 7.79
58 25.0
14. 54
22 5.0
23 28. 79
24 10. 74
25 8.0
26 40. 98
217 31.0
36 2.17-,
41 (part) 48.76
: .t
56 16.0
58 0. 62
59 29. 27
64 1. 65
;9 9.1
3 5.0
73 51
74 6. 99
3.8
CATEGORY | | 5 40.0-,
9 (part) 47.6
13 26. 0
5
7.8
61 10. 42
62 6. 63
65 43
66 3.5
67 ‘ 3. 4
CATEGORY |11 1 10. 7
2 125. 1
3 24. 9
10. 0
4 55. 62
6 88.0
7 35. 6
- 8 34. 0
10 34.



EXHBIT A PACE 2 of 2

CATEGORY SI TE NUVBER ACREAGE
CATEGORY |11 (CONT.) - U 66. 25
- 16 14. 29
e 17 17. 21
-2 6.35
] 23 1. 09
50. 58
- 30 10. 9
31 43. 62
32 63. 85
33 14. 3
34 74. 65
35 7.82
37 48.0
38 29. 18 -
-40 7.2 L
41 (part) 324
j% 14. 7
20. 0
44 40. 94
45 55. 64
46 9.4
47 6. 16
48 17. 29
49 ARt
g% 12. 777
9.4
53 g 5
54 40.0.,
57 49. 7%
60A 18. 690
60B 13. 29°
60C 2.85
63 2.81
68 4.0 ,
75 e
76 2. 99
77 7.2
78 :
79
NOTES:

1Site has been divided between two categories and acreage in each
category has been estinated.

2. : .
Site is made up of nmultiple separate parcels. Not all separate
parcel s have been i nspect ed.

Site 69 has not been inspected, and cannot be classified on the
basis of avail able nap/tabl e data.



