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RAYMOND R. & ANN W. TROMBADORE
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
COUNSELLORS AT LAW
33 EAST HIGH STREET
SOMERVILLE, NEW JERSEY 08876

RAYMOND R. TROMBADORE , TELEPHONE
(201) 722-7555
ANN WILKIN TROMBADORE
OF COUNSEL . November 22, 1983

MARILYN RHYNE HERR

™ o=
Honorable Eugene D. Serpentelli S -
Ocean County Court House *JV2;q%f3
Washington Street o
Court Room 1 RN % 12 o TTY
Toms River, New Jersey 08753 A ““JEUSQﬁﬁ%W

Re: Timber Properties v. Warren Township -
Docket No. L-67820-80, consolidated with
AMG Realty Co. v. Warren Township
Docket No. L-23277-80

Dear Judge Serpentelli:

I am having delivered to your chambers the following expert re-
ports in connection with this matter:

1. Report of Robert A. Nelson, P.E., P.P., of The Traffic Engi-
neering Group.

2. Report of Thomas J. Olenik, PH.D., N.J.P.E., of Semester Con-
sultants, Inc.

3. Report of Theodore Bubnowski of Gilligan & Bubnowski, Architects,
together with conceptual site plan.

In addition to these reports, we will also mark in evidence at the
time of trial the reports previously submitted to Warren Township

in our initial request for rezoning of the property of the plaintiff,
Timber Properties. Reports were then prepared by Mr. Moskowitz,

Mr. Nelson, Mr. Bubnowski and Mr. Jeskie. Mr. Jeskie is a Civil
Engineer who is now in the employ of Warren Township and is not
available to this plaintiff as an expert witness. Nevertheless,

his earlier reports will be relevant in relationship to the relief
initially sought by this plaintiff.

RRT/1ik

cc: All Counsel



E THE TRAFFIC ENGINEERING GROUP

YA Lo A Professional Corporation :
Robert A, Neison, P. E., PP. Deal Lake Building - " Reply to: P.O. Box 324
President ~ : Suite 1-G _ o Allenhurst, NJ 07711
560 Main Street A

Loch Arbour, New Jersey 07711

(201)531-7341 S
November 17, 1983

David Weinberg, Esq.
40 Stirling Road
Watchung, New Jersey 07060

Re: Warren Township--Timber Properties
Dear Mr. Weinberé:

Pursuant to your request we have updated our traffic counts
on Mountain View Road and on Liberty Corner Road and offer
the following analysis of the traffic impact of the proposed
850-unit townhouse project; our original report dealt with a
252-unit project and the Chubb building had not been con-
structed at that time. The new trafflc volume counts include
traffic generated by Chubb.

In conducting our analysis, trafflc volume directional counts
were taken during the period of November 8-11, 1983 at the
locations shown on the Counter Placement diagram and peak
hours were selected from those counts. The traffic movements
were then diagramed on Plates I and IV. Traffic movements
related solely to the proposed 850-unit townhouse project
were developed and shown on Plates II and V; these movements
~assumed that no traffic would have an origin or destination
at the Chubb facility in order to create a "worst case' con-
dition for analysis purposes. Finally, existing traffic and
project traffic volumes were combined on Plates III and VI

to form a data base for the "Critcal Lane" analysis of the
operating levels of service of the signalized intersection of
Liberty Corner Road and Mountain Avenue.‘ Plate VII analyzes
the present operating level of service without project- traffic,
and Plate VIII analyzes the level of service at the intersec-
tion with the fully developed progect trafflc added to exist-
ing traffic volumes.

Levels of service (LOS) are a method of describing operatlng
conditions on a road, or in this case, at a traffic signal .
controlled 1ntersection They are described by letter desig-
nations of A thru E with LOS A being the best condition and E




David Weinberg, Esq. _ -2- November 17, 19§3

being maximum capacity. Table I is a quantitative breakdown
of these LOS showing volume/capacity (V/C) ratios and thres-
hold or maximum volumes for each level.

TABLE I
Maximum
L.evel of Service V/C Ratio Maximum Volume
T ;
A 0.71Y 1000
B 0.7 1200
C 0.81 _ ' : 1400 -
D 0.92 1600
E

1.00 1800

Level of service B is generally used as a design 1LOS for rural
intersections. -

The calculated LOS for present traffic conditions at the inter-
section is A for both morning and evening peak hours (Plate VII).
When project traffic is added to the existing traffic as pre-

viously described, the morning peak hour LOS moves to the "B"

range by 28 vehicles per hour. This is considered to be of no
consequence in terms of a driver's ability to detect a differ-
ence from LOS A. The evening peak hour returns to LOS A.

Therefore, on the basis of this analysis, we find that the
adjacent roadway network can readily accommodate the additional
traffic movements associated with the proposed 850-unit project

without any significant change in present traffic operating
conditions.

Respectfully submltted

Robert A. Nelson P.E., P.P.
RAN/rs ‘ President

Attachments

THE TRAFFIC ENGINEERING GROUP
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A. INTRODUCTION

This report concerns itself with the engineering feasib~
ility of the development of a parcel of property generally locat-
ed to the south of Mountain View Road opposite the newly con-
structed Chubb Office Complex in Warren, N.J. The total area of
property to be developed is 72.27 acres and is composed of the
following lots (as found on Sheets 3, 4 and 4A of the Warren Town-
ship Tax Maps):

Block Lot Acres
111 12 7.84
111 13 28.73
111 19 21.5
111 19C 2,05
111 36 2.2
111 37 1.58
111 38 0.72
121 4 1.87
122 o 1 2.91
123 1 2.87

TOTAL: 72.27 acres

’ In the developmen£ of any parcel of property of this
acreage, several engineering factors must be considered and

properly satisfied as the design and review process proceeds.
These factors are:

1. Area and Boundary of the Property
2. Topographic Conditions :
3. Proposed Density and Type of Housing Units

4. Environmental Impact of the Project on the Property
and Surrounding Parcels. '



5. Traffic Generation

6. Provision for a Potable Water Supper
7. Disposal of Sanitary Sewage Wastes
8. Stormwater Management

9. Solid Waste Disposal

As part of the Planning Board Process, these factors
must be quantified to the maximum practical extent possible so
that technical analysis of the data can proceed and proper
conclusions be offered. Concurrently with this process is consid-
eration of the Local, County and State requirements and regula-
tions that may preclude or limit certain aspects of the site
development. It is the purpose of this report to discuss the
above mentioned items and to indicate to what extent the techni-
cal aspects of this particular property meet generally respected
engineering principles for site development based upon prelimin-
ary data acquisition.

-B. ENGINEERING CONSIDERATIONS
1. Area and Boundary of the Property

It is certain that the property in question (PQ)
contains a sufficient acreage to support a high density develop-
ment of approximately 12 units to an acre. The boundaries of the ~
property do form a fairly irregular shépe but this factor should
not be considered a negative one. The reason for this statement
is that the property can provide access to two established road-
ways, Mountain View Road (MVR) and Liberty Corner Road (LCR).

This factor along with the normal landscape and buffering require-
ments for a properties' perimeter will allow a high density of
development without direct physical impact on the adjoining
properties.



2. Topographical Conditions

The topography of a property is of equal importance
with the boundary lines in planning the technical feasibility of
a project. It is normally beneficial to have a property that has
significant elevation difference from one side to the other.
This significance is realized by aesthetically locating housing
units according to the topography along with detailed design of
the gravity utility systems (storm and sanitary sewers). This
site does possess good elevation differences so that the archi-
tect and engineer can provide a solution that is in cooperation
with the natural elevation features. This judgment can be dis-
covered by a field inspection of the site along with an examina-
tion of the topographic maps available from public (Warren Town-
ship) and private sources. The topography for this site indi-
cates a maximum elevation of 390 at the southwest corner to a
maximum elevation of 270 at the intersection of the property
boundary at MVR. This 120 foot change in elevation allows the
design professionals many altnernatives to the architectural and
technical design of a project not normally available to a site
that has little elevation change. Conversely, local severe
changes in grade can provide areas within a project that have to
be developed very carefully or abandoned in favor of passive open
space. This site does contain a sector of property that would
more properly be left in its natural state. Since most local
planning boards have requirements in their Zoning Ordinances for
open space, it is felt that the proposed development could
proceed with a high density design on the flatter slopes and

preserve the steep sector for a natural conservation and buffer
area. ‘

3. Density of Development

The physical features of the property and the tech-
nical factors discussed below would allow for an allowable



density of approximately 12 units to an acre or a total of approx-
imately 850 units. It is assumed that certain provisions will be
made for a percentage of the development to be for purchasers

that can be classified as having low and moderate income. It is
probable that these units will be of a lower living space area
than what is provided in townhouse developments currently exist-
ing in Somerset County. The lower floor area coupled with a
proper architectural treatment of the arrangement of units will
allow for the provision of approximately 850 units of housing.

4. Environment Impact

A detailed report concerning the environmental
impact of the project will be prepared as the project proceeds
towards Preliminary Planning Board approval. This detailed study
will provide an inventory of flora, fauna, etc., and will discuss
ways to minimize the impact on éxisting environmental resources.
An initial field inspection review of the property by this author
does not indicate any special environmental conditions that would
prevent full density development.

5. Traffic Generation

As with 4 above, a detailed study of the existing
roads would be made by a traffic engineer and a report would be
filed with local and county agencies in charge of this part of
the review process. Even without this report, it would be safe
to conclude at this point in time that the generation of traffic
by the occupants of the site would be safely absorbed by the
surrounding road network. With the construction of the Chubb
Office Building directly to the north of the site and the complet-
ion of U.S. 78 just beyond the Chubb facility, adequate, conven-
ient access to a major capacity road is available. Significant
improvements have been recently made to LCR and MVR Since the

proposed project will properly provide access to each road, via



intersection and/or signalization, it is felt that the develop-
ment of this site will not create traffic congestion in the area.

6. Potable Water

Potable water would be available in sufficient quant-
ity from the Elizabethtown Water Company who have recently expand-
ed their system to include service along MVR.

7. Disposal of Sanitary Sewage

This aspect of a project is one that could preclude
any development on a site. 1In a developing town like Warren Town-
ship, it is often the case that muniéipal wastewater treathent
plants (MWTP) are not available or are at design capacity and
cannot be expanded because of space or regulatory limitations.

At the present time, a recently completed MWTP has become opera-
tional (September 1983) to serve this area of Warren Township.
The plant is known as the Stage V STP (Sewage treatment plant)
and is operated by the Warren Township Sewerage Authority under
New Jersey Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit No. N.J.
0050369. A review of this Permit and an examination of the Plant
leads to the following observations:

a. The existing plant is designed to treat 380,000
gallons per day (gpd) (average flow) of domestic
sewage at a high treatment level.

b. The current flow to the plant originates solely from
Chubb Office Building and amounts to an average flow-
rate of 10,000 gpd. It is understood that Chubb has
purchased the rights to deliver a maximum average
flow of 90,000 gpd from their site.

c. The remaining plant capacity has been purchased by
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other property owners to be served by the plant

based upon current Warren Township zoning require-
ments of one unit of housing to each 1.5 acres of
property. It is also apparent that the existing
plant was sized on this low value of density develop-
ment.

The quality of the discharge from the plant is
meeting the requirements stated in the above mention-
ed permit and appears to be functioning as original-
ly designed. o

The plant- could be expanded to handle a flow double
its current average design flowrate or a total of
760,000 gpd. This construction could be accomplish-
ed at the site of the existing plant as sufficient
property exists. It is assumed that an expanded
plant would be required to maintain the same high
degree of treatment. This requirement will not
prove to be any impediment to obtaining approval
from the New Jersey Department of Environmental
Protection (NJ. DEP). Furthermore, an expanded
plant could be designed to meet even more stringent
treatment levels if required by the N.J. DEP.

It is also possible that an on-site MWTP could be
designed and eventually receive approval from the
N.J. DEP. However, it certainly appears that
expansion of the existing Stage V Plant is more
desireable for everyone concerned.

Conveyance of the sewage to the existing plant
would be accomplished easily through the use of an
adequate gravity sewer system under MVR. At a
proposed density of 850 units an average daily
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flowrate of 255,00 pgd (assumed per capita flow of
75 gpd:and 4 people per unit) would be created by
the site in question. As stated above, capacity
at the Plant could be made available by a simple
expansion of facilities. |

8. STORMWATER MANAGEMENT

Modern stormwater management requires the use of a
storage facility for the detention of stormwater runoff in excess
of the flow that originates from the undeveloped site. This
provision can be met by construction of a detention pond on the
site or through the use of the area wide pond that may be located
on public property. The topography of the site will not prevent
the construction of such a facility. |

9. SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL

The disposal of solid wastes generated by a resident-
ial development is accomplished by normal collection of wastes by
a private or public means and disposal into a sanitary landfill.
It is anticipated that this problem will not impede the develop-
ment of this or any other site.

C. CONCLUSIONS

Based on the above summaries of various important techni-
cal considerations for the proposed project, it is concluded that
there exists no engineering reason for the project to be rejected
by any local, county or State agencies. As more complete engin-
eering analyses are developed during the detailed design stage,
the overall foundation for support of a high density development
will be enhanced rather than reduced.
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e ~ 33 East High Street
Somervalle, NJ 08876

I personally walked the site in Octcber ”19 ;
L Vtopograph;c maps and surroundmg areas m orderi

that time | have walked and examined the site
;;have noted the present charactenstic ' the s

o1, 000 feet is mostly forest beyond matumty, aged and dymg, ,wnth a
 deal of fallen trees, dark, leaf covered ground with little ‘ground vege:
~ tation. Rock outcroppings appear sporadically on the steeper ter'ram
and a watercourse exists on the extreme southern property area, Tk
. site slopes down 120 feet in vertical drop towards Mountain View Road
in approximately 2,400 feet in length of travel for an averaqe gradie
of 5%; how ,rtam slopes are steepe‘ hile ¢ : E:
ﬂatter. , ; L N

; ;Our analysm of the s:te today, and for the past three years.
- an architectural point of reference. the site is buildable; that the. si
- characteristics noted in the preceding paragraph offer no problems fo
~construction of a planned residential development, and the sloping site
B - conducwe to an mterestmg desu_:jn development wnth bunldmgs terr ,le_
, ex eli

,The conceptual site plan as prepared by
development taking advantage ‘of the natural t
~collector road 30 feet in width would be the "spine
-and connect Mountain. View. Road with Liber
__ this spine road, seconda :
development

431 N WOOb AVENU




Novemberw 1983 L mimaoée :Es'q,

i No dwelllng umts would front on the; splne road whtch would msu
htgher degree of traffic safety and expedltlous flow of aut obxles,

i servnce and emergency vehlcles :

e ‘The development shown consnsts of two types of housmg stock

' follows

= Yo 1. One Two, Vand Three Bedroom Condommlum Unlts

DeS|gn and- saze" re based upon marketmg research andfa
- unencumbered by mandated restrictions. These unit sizes
- would be approxlmately 850 sq ft, for 1 Bedroom umts,
: 1,050 sq.ft for 2 Bedroo : ;2
 Bedroom units.

: kLow/Moderate lncome Housmg Umts %

,m the development would consxst of low/moderate-mcome
- of 1,2, and 3 bedrooms. Sizes of these units would be

Sl mately 700 sq.ft. for 1 Bedroom units, 850 sq.ft. fo

j‘ unlts ~and 950 sq.ft. for 3'»Bedroom umts, and price

development as one development., Slgnlflcant land area would be left n
~virgin state of wooded area for open space and recreatmn facillt:e are
- shown and located centrally in the development. - ~
_noted on plan that can be set aside for storm water manageme

o L and would be mcorporated o? future engineermg document_

¥ Adequate parklng can be provnded for res:dents and guests at the ratio

- of 1% parking spaces per unit which has proven to be the acceptable norm

~Underground serviced exterior site lighting would be provided according
‘to acceptable design standards, and site and building landscaping |

 be provided while maintaining natural perimeter wooded buffers and

o keeping selected ex:stlng tree specnmens and selected natural ‘wooded

i _,areas wnthm the sute

', From an architectural pomt of reference, the sute offers no ba- ier
- preventing a bunldable, mterestmg, compl te planne
, development 2o : A : :

~heodor~
Gllllgan - .




