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1 THE CHAIRMAN: We apologize for
. 2 the delay, Mr. Frizell.
| 3 MR, FRIZELL: Thank you, Mr.
4 Larkin.
5 My name is David Frizell and I
e represent the Applicant here.
7 Let me say that I have provided
8 Mr. Sagotsky, the attorney for the Board
S with an Affidavit of Publication and also
10 , an Affidavit of having served notices in
; 11 accordance with the list was supplied to us
12 by the Township.
. 13 MR. SAGOTSKY: Samuel Sagotsky
14 has receipt of this Affidavit. It has been
15 represented by the attorney, Mr. David
16 Frizell, that he has served all names in
17 accordance with the list presented to him
18 in accordance with the law by the municipality.
19 Mr. Prizell has also offered, and I have
2 the formal notice of the special meeting.
21 Under the Public Meetin Law, he has given
22 notice by publication, as noted in the
23 Affidavit,
. 2% Do you want to give that a
25 number? .
®
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MR. FRIZELL: Perhaps before
we do that, Mr, Sagotsky, we should also
note for the record that we have marked
prior to the commencement of the meeting
a number of Exhibits which were previously
part of the application, that Exhibit A-1
is a R°SiQ§§} M;g prepared by Rahenkamp,
Sachs & Wells Assoclates; A-2 13 a Site
Analysis Map, also RSW&A; A-3 1s avtand 1
Use Plan, also by RSW&A; A-l 1s the
Ordinance of the Township of Colts Neck;
A-5 18 the Applicgtion Form by the Applicant;
A-6 1s a Subdivision Memo, which was prepared
by myself; A-? is a Project Description,
prepared b&mRSW&A; A-8 18 the Master Plan

Analyf}g, prepared by RSW&A; A-9 1is
the Market Analysis, prepared by RSWE&A;
A-10 1s a Real Estate Analysis, prepared
by John Lazarus.& Company; A-1ll is a
Judgment Order, filed in the Superior Court
on August 3rd, 1979.

Let me say -- also let me put
in the Affidavit/or Publication, Mr.
Sagotsky, asA-12,.

MR. SAGOTSKY: The Affidavit of

®
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1 | Publication. And the Affidavit of Notice
2 | will be A-13.
3 MR. DAHLBOM: Excuse me, what
4 was A-T7?
§ MR, FRIZELL: A-7 was a booklet
3 6 entitled Project Description.
7| MR. DAHLBOM: Thank you.
8 MR. FRIZELL: Let me also add
9 by general introduction that this 1s an
§ 10 application as described in the memorandum
k 11 : for a Variance and the approval for a plan
12 for a planned unit development, that the
. 13 application was filed last September, that
i 14 , this proposal was initially made to the
15 Township for a change in zoning, to which
16 the Applicant had no response, which led
17 to a Supefior Court action in the Law
18 Division alleging that the Township's
19 Zoning Ordinance was void and invalid
20 because of the exclusionary, and the Law
21 Division, pursuant to the Judgment marked
22 A-11, entered an Order declaring that the
23 Township Zoning Ordinance was void and
. % directed the Township to adopt a new
25 Zoning Ordinance in accordance with the

®)
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. 1 specific terms of that Ordinance. Subsequent
‘ 2 to the entry of that Order, we made an

3 application to the Zoning Board of Adjustment.

4 On September 20th, 1979, the

S Zoning Board of Adjustment adopted a

8 Resolution rejecting the application, and

71 as part of this suit, the Law Division also

8 followed that Resolution; pursuant to

9 ' a Superior Court Order, this time signed
! 10 A . by Judge Patrick McGann, the Zoning Board
1 of Adjustment was directed to conduct
| 12 Hearings on this application. That's how
. 13 we are here this evening.

14 In a previous agenda meeting,

15 the meeting for the purpose of discussing

16 the agenda of this application, we did

17 discuss with the Board the matters which we

18 felt were appropriate to be considered in

19 this application, at least the order of

20 events that we expected we would present

21 then, At that time, a tentative scheduled

22 meeting was arranged, and that's the subject

2 matter of the Publication that Mr. Sagotsky
. 24 referred to. It's the Notice in accordance

25 with the Public Meeting Act. The first
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"this testimony. So if you do have questions

' you direct them to the nature of the testimonyA
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order of business that we indicated would

be brought before the Board's agenda would

be the project description. Let me caution
you, that Mr. Rahenkamp will testify about

the projest, and I caution you this will

not be all of Mr. Rahenkamp's testimony. More

detailed information obviously has to follow
of Mr. Rahenkamp, I would only request that

that's the general nature of the project.
Obviously, we canit do the whole project,
the whole proposal in one meeting. And so,
if you do have specific, more detailled
questions, it's very likely that will be
dealt with #t a later meeting. So I would
call Mr. John Rahenkamp.

MR. SAGOTSKY: Mr. Prizell,
before you start, please, I would like to
Just remind you we do have an 11:00 o'eclock
cut off. We adopted a Resolution about a
year and a half ago about an 11:00 o'clock
cut off. So if you would try to keep your
questions pertinent,

MR. FRIZELL: I'll assure you I
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will do that. I belleve that -- I don't
believe in duplicating unnecessarily the
matters that are printed in the submitted
memorandum. To a large extent, we rely
on them and to the degree necessary we will
restate the conclusion. We don't want
to extend this Hearing any longer than
necessary. We have detailed material
whieh 18 contained in the written submission.

MR, SAGOTSKY: Excuse me, I
would like to have a stipulation that you
offering Exhibits A-1 through A-13,
at least to the first ten, A-1l through 10
are comparable, P-1 through 10, as set
forth in the transcript of the proceeding
held before Judge McGann?

MR. FRIZELL: That's right.
The Exhibits were marked in that same order.
Thank you. Mr. Rahenkamp.

MR. MARKS: .Excuse me. (erald
Marks.

Mr. Frizell, I have just a
question of you relating to the nature of

your application. Is your application that

of a request for a Use Variance for PUD,

®




ot
. ! which if the Board was inclined to grant,
2 ~ you would then submit an entire approval
3 either to the Board of Adjustment or to the
‘ Planning Board for work on that? Or is your
5 application at this point a combination of
s | both?
7 MR. FRIZELL: The application is
: 8 for a Use Variance and the approval of a
9 preliminary planned unit development.
10 | - MR. MARKS: So it's a combined
11 application?
12 MR. FRIZELL: That's correct.
. 13 MR. MARKS: Thank you.
14 MR, SAGOTSKY: Do you understand?
18 MR. DAHLBOM: Sam, could you
16 talk up a little louder. We are having
17 trouble hearing you here,
18 MR. FRIZELL: Before you start,
19 Mr. Sagotsky, Mr. Marks I take 1t represents
2 the Planning Board tonight?
21 MR. MARKS: That's correct.
2 MR. FRIZELL: For the record,
3 let me enter an objection for the partici-
. 24 pation of the Planning Board. The Planning
% Board has a Statute in this Town, an
®
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Ordinance, documented obligation to consider
Use Variances to come before the Zoning
Board of Adjustment, to make comments on
them. To that extent, I view the Planning
Board as part of that governmental structure
which will review that application in a
quasi judicial capacity. And I think its
participation as an advocate or adversary \\
in this proceeding is an inherent conflict ‘/
in that role.

Having stated that objectilon,

Mr. Sagotsky, did you have a question?

MR. SAGOTSKY: My question
was directed as to if you could clarify
your answer about whether -- just what
this application is intended to include?

MR. FRIZELL: Well, it includes
a Use Variance and the approval of a
preliminary plan for a planned unit
development.

MR. SAGOTSKY: Well, can you
relate it to that site plan? Are you
including the site plan in that? |

MR. FRIZELL: Yes, the site

plan -~ yes, I can. A planned unit

®
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. 1 development preliminary approval is similar

to a site plan approval in terms to its

3 legal access. Although if you read the
‘ Land Use Lav, you will find that preliminary
S Planned unit development approval is somewhat
s different. If you like, I will semd a letter.
7\ But a preliminary planned unit development

: ’ plan and the approval of that plan has
9

different aspects than a normal regular site

10 plan approval. In fact, coincidentally your

1 n Ordinance relates to make the reference to

5 12

.. 13

a planned unit development, although I don't

know. And a finding will have to be made

; 14 in the context of a planned unit development.
15 MR. MARKS: For the record, the
16 Planning Board is here.
17 MR. SAGOTSKY: Announce your name,
18 please, for the record.
18 MR. mﬁxs: Gerald Marks.
2 MR. SAGOTSKY: I might ask you

to repeat your name from time to time so
whoever listens to the record can identify
your voice. }

MR. MARKS: * Good. The Planning

_ ‘I'P'
% 8 B B

Board is here in its Ordinance role as an

®
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advisory body to review the proposal bdefore
the Board. If Mr. Prizell chooses to proceed

Jnlt 48 an adverse body, that's his con-

elusion and we will leave that to the

5 disoretion of the Board to determine later.

¢ But at this point we are here to review

7 this proposal, give our input to it,

s determine its strong points, weak points --
: 9 their weak points, their strong points and
g 10 | . essentially to evaluate the proposal.
? 1 MR. SAGOTSKY: As the attorney

12 for the Board of Adjustment, I also want
. 13 to go on record that I have advised the

14 Board in writing and verbally that they are

15 sitting in a judicial, sometimes known as

18 a quasi judicial capacity to hear all sides

17 and judge the matter fairly.

18 | , MR. FRIZELL: Thank you, Mr.

19 Sagotsky. John Rahenkamp, please.

20

JOHN RAHENKAMP, being first duly sworn

according to law, testified as follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION BY MR. PRIZELL:

'l.,
R 8 B

Q Mr. Rahenkamp, by whom are you employed? g




‘
h

H
5
-]
FS
b3

RN L TR TP R P

10

11

12

I3

14

1§

16

17

18

19

& 2 8 B

PAGE

Rahenkamp - direct 13
y 29 [T 9
A RSW&A. LTy 2 5 A
bR A A .c‘ =zt A~
Q Which 18 «- ‘ -
A Rahenkamp, Sachs & Wells Assoclates.
Q And what's your position with that firm?

A I am President.

Q And where is that firm located?
A We are at 1717 Spring Garden Street in Philadelphia,
Q What's your business with that firm?

A The business of the firm is essentially 50% of
thc-timn on planned unit development or a major development

throughout the country, the other 50% doing public

planning work, including publication for HUD and various

v e
D

other organizations. Primarily related to primary unit
development and access of impact analysis,
Q How long have you been engaged in the

planning business?

A About 20 years,

Q And how long.have you been engaged in design
or planning large developments?
A Oh, at lea;;’;he last 15 years.

Q And is that the same period of time that

you had experience in planned unit development?
A Yes. The planned unit development we began in
the State preceding the State's law, in fact.

Q Approximately how many planned unit develop-

- ®




Rahenkamp - direct P;GE 14
1| ments have you been involved in one way or another, either
2] 1n your participating as a designer or as a chief designer,
3| principal designer?

41 A Probably ﬁll over the country about 80. We have

5| now about 25 of them under construction all the way from

§ | Wichita, Kansas, about 40,000 acres planned development

7| to a 100 acre one called the Village of Pinerun, which

was the first one in the State.

o R
(-]

9 q How many have you done, approximately, in
10 | New Jersey? .
i A About 10.

12 Q And can you roughly guesstimate the per-

13 centage that make up the total number of the planned

% . 4 | unit developments in the State?
+ 15 A I honestly don't know.
16 Q Do you hold any degrees, Mr. Rahenkamp?
17 A Bachelor in Landscape Architecture, Masters Degree

18 in Landscape Architecture in Regional Planning from the

—— sy aim

19 University of Pennsylvania.
2 , MR. SAGOTSKY: I would like

21 ‘ to interrupt at this time. I belleve that
the transcriber has not been sworn,

(Reporter sworn.)

BY MR. FRIZELL:

,‘I’“
8 R B B

Q Mr. Rshenkamp, I know you were present when
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Rahenkamp - direct PAGE 15
the Chairman of the Board asked that we not over duplicate
the material we already submitted in writing.
A Fine.

Q Would you tell the Board, though, generally,
and sgain keeping your comments to the general nature
of this evening's presentation, some of the advantages
and purposes of the planned unit development concept?
A All right, Well, there are several very eritical
reasons why planned uQit developments should be assessed

very carefully, and in fact are reenforced by the Land

.Use Development Law. One critical reason is, planned

unit developments they allow a cluster of units, more
unita sharing the same facility, same roads will generally
generate the less costly housing, instead of stretching
out the roads and utility all 0ver the place as for
conventional development. Secondly, they normally
generate a substantial amount of open space without
requiring major public investment . Thirdly, in most
cases they would produce a variety of housing so that
we can accommodate not only conventional single-family
housing for folks, but also people without children,
o0lder people and younger without marriage, and so on.
So, generally, the Land Use development accommodates

a variety of people. Fourthly, because they are in

Grid development over several years, planned development
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Rahenkamp - direct PAGE 16

essentially is a covenant between the town and the
developer, that the developer can be induced and should
be induced to generate higher quality in terms of open
space and in tirns of environmental protection than
under conventional development. The point being that
the town would know over several years what development
was going to occur and be able te antioipato that
development in a much better way than conventional
development pattemunder conventional subdivision where
the investment will last over several years.

MR. MARKS: Exeuse me, I would
have an objection. Perhaps I am incorrect,
but the witness was not sworn.

MR. SAGOTSKY: He was sworn.

MR, MARKS: Okay. And my
second objection 1s as follows: 1Is Mr,
Rahenkamp.testirying as a landscape architect
in the capapeity --

MR. FRIZELL: I presented his
credentials and he will testify to what he
testifies about when he testifies, I know
that sounds fortuitous, but I personally
don't engage in semanties discussion as to
what capacity Mr. Rahenkamp will be testifying.

be
He designed this project and he will/testifyin%




Rahenkamp - direct PAGE 17
1 as a general planner and general designer,
2 MR. MARKS: Under hia::aﬁ;icataonﬁ,
3 aside from the fact that he serves as a
4 project planner for various projects, I
S , pieked up two degrees, both in landscaping
¢ architecture. Are there any other degrees?
7 | Are there any other licenses?
8 MR. FRIZELL: Mr. Sagotsky, are
9 we going -- I am not being Deposed, am I.
10 . . I am not being asked questions?
1 MR. SAGOTSKY: Well, I don't
12 | know. When Mr, Rahenkamp testified as to
13 his background before Judge McGann, my
14 recollection is that he was qualified as a
15 landscape designer and landscape qdalifications,
18 that was his presentation.
17 | MR. MARKS: But he is not a
18 licensed pla&nar?
19 MR. SAGOTSKY: That I do not
2 know,
21 MR. FRIZELL: A licensed planner?
, 2 MR. MARKS: Of the State of New
23 Jersey.
. | % | BY MR. FRIZELL:
| s Q Mr. Rahenkamp, do you have a professional
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Rahenkamp -~ direct 18
planning license of the State of New Jersey?
A No, we work in all states, I hold licenses in other

states. When we do public planning in New Jersey, I

*

then use someone else in the office.

Q Is .a professional planner's license required

in order to do planned work‘in the State of New Jersey?

'

A Only for a Master Plan.
Q9 And oﬁly representing municipalities?
A Yes.
—T" MR. MARKS: Mr. Rahenkamp just

said a license was required -- was not
required to do public work.

THE WITNESS: 1It's required to
do Master Planning, no question. And when
we did the Master Plan in Moorestown, part
of New Jersey, several other municipalities
in New Jersey, when we do license work in
New Jersey w; have a fellow in the firm
who 1is licensed_ig the State,

MR. MARKS: What constitutes
a licensed plagger?

THE WITNESS: In New Jersey a
licensed planner?

MR. MARKS: What type of work

constitutes a licensed planner.

- ®




Rahenkamp - direct PAGE 19
1 THE WITNESS: What do you want
2 to do, Mr. Frizell?
3 MR. FRIZELL: Yes, I was going
4 : to enter an objection.
st . Me. Rahenkamp will be subjest
s | to oross-e¢xamination at the conclusion of
7 " his temtimony. And as Mr. Sagotsky said,
s Mr. Rahenksmp was qualiticd in court. I
L really don't want to belabor --
] 10 . : - MR. MARKS: Well, I can
i appreeiate your position, but I am at a
i 13- loss to determine whether the project
. 13 that he is talking about requires a licensed
1 " planner. If it does, fine.
15 MR. FRIZELL: That's a legal
18 question, I would submit the answer to you
17 is "no", and you are welcome to do your
18 own research line.
19 MR. MARKS: Well, I appreciate
0 that. Still and all, I'd like to know
a1 whether his capacity here is strictly as
2 a landscape architect?
3 MR. PRIZELL: Of course not. —
. 4 Mr. Rahenkamp just testified he i;as been
25 involved in 80 --
| ®




Rahenkamp - direct | PAGE 20

1 MR. MARKS: Uh-huh.

2 | MR. FRIZELL: -- planned unit

3 developments as a designer of the plan, in

4 soms capacity as a designer.

S ' " - THE WITNESS: And project manager.

6 - ‘- © MR, FRIZELL: And project manager.

7 Now, == )

8 THE WITNESS: And have testified

9 to that extent in the courts of New Jersey.
10 | »  MR. MARKS: Be that as it may,

nmj| I'd 1like to enter my objection to the

12 ‘ testimony of the witness and that the

13 Board should consider his testimony not (_
T4 as a licensed planner from the State of |
15 New Jersey. And I will renew that at a

16 later point at cross-examination. ™

17 MR. SAGOTSKY: At this

18 Juncture of the case, I might say that I

19 construe the objection not as to his --

20 an objection for the Board -- not an

21 objection for the Board to rule upon him

2 as a witness but' for th; Board to take into
3 consideration the weight of his evidence.

. u MR. MARKS: Correct.
3 , MR. SAGOTSKY: At this point, I
. 2
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will so advise the Board.
MR. MARKS: Thank you.
MR. SAGOTSKY: I am trying to
speak a little louder. Can you hear me?
BY MR. FRIZELL:

A

Q You were speaking, Mr. Rahenkamp, sbout the
advantages -- - —
A I think I was on the fourth one.

THE CHAIRMAN: Integrated over
the years.

A Thank you. And generally the planned development

~tcchn1qu9~aliows us to emulate any negative impacts. In

other words, there is opch space, there is performance
standards and environmental protection built into the
project and sufficient room to resolve environmental
problems. For instance, we can retain the site by
clustering the units in the right places, we can
accommodate a good portion of the vegetation because
we don't lot out the entire job. Essentially we can
do a much better site plan than we can with any
conventional development pattern and it gives a designer
some flexibility to do a vetter jobdb.

Q Did you bring slides?

A Yes.

THE CHAIRMAN: Do you want the

®©
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lights on here?

THE WITNESS: Let's see if we
can do them with them on.‘

MR. SAGOTSKY: Identify your
submission for the record.

THE VITNESS: The slide trag
has numbers on the outside of it and we
can give you 2 list of the slides by numbers
S0 we can reconstruct the ones that we use.

MR, FRIZELL: Well, I woulq,

Mr, Sagotiky, suggest that we simply refer
to all of the slides as A-14, We don't
intend to leave them here, obviously, and
I'1l ask Mr. Rahenkamp to keep them intact.

THE CHATIRMAN: Why don't you
leave a 1list of them, if you don't mind.

THE WITNESS: Fine.

MR. FRIZELL: Do you have a
list with you?

THE WITNESS: I don't have a
1list with me. What we will do is, when we
take them down, we will identify the slides.
Every slide has a slide identification number

on 1t.

MR. FRIZELL: Fine. Thank you.

®
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Rahenkamp - direct PaGE 23
! THE WITNESS: The basic principle
2 of planned development 1s rather simple. It's
3 & matter of clustering the units more closely
‘ together in order to get residual open space.
5 In order to reduce the amount of utility and
¢ the road requirements. There is a substantial
7 advantage not only in introducing less
' costly housing for the developer, but there
9 is also substantial development for the
10 | ‘municipality. The basic principles are
n related to performance standards, and
12 legitimately planned developments usually
3 are generated at much higher standards than
14 conventional development. For instance,
15 we can covenant the whole order on site
16 by using retention parts. Typically we
17 work the whole conservation and generate
3 18 retention parts on site. I will show you
19 some on the site plan which I had exactly
2 that issue, the advantage of doing that
2 particularly because the reservoir down
2 the stream is very critical and in fact the
B quality of the water going off site will be
. 4 better than under conventional agriculture
| S operation. And in fact, they produce a
=
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PAGE Y

substantial amenity to the community, not
only for the planned development but also
for the abutting owners.

There are lakes, by the way, on
this property which we will work with. The
principle is obviously fairly clear, we
want to absorb the water on site rather
than running it off downstream. In fact,
we will ask for relief in terms of narrowing
down the streets so we can reduse the amount
of impervicus cover, eliminating undergrouand
drainage so we can drain on the surface
rather than below grade. That means we can
move the water more slowly. And in fact,
we can leave most of the natural streams
in their natural state., The stream is in.
the middle of a 305 acre planned unit

development in Reading, Pennsylvania called

Flying Hills and it's developed at four

units per acre. So we can do very intense
development, if it's done right, it maintains
quality.

We wish to reduce the amount

of drainage going off site. One of the

ways we have done that in a project in

®
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Rahenkamp - direct PAGE 25
1 | Medford, New Jersey was basically zon'od
2 for half acre single family, we asked if
3 we couldn't do 5,000 square foot lots, In
4 other words, smaller lots in returm for
5 | , 703 residusl open space. These are pr_tmrnj ” -
| s two bedroom units single family detached '?
::;_, Y houses, and 1t's basically a very good
‘ 8 plage to live and the residual open space
§ 9 I think justifies the clustering. Out
% 10 . - of the 104 units, by the way, we have four
1 | children,. The demography in the country
5 12 - are changing drastically and we need much
| . 13 better accommodations.
4 -~ That's our storm sewer system,
15 no pipe. The lakes and ponds, In addition,
18 we build usually every house on a cul-de-sac
17 or a dead end street. I explained that
18 if you have a strip development of a minor
19 subdivision lots along the roads like in
2 Colts Neck, the accident rate will be seven
21 times as great where fhere are indiscriminate
2 access even from the large lots. Therefore,
23 we cluster and work with cul-de-sacs in
. u our rural community, particularly the strip
25 minor subdivision lots along the roads. The
©
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PUD offers an opportunity to planned
development very much better. So, in our
PUD ovnryong lives on a dead end street.

The main roads in fact are substantially 7
narrewgy ¥han one would normally anticipate, |
Tht*ijji!&ianhich residential wiits occur |

are widsr, usually. The main roads are
narvewer becauses there is no parking on

those driveways. In addition, we keep

the sidewalks and put them inmuch safer

pluéicgdigr from the roads. In addition.
we have usually no curbs or gutters se %ff
we can run the water into the grades and
into the ground as quickly as possible to
keep the vegetation in better shape,

The typical detail on the edge
of the réad would be one in which the blacktop
would occur here, but the gravel base would
go out at least 18" beyond the edge of
the dblaektop so that it stabiliszes and there
would be a swale paralleling the road
which would have a bottom about six inches
below the base of the gravel beneath the
baao‘of road so no capilary water would come

underneath the road. And 1t wouldjgook 1ike
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so, which what's now known in the State as
low technology standard, all of which assist
us to produce less costly housing of higher
quality.

There are occcasionally whem the

snow plows aﬂd vehicles wish t¢ see where

the intersection is, occilionally we use
vertical bollards --

MR, SAGOTSKY: Vertical what?

THE WITNESS: Bollards,
B-0~l-l-a-r-d-s, This is the main road
running through the planned development.
Further, we separate the pedestrian and
vehicular traffic so that it's safer.
Typlcally we use bike routes. This happens
to be a two-way bike route, but they are
used very intensely in the PUD that we have
done, At least 70% of the people say that
the pedestrian ways ;re the most valuable
recreation. The next thing is swimming pools
and everything else drops off thereafter.
Furthermbre, we have to have clearing
controls in planned development that adhere
to higher performance levels than in most

cases in conventional levels. So we will

)
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! agree to --
2 MR. SAGOTSKY: Pardon the
3 interruption., 1Is everyone in the audience
¢ able to hear this discussion? If you are
§ not, perhaps I could ask the spesker to
¢ spesk wp of stand back a little bit.
¢ THE WITNESS: Sure. Can you
s hear me? I am sorry. Thank you. |
| ’ MR. SAGOTSKY: Repeat where I
| 10 think I interrupted you.
1 THE WITNESS: My comment was that
12 protection of the vegetation is important
13 not only, by the way, in terms of esthetics,
M but in terms of welfard. By maintaining
15 the existing vegetation, the water will
18 run off slower off the site and will reduce
7 the energy demand and serve the publie
% 18 purpose. So, typically we will establish
19 a 15' clearing limit beyond bdbuildings and
0 then maintain existing woods. There are
21 " very nice existing woods, by the way, on
2 our site and we basically put lower density
i n of housing in those ‘areas in order to save
. % the majority of those woods. In fact, |
] ‘we can build a fairly higher density even
~
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1 in the woods., This happens to be 32 units
2 to the acre garden apartmients‘, three stories
8 high, and the trees are within 8' of those
4 buildings. It looks like that from the
5 | 2ir. 8¢ we can put fairly higher density
¢ fairly sensitive on the ground withous
7 abusing the quality.
8 This happens to be the Village
9 of Pinerun, one of the first PUD in the
10 | . State of New Jersey. We also have used
1 angle units on this project so we can
12 follow the contours soc we do the least
13 amount of grading. The objectives that
4 we are trying to obtain on this site with
15 planned development is to get sufficient
18 flexidbility that we can accommodate the
17 variation in the site. In other words,
g 18 rather than putting monolithic zoning
19 across the site, let's get flexibility
2 S0 we can accommodate the vegetation or
21 the slope or the variety of the site and
2 do a much more sensitive job., We can geot
23 much more efficient siting in the unit
. ¢ so we can produce less costly housing. We
‘ - can cut down on the amount of paved surface,
®
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l not only we run less water off but we
2 reduce the cost not only to the developer
3 and to the eventual buyer of the house but
4 alsa to the town. In terms of maintenance,
§ : we out down the utility --
s a o -+ THE CHAIRMAN: Excuse me. That
? eireulation, 1s that what you are talking
l} | about?
9 ~ THE WITNESS: Circulation of
10 , | . many roads, yes.
1 _ _ MR. SAGOTSKY: Mr. Larkin.
12 THE CHAIRMAN: Sorry.
13 THE WITNESS: Just to indicate
11 how sensitive we are as to how the site
15 plan comes together, this is from a planned
18 development in Pittsburgh called Holly
17 Ridge, and in this section you will see in
é; 18 an aerial which shows in fact that the
* 19 plans are very close to reality, This 1s
20 the general overall view of the entire
21 planned development. The interesting
22 point Qt the slide is that the density
v 2 of the housing on the upper portion on the
. 2% conventional zoning is about two to the
25 acre, the planned development has four to
®
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1 the acre, the open space residual is about
2 ' 35%. So there is a substantisl difference
3 in the ability to cluster a substantial amount
‘1 of open space. It should be pointed ous, :
5 by $hs way, that these areas that are nos "
s freed or previously clesred defore we began
? the site and only the outside buffer aveas
L are still freed.
’ The shopping areas we alse feel
10 .  should be an integral part to the commmity.
I One of the points made in the Muster Plan
12 was to eliminate or to avoid strip commerelsl
13 along the main roads. We happen to agree
e , with that, The commercial should be an
13 integral part of the PUD, or the community,
16 and it ought to have more residential than
17 the strip commercial. Similarly with
b 18 industrial, we have an office research
| 19 section, This happens to be what we did
2 several years ago, which we had to convince
2 the owners to build the buildings in the
a2 woods, even respective woods, to get a
<) very much better facility. This 1s}wha'c
. u we are looking to do is reduce tt;; clearing
] and grading on the site to the bare minimum
®
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. ‘ 80 we will have less environmental impact,
2 reduce the run off volume and velocity so

we are not affecting the reservoir, except

4 the quality of water, 1ncr§u¢ the percolation -
5 into the ground so we are recharging as
¢ much as possible, cut down the e¢o¢t not only g
7 for the initial construction but ilso for
E 8 the long term maintenance, which is a much
g 9 concern of the municipality, and get a higher
é 10 o . amenity and value out of the property than
SE | 11 in fast would be possible in a conventional
12 zon;lhg.
. 13 An additional illustration, this
11 happens to be Flying Hills in Reading,
15 Pennsyl.vania, 305 acre planned development
16 about the same density we are talking here.
17 This is for sale townhouses that we are
18 proposing here. This one happens to be
19 a gold course in the middle. These are all
20 for sale townhouses, You can see telephone
21 bollards differentiating where the edge of
22 the road is while still allowing surface
y =) drainage. Recreation amenities and single-
. 24 family housing and single-family road on the
' 25 top there. We have 1o§ked at barns integrated
©
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into the development. The club house happens
to be in the barn right there. And a lake

of 8 acres built in the middle of the

community. We have a very niece lake withim -

,tailvdt!iinp-nnt as well, ané '.qﬂili oxpau6 
the avgnﬁtnnity that gives us very nioce
quality of project.
BY MR. FRIZELL:
Q Mr. Rahenkamp, did you analyse the site
which is described in the Exhibit, including A-1, which
you are now looking ati, for suitability for planned

unit development as you described?

A !ei, we d4id.

- q And what 4id you do in terms of that site
analysis?
A Well, we went through three levels of analysis.

The first was to review the location as a unique location
compared to the regional of the town to the point of
establishing whether, for instance, the PUD would be a
natural extension of the existing road, whether it would
be a natural extension of the existing capacity. And

in fact, it happens to have a very unique loeation, in
that the existing Village Center of the existing school
and some level of commercial exists,

Q And by Village Center you are referring to

;;“*T
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the intersection of 34 and Route 5377
A Yes., Thank you. In addition, the new Route 18
interchanges just off the corner of the site, or will
be. So that the site is basically surrounded by rather
good circulation.
A VOICE: Excuse me. Could
you please move this? We can't see that
at all.
THE WITNESS: PFair enough.
A VOICE. Thank you very much.
THE WITNESS: Thank you. This
plan also happens to show -~
THE CHAIRMAN: Excuse me, I
am sorry, would you say what you said again
about the Route 18 interchange? I didn't
hear,
THE WITNESS: Just from 537 to
34 interchange on the lower section of the
property, and in fact biseets the property
with an area that we have identified on the
lower section and the majority of the site
falling in the upper portion. The point
is that the site has very good access to
major roads, which is a typical character-

+ 1stic of planned development. Most of the

| ®
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planned development ocours at interchanges
or in places where major roads are coming
together,

BY MR, FRIZELL:‘

Q And are there any other aspects in terms

' of regional context that ysu found important?

A Well, there was one consideration that's eritieal,

and that is that the water shed per acre line between
what goes into the reservoir falls about in the middle

of the site. The reason that's eritical is that the

sewerage treatment on this site of the water shed line

can be handled on the other side without affecting the
reservoir. That should be sufficient.

Q In addition to this regional context that
you examined, what other analysis of the site did you
perform?
A I am sorry tﬁat these rolled, they were in the
courtroom for a while and they look a little sloppy. This

is an environmental analysis of the site --

Q You are referring to A-2?
A Thank you. The reddish colors are steeper slopes,
5! center grade. In fact, the site rollsjquieo nicely.
The light blue areas in here, 1§ here are small water

impoundments, are small ponds on the site. This one

is quite nice. The green areas are obviously the trees.

®©
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The map has one closer to Route 18. There is a right-of-

way that runs through the site as well, and Jersey Central |
Power & Light right-of-way coming through here, coming
aeross Route 18, and then coming across to the other aldcz.ééfé'
Essentially there is a knoll in the middle of $he tracs

in this section of the growid. I don't now if 1 ean

- 1dentify it, except that it's north 6r the elementary

school, rolling back to 537, with taiply steep per grade

on the front side of that, which 1is qﬁito nice, as a

matter of fact.

| MR. DAHLBOM: Probadbly east of
the school.

THE WITNESS: Yes. I am sorry,
north is on the top side. 30 it's east of
the school. Thank you. Because of the roll
of the ground, there are some very exceptional
views from fhe knoll. Up on the top side
here looking back towards the lake is quite

"nice. Some of the areas back here, back in
these small ponds are quite nice., And we
can work with that with the site plan very

sensitive,

BY MR, PRIZELL:

Q I was going to ask you, what's the purpose

L
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of this site analysis in terms of subsequent work?

2 A Well, basically environmental base tells you

3 where certain types of units make better -- right sense.
4 Por instance, if we are in a steep slope like this, we

[ m to shelf mdon :partmnt units into those gra.dot, | t
] Wy gets a tlnmnﬂ; breese and through view. But o
7| we gan shelf into the grade, that way we have the least
8 | asmount of energy exposed, the construction cost goes

9 dowmi. So it's our purpose, if we can, to garden apartments, s
10 vhie¢h would be essential, to get the cost dmm-, the shelf r
1 them into the grades as much as possible to take

13| advantage of the grades. L~

13 Where the land is flatter, it makes more sense /

14 for single-family houses. Children are playing in ball

15 fields and playing space, and so on. So you look for
. 18 relatively flatter land. Where the tree cover is heavier,
§ 17 | we basically try to save the tree cover., We would be

18 very careful with the development of the trees there to

12 gt WY

19 | maintain as much as possible. So we work very closely

L.

with the site plan -- we work very closely to correlate

2 the site plan with the environmental data.

- ' 2 Q@  Now, from that, did you then develop the

t 23 | site plan? /

\{ \/
. u| A Yes, sir. This is only a block site plan, so we

t 25

are only blocking our views and we will have more specific
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units at ‘subsequent meetings. But at least it establishes
the background and the base from which we can work.
Q You are now referring to A-3?
& Yes.
MR. FRIZELL: Has that been
marked, Mr. Sagotsky? I don't lmow if
any of those maps are marked.

MR. SAGOTSKY: I have not marked
jthnn at the present time. I will mark them
later and I will mark them in oconformity
with P-1 as they were introduced by Judge
MeOann and I will mark them in that sequence.

Q (Continuing) And you sald that A-3 is
a bloock site plan. What does that mean?
A Well, it means that we are indicating land uses
where they make sense and where they are in the process
of defining the specific units that would be in each *
case located there and at least have narrowed down the
logic how the plan should go together.

Q Would you just generally describe the land
uses that are set forth in A-3?
A All right. Let's work backwards for a moment. At
the very least we want 20% open space under planned

development, so that's a starting point. A portion of

the open space obviously would fall in the power line

L-Ii =’ E
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right-of-way, and in fact it's good open space. And in
many cases would put ball fields underneath them and they
work quite well. In fact, we designed a golf course in

the region as well. In addition, normally the low land,

and they then in faet becoms the umbilical aordvconnoetlusr

- the units and the major space that exists and it would

be Deed restricted so they would be held as open space.
Q Now, whes you are referring to open space,
I take it you are referring to what we call common open
space?
A Yes. Thank you.
Q That's not all --
A No, the coverage of building would probably be in
about 21, 22% range. So obviously there is some residual
area of open space that used to be individual block as
shown on the side plans and the one that I showed in the
slide. But I am talking primarily common open space, which
would typically be maintained by the Homeowners Association
in common.
THE CHAIRMAN: And that's in
the green?
THE WITNESS: Yes., And some of
the primary concern, we wanted to make sure

we had some buffer against 18 on the top side

o,

w—
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1 here. In this case we turn back into the
3 lake and we didn't wish to give up this
va | open space when the view on the lake was
4 quite good. S0 we put some units there.
51 - The single-family residential are located
6| in the prinp block of trees which are
7 - there. Aiid condominlums in this area.
s And the two story condos in this area take
’ advantage of the view of the lake. Similar,
10 . . the front side m this ares the grade worked
nyp quite nicely, and we like to go twoand three
12 story garden apartments in that area as well.
13 We will maintain a substantial open space
4 buffer along 537, and as you can see, we
15 have identified a new pond on the lower
18 section here, but there would be running
17 water in that direction. And in fact, we
5 18 would retain the water, it's an esthetic
19 advantage as well as a controlled advantage.
2 We have identified an area for a bus stop
a1 in this particular area, and as well we
2 reserve that for some commercial, But
“ 3 primarily we try and ’yprk around some of
. u the existing buildlr;gl. Even the existing
| 25 'staok is quite nice, as a matter of fact.
&
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. 1 Patio houses we have identified in this
3 area, which are essentially like the 5,000
{ 3 square foot single-family houses, what
¢ I showed in Medford, those slightly tighter.
s And as subsidized housing in this particular
¢ triangle, primarily because it's surrounded
7 by trees and it's a nice location. The
s grade work is very nicely and there is
’ a stream running in the middle of the site
0 o - whieh would be connected through and seems
np to be a fairly good location for that
12 o losation. We try not to get that too
13 far up close to the road, we wish to fit
4 1t into good location as we can find. There
15 is a road identified running through the
18 middle of the tract, which comes off the
17 1971 Master Plan, which we have followed
i 18 | basically and we have accommodated that in
19 herq. The main road running through here,
2 we have no driveways and no curb or gutter
a and should basically be a combination of a
2 parkway. And when running through the single-
23 family, we narrowed it down to reduce the
. A amount of access. We also got an exit
‘ 25 loop coming on to 3% on the back of the
* ®
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site, which Henry Ney, a traffic engineer
will describe at a future date. This is
basiocally a right-of-way so we can run;
I think, & msuch nicer road.

BY MR, PRIIELL: ‘

- & You Iiiirﬁfirrins t0 ~-

A Yes, running through a portion of the parkway road
here. As far as the éehcr roads are concerned, the single-
families are, as you can see, are serviced by cul-de-sacs
whioh‘havb pedestrian exits coming out br the back side
so the kids can coms out the back side into open space
without having to go in the open road, which we feel
makes much sense.

I have office~industrial on the other side, this
is consistent with the Master Plan. And the sewerage
treatment facilitﬁ up on the top side, which is obviously
taking the sewerage from the project and --

Q Mr. Rahenkamp, without restating, or even
from my own memory, you mentioned in your previous
discussion about PUD, generally that you had certain
objectives including an attempt to provide for a variety
of housing type,'afford housiﬁg;;nt €ﬂe same time
preserve an environmcef:}‘quality. Dida you §r1ng those
principles to élay in tho preparation of that site?

A Yes. If we didn't, we wouldn't be here.

@
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1 , MR. FRIZELL: I have no other
2 : questions of Mr. Rahenkamp tonight. Mr.
3 ' Rahenkamp, as I indicated, will be back
4 té discuss other aspects of the projeat, bdbut
5 the purpese of tonight's initlal Presentation | |
L was $o present the framework of the plam.
Y Thank you, Mr. Rahonwkg%
8 THEMEHAIRMAN : Any members of
9 the Board have any questions for Mr. ‘
10 o . Rahenkamp? t
1 MR. TISCHENDORF: I have one s
12 | Qquestion., The blue at the dbottom, will
13 you say what the blue is?
4 THE WITNESS: This?
15 MR, TISCHENDORF: Yes,.
16 , . THE WITNESS: In this case
17 perhaps a hotel site or something on that
18 order. This has been identied as commercial
19 zoning, frankly I don't 1like that very much. ‘
20 MR. FRIZELL: The blue indicates
2 commercial use?
2 THE WITNESS: Yes.
23 THE CHAIRMAN: Anyone from the

. u% Board have a question?
25 MR. NIEMANN: You had mentioned
®
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1 about 20% of development was going to

2 be preserved for open spaces?

3 THE WITNESS: Common open

L spaces.

5 - MR. NIEMAMNN: Commen open

¢ spaces. Now, correct me 1if I am not

7 .miltmn, you also -- or did you calculate

] within the 20% the existing ponds and water-

9 ways?

10 ‘ | L THE WITNESS: Yes.

11 MR. NIEMANN: So that what per-
i 12 centage of that 20% is actually comoh land
. 13 acreage as versus waterways?
14 THE WITNESS: Frankly, I have
: 15 no idea because it's not any particularly

18 relevant number;

17 MR. NIEMANN: Okay. Then you

18 . classify it as insignificant?

19 THE WITNESS: Yes, because

20 | obviously you need the recreation space,

21 tennis courts and ball field, whatever.

22 And in fact, these lines are not magical,
: 2 so 1t's not a substantial issue. This prime
. u open space system are primarily circulation
25 and probably would not have very much

®
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1 recreation. A good portion of the recreation
2 in fact would fall into the individualiged
3 section and in fact the association, we would
4 have a common association on the major open
S space, these connecting lines, and then there
¢ would be individual associations %¢ maintain
7 ¥hatever common things were in the individual |
8 section.
8 | THE CMIRMAN: I think you
10 _ . indicated the lakes and waterways were
| 11 . essentially part of this whole plan?
, 12 THE WITNESS: Yes.
. 13 THE CHAIRMAN: If there were no
14 lakes on the site, what would happen in this
15 case?
18 THE WITNESS: We would make them.
17 THE CHAIRMAN: In other words,
18 you would create them. So the fact that
19 this site has lakes doesn't, you know, in
20 other words, you can create the lakes if
2 you need' to. You don't have to have them
2 natural on the site?
7 THE WITNESS: Yes. We usually --
. 24 in fact, the Plying Hills site that I showed
28 with a 10 acre lake on the last slide was a
©
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1 man made lake. So it's not unusual that
2 we wouldn't build the lake on any planned
3 d_evolopment. The reason why, because we
¢ are running more water off because we having
5 housing. The conventional teehnique would
¢ be by putting pipes and run them into the
7 river. So we need the lakes to hold the
8 water. Some of the lakes would be permanent
9 lakes and have permanent pools, some of the
10 . . lakes would be detention ponds which hold
nf the water, slow it down and then release it
12 slowly, and that would control the silt .
13 run off. And in fact, above this lake we
14 would put in silt control or detention
18 ponds for these eventually to hold the
16 water down below. In addition, we have
17 already Qtarted redesigning the edges of
i 18 these lakes to expand them so we get a better ,
19 view,
2 ' MR. DAHLBOM: Would they also
: 21 be used to help the Fire Department if they
_ 2 need water?
23 THE WITNESS: Yes, they can. I
. Y] obviously don't know how deep it 1s, but I
28 know they are pumping out of that now for
: ®
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! irrigation. So I suspect it's substantially
2 deeper than our normal flat pond would be,
3 THE CHAIRMAN: Does the Board
¢ have any other questions?
s | (Mo respense)
¢ Anyone from the audienée have
7 any qmieiom for Mr. Rahenkamp? Yes, sir,
o MR. RALEIGH: Jim Raleigh. The
s question I have is, what is the orange or
10 " red area at the bottom?
n THE WITNESS: This we would have
12 , to drill for water utility on the site. So
13 one of the answers to the fire protgction
§ 1 is we would have to provide water.
15 | MR. SAGOTSKY: Raleigh, is 1t?
16 | THE WITNESS: We have to go
17 with the central wells.
18 MR. SAGOTSKY: May I say anyone
18 who Speaks from the nudienco;plea‘u clearly
2 state your riame, spell, preferably, and
3 your address for the record. |
2  MR. RALEIGH: Jim Raleigh,
y =~} R-a~l-@~i-g-h,
. u THE CHAIRMAN: Any other questions
‘ 3 from the audience? :
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! MRS. GUNTHER: Dorothy Gunther,
2 I live on 537, across from -- directly
3 across where this project is located. And
‘ I am just wondering if this will affect our
$ well. VWe have well water, how would this
¢ be taken care of by your ecompany? It
7 definitely would affect our well. Would
8 it create 'nny problem with, I think they
’ | ‘call it the water level?
10 : ' THE WITNESS: Yes.
n MRS. GUNTHER: This 1s why I
12 am extremely interested.
13 THE WITNESS: The specific
g 14 1ssue of the water and the servicing of the
18 water will be addressed at a future meeting
18 by engineers. So I think it's premature
17 to answer. PFrankly, I don't think there
18 would be a substantial problem. I know
19 ‘ something about the soil and the underground
0 and would not anticipate a problem, but
21 that --
a2 MRS. GUNTHER: Because I do
) 23 know this problem was arisen when 18 was
Q. 7] put in and people lost all the water in their
3 vell.
®




Rahenkamp - direct PAGE 49
1 THE WITNESS: How deep 1s your
2 well, by the way?
3 | MR. GUNTHER: 35°'.
4 | MRS, GUNTHER: We never had a
st problem, | =
ol ~*" MR, FRIZELL: You are directly L:t*f?:
7 across the street?
s ; MRS. GUNTHER: Directly across
9 the street.
" : , THE CHAIRMAN: Why don't we
1 scheditle it roughly and we can try to tell
12 them what meeting we antiecipate the water
13 expert. We can't guarantee it because we
M« don't know how the schedule will run, but
15 o we can give . you an 1dea.
16 ' MR, SAGOTSKY: If I may answer
17 that, Yoﬁ should have a noiica -- we hope
?é 18 B to send notices to all concerned as to each K
| 19 meeting, but before you leave, you will see
20 on the bulletin board a scheduld of the
21 meetings from here on in during which these
| 2 matters will be discussed. You may attend
'. 23 all of these meetings, including all regular
. % meetings, at which time you will h;ir various
% 25 aspects of this matter,
|
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cross
MR. FRIZELL: Mrs. Gunther, we
will expect to have that aspect of the report
dealt with on June 17th.
MRS, GUNTHER: Thank you very
m‘. o
" PHR CHAIRMAN: Mr., Marks,

CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MR. MARKS:
Q Mr. Rahenkamp, you had indicated on the

lower right-hand portion a loop going on te Route 34,

‘eould you expand on that?

A Probably Henry Ney should talk to it. When we

are talking about a loop, we are talking in connection
to Route 34, there is some questions how the right and
ieft-hand turn movement would work, and that will have

to be resolved by Henry Ney.

Q I see. Now, the access to Route 34 --
A Are you talking about --
Q Now, I am talking about that. I am pointing

to the blue area. Your property doesn't extend all the
way down Route 34, does 1it?
MR. FRIZELL: Wait a minute.
Excuse me. It's Mr. Rahenkamp's property.

That property belongs to Mr. Owen. Owen

-~

is under contract as well as Orgo.
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1 MR. MARKS: Well, I am getting
2 a little confused because I have here A-3 --
3 | MR.FRIZELL: Yes.
4 | MR. MARKS: It does not indieate
S| | in this preperty outline that thie is owned
¢ | by anyone or depicted by soms of the eontracts "
7 or what,
s : MR. PRIZELL: What you have 1is
9 a plot plan. There is nothing on that plot
10 . o plan, anything about a contract. Do you
1 : have any other questions?
12 : MR. MARKS: Yes. What did you
13 | call him, Hollman?
u ~ MR, PRIZELL: Owen, O-w-e-n.
15 MR. MARKS: Is the Owen property
18 | adjoining this application?
17 | MR. FRIZELL: Yes, sir.
‘ 18 MR. MARKS: Do you have any --
' 19 do you have any authorization from them?
- 20 MR. FRIZELL: Yes. It's under
a1 contract.
: 22 MR. MARKS: Could you provide
: 3 that contract?
. % MR. FRIZELL: Certainly, I'll
i 25 be glad to.
-
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1 MR. MARKS: Is there not still --
: MR. FRIZELL: Do you have anything
3 with you?
| . A VOICE: Ne, net with me. S
T8 MR, WARES: That's all right, I'1}
¢ aceept m you will forward it to me within |-
7 the next couple of days. Even that, I don't
s believe, at least looking from here, that
s the Owsn property fronts on Route 34; 1s
10 o . that corresct? |
1 S MR. FRIZELL: That's not correct.
B o . A VOICE: That's eorrect.
13 | MR. FRIZELL: That's not correct.
14 Where that road goes through, it goes directly
18 on to Route 34,
18 o MR. NIEMANN: Could you place
17 a landmark somewhere, like the Colts Neck
18 Inn or that Esso Station?
g 19 MR. FRIZELL: You are close to
% 20 the highway. That property is the last
3 21 ' site possible. Before you hit the right-of-
22 way you sta::t getting to the interchange.
23 MR. MARKS: That road is not
2% completely on the Owen's property.
25 MR. FRIZELL: That's not correct,
®



Rahenkamp - cross PAGE 53
1 that road is completely on the Owen's
2 property. And what the problem is, that
3 the side line of the property is also a :
4 lidcum of the road, I take it. Correet? %:
5 | Yes. And that may not be colored because
s I believe the Owen's property is the horse
7 shoe shape.
8 A VOICE: You can't really
9 tell. It doesn't look like it on here, -
10 o . but you can't see.
1 THE CHAIRMAN: Mr., Marks,
12 could you maybe before we get to the heart
13 | of what you are trying to get at here, let
14 us know what it 1is?
15 : MR. MARKS: Yes. I want to
18 find out if this property, this Owen property
17 is going to be part of the Orgo tract. Are
: 18 you intending to bulld that road, construct 3
10 that road?
20 MR. FRIZELL: Yes, that would
21 | be part of the proJect. The Owen's property
2 is currently zoned commercial and it's
' 23 developed for commercial.
. 2 A VOICE: It might help, Mr.
25 Frizell, there is a 1little 1o£ -= I think
©
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that 1ittle piece that isn't colored, there
is another little lot. And when you say
horse shoe, the Owen's property does go

down tc'th. preperty, I think is what you

BY MR. MARKS:

Q Now, Mr. Rahenkamp, you had discussed
uses of gertain land techniques, for example, the use
of swale versus cenventional piping.

A Yes.

Q Where would that be available? Where
would that be available? Where would you be able to use
that, on what type of terrain?

A It should be on terrain that's not either exceptionall
flat or terrain‘that's exceptionally steep. If the

terrain is too flat, you have to dig too deep in order

to maintain a minimum. If the ground was steep, the
oropion of the water going to cross the ground would be

too high. So you have to put - I'ip rap or soms control

in order to keep the ground from eroding. So the best

is virtually what you have here, land between two to

five percent slope. And in fact, if you look fairly
closely, you will see that the major road follows along

the major ridge line, generally, and the cul-de-sac road

7 MR. PRIZELL: That's correct. L1 ?

y

>
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generally proceeding away from the ridge line so we can
run & swale parallel to the road and come from the open

space on the back side and the retention pond on various

(% But boaun@&:llypropcrt: generally sloping?
‘ﬁ :;‘, ’ !"n |
Q And where you fémidgentle sloping property,

yua.ponld use a swals technique as opposed to property --

A Yes. It also depends on the property of the soil.

‘Obviously, soll that will hold water. You couldn't do

it over muck soil or very heavy soil. Sometimes you have
trouble with sandy soil because the site in fact 1s just
ideal decause 1t'a.v|ry gpod farm soil, it's very nice,
moderate slope and --

Q But where we define similar types of soil

with a similar slope pattern we could use the swale

technique?
A Yes, I believe so.
Q Would you be testifying at the next Hearing

as to gredt detall on this project?
MR, FRIZELL: At the next Hearing,
I don't think so. But we will be back at

greater detail.
MR. MARKS: Would you have a date?

>




Rahenkamp - cross . PAGE 56

1 I notice you had a date for your --
1 MR. FRIZELL: We expect on June
L 26th,
4 _ A . MR, MARKS: June 26th.
oL sdew m water? Or which watent.
L . MR, MARKS: Neo. No. Net storm
8 : water, né. The next time you are going to }
’ | be back hare. =
10 . mm. FRIZELL: FProbably Jume 26sh. | -
1 |  MR. MARKS: But not prior to i
12 | that? "
13 . MR. FRIZELL: Probably not.

‘g 41 BY M. MARKS:

| 15 Q These ﬁoohniques you have gone through, these
18 techniques, is your presentation essentially general in
17 nature? |

i 18|, That which I have stated, oh, yes. .
19 Q And these are desired planning objectives
2 | 4n a general context which you used them today?
LY Which we set. Like we used them before based on

| a some experience.

: B Q But these techniques can be applied, eithor

. # a1 together or in part, to any particular location which

:‘i' 5 would have gentle rolling slopes and suitable 3611, is %
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! not correct?
2 A Yes.
’ Q One other question. There is -- referring
‘1 baek to A-3, from the major collector road there is a
®| cestgwtion “te be comstrusted by the Township in
¢ sceordance with the Capitsl Improvement Program.” Will
~7 you expand on that?t |
®1 A Well, this road shown going through the middle

%] of the site 1s shown 1n the '71 Master Plan. Therefore,
1o we luw incorporated it in that property which we owm
1 | §!t\ucn that point and that point., We odviously have
12 the responsibility to proceed on the roads, and those

13 properties we don't have direct ownership we obviously

4 | have to depend on the town to carry out the Master Plan

15 and to produce road connection.

, 16 Q Is there any thought at this point con-
17 cerning off tract contribdbution for construction of that
18|  road?

19 A The state law is fairly clear and explicit, in

; 0 that we should bear our fair portion of off site

a1 contribution in relation as to how many car trips were
a generated. So I think the formula for that is fairly
5 s clear. And we are quite experienced in participation
. 4 in those negotiations between the town and developer
25 to resolve in an equitable arrangement.

=




g

. “‘.%\' .M;:‘. .

10

13

14

18

18

17

18

19

» & B B

Rahenkamp - cross PAGE 58
redirect

Q So that in essence there would be a con-
tribution to off tract in proportion to whatever traffic

would be generated?

A ‘Following the State's law, yes.

ol vk THR CHAIRMAN: Aﬂ@_“tﬂ!‘@“ﬂltiﬁﬂﬁjﬁgk"?
from W, Marks?

b

T
ST | © " MR, MARKS: Just one seeond. No
other quesdtions. Thank you.

MR, PRIZELL: I just have one or
,eub'ypiu!iriof questions. |

unl -

REDIRECT EXAMINATION BY MR. FRIZELL:

Q I anm rtftrring now, Mr, Rahenkamp, and I am
not sure you arc»rlniiiar with it, I believe ggl”iro, to
A-11, which 1s Judge Lane's order. I am going to ask you
whether or not this plan in reference to the Order provides
for Townhouses, Garden Apartments, Patio Houses and zero
lot line houses?

A Yes, as far as the vtrnaculnt g0, 1t does provide
for that variety of houses. Patio Houses we &re making
some adjustments; but yes, |

Q Are there areas within the Zone Plan that
would permit the development of housing pursuant to a plan
which would mix different housing types, 1nc1ud1ng housing

types as described above and multiple housing, together with

)
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1 commercial houses adjunct to the residential development?
2 A Yes.

3 Q Are there any areas in the Zone Plan in

4 which development may be plamned for mmmod and crund
st lnm, and whieh um; development shall nlt 1
¢ 3 Mﬁu te WMIM having all W

71 Mttonl, essentislly rectangular in shape?

s A Yes, sir.
| . MR, PRIZELL: I have no other -'z
e} o . questions. | -
uf . MR. TISCHENDORF: May I ask
12 one more question? I don't believe you
13 said how the sewerage would get across ‘
7] under through Route 18.
15 THE WITNESS: As a matter of
16 fact, I don't know the technical way of
17 getting there. I know the treatment plant
g 18 is on that side and I know we are going ,
| 18 below Route 18. |
20 MR. TISCHENDORF: Does that
21 require State approval or --
22 THE WITNESS: It probably
| 23 requires State approval. I assume it would
‘ 2 have to have some approval, yes.
25 MR. MARKS: I have one further .
®
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question.

RECROSS-EIAHINATION BY MR, MARKS:
Q The standards which you applied, would they
not be applicable Yo s PUD?

A Which standaided:

Q The standards that you enumerated defore,
the use of the swale, the use of the cul-de-sacs, the
uses of utilizing grades for your apartment houses or
saving energy purposes, all the purpose -- all the tools }
that you laid out tonight, would that net be applieabl;
to another PUD site?

A Each site would obviously have to be evaluated and
aaleasedlon its own merits.

qQ But it would be applicable?

A The application of the particular standards would

be related to the particular site. For instance, in terms
of the swales and road width, and so on, yes, they would
not be unique to the site. They could be used and should
be ﬁacd throughout the town, not only on PUD but
conventional development as well. So it's not unique in
that way. However, the site might be unique compared

to other sites, being that -- and in terms of the performance
standards I am talking to, in that the access is different

than 1t would be on some other sites than other locations.

.
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1 MR. SAGOTSKY: Will you pause
2 foé & moment, please. We have to change
3 the tape.
) | THE WITNESS: The site 1s unique
5 B because it's backing up against 18, you
s | would be sensitive to the fact whet would
v cccur there. The site has a power line
s going through the middle of it which cuts
o | it down into relatively smaller parcels,
! 10 o . You will be sensitive to that. So each site
1 has its owmn unique charasteristic which would
12 be assessed and then you determine the
13 | performance.

14 BY MR. MARKS:

15 | Q A majority which you reviewed with us this

16 evening, that would be in general applicable to all
17 PUD sites?

18| A Well, I think we have come to some understanding.

19 Yes, there are certain characteristics which are common to.

% Lakie

Yy RS ]
e R End TN

20 | all PUD sites, there are characteristics which are unique
21 to each individual site because they are located in

different places,

that would be applicable to all PUD sites?

2
3 Q Which would be the general characteristics
p
25

A Those which would be more applicable would be storm
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sewer run off control, surface and cul-de-sac dead
ends,'that sort of thing that's applicable across the
board. And I would agree to that. Beyond that are

unique characteristies of every site and those would be
aidtaaat d&f!hrtntly»lﬁtiit'uouid impact the project.

For inetince, with the rié..nt.zy school down the lower
side of the site, it's very holpfu; and logical for

there to be a pedestrian oonnecyien loop so that people

come down, children come down the back end of the

 ‘sul-@e-sac and come into the elementary school. And

that's a2 unique characteristic to this site which would

- differentiate it from other sites. So that every site

should be assessed on its own base, This happens to be

‘& more unique one we think with PUD thansome of the others,

MR. FRIZELL: Okay, Mr. Rahenkamp.
(Witness excused.)
MR. FRIZELL: Before I call
Mr, Kiefer, Mr. Sagotsky, I ask you to
mark the two page document, and ask you to
mark it A-7A as & supplement to A-7 as
described by Mr. Rahenkamp tonight.
A VOICE: Mr. Chairman, would
the Planning Board be provided with a copy
of that document?

THE CHAIRMAN: I don't Bsee any

®
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reason why not.
MR. FRIZELL: I would call Mr,
Donald Kiefer to testify. This is simply
& subnission hy~thoxlp911cani.'v
K MR, SLQUYSEY: If I wej add for
the benefit of all, A-TA is offered as

a supplement to the applieafion. It's

offered as & part of the original application

filed heretn. |
MR, FRIZELL: If you would like
to ==
' THE CHAIRMAN: You want that
read into the record?

MR. SAGOTSKY: Well, it has
been our practice to read the application,
but so far we have not read it,

THE CHAIRMAN: We will keep it
for that purpose.

MR. SAGOTSKY: As to whether you |
wish to read this into the record as a matter
of amendment --

THE CHAIRMAN: I don't know.
Anyone else want it read into the record?

MR. SAGOTSKY: The only objection

that I on behalf of the Board would like to

®
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state at this time is that presumably it
should have been filed originally for the
purposes of anyone who wanted to look at 1t
who hasn't had the benefit of leoking at it

in aivtaaia That's only a tcchntﬁla oiaoetfin
for & prtqtidci-mattor. Of course, you may
accept 1%, I just don't want to‘wtivn any
right that the pudblic may have coming in

later and saying, well, we 4idn't know what

‘the application was after we got the notige.

But subjeet to that, I have no other comment.
A-TA 18 accepted. At this point, are there
any objections by anyone?

(No response)

(Document 1s received and marked
Exhibit A-7A into evidence.)

MR. SAGOTSKY: State your name.

MR. KIEFER: Donald E. Kiefer,
Kei-¢-f-o-r,

MR. SAGOTSKY: And your residence?

MR. KIEFER: 31 Huntley Road,

Holmdel.

MR. SAGOTSKY: And in what
capacity are you appearing?

MR. KIEFER: I am appearing as a

real estate expert. @
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1 DONALD E. KIEFPER, being first duly swo(:;-;?
2 according to law, testified as follows?
3
4 DIRECT EXAMINATION BY MR. FRIZELL:
S| Q Mr. Kiefer, by whom are you employed?
. A I am Senior Vice-President and partner in the real
7 estate firm of John D. Lazarus Associates.
) Q Where 1s that located?
9| A Ve maintain offices at 1035 Highway 35, Ocean
10 Township.
1 Q And what functions do you perform?
' u‘ A ~ Real estate appraiser and consultant on real estate
13 matters,
4 Q Did you prepare A-10?
15 A Yes,
16 Q Did you prepare the resume A-10?
17 A ‘ That's my educational and professional background,
18 yes, sir.
) 19 Q | How long have you been in the business of
2 rul}utatc?
21 A I have been continuously engaged in real estate
2 twelve years, slightly over twelve years,
2 Q Do you hold any licenses?
. | M .1 am licensed by the State of New Jersey as a
28 real estate salesman. The functions of real estate
®




‘wa!,nﬁswmlkmwha RS SO

11
12
18
4
18
18

17

Kiefer - Direct PAGE 66

appraisal and consultant are now presently licensed by the

State of New Jersey.
Q Do you have any degrees?

A I have a Bachelors degree in economics frq- Florida

State Univoriity. I have taken specialized courses in

real estate analysis and advanced techniques of ri.l estate
evaluation at the University of Houston, University of

San PFrancisco and Indiana University. I have suecessfully
completed all educational requirements.

1 am 8 member of the New Jersey Assoclation of

,'Rocltora, Association of Federal Appraisers. I am designa-

ted as senior member Certified Review Appraliser by the

-International Association of Review Appraisers., I also

instruct a course in real estate appraisal in Brookdale
Community College, which I have been doing since 1967.

Q Mr. Kiefer, were you requested by the appli-
cant to analyze plans which have been particularly designed

by John Rahenkamp?

A Yes,
Q And did you examine the site plar?
A Yes,
Q And wac the purpose of your examinatlon to

determine whether the development of that site in the way

described by Mr. Rahenkamp would adversely affect real

>

estate value in the surrounding area?
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1 A That was one of the functions of the study, yes.
2 Q What were the other functions of your study?
3 A Basically my study was two-fold: One, to determine

4 the impact of Sho proposed development on the community,

§| She other was to anslysze the site for suitability from a
¢ real estate point of view for the proposed development.

7 Q And did you analyze the site for suitabiiity

$ from a real estate point of view {n terms of. credibility?

9 ko, Yes, I 4id. |

1 :'Q ~ Now, with respect to analysis, let me aﬁk

1 ":ou -~ well, let me ask you generally, first. Did you

12 include a description of your analysis in A-10?

13 A | Yes, I have,

14 . Q All right. Now, in your analysis, what

18 sources of information generally -- we don't want to go

<&
'
w

4

16 all through A-10, but, generally, what sources of informa-
. 17 tion were you looking at?
18 A Well, the moat public significant source was the

19 number of physical inspections of the site as well as the
2 detailed personal study of surrounding land uses in the
21 municipality.

Q Are the results of that étudy detailed in

22

23 A-10?

% A There is an extensive description of the subject
28 property as well as the surrounding neighborhood, yes,

®
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1 Q Now, based on your analysis, did you form an
2 opinion whether the development of this site in accordance
3 with the plan described by Mr. Rahenkamp would have a

4 substantial adverse impact on surrounding propertiea?

s A I did form a conclusion in that record; yes.
(] Q  And what was that conclusion? |
7 A My conclusion was that it would not have a substan-

s tial adverse impact upon the municipality.
] - Q And will you tell us what that -- excuse me.
10 From what analysis was that conclusion based on?

1 A It was based on & number of factors. The first

12 factor I considered was the specific location of the site
13 within the municipality. In that regard, I considered the

1 fact that the site is effectively buffered on three sides

R Ay .’?"‘m oy

15 by existing principal roadways, Route 18 to the south,
18 Route 34 to the west, and Route 537 on the north. I also
17 | considered the existing land use to the east, which 1s the
18 Stavola Farm, acattle-breeding facility. I felt that all
19 of those factors were significant, in that it's my opinion
2 they would hot be advcr;oly affected by the 1mmed1gte
21 proximity to the proposed development.

I also consider the fact that the site is located in
what would be commonly referred to as the Colts Neck Villtg?

ared or the town center, where the degree of oxisting

deve}opment is considerably more intense than other centers

>
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of the township where there is existing commercial develop-
ment and where existing residential development is gtnnrtll(
substantially higher density than some other segments of
the municipality. 1In considéring those rsctorl, I con-
cluded that the physical prcl;nco‘or the propoloi‘dcvjlop-
ment on the subject site would not present any td#irctéﬂ

-—-/ .
impact by its mere presence. I felt that it was compatible}

that it was adequately buffered and it would genserally be 1p
keeping with the established development patterns in the
ares.

Q Did that include an analysis of the. commer-
cial site along Route 347
A Yes, 1t did.

Q And what did you conclude would be the impact
on that property?
A Well, in addition to, as I stated, patrt of my
determination that there would not be substantial adverse
impact, I have reached the conclusion which indicated thers
would be a number of positive impacts upon the municipality
These would include enhancement of the value and functional
utility of the commercial zoning along Route 34, some of
which is adjacent to the subject property as well as exist-

ing commercial development, both which would benefit by

the increased buying power assoclated with increased populas

-~

tion,
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Q Now, 414 you determine the impact, potential
impact upon the property values, gonorglly, within the
municipality, that 1s, not those property values which are
immediately adjacont to tﬁiu place?

A I addéoutcd nyself to v:rieui categaries of land
uses within the municipality in an ;ttchpt t dlt!?t&hh ths(
the effect would be. |

Q And what were the catogériol that you ad-
dressed yourself to?

A | kI addressed myself, as I sald, to the commercial
land, existing residential development, vacant land within
the municipality, and agricultural uses within the muni-
clpality,

Q , Could you tell us why you felt that a
planned development,as described here over a thousand
units would not increase the value of a residential unit,
say, down the road a quarter of a mile from 1t?

A Well, as I said, the first part of that answer would
be the fact that I feel the site in and of itself 1is
effectively buffered from existing development, particular-
ly residential development, more particularly larger narkid
residential development built by the nature of the buffers

I described, and by the fact that as you get further away

from the site, the less effect it would naturally have on

<

the point of view of visibility or immediate impact.
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I also considered the fact that the proposed development

~the greater degree of desirability, in my opinion, does

" make 1t suitable for this site development. I also con-

Kiefer - Direct PAGE 1

would represent a very substantial ratable within the
municipality. That's my opinion, that a ratable as sub-
stantial as that proposed would, af the vary least, provide
& very stable base, a very stable tax base for the mumi-
cipality. In my opinian and in my experience woﬁld oni:
serve to enhance property value. It would, in essence,
stabilize and I;‘;il probability tend to reduce the tax
burden on other properties within the municipality and as

such, make either ownership or development more desirable,

enhance the value of thig‘property.

Q ~ And, d1d you attempt to determine, Mr., Kiefer
whether or not from a comparative point of view, this site,
within the context now, again, of your expertise, in the
real estate area, whether from a comparative poiny of view

this site was suitable for the proposed development?

A Yes, I did.

Q And what did you do in order to analyze that
aspect?
A I considered, first of all, the characteristics which

I felt would necessarily have to be inherent to a site to

sidered those characteristics in the aspect of how they

would affect the economics of the development. In that
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regard, I also reached a conclusion that for the reasons I

‘prcviously stated would present a valuable PUD location,

in my opinion should be located near the town center
because of th.‘tict that it would be more compatidle in
that ares for anether township and also there wonld hgg
oertain amenfvies aswoeisted vith sueh & losstics the
would ntio iivclapnsnﬁ economically more viable.

Q What other sites did you look at within the
township? |
A I narrowed myself down to the tewn center ares.

Another consideration which I weighed heavily was that a
potential site should most appropriately be single owner-
shib. I 414 not consider assemblage to be feasible for a
project of this size for a number of reasons: one boing
the increased cost associated with acquiring a number of
smaller parcels. Also, the possibility that the strategic
parcels within the asiomblagc mky not be avallable, there-
fore, reducing the efficiency of the develépment. Having -
determined that, I was looking in the town center area of
the municipality for a large tract in single ownership, I
found myself faced with a comparison between two tracts,
the subject site and what's commonly, or what I commonly
refer to as the Hammer tract, which is located on the
westerly side of Route 34,

Q - And what about the Hammer site. Did you
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analyze in terms as an alternative possibility?

A I considered economio development as determined by
gertain environmental factors on the two sites in order to

develop a comparison, an analysis. The township's master

plan indicated that the Hammer tracts had & higher
Seble than the subjeet property, indleated a dratnge’
situatien which was not as sondueive to this type at‘
development as that whioh is located on the subject -
property. I also considered the aspect of ingroia-cnl'f
o.rpsivto the property. I did not feel that the Hammer
tract property represented an equally apprepriate sisuation
regarding accessibility. Taking both of those factors
into consideration, I felt the subject property was more
suited to this type of development and also presented an
ooononio situation that would present ah opportunity to
“;;;;;&. housing at a lesser cost inasmuch as I feel the
subjoct site should be more efficiently utilized.

Q So the conclusion, if I understand you, was
that the subject property was better suited than other
properties, including the Hammer property, once you elimi-
nate other prOporties.by virtue of the village center?

A Taking into consideration all of the criteria which

I consider to be important to locating the project on this

site, I found the Orgo Farm site to be particularly the

®

most suited site within the Township of Colts Neck.
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Q - And in that attempted analysis, you dotormino+

that the location of the devslopment of the site would

less affect the property values in the Township of Colts

Neck?

L Absolutely. That would be one of the primky

eonsiderations.

Q All right. Now, in terms of the anklysis
that you dosqribod concerning existing soning on she
tract, would you tell us what you did, gcnoraily? Is
that described in A-10, again?

A Yes, it 1s. The zone into which it falls, she
roqgiromontn of that zone, as well as my analysis of .
development of the property under those criteria,

Q = And 414 you form a conclusion as to whether
or not the zoning of the property wai utilizable, was ua-
able from a developmental and from a real estate stand-
point, sir?

A It was and is my opinion that the existing soning
on the Orgo Farms property allocating the tract for'fueurc
in utility zoned for anything other than agricultural use
to whatever degree that may or may not be efficient.

Q Do you know anything about tﬁo economy of
agriculture and whether or not the tract could bi used for
agriculture, sconomically?

A I am of the opinion and I have been led to believe

L
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L 1| that theeonomies of the Orgo Farms site for farming are
. 2 probably, at but marginal as far as actually being a / -
§ 3 working, money-making situation. ' ﬁ"@e_ g,
4 Q I take it that came from other aourcn? | ':g
s| & Yes. I have not done direct analysis. "
A e : MR. SAGOT3KY: I mn agvide, tt"
'i - | this point, to not consider any economy on
s feasibility as not being pertinent. Economy
s hardship should not be a factor or usabdbility
10 ' : . for agriculture should not be a factory. And}
n | therefore, I ask that the testimony should
12 be. stkicken.
13 MR. FRIZELL: Well, we, for the
% uw ~ record, we have proposed to pi'ove through
¢ 15 | Mr. Kiefer that the zoning for the property
16 is rendered in utility. Now, in the utility,
7 I believe on the case law includes an analysig
18 of whether- the property has any real estate
19 value, whatsoever under its present zoning.
20 Mr. Kiefer has indicated that it does not,
21 ex‘ceptl possibly for agricultural purposes to
2 whatever degree that's applicable here. And
23 I have nothing further, except that's part of
. 2% the case, the fact that it's in A-1 zoning, as
25 desoribed by Mr., Kiefer in his report in the
7
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sole description use of the property 1is it
cannot be developed under those regulations.

THE CHAIRMAN: Let me ask you. You
.any that this property cannot be dovolov;d_

under the pﬁcnoat A-1l soning?

", PRIZELL: It ceuld net he dt!iioptt
ooonomicaliy under the present A-l soning,
that's M, Kiefer's testimony.

THE CHAIRMAN: It's your opinion that
economically that wouldn't be feasible to do?

THE WITNESS: Yes. If we can sesrogntr
agrioultural from residential under the A-i
goning, the contents of my report and I
particularly addressed myself to the aspects
of residential development submitted under
A-l. And 1t's my opinion that it's not
economically feasible to develop that property
for the foreseeable future for residential
purposes under A-l zoning.

MR, NIEMANN: PFor what reason?

THE WITNESS: To put it in very general
terms, the characteristics of the site as
éompared to the cost of housing that's
dictated by the A-2 zone, in my opinion they

don't blend. I have done & cost analysis -~

©
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MR. PRIZELL: Excuse me. Just for the
record, it's A-1, A-1 Zons.

THE WITNESS: Yes. I have a cos$
anslysis of development of the site up to the
point of producing a fully upvrﬂ'!ﬁ_ilqﬁ§wo¢
los. VWhen I say 1nprovod lot, on iﬁtfofi% t
site improvement, not dwelling. |

If I may refer to my report --

THE CHAIRMAN: Which page?

THE WITNESS: I am on page 26 of‘l!
report. |

MR. DAHLBOM: Do we have coples of

that, all of of us?

o THE CHAIRMAN: Mr, Frizell, just at

this point, I would like to request something
if we could, at least as far as I am con-
cerned, i'd like to have as the witnesses
coming up something prior to the meeting, at
least we get a chance to take a look at it.
Some of the stuff we might not be adble to
read in full detail.

MR. FRIZELL: 1I apprecliate that. His
report is dated September 20th, 1979, and it

was submitted here eight months ago, nine

o

months ago.
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1 THE CHAIRMAN: These copies wers on
2 your desk nine months ago?
3 MR, PRIZELL: I don's know if these
4 were,
s| | THE VITNESS: I was requested %o
¢ o deliver additionsl copies, whieh I dﬂ.
7 THE CHAIRMAN: I haven't reed this.
LS Have you read this? 1I don't know if any
9 | of the members of the Board have. 1f that
" o] . might have been the case, would you try to
11 make sure that there are aufriciont.iétﬁat
12 available for Mr. Sagotsky so we have them?
13 ‘ MR. FRIZELL: Sure.
4 J : THE CHAIRHAN: You are supposing we
15 know enough here, but a general descriﬁtion
18 is all you are looking for. And that's
17 certainly the case we have gotten,
; 18 . MR. FRIZELL: ALl right.
19 : THE CHAIRMAN: All right. Go ahead.
2 | BY MR. FRIZELL: '
21 Q Now, when you mdicato;l, Mr. Kiefer, that the
2 property --
23 MR. NIEMANN: Should this not be
. % marked, then, into evidence?
25 MR. FRIZELL: This is A-10.
®
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THE WITNESS: These are additional
1 .
. copies.
2
3 MR, SAGOTSKY: This 1s a duplicase of
3 .
the original A-10?
4
MR. FRIZELL: Yes, sir. . B
s :
Qe (Consinuing) Would you describe, generdlly,
¢
A the purpose of the anslysis to determine wvhat the Imgrove-
] 7
% ments cost of a site would be under A-l soning?
£ s |
3 A Yes, that's true.
4 s | ,
: - Q And then to determine what the cost of &
10 . .
house eventually would be based om current standards under
- n
: the A-1 szoning?
3 1)
i A That's correct.
. 13 .
Q Then you attenpt to determine whether or
d 1)
i not this site, if developed for A-1l soning, assume someone
15
were willing to put all that cash into the deal and
.18
bulld those houses, improve those sites and build those
17 .
houses, whether the person could expect a -- get his
18 |
money back?
19
A That's correct.
20
Q And what was your conclusion?
21
A Following, basically, the process which I Jjust
2
outlined, it's my conclusion that were someone to develop
» the Orgo Farms tract under A-l zoning, that the resulting
. un housing would, in my opinion, be marketable on the site.
25
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THE CHAIRMAN: And to make sure the
record 1s complete, you are talking about
housing for market at a price from $151,000
to $171,600?

THE WITNESS: That's corvees, alShough
I might add that these eo-puueiw*tﬁ;‘
projections were made last September. They
include provisions for bulk interest on
construction money and developers' profits,
bosh of which have gone up substantialiy. I
don't mean it to be argumentative, but they
were still above the point -- particularly
cost of construction has not fallen as

- interest rates have. Interest rates are gone
quite hight.

THE CHAIRMAN: I believe the national
figures will show that housing has declined
seversl percent, at least last fall, and I
Just want to make suri we are talking about
apples and apples.

THE WITNESS: I am going to be satis-
fied to go with the figures that are in my
report, I feel that under current conditions
they may be somewhat conservative.

THE CHAIRMAN: And at this price,

)
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housing in Colts Neck would not suffer?
THE WITNESS: This price housing in
Colts Neck on the Orge PFarms tract, in my
opinion, would nets sell.
THR CHAIRMAN: Why?
Tha NOFel Peink-Estates, "I belleve, 18|
acrods She Premdin . t3e b,
2 THE WITNESS: I have considered a
| number of factors -- | _
THE ckainnlx: Have yoﬁ looked at the
North Point Estates?
THE WITNESS: I am famiiiar with --
THE CHAIRMAN: Have you done an
" appraisal?
| THE.RITNESS: I have not done an
appraisal, I am only familiar with the
gcneral area, the type of construction-.as I
basically tried to familiarize myself with
the entire contract.
BY MR. FRIZELL:
Q Is there anything about the Orgo site, in
particular, that leads you to the conclusion of that on-
site specific?

A They are built on on-site and off-site specifics

.

which I considered were instrumental in reaching my
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1 conclusion of not marketability.
2 Q Starting with on-site specifics, what were
] they?

4 A The on-utc specifics would include the faet that

s the lapd is being used for rtr-:lnc purposes, lhﬁk q’p
. 18, & fairly substantial amount of which is, aw e '

7 pointed ous, it's nos or the type of very cxporu‘:lw hous-
s ing that would be considered te be appropriate there, that
9 a large portion of the property does not have trees, The
10| - land is relatively flat, there is not a great deal of

1| expression within the tract by way of extreme topographi-

12 cal changes. All of the amenities that I would consider--
13 on-site amenities that I would consider to be associlated

1" with the more expensive housing, such as heavily wooded

~ ;JYM . .m"*';‘? ES

15 lots, --
18 THE CHAIRMAN: Excuse me, may I inter-
17 rupt a minute? Is that the first page?
18 MR, FRIZELL: The first page 1s regilon-
18 al,
2 THE WITNESS: The second page.
n | BY MR. PRIZELL: |
2 Q I note in your report you made reference to
2 the high tension wire.
. 2 A Certainly that was one of the paramount on-utc
is considemtions + The right-of-way easemont, approxiutoly

>
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1 two hundred feet for a high tension power line are,in my
1 opinion, not conduc’i’vo to very expensive large lot single-
3 family housing, and ecertainly, in my opinion, would make
¢| 1t very difficult to marketing that type -- o
s MR. NIDWANN: Dees that objectiok alse|
. apply so the PUD? -
? : THE WITNESS: The PUD allows cluster-
] ing of thelpuses.
0 | MR. NIEMANN: I know.
10 ‘ | : THE WITNESS: The power line eassment,
n which is included in the common green area -
13 which are inherent to a PUD design,
13 Therefore, that area can be effectively
14 | utilized within the design of the PUD. The
15 lands under the power line and in my opinion
(] lands in both proximities of the power line
17 would not be suitable for large lots single-
3 18 family. And the esconomics of large lots single
| 19 families to work out, you have to receive
20 maximum utilization of the tract. To give up
21 the power line as well as the area 1in close
22 proximity, in my opinion totally deatroys the
23 economic viability. |
. 2% THE CHAIRMAN: Did you go in the area
‘ 25 of Westminster Drive?
,
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! THE WITNESS: I am not familiar with
2 Westminster Drive, by name,
S THE CHAIRMAN: Westminster Drive abuts|
¢ I belisve, She same casement; is wtﬁ-
: .  rest? Goes right by is. I beliews ¥l
¢ ~ homes in that area are certainly i & Gabe-
? gory that you mention here, if not even some-
8 what higher. And certainly it didn't seem,
’ | at least in that particular arsa, to affect
10 . © the marketability or --
1 THE WITNESS: I would have to answer
1 that was one of my considerations. Without
B relating, specifically, to the property you'rs
M ' talking about, it's difficult for me to com~
15 pare the two sites. I don't know what .the
18 situations on the other site are as far as
17 voodlands are concerned, as far as positives
; 18 are concerned, all of which would be either
19 contributing or subtract -- as to viability.
20 o MR. FRIZELL: I notice you make
21 reference to two surrounding or nearby land
22 | naoa, especially those commercial uses along
23 s,
. % | THE WITNESS: Once again, those ar§
25 factors which I considered. Factors which in
_
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my opinion in many cases contributed to the
GEG development to become a negative fastor
when related to large lot single family. The
ﬁroximity of Route 18, 34 and 537, oncc»aa;
again I go back to the conseps of cxnpii?
with & PUD, allowing buffering for sitWting
52 the dwelling units so as to not sdviraoly
affect. Whereas, single families that would
be willing to give up large portions of the
land would have to be affected, and in my
opinion, negatively affected, once ag:in we
are losing and if not oliminating the oconomiﬁ
viability.

MR. DAHLBOM: We have a cluster
development ordinance, |

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir.

MR. DAHLBOM: 3o that easement can be
put aside in the green area.

THE WITNESS: I address myself to the
cluster provision of the A-1 zone in my
report, also. The cluster provision of the
zoning, in my opinion, doesmly a minimal
amount to reduce inherent development costs,
it does not reduce to the per unit land cost

for a developer. In fact, I belleve 1t would

>
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1 slightly increase it. Although homes would
2| | be constructed on a smaller lot, the dedica-
3 tion required for individual lots with.open .
4 .olustu- areas would actually result ina
5 e greaser per unit land requirement. It's my
e} o opinion that there is a cluster pnvili&
'i which would not really change things appreciably
] | in one direction or the other as opposed to
9 straight A-1 residential development.
101 ‘ | : MR. TISCHENDORF: Under a cluster
1 , provision there 1s no housing relative to
12 straight A-l1 zoning.
13 THE WITNESS: I believe that's correct)
14 yes, sir. |
15 MR. TISCHENDORF: Therefore, no loss,
18 . if you use the right-of-way of green acres,
: 17 THE WITNESS: Nor is there any gain.
g 18 Certainly it would be a greater flexibllity
ﬁ 19 as far as the power lines are concerned, per-
90 haps some of the roadways. To what degree,
21 it would be impossible for me to flgure putting
; 22 an actual development plan for cluster as
29 opposed to single-family. But once again, I
% % g0 back to the fact and relating this site
g5 not only to A-l1 development on the property
S
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itself but also to the competitive position
within the township. Almost all of the vacang
land within the township falls within A-l
.loning. I don's consider this site by virtue|
of 1%s locatien, W virtue cf‘on-‘iﬁh-fiuze!mg.
and by virtus of the proximisy tnrbi!hiftt
fastors to be competitive to other locations
within the munieipality, yet it's subject to
the same inherent development cost becsuse
it's subject to the same regquirement that the
A-1 sone and as other tracts would be, Nen-.
competitiveness is also a factor to be
considered in making my determination.

THE CHAIRMAN: Geing back to the farm-
land for a second, you also testified this 1is
not economical as farm property?

THE WITNESS: I believe I testified th4t
I had not done an ahnlysil in that regard, I
have heard representations in that regard.

I am really not in a position, at this time,
to go into that in detail because I have not
done an analysis.

THE CHAIRMAN: The only reason I asked

if this was conducive as good farm soil and

®

so forth.
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.3 ‘ . THE WITNESS: I am not a soil expert,
2 ' | MR, »FRIZELL:‘ Mr. Larkin, Mr. Kiefer
3 is not offered as the economic and agri-
4 ocultural --
| THE CHATIRMAN: Well, — 7
s} | MM, PRIZELL: Let me fsawwm.
7 He merely guadiftid. his repors,as I Mw- |
e stoed Mr, Kiefer, and you correct me if I'm
9 N wrong, to say that you ean;aot ocmu;
io | ‘ © . dQevelop the property for residential tt "
nl soned, and, therefore, the only remsining
- 12 | use was agriculture, if viable, |
13 | THE WITHESS: That's a characteriss-
4 14 - tien.,
3 15 MR. NIEMANN: Not economical or as
18 , economical?
17 THE WITNESS: In my opinion, not
‘ 18 . economically feasible. I can't envision, in
19 my professional opinion, a site being
o | developed under A-1 standard. And 1f 1t were
21 A desveloped, I cannot envision the developer
2 coming anywhere near taking his money back out
23 of the project.
. . 24 MR. SAGOTSKY: 7You indiéated th'at as
25 far as agriculture was concerned, it was .
&
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marginal.

THE WITNESS: I indicated that I have
heard representation to that effect. I have
no diro#t knowledge to thas. -

MR. SAGOTSKY: Then I'm eotn;’ﬁos{

/7 instrust Ahis Beard o disregard that. ;

| mks WITRESS: If I may make & comment
in that regard. A factor related %o agricul-

_ture’in general and not agriculture viability
of this particular site as related to tht‘
particular ability %o handle certain crops
would be that the return at any site or al-
most any site can return to its owner as &
farm, as & working farm which 1ls a business
proposition, becomes proportionately less as
land values increase. If for no other
reason as the fact that this tract is in
Colts Neck, it would be my opinion that as a
working farm 1n€ondoﬁ to produce a reasonable

. ' e—

return as related to its igggggnt value, it

would be a marginal situation. That's an

—

overall characterization and certainly not
intended to raise specifically to soil

characteristic or specific potential of the

@

site,
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1 THE CHAIRMAN: When you say soil, every
2 plece of land in Colts Neck?
3 THE WITNESS: I would say about almost
4 | any workimg fuﬁ. And I am differentiating
§ | now detween what is Clllllfillvil agrioultursy
. | use by way of some of some of SHe I
? | training facilities. I don't consider those
8 to be in the same category as a working'&irt
9 | farm. They a;e both generally classified
} w| " asaen agriocultural use. In hy opiniom, to

1 compare one to the other is apples and
12 oranges., Now, it would not relate to tholo

A 13 types of agriculturél‘usc, mcnning the horse

¢ 1 farms.

,: 18 BY MR. FRIZELL:
18 Q Mr. Kiefer, getting back to the cluster
17 zoning, do I understand that even if you were to develop '
18 under the cluster zone -- let me ask you this: Would the
19 prices for houses be the same?

20 A No, it would be somewhat less, in my opinion.

21 Q All right., But even given somewhat less -- ig
2 that also included on page 267
2 A Yes, they are,
‘ % q Even given those prices, is that the 98,000
2 -

to 111,000 and then 114,000 to 129,000 for non-cluster?

|
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1 A No, you -- you are correct, as far as it went,
] Those figures were -- you reach my figures, my estimate,
3 my projection for A-1l housing, I applied an excessive

4 industry leahdard rule of thumdb to come up with the
5 finished product coss, I considorod the minimum sise
¢ requirements under the zoning and determined that the
y ratio between finished lot and cost and the total selling
s price of the total package, meaning the home on the lot,
. that the finished lot would represent approximately 25%
10 of the total cost. The figures you just referred to, to
;| which are further down the page, I increased or changed
l; the ratio, allowing for the land to represent up to 35%
18 | of the cost without increasing any of the costs assoclated

1 with the land, which, in fact, would bring down the total

15 price of the package. The 96,000 to 111,000 figure you
- mentioned would be for my protection for cluster on the
W site, allowing up to 35% for land. The 114 to 129,000
would be non-cluster, again, allowing for 35% for land

rather than 45%.

Q Is that within the price range that

you anticipated could be marketed on that property, under

»
-

those conditions?
A Even allowing for the change in the ratio and allow-

ing land to represent up to 358 -- and I might add that

land 1s not the area which a dbuilder, developer, normally

-
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1 makes his profit. Land costs, on-site, off-site develop-

2 ment costs are expensive today, becoming increasingly more
3 80. A bullder-developer generally finds his profit lies

< in the area of the home, being the reason for the general

$ ratio of 258. Se it becomes, im my opinion, an zrm

o| situatien whea 1% brings 1t up to 355. But even doing se,
9 the prices projected, I don't feel would be marketadble on
s the site, going dack to the same reasons I discussed

" earlier for the higher prices,

10 | . MR. PRIZELL: I have no other quutioni.'
1 MR. NIEMANN: Mr. Kiefer, in &cw
12 - report you estimated the cost for cluster
18 | ~ soning would be 114,000 to 129,000, right?
1 . ) THE WITNESS: That's correct.
18 MR. NIEMANN: And that's based on the--
™ ‘ THE WITNESS: Oh, I am sorry, that's
17 3 . not corr'oct. Cluster would be 98 to 111.
. 18 MR, NIEMANN: Okay. That's based on
? " 35% of the land being referred to common area?|
o THE WITNESS: I believe it's 40%.
2 MR. NIEMANN: Now, the PUD is going to
| | 2 pi'ovido somewhat less than 20%f for common
" area, open space, actual acreage. Now, if
Z. “. you were to reduce the sum from 35§ to 20%,
2% what, in your opinion, would be the per unit

L
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! cost of a cluster development?
2 THE WITNESS: I am sorry, I didn's
3 follow your question. :
¢ MR, NINNANK: Okay. As I understend iy,
$ : o you got ym nmu of 9'.0“ 1ln.ﬂﬁ;
¢ | - that's page 22. |
LN THE WITNESS: That's correct.
R MR. NIEMANN: And I believe you just
’ | testified that under cluster —- that under
Ll © _A-1 cluster unit development 35§ or A0S of
n| " the 1and would be ressrved or open for cemmon
2 o area.
13 THE WITNESS: I believe this is where
4 "~ we are getting to the area of confusion.
15 MR. NIEMANN: Okay. |
16 ] THE WITNESS: The 35% figure I am talk{
17 ing about is the percentage of the total
18 housing cost that the finished lot would
19 ‘ represent,
2 MR. NIEMANN: Okay.
21 o THE WITNESS: The ordinance under
2 clustering, I believe, calls for 40% dodiuto&l
23 to common open space.
. 24 MR. NIEMANN: And that 35% or 4% then
% is still the same? |
-
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THE WITNESS: Yes, the 403 -- we are

talking about two different things.

MR. NIEMANN: Okay. Now, in this
proposed planned unit development, they are
going to allow for approximately 208 fw |
common reserve dedisated ares, ott!@tﬁi%%

THE VITNESS: I belleve the figuse
was 20, 225, in that ares.

MR. NIEMANN: VWell, here you base your
per unit cost between 98,000 and 111,000 om
35, 40% of the land being reserved or keps
open. If that was then reduced tc 20% seo
that more units could be constructed --

MR. FRIZELL: Increasing the density.

MR. NIEMANN: Ri;ht. What would that
reduce your per unit cost to?

Would it be significant?

THE WITNESS: 1In my opinion, it would
not be significant enough to alter my con-
clusion, no. And once again, going back to
the -~ we'll keep the 355 out. We are talking
about the 40% which is required. In other
words, you say if 1ts  required dedicated
open area, its common space werse cut in half
from 40% to 20%, no, in my opinion, it would

not appreciably change it because under --

-
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MR, SAGOTSKY: You are considering
density?
THE VITNESS: I am considering density
Still the cluster provision -- we ave $alking
about the 55,000 square foot los, whieh 38 |

basically an aecre and a quarter lot, Etiip

.. lot, were we to reduce that, I am only gueSs~j .

ing now, but you would still be in the ares
of an acre lo$ and also, I think it's im-
appropriate to compare the common aress
associated with the PUD with the cluster '
provisions of the A-l1 sone, for a number of
reasons. The PUD plan allows for a much
more efficient utilisation of the land,
We are talking about density. Also, it was
testified to, I believe, that the dwelling
units in the PUD would occupy approximately
20% of the land area which was not common
open area. In other words, they will
represent approximately 20% of the remaining
80%. |
| MR. NIEMANN: Correct.

THE WITNESS: That will leave 60% of

that 80% as open area. Be 1t common or

otherwise, approximately 20% of the total

]
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tract is common open area. It's really, in
my opinion, inappropriate to try to compare
the two because it's onziroly different forms|
6: development that have entirely different
sets of economic viablliwy alnoiitibq g}#h
them. | :

MR. NIEMANN: But the amount of open
space, and I won't try to classify common.
The amount of open space pqreoneagcwiso, would
be relatively commensurase?

THE HITNES!{ You would have under
cluster provisions of A-1 40% of the tract,
Just common open space. Under PUD develop-
ment, you would have 20%f of the total tract
area, plus 60% of the remaining 80%. And I
am -- If I had a calculator, I could give you
the whole thing. But you are going to have
more open space, more open space in that -
open space avallable to everyone. ﬁo are not
dealing other than with single-family in the
PUD, which is small lot single-family, we are
not_dealing with an open area that's delinea-
ted to a specific owner than a single family.
Oreeh areas, for instance, assoclated with

the condominiums the property lots on the

®
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condominium would go -- the green area just
left over, if the lots are not built upon it
would be area available to all the residents,
which is a way of providing the most o’np
spage for the most people. There 5! -
parison besween the two. ’» S

THE CHATRMAN: Any-other questions
from the Board?

MR. DAHLBOM: Did your analysis take
into account fire protection?

THE WITNESS: I have not conduétod
physical impact, say, upon the -~ the tewn-
ship, excuse me, although testimony in that
regard will be provided at a later date.

MR. NIEMANN: Are we open to ask
questions now? I had asked a question regard.
ing onc.or your statements under PUD, but are
we, in fact, open to general questions that
will relate --

MR, FPRIZELL: Yes,

MR. NIEMANN: Mr, Kiefer, how many
real estate appraisals have you made concern-
ing planned use developments and the impact
on surrounding properties' values in either

Monmouth County, New Jersey, or elsewhere?

™~
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THE WITNESS: Appraisals determining--

MR, NIEMANN: How many similar ap-

prailals?

THE WITNESS: I have done analysis of |

impacs. PUD in particular, none. Largs-
scale developmens, residential development of
similar type, particularly referring to retir
ment communities and condominium projects
within the state, fifteen to twenty.

MR. NIEMANN: That would bs restricted
to one type of developmens?

THE WITNESS: Several types., But
specifically a PUD?

MR. NIEMANN: PUD.

THE WITNESS: No.

MR. NIEMANN: Okay. Let me ask you
this: Where the location of a planned unit
zone within Qolts Neck adversely affect --
this i-y be outside the scope of -~ would the
location of that type of PUD in Colts Neck
have an overall public perception in Monmouth
County which might reduce the property value
in the township? |

THE WITNESS: In my opinion, it would

-

not.
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I think the common misconception is that as
soon as we start talking about a PUD people
make & negative assumption that's nos true.
People that are familiar with FUD's, FUN

design, are aware that they oah de vewi!

attractively designed, that shey can b
an asset to a community and enhanss & com-
munity 's reputation within a larger geographis
area. I think probably the bess evidense of
what can be done with proper PUD design was
shown in the slide presentation. I would
consider the developments like that have no
negative impact upon the municipality's repu-
tation, and, to the gontrary. it would be
considered an asset or desirabdble amenity that
you would have in a community.

THE CHAIRMAN: May I just qualify one

question? Have you ever been involved in a

PUD where it was in essence almost half of thT

town in population?

THE WITNESS: I am not personally

familiar with a situation of that type. Whether

one exists or not, I don't know.

MR. NIEMANH: How about some of the PUD!

®)

that have been constructed in various
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communities within the state, how have they
affected the overall property value within
the townships?

THE WITNESS: It's ny epinion thﬁl th‘*
have not negatively urruut. And I an m:nc;
back once again te the eriteria thtt p!!pir
design on the population, done in an appro-
priate manner I feel that they will not have
a negative effect on the property élluo.

MR. NIEMANN: Do we have any PUD's in
Monmouth County?

MR. PRIZELL: No.

THE WITNESS: Not to my knowledge.

THE CHAIRMAN: Maybe Mr. Prizell may be
able to help on this. Is there any PUD
located in the area of similar type as Colts
Neck 1s now?

MR, FRIZELL: Have you ever heard of
Panther Valley?

THE CHAIRMAN: No.

MR. FRIZELL: Panther Valley 1s on
Route 80.

THE CHAIRMAN: I understand. Wwherse is
it?

MR. FRIZELL: Allamuchy, New Jersey.

.
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THE CHAIRMAN: Route 80?

MR, FRIZELL: Way out,

THE CHAIRMAN: Is it a community where
it would be co-intiblo to Netroplitan cvitl
like New York, one hour ocommuting to New
York? S

MR. FRIZELL: Yes. Northeast New
Jersey doesn't have as many as southern New
Nersey. There are some planned developments
in Mount Laurel, which Mr. Rahenkamp is fami-
1iar with. There is a planned development in
Pinc Run which you referred to. There is a
planned unit development in South Jersey which
is called Becket, there is Twin Rivers in
Hightstown, there i3 -- |

MR. NIEMANN: Twin Rivers is PUD?

MR. FRIZELL: No, that's not really
PUD, but I am just trying --

© MR. NIEMANN:V Can you make some com-
parison?

MR. FRIZELL: 1I'd rather not make
comparison because I think Mr. Rahenkamp, if
he came back and testified he would indicate
that the design in this PUD -~

MR. NIEMANN: Okay.

®©
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. munity, this is really & plan -- shis is not -

" a full-blown residensial. This is more Of a

MR. FRIZELL: I am just trying to give

you some idea.

Rothmore is a plann retirement com-

a PUD, a class PUD, whers a m‘-u' origisally
envisioned a5 & new SOowm, almoss, with fh-
dustrial uses, commercial uses, andecrt
drawn almost entirely froa residential used,

1ike developing its own town center and then

planned unit residential community with somes
commareial .ad jacent.

THE CHAIRMAN: 1It's getting very close|
to eleven o0’'clock, I have just one more
quick question. Talking about the center of
town being an ideal place or closer to locate
a dovolopuont like this, would you really
describe Colts Neck as a center -~ I mean,
is there something that you would categorice
other than several stores, a general store and
& couple of restaurants as a town center or
is that the -- because it happens to be as
close to a town center as you can possibly
find?

THE WITNESS: The town center of Colts

-~
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1 | Neck. Beyond that, we get to objective
2 relative areas of what constitutes the town.
3 But assooiated with it being the town center
¢ of Celts Neck, there are certain character-
s istics thereby associated with 1% that are
' important to & higher density residential
7 N gone, An important consideration in higher
L density residential dcv.iopmont is public
’ : trmporta.tion. Route 537 is the only road-
) 10 o . way in the township whieh provides loccal dus
‘;; u service. A second censideration is proximity
; 12 to shopping facilities. This site is in
. 13 : proximity to existing shopping facilities
o ~ within the township, in that they exist in and
' 15 : around the town center, It's as close to
16 by virtue of being in the town center the
17 fire station, the first aid squad, which are
4 18 both primary considerations. All of these
19 | factors are associated with the town center,
o ‘ whether it be the town center of Colts Neck,
a the municipality having a different development-
2 a2l pattemand character. It's the town centen|,
) 3 1t does not present these aetribut'u, all of
. 7} which are significant to proper developmental
; 25 site, in my opinion. |
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THE CHAIRMAN: Any other questions?

Will we have the witness back?

MR, FRIZELL: We ocan have them avail-
iblc if neceasary.

MR. SAGOTSKY: When will Mr. muan-p
be baek?

MR. FRIZELL: June 26th.

MR. TISCHENDORFP: Excuse me. You
testified that you didn't think that the land
was suitable for the project of A-l dcvilop-
ment or A-l cluster development., 1 bolidvo
the words were, it wouldn't be economically
feasible, or something to that effect.

THE WITNESS: That's correct.

MR. TISCHENDORF: Under the present
zoning, what would you conhidor the minimum
number of units to make such a project
economically viable?

THE WITNESS: I have not conducted
any studies in that reg;rd.’ I have addressed
my report to the development proposed. I
am really not in a position to make a repre-
sentation, in that regard, right now. It
would take a thorough and detalled analysis

including a number of facts of which I have

-
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no personal knowledge.

MR. SAGOTSKY: Mr. Kiefer, you have
mentioned that you have addressed your testi-
ion: to the development as proposed?

THE WITNESS: That's correct, sir.

MR. SAGOTSKY: Now, at some pars of
this evening, Mr. Rahenkamp testified that
there had been introduced A-TA, and offered
as a revision to the Colts Neck Viilas- Land
Use Plan, and it consists of two pages and
which indicates that, among other things,
there will be an addition of some seventy
units from 1067 to 1137, and it indicates
other changes, roads, commercial area, numer-
ous changes. Are you aware -- were you aware
of these changes when you made your comments,
or whatever report you made as to proposed
or were you considering --

THE WITNESS: When I say as proposed,
it will relate to the project as amended and
as reflected in the letter referred to. As
was stated, mvvréport was submitted last
September. I am aware of the changes and as
a matter of fact have submitted a letter in

that regard where I have addressed myself to

~
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_them down even further, although, I think the

PAGE] 06
those changes, considered them in relation
ship to the conclusions cpntainod in my re-
port and made --
| MR. SAGOTSKY: What are we looking at
now? ' 5 | ,

THR WITNESS: This 1-~-§ lettar o
Me. Brunelli, wherein I addressed myself to
the riviscd plan, the a-ondod‘plun, or how
you care to refer to it for the changes that
have taken place since September 20%h of last
year and the plan as 1it's presented te She
Board shis evening.

MR. SAGOTSKY: Including the proposed
aiondnont to the application dated May 29th,
1980 addressed to the Chairman of the Board?

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, I am aware of
the contents of Mr. Rahenkamp's letter. I
chose to break down the changes slightly dif-

ferently than he did. He took them and broke

breakdown contiinod in my letter would basic-
ally address itself to all of the points
referred to in his letter.

MR. SAGOTSKY: Well, d1d you notice thé

maps that were introduced, A-l, A-2, A-3, are

®
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1 they consistent with this?
3 THE WITNESS: To the best of my
3 ~ knowledge, they are consistent with Mr.
¢ ' " Rahonkaip'l letter, they are consistent with
J | my testimony Shis eveming. Al my tm
¢| has been based on the exhibits that hve beem|
Y - presented this evening, which would incorpor-
8. ate the changes which have taken place since ‘hc
9 20th of September of last year.
ey | Cg MR. SAGOTSKY: I have nothing further
1l at this time,
12 | © MR, MARKS: I have a éouplo of
13 | . questions,
14
18 CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MR. MARKS:
18 Q Mr. Kiefer, are you a real estate broker or
17 a salesman? |
18 A I am licensed by the State of New Jersey as a sales-
19 man,
20 Q As a salesman. You are not a broker?
21 A That's correct.
22 Q What's the nature of your business activity,
23 1s it sales or appralsing?

. 2 A I am exclusively engaged in 3Ppraising and consult-

25 ing work, I do not do any sales.

<
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Q I note that your qualifications here stated
that you have been & real estate salesman and on appraisal
since 1969,

A I have been licensed as a salesman fer that period
of time and havs acted as an appraiser sinee that tims. I
am not representing the fact that I never made a sale, it
would be the exsception rather than the rule. I don't
address myself to that area.

Q In other words, you are not involved with

~ sales, per se?

A No, if I become involved with sales, it would be,

usually be in management capacity, assisting one of the

other salesmen.

Q What's that capacity?
A Management capacity.

Q Have you ever sold any prcperty in Colts
Neck?
A No, I have not, ‘

Q | Have you ever listed any property in Colts
Neck? | "
A To the best of my knowledge, ‘I have not.

Q Okay. And would this include both residen-

tial and/or commercial property?
A It would include all types of property. As I said,

I don't address myself to that part;cular aspect of the
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industry, and to the best of my knoweldge I have never
listed any properties for sale in Colty Neck, although I
could be mistaken in that regard.
MR. SAGOTSKY: I think in order not te
clutter up the record, I think‘your an-itr is
"no"?
THE WITNESS: That's correct.
- MR. SAGOTSKY: I am concerned about
not cluttering up our stenographic record to
- any great extent.
i! MR. MARKS:
Q Have you ever appraised any property in
Colts Neck?

A Yes, I have.
Q When?
A Within the last three or four months.
Q | What type of property? o
A My most recent appraisal was of the Cornelius Cobbd

complex which is a furniture interior design cémplex located
on Route 34 immediately adjacent to the subject property.
The complex, I believe, is seven or eight buildings and
utilized for commercial purpose,

Q How many appraisals do you do -- have you

A Fifteen to twenty.

.
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1 Q Of what type and nature?

. 2 A They would include -- to the begt of my knowledge,

3 I have not done any residential appraisal in Colfs Neck,

4 perhaps one or two in that time period.

s @ Well, do you recall doing any residentisl?
o A Ay - fo
7 Q Residential?
s A Not off the top of my head, never.
Y R Q Do you consider horse breeding to be agri-
10| oultural activity?
:% 1 A In the very broadest sense of the term I do, yes.
12 Q You mentioned the economy in utility of this
. 13 | ﬁropprty, and I believe we are not talking about asriculturti 7

14 usi but we are talking about an economy in utility for

15 | construction of sngle-family residencesin accordance with
18 the A-1 zoning as it exists under the current ordinance; is
17 that correct?

18 A That's my opinion, yes,

19 Q And you feelthat it's economically unfeasible|
2 to construct single-family residences?

21 A To dovclop. a residence, yes. To construct them
economically and feasibly, yes, I don't feel they could be
80ld as to the cost that would be required for a developer

to get back his investment for reasonable --

Q - In other words,they wouldn't yleld the profit]

-

4
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Kiefer - Cross PAGE1 11
A - In all probability, in my opinion, it would probably
present a loss.

Q Now, do you base that on development costs or
do you dase 1t on the actual site?
&f ‘;‘ I bage it on both of thesse tuetert, dovolopnlnt
cetfl a8 rOIltn to the site.

Q@  All right. Turning your attention to the
site, you indicated to us that the remainder is undesirable,
Why is 1t undesirable?

A Thlt ‘was one of the factors that I considered. The

portion of wooded area, I would certalinly consider that to
be & significant amenity to be assoclated with lots in
excess of two acres.

Q What do you ostimat§ the wooded areas to be
in relationship to the entire site?
A It would surely bde a gucll. I would say perhaps
20%. Other scattered areas of wooded portion development
could be situated, I would guess, roughly 20%. S0 --

Q - 30 you would say that the property undesirale
1s 80% of the property? |
A Undesirable fof large lpts, single detached housing,
yes.

- Q But you could easily construct siﬁgle-family,

economically feasible, or saleable: single family residences

&
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1 in the_wooded area; 1s that correoct?

2 A The only residence and sconomically viiblo situation

) is 1f a dcvclopor could go in and buy that particular section

4 of the tract. But if he has %o buy the whole trllia lhich

s I have to conc1uao is the oaly way it essuld de sanﬂ*
sl - Q wny 1s it the only way it could u-u“’
7 Could not that property be subdivided?

8 A It certainly could.
‘ 9 . Q Well, turning your attention to the wooded
; / 10 | property --
f ol | MR. FRIZELL: Let me interpose aa ob-
% 12 Jection to the nature of the question. The
. 13‘ ' - Orgo Farms tract is one piece of real estate
' 14 ' and owned by one owner and subject to one
15 contract and I think the issue of the szoning
18 e is on the entire tract. To say tha§ you
;, couldn't'develop one acre of that site
18 economically doesn't really answer the questidn.
19 | The question is whether or not you can dovelo?
" o0 . the site, as a whole, econonically,’and I
21 think that's the nature of the testimony that

was presented on direct examination.
MR. MARKS: Well, I think the totality

of the answer should be proven by its --

MR. SAGOTSKY: May I interpose --

©
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1 MR, FRIZELL: Well, if the site is 99%
3 not utilizable and only 1% usable --
3 MR. SAGOTSEY: Gentlemen, we are not
4 "_ | going to get anywhere this Ilf; I an sure 1
S| oo ~ have se restrist this presedure. S?’j%jihavo
o| v e moticm, put 1t in the furm of a mevies.
? e If you have a motiem, put is in thi‘tbr-.-o
s ‘ we oan rule on it, otherwise we h&v; to go
s on with the testimony.
“F | . MR. MARKS: I would request ¢f the
n| Board that I'd be permitted to ask the expert
13 " whether single-family development oou;ﬂ be so#d
13 o at a profit in the wooded area, which h§ has
) 1 - indicated there is at least 20% of this
15 parocel..
16 MR. SAGOTSKY: If you rule on 1it, we
177 will get on with 1t.
§ T | THE CHAIRMAN: Maybe you can help us
| 19 : to find out what we are getting to.
20 ' MR. MARKS: Well, what I am getting to
21 is the fact that it would seem to me that the

witnoss is saying that a :single-family develop-

ment cannot be profitably sold on this parscel

2

23
. 2% ‘  Now,  —=
) 25. - MR. SAGOTSKY: Under the present

=
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1 goning A-l.
2 MR, MARKS: On the A-l zone. Now, we .
3 were discussing the terrain and several times
4 iho expert has Qnid there was no :mnt;u,
5 .the land wvas flat, thas ﬁwo were ni i¥ess,
ol I thimk you will find thas im the rm %
7 I think 20% is significant. I want to find
N ' out whether you could sell houses in that
" 20%.
10 o MR. PRIZELL: Let me address mpself
al to this, maybe we can.move on. I dol't think
18 | Mr. Kiefer or anybody else said you souldn't
. 13 | sell single-family houses in that parcel --
iy . ‘MR, MARKS: I want an answer from the
15 | Board.
18 MR. SAGOTSKY: Glntlemnﬁ, this is the
7 ~ Very essence --
18 . MR. FRIZELL: I am addressing myself
19 - to the Board and I would like to continue
2 un;utmuptod at the moment to respond to the
2 objection which was placed on the record by
. . Hari.
2 MR. SAGOTSKY: An objection has been
. " raised and the question is up for a suling,
" and you want to give an answer to the qther
©
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side at this point?
MR. FRIZELL: Yes.
MR. SAGOTSKY: All right.

MR, FRIZELL: I den't want to belsvor

_the point, but ne one has saif thet sisgle

fanily housing eannot b developed 1o a8
areas of that site. The question is, number
one, the A-1 zoning -- I mean, obviously
this plan includes some single-family housing)
The question is, number one, A-]l szoning, and,
secondly, questions are the totality of the
site., That is, if you ecan develop tﬁro‘
single family houses on that particular site,
I don't think that answers -- that you are
essentially saying that the rest of the site

is not usable under the current zoning, then

‘I think the point is proved.

THE CHAIRMAN: Do we -~
MR. SAGOTSKY: Each of you have had
a say, now let's have the ruling and we will
get on with i¢. I didn't mean to cut you
off.
- THE CHAIRMAN: Can we have a motion?
MR, DAHLBOM : I make a motion it's

not pertinent to the discussion at hand.

>
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reviswing with us your description of the terrain?

A The trast is generally level, it's moderately low
lana.
Q@  Is that a contradiction in term?
A No, generally level and moderately rolling.

nalle
MR. SAGOTSKY: That's the ruling. His
objection 1s sustained. Okay.
| The chairman didn't want to take it
‘upon himself to make the ruling, he is asking
for a consensus of opiniom here. Reframe or
reask yowr question.
BY MR, MARKS:
Q You have indicated that the site 1-—not
feasible for the development of single-family residential

prqpttty. We had discussed the terrain, would you mind

MR. SAGOTSKY: Mr. Kiefer, you said,
"No." That's the answer. Let's not get into
& big discussion. The hour is late, let's no&
be argumentative. |

THE CHAIRMAN: The answer is "No"?

MR. SAGOTSKY: I think that's what he
said, the answer is "No."

BY MR. MAﬁKS:' SN

Q  Are you aware of any developments in the

township that are surrounded by or do surround high tension

-
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wires?
A I have heard reference made to one this evening.
Q Just one?
A !hut'cloerrcct.
8 Have you net examined any of the othll
rtl!ﬁ‘uttal drVOIo’l'aSl in Chits Nsok Township?
A Yes, I have.
Q And you have not seen any -- you yoﬁruclf

have not seen any resideatisl development constructed lreunﬂ
high Sension wire? |

specific development. I was not aware of that development
by‘nano. I don't know whether I have seen that or nos. I
am avare of the course at the right-of-way that the high
tension wire takes, I am aware that it goes through

existing developments. I have seen some developments, yes.

Q Where have you seen those dev§IOpnenta?
A Generally towards the northwest sector of the town-
ship.

) Do you reeall any of the strests?
A Not offhand, no.

Q Do_you recall the value of any of the houses
there?
A No, I do not, not specifically.

Q S0 you don't know whether the bricea of the

- s - S Cow !! !
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houses are 80,000 or $140,000 or 200,000?
A No, I do not.

MR. MARKS: I have no furthesr

questions.

market -- the range of fair markes ux i for
properties in the numerous dcvolﬁpn'ntt'tpnt
have been constructed -in Colss Nesk within the
last yoir under two acre soning? -

THE WITNESS: Very generally, mifi-
hundred, 140, 150, in that area: and up:.

MR. NIEﬁANN: Is that the low poing,
do you think, or is that -- |

THE WITNESS: It would represent
probably fairly close to an average, aithoush
also more towards -- 1t would be exeepSion
that I wouldn't consider unusual that would
be higher. I think that 1t should go
appreciably lower on that two acre zoning
1t would be more unusual than to go appreciably
higher.

MR. FRIZELL: When you say 50, you are
referring to $150,000?

THE WITNESS: That's correct, 140, 150

THE CHAIRMAN: There being no other

=
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questions -- no, we need two things. VWe
need a roll call, which we didn't have borornl,
MR. SAGOTSEY: Announce the dats for
‘thc nexs uctiug'.v |
(Roll call) .
THE CHAIRNAN: Next scheduled meeting
is the 12th of June, |

(Meeting adjewrned.)

I, PHILIP V. MORICI, a Shorthand Reporter and
Notary Public of the State of New Jersey, hereby certify
that the foregoing is a true and accurate transcrip of the
proceedings as taken stenographically by me on the date

hereinbefore mentioned.

PHILI? V. MORICI, ' .
Notary Public of New Jersey

Dated: June 7, 1980

My Commission expires

April 15, 1983.




