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I. INTRODUCTIOW

This report presents the planning analysis for a use

variance to permit the construction of 252 townhouse units on

a tract of approximately sixty (60) acres of land in the RR

residential district of Warren Township. The RR zone permits

single-family homes on lots of 65,340 square feet in area1 as

well as farming, houses of worship, volunteer fire company stations

and golf courses. Schools, public auctions or flea markets and

private recreation facilities are also permitted as conditional

uses. There are no zones within Warren Township in which housing

other than single-family detached dwellings are permitted. This

report will describe the proposed development, examine the appro-

priateness of the site for townhouses, analyze its impact on

surrounding areas, and set forth the benefits to the Township in

permitting the development to be constructed.

II. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

This report finds that:

1. The Timber Properties development is a low density, townhouse

development particularly appropriate for the site, and meeting the

high standards and objectives established for development in Warren

Township.

2. The development has been designed with sensitivity to the

environmental constraints of the site.

Variable lot sizes are permitted, providing the maximum gross
density is maintained and the minimum lot area is 50,000 square
feet.
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3. The tract has excellent access to local and regional roads,

and the project will provide a natural transition between existing

single-family development to the west and more intensive, nonresi-

dential development along Mountain View Road.

4. The development will provide significant revenues to the

Township well in excess over the cost of providing services to the

residents of the townhouses. If the site were developed with

single-family detached units, the cost of providing services would

exceed expected revenues.

5. The Timbers Properties development meets the goals and ob-

jectives of local, county and State development objectives as set

forth in various documents.

6. The project will assist the Township in meeting its housing

responsibilities as a developing municipality.

The conclusion that can be drawn from the following analysis

is that the townhouse development will provide an important alternate

housing resource to the citizens of the Township. Based on studies

of other developments of this type in similar communities, a minimum

of 25 percent of the occupants can be expected to be Warren Township

residents. It will allow these residents who have lived in Warren

Township all their lives an opportunity to remain in the community

after their children have left and single-family detached housing

is no longer appropriate to their housing needs.

Moreover, the location of the site will ensure that the basic

single-family, home ownership characteristics of the Township will

be maintained and that the impacts of the development, such as traffic,

will be <minimal on Warren Township.
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Most important, positive action by the community to permit

the construction of the townhouses will ensure that the Township,

and not some outside agency, will set the development standards,

thus assuring a quality, low density development consistent with

the existing character of Warren Township.

III. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

The proposed project is located on approximately 50 acres

of land on the southerly side of Mountain View Road. It will consist

Qf 252 housing units of four (4) types. Half of the units will

be two bedroom with the remainder three bedroom.

The overall density is four units per acre, extremely low

for a townhouse project. The very low density assures that the

extensive wooded portions of the site will be preserved, and that

maximum buffering will be maintained between the project and

adjacent residential and future nonresidential activities. The

low density also allows the applicant to concentrate development

on the more moderate slopes, preserving the more environmentally

sensitive portions of the tract in permanent open space.

Access to the site from local and interstate routes is

excellent. The tract fronts on Mountain View Road, and as part

of the development plan, the applicant will provide a connection

between the project and Liberty Corner Road. Moreover, the

location is close to and just south of the Liberty Corner Road/

Mountain View Road intersection of Route 78.

See A Guide for Residential Design Review, Lindbloom and Moskowitz,
p. 56, where townhouse densities of 6-8 units per acre are recom-
mended.
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The project design is dictated to a great extent by the

physical characteristics of the property. The vast majority of the

units are arranged in clusters and front on the common open space

provided in the development. A total of 774 parking spaces, or

just over three spaces per dwelling unit is provided, including

two for each occupant (one garaged) and one for visitor parking.

Visitor parking is conveniently located to serve the various

clusters.

The development includes a swimming pool and two tennis

courts, as well as extensive wooded areas and trails.

IV. SUITABILITY OP PROPERTY IN QUESTION FOR PROPOSED TOWNHOUSE
DEVELOPMENT

The property in question is located on Mountain View Road

just south of Route 7G. It is situated in immediate proximity to

an area which is intended for development with a variety of

employment-generating uses. Such factors make the site well-

suited for development with townhouses at the proposed density (4

dwelling units per acre).

Mountain View Road intersects with Liberty Corner Road

less than one-half (h) mile from the property in question. The

Liberty Corner Road/Mountain View Road intersection is located less

than 1,000 feet from the Route 78 interchange. Route 78 provides

access to employment opportunities along the entire corridor

encompassing Union, Somerset and Hunterdon counties, and, through

its interchange with Route 287, in I-iorris and Middlesex counties

as well.

The area immediately surrounding the subject property is

zoned for a variety of as yet undeveloped employment opportunities.
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Directly opposite the property in question is an ORL (Office,

Research, Laboratory) zone owned entirely by Chubb, Inc. IJorthwest

of the ORL zone, and surrounding the Route 78 interchange at

Liberty Corner Road is an HD, or Highway Development, zone in which

are permitted restaurants, business and professional offices,

indoor theaters and recreational centers, motels and publishing

and printing establishments. Worth of the HD zone, on Liberty

Corner Road, is a G-I2 zone in which executive or administrative

offices, laboratories (with pilot plants), fabrication and assembly

of products, and warehousing and transportation facilities for

finished products are all permitted. The R-I (Rural Industrial)

district of the Township flanks the south side of Route 78,

permitting, in addition to single-family detached homes, research

and development laboratories and general business offices and

professional uses.

In Bernards Township, which lies west of Liberty Corner

Road opposite its intersection with Mountain View Road, is a large

E-3 (office-laboratory) zone in which are permitted administrative,

business, executive and professional office buildings, scientific

or research laboratories, data processing centers, hospitals and

medical clinics, and banks.

The site is in an RR zone which has already been developed

with single-family homes on oversized lots. Very few of the lots

remain vacant. On its east side, the property in question abuts

an E-C-R (Environmentally Critical Rural) zone, which permits

single-family residential development at a gross density similar

to that permitted in the RR district. The Master Plan distinguishes

the E-C-R areas from the RR areas by the fact that the former
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enconpass "properties characterized by floodplains, natural and

man-made ponds, steep slopes, as well as flat and rolling sites."

Flexible development regulations are advocated for the E-C-R areas

in the Master Plan, including variable lot sizes ranging from net

densities of up to four (4) dwelling units per acre (identical to

the density proposed for the property in question) to net densities

far lower than the .67 dwelling units per acre normally required

in the RR zone.3

The site's proximity to zoned employment districts, its

convenient access to employment opportunities in neighboring

counties, and its location adjacent to the E-C-R zone, which

has limited development potential, clearly support its use for

higher density residential. The Master Plan for Warren Township,

prepared by E. Eugene Oross Associates in 1976 and adopted in

1977, offers, among others, the following objectives for planning:

Recognize an economic development stimulus associated
with Interstate 78.

Provide for the logical transition of uses between resi-
dential and nonresidential areas of the community.

Development of the site with townhouses at a density of

4 dwelling units per acre would provide a logical transition of

uses between low density single-family residential areas of the

community to the east and nonresidential areas to the north and

west established in response of the economic stimulus of Route 78.

Recently, the State Legislature amended the Municipal Land

Use Law by adding certain provisions intended "to promote energy

The Zoning Ordinance does not actually permit the extent of the
flexibility advocated in the Master Plan; the minimum lot size
under the variable lot size provision is 40,000 square feet in
the E-C-R district.
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conservation by integrating energy considerations in the municipal

planning and zoning process. Specifically, it would . . . require

municipalities to consider the energy impact of their raaster plans,

subdivision ordinances, site plan ordinances, and zoning ordinances,

thus facilitating the issuance of variances if they can be justified

on energy efficiency grounds . . . "4

Locating moderate density townhouse units adjacent to pro-

posed employment centers and close to an interchange with an existing

highway is likely to reduce the length of the journey to work trip

and thereby promote the conservation of energy.

V. IMPACT ON THE SURROUNDING AREA

Development of the property in question with 252 townhouses

at a density of 4 dwelling units per acre will not have a

detrimental impact on the surrounding area. Although most of the

remainder of the RR zone to the west of the site is developed with

single-family homes on oversized lots, these parcels are heavily

wooded, as is the property in question, and will not be adversely

affected by the proposed townhouses. The construction of a major

office facility in the O-R-L district will have a much more

significant impact on the residences along Mountain Viev; Road

than will townhouse residential development of the subject property.

It is assumed that the property in question can be served

by public sewerage and with water from Liberty Corner Road. These

services will be essential to the development of both the subject

site and of the Chubb property to the north.

4Chapter 146, P.L. 1980, Statement.
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VI. HOUSING RESPONSIBILITIES

Warren Township is a "developing municipality" within the

meaning of the Mount Laurel5 decision, and as such, is obligated

to " . . . affirmatively plan and provide by its land use regulations

the reasonable opportunity for an appropriate variety and choice of

housing . . . to meet the needs, desires and resources of all cate-

gories of people who may desire to live within its boundaries."

The Mount Laurel decision outlines six (6) characteristics

of a developing municipality: (1) having a very large gross acreage;

(2) located outside the central cities and built-up suburbs;

(3) having not yet shed its rural characteristics; (4) having ex-

perienced and continuing to experience great population increases;

(5) not substantially developed and having significant parcels of

vacant, developable lands remaining; and (6) located in the path

of inevitable future growth.

Warren Township has a total land area of nearly 20 square

miles, close to the land area of Mount Laurel. In 1974, according

to the Township's Master Plan, over 6,400 acres of Warren's total

of 12,355 acres remained vacant or in agricultural use. Its

population has been and is continuing to increase; from 1960 to

1970, the Township's population grew by 60 percent. From 1970 to

1980, it experienced an increase of 14 percent.

These factors and the following paragraphs from the Master

Plan clearly support Warren Township's developing municipality

status:

Southern Burlington NAACP v. Township of Mount Laurel, 336 A2d,
713 (1975).
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The Township is located in the general vicinity of Route 22
and is east of 1-287 Freeway. Route 1-78 crosses through
the northernmost section of the Township in an east-west
direction* In essence, the evolved highway system both
bounds and subdivides the community.

Adjacent communities located to the east and south of Warren
have experience sustained and rapid development. Host of
these same communities are almost completely developed.

The continual expansion of the greater New York-New Jersey
Metropolitan area over the past several decades has sub-
stantially changed the character of Warren and adjoining
communities. Recognizing the region's growth characteristics,
it is certain that Warren Township will also experience con-
tinued and potentially substantial development in the future.

The continued expansion of the New York-New Jersey Metropolitan
area is characterized by development of major new employment
areas, i.e., Murray Hill, AT&T Headquarters, single-family
and multi-family construction and major shopping center de-
velopment.

Industrial and commercial development is a result, as well
as a catalyst to the continued population expansion in the
suburban-metropolitan areas. The Warren Township zoning
ordinance provides for substantial areas for future office
research development . . .

The interrelationships of the access afforded suburban areas
due to the construction of the Interstate highway system,
the evidenced trend of major corporate facilities to seek
locations in suburban areas and the long-term evidenced
demand of families seeking residence in surburban areas . . .
have collectively changed the character of Warren Township
and adjoining communities from rural agricultural to suburban
places in the past twenty-year period. Barring economic
collapse of the New York-New Jersey Metropolitan region, the
factors associated with the growth of this region will con-
tinue to exert the most significant effect upon the growth
and character of land development in Warren Township in the
future.

Woodlands have been cleared . . . Further, the rural charac-
ter of the Township is changing from one of scattered single-
family residential areas to the area-wide development of
evenly spaced hoiaes.

Farming is no longer the major land use characteristic of
Warren Township. In the past few decades, residential, com-
mercial and industrial development replaced farming as the
principal land use in the community . . .6

Master Plan, pages 3-6.
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Based upon the preceding, it is clear that Warren Township

meets the criteria for a developing municipality and is therefore

obligated to make provision for "an appropriate variety and choice

of housing."

Despite this obligation, all of the zoned housing

opportunities existing within Warren Township are for single-family

homes on lots in excess of 20,000 square feet.^

Between 1972 and 1977, Somerset County as a whole experienced

a 23 percent increase in total employment, a rate almost two and

one-half (2%) times that of the nation. Projections are that this

trend will continue with significant increases occurring through

the next decade. The 1970 employment total of 68,784 jobs is

expected to double by 1990. Despite the employment growth, popula-

tion growth in the County as a whole was only 4.7 percent between

1970 and 1978.8 This represents a considerable lag in the develop-

ment of housing to meet employment opportunities.

Development of 252 townhouse units in Warren Township would

help to correct this lag.

The State Development Guide Plan (revised May, 1980) places

Warren Township within the State's proposed Growth Area. The imple-

mentation strategy for the Growth Area includes the following

recommendations:

'Although the Zoning Ordinance provides for and regulates an "R10"
single-family district, no such district is shown on the Township's
Zoning Map.

g
Unpublished manuscript (New Brunswick: Center for Urban Policy
Research, Rutgers, The State University, 1979).
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New development • . . should occur so as to create denser
more compact settlement patterns that will reduce the cost of
supplying public facilities and increase the feasibility of
public transit . . . Accordingly, new residential development
should be designed to allow cost-effective services and reduce
the inefficiencies of large lot, scattered growth . . .

Currently, the distance between places of employment and resi-
dences is frequently considerable. In many cases, locations
which offer employment opportunities do not have an adequate
range of housing to meet the needs of those who work in the
area. This has resulted in an ultimately self-destructive
division between affluent suburban areas and depressed inner
cities. This division must be lessened and more people given
access to a greater choice of job and housing opportunities.9

As the next section of this report suggests, the location

of the property in question in relation to future employment oppor-

tunities and its access to present employment supports its development

with townhouses in the density range proposed. This recommendation

is consistent with the guidelines of the State Development Guide

Plan.

VII. COST/REVENUE ANALYSIS

If the Timber Properties development were in place at this

time, the Township could expect annual total tax revenues of about

$626,500 and anticipated costs of $348,000 for a net of approximately

$278,500 of revenues over costs. Moreover, these figures are

conservatively weighted since the proposed development will provide

and maintain its own recreational facilities, roads and walkways,

and onsite water and sewer utilities. Consequently, the estimated

costs of $348,000 will probably be considerably lower.

pages 84-85.

The county tax portion of the total tax rate (1.10 out of 5.52)
and county costs have been excluded from the computations. The
$278,500 represents the surplus from the municipal, library,
elementary and high school tax revenues minus the cost of pro-
viding these services.
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On the other hand, if the tract were developed with 34

single-family detached houses (estimated maximum number of single-

family detached houses that could be accommodated on the tract)

with a market value of $175,000 each, the total tax revenues (ex-

clusive of county taxes) would be approximately $118,500. Total

costs (exclusive of county costs) would be $168,000. The net annual

deficit to the Township would be approximately $49,500.

The calculations used in arriving at the revenues and costs

are detailed in the Appendix.



APPENDIX

Cost/Revenue Calculations



APPEIIDIX Cost/Revenue Calculations

A. Townhouses (252 units; half 2-bedroom, half 3-bedroom)

1. Revenues

a. Estimated selling prices

126 - 2-bedroom townhouses § $115,000 $14,490,000
126 - 3-bedroom townhouses 6 $135,000 17,010,000

market value: $31,500,000

b. 1981 Assessed to true market
value: .45 assessed value: 14,175,000
(from Township Assessor)

c. 1981 Tax rate $4.42/100
(exclusive of county taxes) X .0442

Annual tax revenues: $626,535

2. Costs

By dividing the 1981 taxable expenditures by total

population and school population, the following per capita

costs were determined:

a. Municipal services $113 per capita

b. School costs $2,551/student

Estimated number of persons per unit and school children

were derived from Rutgers studies (Center for Urban Policy

Research) and surveys by consultant as follows:

Type of Unit Household Size School Children/Unit

2-bedroom townhouse 1.86 .22

3-bedroom townhouse 2.68 .66

Totals: Number of persons: 572

Number of school children: 111



APPEUDIX Page 2.

tiunicipal costs: 572 persons X $113 $64,636

School costs: 111 students X $2,551 283,161

Total costs: $347,797

Revenues (rounded) $626,500
Costs (rounded) 348,000

Net Profit: $278,500

B, Single-Family Detached

1. Revenues

A total of 34, 4-bedroom single-family detached units

was assumed to be the maximum number that could be accommo-

dated on the 60-acre tract (subtracting 15 percent for

roads). Each house was assumed to have a selling price of

$175,000.

34 houses @ $175,000 $5,950,000
Assessed Value (.45 of true value) 2,677,500

Tax rate: .0442

Annual tax revenues: $118,350

2. Costs

Each single-family detached structure was assumed to

have a total of 4.490 persons and 1.740 school children

(Center for Urban Policy Research)

Totals: Number of persons: 153

number of school children: 59

Municipal costs: 153 persons X $113 $17,289

School costs: 59 students X $2,551 150,509

Total costs: $167,798
Revenues (rounded) $118,500
Costs (rounded) 168,000

Net Deficit:
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