
PRELIMININARY INVESTIGATION

VALLEY STREET, TOWNSHIP OF SOUTH ORANGE VILLAGE ,NJ 
DATE: November, 20th 2019

Non-Condemnation Area in Need of Redevelopment 



1

  

Village President

Board of Trustees                               Planning Board

Donna Coallier
Summer Jones
Bob Zuckerman
Karen Hartshorn Hilton
Walter Clarke
Steve Schnall

Sheena C. Collum

Harold Colton-Max, Chairman
Michael Lerman, Vice Chairman
Jon Busch-Vogel, Village President Designee
Bob Zuckerman, Village Trustee
Adam Loehner, Village Deputy Administrator
Michael Miller
Lillian Harris
David Kraiker
Lance Freeman

Alternates

Kate Selvin
Terry Richardson

Planning Board Planner
Greer Patras, AICP/PP

Planning Board Counsel
William Sullivan, Esq.

Planning Board Engineer Planning Board Secretary
Eric Keller, P.E Ojetti Davis

Administrator
Adam D. Loehner

Prepared by

 ___________________________          ___________________________
 Philip A. Abramson, AICP/PP           Leigh Anne Hindenlang
 NJ Planner License No. 609600          NJ Planner License No. 628600

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS



1 INTRODUCTION 

Study Authorization 
Summary of Findings 

2 BACKGROUND 

Legal Authority 
Redevelopment Procedure 
Progress 
Purpose & Scope 

3 APPLICATION OF STATUTORY CRITERIA 

Redevelopment Case Law Principles 

4 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Study Area Description + Context 
Existing Zoning 
Ownership + Tenancy 

5 ANALYSIS 

Block 2303, Lot 7 209 Valley Street 
Block 2303, Lot 8 16 4th Street 
Block 2303, Lot 9 14 4th Street 
Block 2303, Lot 10 10 4th Street 
Block 2303, Lot 11 8 4th Street 
Consideration of Redevelopment Designation 

6 CONCLUSION 

Appendix A: Governing Body Resolution 2019-067 

Appendix B: Map of Study Area (filled with authorization study) 

Appendix C: Block and lots with 2019 assessed property values  

 

  

Planning Board Secretary

TABLE OF CONTENTS



Study Authorization
The following preliminary investigation has been prepared for the Township of South Orange Planning Board 
to assist in their determination whether certain properties qualify as a “Condemnation Redevelopment 
Area” under N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-5. The Village President and Board of Trustees of South Orange directed 
the Planning Board, through Resolution #2018-259, annexed hereto as Appendix A, to conduct this 
preliminary investigation to determine whether the following parcels, as shown on the official tax map of 
the Township of South Orange Village (collectively, the “Study Area”) as a condemnation “Area In Need 
of Redevelopment” is appropriate and in conformance with the statutory criteria in N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-5:

−	 Block 1905, Lots 2-8; 
−	 Block 1906, Lots 5-10; 
−	 Block 1908, Lots 10-13; 
−	 Block 2001, Lots 1-5; 
−	 Block 2002, Lots 1, 2; 
−	 Block 2003, Lots 1-10; 
−	 Block 2004, Lots 1-5; 
−	 Block 2005, Lots 1-3; 
−	 Block 2006, Lots 1-4; 
−	 Block 2201, Lots 1, 2, 36-39; 
−	 Block 2215, Lots 1, 26, 27; 
−	 Block 2302, Lots 4-27; 
−	 Block 2303, Lots 1-3, 5, 6, 12-14; 
−	 Block 2304, Lots 1, 2, 10-12
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Summary of Findings
The analysis contained within this report will serve as the basis for the recommendation that the 
following properties qualify as a Non-Condemnation Redevelopment Area:

Block Lot Area 
(Acres)

Criteria Section 
3

Not 
RecommendedA B C D E F G H

1905 2 0.190 X X

1905 3 0.088 X X X

1905 4 0.069 X X

1905 5 0.211 X X

1905 6 0.088 X X

1905 7 0.057 X X

1905 8 0.713 X X

1906 5 0.064 X X

1906 6 0.187 X X

1906 7 0.214 X X

1906 8 0.069 X X X

1906 9 0.096 X X

1906 10 0.193 X X

1908 10 0.066 X X

1908 11 0.173 X X X

1908 12 0.151 X X X

1908 13 0.094 X X X

2001 1 0.077 X X X X

2001 2 0.077 X X X

2001 3 0.077 X X X

2001 4 0.077 X X X

2001 5 0.154 X X

2002 1 0.126 X X

2002 2 0.468 X X

2003 1 0.085 X X

2003 2 0.080 X X X

2003 3 0.088 X X X

2003 4 0.088 X X X

2003 5 0.093 X X X

2003 6 0.530 X X

2003 7 0.382 X X X

2003 8 0.105 X X

2003 9 0.169 X X X

2003 10 0.157 X X

2003 11 0.069 X X

2004 1 0.086 X X

2004 2 0.086 X X X

2004 3 0.092 X X

2004 4 0.100 X X X

2004 5 0.234 X X

2005 1 0.095 X X

2005 1.01 X X
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2005 2 0.095 X X

2005 3 0.095 X X

2006 1 0.078 X X

2006 2 0.271 X X X

2006 3 0.394 X X

2006 4 0.110 X X

2201 1 0.130 X X

2201 2 0.107 X X

2201 36 0.038 X X X

2201 37 0.152 X X

2201 39 0.152 X X X

2215 1 0.315 X X X X

2215 26 0.136 X X X X

2215 27 0.139 X X

2302 4 0.534 X X

2302 5 0.426 X X X X

2302 6 0.172 X X

2302 7 0.029 X X

2302 8 0.172 X X X X

2302 9 0.287 X X

2302 10 0.215 X X

2302 11 0.108 X X X

2302 12 0.108 X X X X

2302 13 0.072 X X X X

2302 14 0.072 X X X

2302 15 0.073 X X X X

2302 16 0.073 X X X X

2302 17 0.068 X X X

2302 18 0.073 X X X

2302 19 0.093 X X X

2302 20 0.095 X X X

2302 21 0.097 X X X

2302 22 0.088 X X X

2302 23 0.259 X X X

2302 24 0.127 X X X X

2302 26 0.305 X X X X

2302 27 0.280 X X X

2303 1 0.145 X X

2303 2 0.100 X X X

2303 3 0.162 X X X X

2303 5 0.772 X X X X

2303 6 0.261 X X X
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2303 12 0.743 X X

2303 13 0.383 X X X X

2303 14 0.103 X X X X

2304 1 0.256 X X

2304 2 0.259 X X

2304 10 0.366 X X X

2304 11 0.207 X X

2304 12 0.172 X X

Legal Authority
New Jersey’s Local Redevelopment and Housing Law (the “LRHL”) empowers local governments 
to initiate a process by which designated properties that meet certain statutory criteria can be 
transformed to advance the public interest. Once an area is designated “In Need of Redevelopment” 
in accordance with statutory criteria, municipalities may adopt redevelopment plans and employ 
other planning and financial tools to make redevelopment projects more feasible to remove 
deleterious conditions. 

Redevelopment Procedure
The LRHL requires local governments to follow a formal process before they may exercise 
powers under the LRHL. This process is designed to ensure that the public is given adequate 
notice and opportunity to participate in the investigation and designation. Further, the 
redevelopment process requires the Governing Body and Planning Board involvement to ensure 
all redevelopment actions consider the municipal Master Plan. The steps required are generally 
as follows:

1. The Governing Body must adopt a resolution directing the Planning Board to perform 
a preliminary investigation to determine whether a specified area is “In Need of 
Redevelopment” according to criteria set forth in the LRHL (N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-5).

2. The resolution authorizing the Planning Board to undertake a preliminary investigation shall 
state whether the redevelopment area determination shall authorize the municipality to use 
all those powers for use in a redevelopment area other than the use of eminent domain 
(non-condemnation redevelopment area) or whether the redevelopment area determination 
shall authorize the municipality to use all those powers for use in a redevelopment area, 
including the power of eminent domain (condemnation redevelopment area).

3. If the Governing Body resolution assigning the investigation to the Planning Board states 
that the redevelopment determination shall establish a Condemnation Redevelopment 
Area, then the notice of the final determination shall indicate that: (i) the determination 
operates as a finding of public purpose and authorizes the municipality to exercise the 
power of eminent domain to acquire property in the redevelopment area, and (ii) legal 
action to challenge the final determination must be commenced within forty-five (45) days 
of receipt of notice and that failure to do so shall preclude an owner from later raising such 
challenge.

4. The Planning Board must prepare and make available a map delineating the boundaries of 
the proposed redevelopment area, specifying the parcels to be included and investigated. 
A statement setting forth the basis of the investigation or the preliminary statement should 
accompany this map. 



5. The Planning Board, or their designee, must conduct the investigation and produce a report 
presenting the findings. The Board must also hold a duly noticed hearing to present the 
results of the investigation and to allow interested parties to give testimony. The Planning 
Board then may adopt a resolution recommending a course of action to the Governing 
Body. 

6. The Governing Body may accept, reject, or modify this recommendation by adopting a 
resolution designating lands recommended by the Planning Board as an “Area In Need of 
Redevelopment.” The Governing Body must make the final determination as to the area 
boundaries. 

7. A Redevelopment Plan may be prepared establishing the goals, objectives, and specific 
actions to be taken with regard to the “Area In Need of Redevelopment.” 

8. The Governing Body may then act on the Plan by passing an ordinance adopting the 
Redevelopment Plan as an amendment to the municipal Zoning Ordinance. 

9. Only after completion of this process is a municipality able to exercise the powers under 
the LRHL.

Progress
In the satisfaction of the initial procedural step, described in the Redevelopment Procedure list 
under “1”, the Township of South Orange Village Board of Trustees adopted Resolution #2018-
259 on September 13, 2018. A preliminary investigation map, also dated September 13, 2018, was 
attached to the amended resolution and filed with the Municipal Clerk. The resolution and preliminary 
investigation map, which were created to satisfy procedural step “B” in the aforementioned list, are 
attached to this report as Appendix A and Appendix B, respectively.

Purpose & Scope
In accordance with the process outlined above, this Preliminary Investigation will determine whether 
the Study Area meets the statutory requirements under N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-5 for designation as an 
“Area In Need of Redevelopment.” This study was prepared at the request of the South Orange 
Planning Board and was duly authorized by the Village President and Board of Trustees.
The scope of work for the investigation encompasses the following: 

−	 Review of existing land uses for compliance with current zoning regulations and planning 
policies;

−	 Assessment of property conditions based on field inspections;
−	 Review of public information including:
- Records relating to occupancy/ownership status, as well as property tax assessment data;
- Municipally prepared tax maps and publicly available aerial photos; 
- Municipal records pertaining to building/construction permits and police records; 
- Land use development approvals; 
- Existing zoning ordinance and zoning map for the Village; 
- Most recent Master Plan Re-Examination
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The “Blighted Areas Clause” of the New Jersey Constitution empowers municipalities to undertake a 
wide range of activities to effectuate redevelopment of blighted areas (NJ Const.  Art. VIII, Section 3, 
Paragraph 1):

“The clearance, replanning, development or redevelopment of blight areas shall be a public 
purpose and public use, for which private property may be taken or acquired.  Municipal, public 
or private corporations may be authorized by law to undertake such clearance, replanning, 
development or redevelopment; and improvements made for these purposes and uses, or for any 
of them, may be exempted from taxation, in whole or in part, for a limited period of time… The 
conditions of use, ownership, management and control of such improvements shall be regulated 
by law.”  

The New Jersey LRHL implements this provision of the New Jersey Constitution by authorizing 
municipalities to designate certain parcels as “In Need of Redevelopment,” adopt redevelopment 
plans to effectuate the revitalization of those areas and enter agreements with private parties seeking 
to redevelop blighted areas, among other things. Under the relevant sections of the LRHL (N.J.S.A. 
40A:12A-1 et. seq.), a delineated area may be determined to be “In Need of Redevelopment” if the 
governing body concludes there is substantial evidence that the parcels exhibit any of the following 
characteristics:

A. The generality of buildings is substandard, unsafe, unsanitary, dilapidated, or obsolescent, or 
possess any of such characteristics, or are so lacking in light, air, or space, as to be conducive 
to unwholesome living or working conditions.

B. The discontinuance of the use of a building or buildings previously used for commercial, 
retail, shopping malls or plazas, office parks, manufacturing, or industrial purposes; the 
abandonment of such building or buildings; significant vacancies of such building or buildings 
for at least two consecutive years; or the same being allowed to fall into so great a state of 
disrepair as to be untenantable.

C. Land that is owned by the municipality, the county, a local housing authority, redevelopment 
agency or redevelopment entity, or unimproved vacant land that has remained so for a period 
of ten years prior to adoption of the resolution, and that by reason of its location, remoteness, 
lack of means of access to developed sections or portions of the municipality, or topography, 
or nature of the soil, is not likely to be developed through the instrumentality of private 
capital.

D. Areas with buildings or improvements which, by reason of dilapidation, obsolescence, 
overcrowding, faulty arrangement or design, lack of ventilation, light and sanitary facilities, 
excessive land coverage, deleterious land use or obsolete layout, or any combination of these 
or other factors, are detrimental to the safety, health, morals, or welfare of the community.

E. A growing lack or total lack of proper utilization of areas caused by the condition of the 
title, diverse ownership of the real properties therein or similar conditions, which impede 
land assemblage or discourage the undertaking of improvements, resulting in a stagnant and 
unproductive condition of land potentially useful and valuable for contributing to and serving 
the public health, safety and welfare, which condition is presumed to be having a negative 
social or economic impact or otherwise being detrimental to the safety, health, morals or 
welfare of the surrounding area or the community in general.  (As amended by P.L. 2013, 
Chapter 159, approved September 6, 2013).

F. Areas, in excess of five contiguous acres, whereon buildings or improvements have been 
destroyed, consumed by fire, demolished or altered by the action of storm, fire, cyclone, 
tornado, earthquake or other casualty in such a way that the aggregate assessed value of the 
areas has been materially depreciated.
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G. In any municipality in which an enterprise zone has been designated pursuant to the 
New Jersey Urban Enterprise Zones Act, P.L. 1983, c. 303 (C.52:27H-60 et seq.) the 
execution of the actions prescribed in that act for the adoption by the municipality 
and approval by the New Jersey Urban Enterprise Zone Authority of the zone 
development plan for the area of the enterprise zone shall be considered sufficient 
for the determination that the area is “In Need of Redevelopment” pursuant to 
sections 5 and 6 of P.L. 1992, c. 79 (C.40A:12A-5 and 40A:12A-6) for the purpose of 
granting tax exemptions within the enterprise zone district pursuant to the provisions 
of P.L. 1991, c. 431 (C.40A:20-1 et seq.) or the adoption of a tax abatement and 
exemption ordinance pursuant to the provisions of P.L. 1991, c. 441 (C.40A:21-1 et 
seq.). The municipality shall not utilize any other redevelopment powers within the 
urban enterprise zone unless the municipal governing body and planning board 
have also taken the actions and fulfilled the requirements prescribed in P.L. 1992, c. 
79 (C.40A:12A-1 et al.) for determining that the area is “In Need of Redevelopment” 
or an area in need of rehabilitation and the municipal governing body has adopted a 
redevelopment plan ordinance including the area of the enterprise zone.

H. The designation of the delineated area is consistent with smart growth planning 
principles adopted pursuant to law or regulation.

It should be noted that, based upon the definition of “redevelopment area” or “Area In 
Need of Redevelopment” contained in the LRHL, individual properties, blocks or lots that do 
not meet any of the statutory conditions may still be included within an “Area In Need of 
Redevelopment,” provided that within the area as a whole, one or more of the expressed 
conditions are prevalent. This provision is referenced herein as “Section 3” (pursuant to N.J.S.A. 
40A:12A-3, “Definitions”), which states that:

“a redevelopment area may include lands, buildings, or improvements which of 
themselves are not detrimental to public health, safety or welfare, but the inclusion 
of which is found necessary, with or without change in this condition, for the effective 
redevelopment of the area of which they are a part.”

Furthermore, Criterion H states: “the designation of the delineated area is consistent with smart 
growth planning principles adopted pursuant to law or regulation.” The Smart Growth principles 
crafted by the Smart Growth Network and cited by the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency include:

•	 Mix land uses.
•	 Take advantage of compact building design.
•	 Create a range of housing opportunities and choices.
•	 Create walkable neighborhoods.
•	 Foster distinctive, attractive communities with a strong sense of place.
•	 Preserve open space, farmland, natural beauty, and critical environmental areas.
•	 Strengthen and direct development towards existing communities.
•	 Provide a variety of transportation choices.
•	 Make development decisions predictable, fair, and cost effective.

All lots within the Study Area meet this criterion; however, designation will be based on additional 
criteria.
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Redevelopment Case Law Principles
The New Jersey LRHL has been interpreted extensively by the New Jersey State courts regarding the 
specific application of the redevelopment criteria established under N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-5. The bulk of 
the case law relevant to this analysis has addressed: 1) the minimum evidentiary standard required 
to support a governing body’s finding of blight; and 2) the definition of blight that would satisfy both 
the State Constitution and the LRHL.  These legal principles are summarized below:

−	 Applicable Standard of Proof:  While redevelopment designations, like all municipal 
actions, are vested with a presumption of validity, related conclusions be supported by 
substantial credible evidence. Levin v. Twp. Comm. of Bridgewater, 57 N.J. 506, 537, 274 
A.2d 1 (1971)   This standard is codified in the  LRHL, which provides that an “Area In Need 
of Redevelopment” designation “shall be binding and conclusive upon all persons affected 
by the determination” if it is “supported by substantial evidence and, if required, approved 
by the commissioner.”  N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-6(b)(5).  Courts have upheld designations as 
based upon substantial evidence when based upon evidence such as “structure-by-structure 
inspections of the interior and exterior of each building within the proposed redevelopment 
area” Wilson v. Long Branch, 27 N.J. 360 (1958) (noting an “elaborate report…which 
included maps showing land use in the entire city, topography of the area, underdeveloped 
and underutilized land, the extent of blighting factors and tax delinquencies in the proposed 
area). As such, the conclusions within this Preliminary Investigation were based upon the 
type of substantial evidence contemplated under the LRHL rather than what was warned 
against by the New Jersey Supreme Court as “a bland recitation of the application of the 
statutory criteria and declaration that those criteria are met.” Gallenthin Realty v. Borough of 
Paulsboro, 191 N.J. 344 (2007)

−	 The Proper Application of Criterion E: The Supreme Court in Gallenthin Realty v. Borough 
of Paulsboro constrained the applicability of Criterion “E” to parcels underutilized due to 
the “condition of the title, diverse ownership of the real properties.” 191 N.J. 344 (2007).  
Prior to this decision, municipalities had regularly interpreted Criterion “E” to have a broader 
meaning that would encompass all properties that were not put to optimum use and may 
have been more financially beneficial if redeveloped.  That said, in 62-64 Main Street LLC v. 
Mayor & Council of the City of Hackensack (2015), the Supreme Court subsequently resisted 
an overly narrow interpretation, clarifying that “[this Court has] never stated that an area is 
not blighted unless it ‘negatively affects surrounding properties’ because, to do so, would 
undo all of the legislative classifications of blight established before and after the ratification 
of the Blighted Areas Clause.” The Hackensack case is largely perceived as having restored 
a generally expansive view of the Housing and Redevelopment Law, except as restricted by 
the Gallenthin interpretation of subsection (e).
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Study Area Description + Context
The Study Area stretches the full length of Valley Street (Essex County Route 638) within the Village 
of South Orange Township, including a total of ninety-two (92) tax lots within fourteen (14) blocks.  
While the majority of parcels within the Study Area front along Valley Street, there are several parcels 
that front onto side streets including: Lackawanna Place, 1st Street, 2nd Street, 3rd Street and 4th Street. 

 
Figure 1 : Context Map

The general character and land use within the Study Area varies greatly in intensity, including single-
family residences, retail storefronts, commercial properties, and industrial buildings. At the northern 
end of the Study Area, proximate to the intersection of Valley Street and South Orange Avenue, 
land uses are predominantly commercial in nature, including retail and office.  Heading south 
along the Valley Street corridor, land use becomes more diverse with a mix of retail, industrial, and 
residential uses.  Commercial uses along the southern segment of Valley Street are significantly more 
intense (i.e. prevalence of industrial and automotive uses), which is particularly troublesome given 
a corresponding increase in adjacent residential uses.While proximity to the Village’s downtown 
commercial district has a major influence on land use patterns within the northern extents of the 
Study Area, other sections of the study area are influenced by an elevated rail embankment, which 
forms the western edge of the Study Area and creates an abrupt terminus to all secondary streets 
west of Valley Street. This creates several isolated “dead ends” streets. On the eastern side of Valley 
Street, properties in the Study Area largely abut detached residential neighborhoods, which are 
more sensitive to off-site impacts.
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Valley Street is an Urban Minor Arterial, spanning approximately six (6) miles and carries about 15,000 
vehicles daily, originating within the City of Orange Township and terminating at the edge of Essex 
County in Maplewood Township. Qualitatively, traffic and congestion are common, due to significant 
volumes and the inefficiencies of a cross-section that provides a single travel lane in either direction.
Properties within the Study Area are highly fragmented. In fact, no single lot exceeds one acre in size, 
with the largest lot measuring just over three-quarters of an acre.  The majority (approximately two-
thirds) of existing buildings were constructed before 1940. 

Common to many neighborhoods constructed during this time, many properties were not constructed 
to accommodate automobile access, as seen in the lack of driveways or garages. With the introduction 
of land use that is less compatible with residential, overall desirability of the area for development waned 
and stymied reinvestment. As a result, the maintenance of, and/or modifications to, existing historic 
structures was either non-existent or undertaken in a utilitarian way that did not prioritize preservation 
or character enhancement. As a result, evidence of deteriorating, decay, or other substandard building 
conditions were observed throughout the Study Area.

The analysis to follow will identify the conditions observed on each property as they relate to the criteria 
set forth in the Local Redevelopment and Housing Law.  Some properties may exhibit problematic or 
undesirable features that are not addressed within this report due to the focus on conditions relevant 
for potential designation of a property as being “In Need of Redevelopment.”  

While each property in the study area was reviewed and considered individually, certain key themes 
reappeared throughout the Study Area. These are pervasive “structural” factors, predicated upon 
historic development patterns, the location of critical infrastructure, regional travel patterns, and 
general market trends and preference that impact real estate markets. The forces and factors underlying 
observed conditions in the Study Area are unlikely to be resolved by simple owner repairs, renovations, 
or retrofits. Rather, the community’s vision for a more “livable,” revitalized Valley Street corridor is likely 
to require the type of tools conferred to municipalities under the Local Redevelopment and Housing 
Law.

The Properties Within the Existing Zoning
All properties within the Study Area lie within either the B-1, B-2, B-3, or RB zoning districts.  
The lots within Block 1905, 1906 and 1908 are governed by the B-1 district regulations, which is 
characterized mainly by the allowance of retail trade and service uses, as well as restaurants, 
entertainment, office, and public uses among others. The district includes the provision for residential 
use which allows for a full variety of uses one might expect in a downtown environment. Consistent 
with a downtown or adjacent mixed-use zone, the regulations do not require front, side, or rear yard 
setbacks, allow buildings up to four stories, and have a relatively small minimum lot size at just over 
1/8 acre.  

All lots within the Study Area on the eastern side of Valley Street, with the exception of Lot 5 on 
Block 2001 and the rear portions of both Lots 6 and 7 on Block 2003, are governed by the B-2 district 
regulations. While the uses of this district are similar to those of the B-1 district, the B-2 regulations 
require a larger minimum lot size (almost twice the size), front- and side-yard setbacks, and only allow 
up to three stories. Such regulations result in less density, more open space, and space between 
buildings, while still potentially promoting the walkable scale expected near a downtown.  
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All lots on the western side of Valley Street south of 3rd Street fall within the B-3 district. The distinguishing 
character of this district is that, in addition to the commercial and residential uses allowed in the B-1 
and B-2 districts, the B-3 regulations allow for light manufacturing, wholesale, and industrial uses which 
are not allowed elsewhere. Similar to the B-2 district, requirements and limits regulate the height, 
setbacks, and lot sizes within the B-3 district.   

The final zoning district to regulate property within the Study Area is the RB district, which includes only 
Lot 5 on Block 2001 and the rear of Lot 6 and 7 on Block 2003. This district allows for single- or two-
family detached houses or public buildings regulating a decidedly residential character much more 
limited than the rest of the Study Area. Notable is the fact that none of the properties in the Study Area 
that fall within this zoning district conform with the use regulations.  

Study Area Zoning Districts                                            

Figure 2: Zoning Districts
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BUSINESS B-1

Principal Permitted Uses:
Stores that primarily sell consumer goods; retail services; banks and financial institutions; central 
telephone exchanges; executive offices, professional offices, and showrooms; restaurants and 
taverns (not drive-ins); funeral homes; public uses owned by Village and its agent; apartments 
above first floor of business buildings; indoor theaters; cultural and educational facilities; other 
places of public assembly; off-street parking facilities; restaurants, convenience stores, retail 
markets, and catering kitchens.

Conditional Uses:
Gas stations, geodesic domes, lodges or fraternal organizations (second floor and above only); 
arcades, billiard or pool rooms; churches or synagogues or other non-profit schools (day students 
only); public garages; fast food restaurants;

Yard Requirements (Minimum) Height + Development (Maximum)
Lot Area Min. 6,000 SF Lot Coverage NONE
Interior Lot Width Min. 50 SF Floor Area Ratio NONE
Corner Lot Width Min. 75 SF Maximum Height 4 Stories / 48 FT
Front Yard Min. NONE Maximum Density 43 Units per Acre
Side Yard (Each) Min. NONE
Side Yard (Corner) Min. NONE
Rear Yard Min. NONE

BUSINESS B-2 

Principal Permitted Uses:
Stores that primarily sell consumer goods; retail services; banks and financial institutions; central 
telephone exchanges; executive offices, professional offices, and showrooms; restaurants and 
taverns (not drive-ins); funeral homes; public uses owned by Village and its agent; apartments 
above first floor of business buildings; indoor theaters; cultural and educational facilities; other 
places of public assembly; off-street parking facilities; restaurants, convenience stores, retail 
markets, and catering kitchens; public garages; commercial garage (limited to structure for 
showroom and sales office); electric utility substation; general offices; retail sales and services 
not permitted in B-1; vocational schools and studios; professional offices;

Yard Requirements (Minimum) Height + Development (Maximum)
Lot Area Min. 10,000 SF Lot Coverage 75%
Interior Lot Width Min. 75 SF Floor Area Ratio NONE
Corner Lot Width Min. 100 SF Maximum Height 3 Stories / 36 FT
Front Yard Min. 15 FT Maximum Density NONE
Side Yard (Each) Min. 10 FT
Side Yard (Corner) Min. NONE
Rear Yard Min. 25 FT
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BUSINESS B-3

Principal Permitted Uses:
Stores that primarily sell consumer goods; retail services; banks and financial institutions; central 
telephone exchanges; executive offices, professional offices, and showrooms; restaurants and 
taverns (not drive-ins); funeral homes; public uses owned by Village and its agent; apartments 
above first floor of business buildings; indoor theaters; cultural and educational facilities; other 
places of public assembly; off-street parking facilities; restaurants, convenience stores, retail 
markets, and catering kitchens; research, testing, and experimental facilities; light manufacturing, 
fabrication, and assembly facilities; warehousing and storage of nonflammable and nonexplosive 
materials; express carting or hauling offices and stations (not including trucking terminals); 
equipment storage; newspaper or job printing; the sale and storage of lumber, fuel, and building 
materials; wholesale storage and display; bowling alleys, swimming pools, sports arenas, and 
gymnasiums; off-street parking facilities;

Conditional Uses:
Gas stations; geodesic domes; lodges or fraternal organizations (second floor and above only); 
churches or synagogues or other non-profit schools (day students only); fast food restaurants; 
outdoor storage; arcades; adult entertainment or retail establishments; telephone time sales 
services; off-street parking facilities; accessory uses normally incident to the principal use; as 
subordinate to principal use, the manufacture of any product sold to consumers that employs 5 
or fewer persons; parks, plazas, and open space; industrial feeding establishments and public, 
private, or nonprofit institutions preparing or storing food;

Yard Requirements (Minimum) Height + Development (Maximum)
Lot Area Min. 20,000 SF Lot Coverage 35%
Interior Lot Width Min. 75 SF Floor Area Ratio 1.6
Corner Lot Width Min. 100 SF Maximum Height 3 Stories / 36 FT
Front Yard Min. 15 FT Maximum Density NONE
Side Yard (Each) Min. 5 FT
Side Yard (Corner) Min. NONE
Rear Yard Min. 25 FT

RESIDENCE B (RB)

Principal Permitted Uses:
Single-family detached dwelling; two-family detached dwelling; public uses or public buildings 
owned by the municipality or the Board of Education

Conditional Uses:

Professional offices in residence; geodesic dome; residences for the developmentally disabled 
or victims of domestic violence; lodges or fraternal organizations; churches or synagogues or 
schools for religion

RB Single-Family Detached Dwelling Standards:
Yard Requirements (Minimum) Height + Development (Maximum)
Lot Area Min. 5,000 SF Lot Coverage 40%
Interior Lot Width Min. 36 SF Floor Area Ratio NONE
Corner Lot Width Min. 50 SF Maximum Height 3 Stories / 36 FT
Front Yard Min. 25 FT Maximum Density NONE
Side Yard (Each) Min. 4 FT
Side Yard (Corner) Min. NONE
Rear Yard Min. 16 FT



Figure 3: Properties classified as Residential in MOD IV Map
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RB Two-Family Dwelling Standards:
Yard Requirements (Minimum) Height & Development (Maximum)
Lot Area Min. 6,000 SF Lot Coverage 40%
Interior Lot Width Min. 40 SF Maximum Height 2.5 Stories / 35 FT
Corner Lot Width Min. 60 SF Floor Area Ratio NONE
Front Yard Min. 25 FT Maximum Density NONE
Side Yard (Each) Min. 4 FT
Side Yard (Corner) Min. NONE
Rear Yard Min. 16 FT

Ownership + Tenancy
A review of the Village’s property tax records was conducted for properties in the Study Area to 
determine current ownership information. The table below shows the most current ownership records 
based on 2019 records from the New Jersey Division of Taxation. As Figure 3 shows, residential uses 
are irregularly distributed throughout the Study Area.

[Properties classified as Residential in MOD IV Map]
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Table of all Properties Within the Study Area Classified as ‘Residential’ by the 
New Jersey Division of Taxation

Block Lot Property Location Prop Class

1905 2 14 Second Street Residential (four families or less) 

1905 3 20 Second Street Residential (four families or less) 

1905 4 24 Second Street Residential (four families or less) 

2001 1 268 Valley Street Residential (four families or less) 

2001 2 266 Valley Street Residential (four families or less) 

2001 3 264 Valley Street Residential (four families or less) 

2001 4 262 Valley Street Residential (four families or less) 

2003 2 182 Valley Street Residential (four families or less) 

2003 3 180 Valley Street Residential (four families or less) 

2003 4 178 Valley Street Residential (four families or less) 

2003 5 176 Valley Street Residential (four families or less) 

2003 8 160 Valley Street Residential (four families or less) 

2003 9 158 Valley Street Residential (four families or less) 

2003 11 60 Third Street Residential (four families or less) 

2004 2 116 Valley Street Residential (four families or less) 

2005 1 53 Second Street Residential (four families or less) 

2005 2 55 Second Street Residential (four families or less) 

2005 3 57 Second Street Residential (four families or less) 

2006 1 70 Valley Street Residential (four families or less) 

2201 2 308 Valley Street Residential (four families or less) 

2201 37 316 Valley Street Residential (four families or less) 

2201 39 310 Valley Street Residential (four families or less) 

2215 27 456 Valley Street Residential (four families or less) 

2302 6 351 Valley Street Residential (four families or less) 

2302 12 335 Valley Street Residential (four families or less) 

2302 13 333 Valley Street Residential (four families or less) 

2302 16 327 Valley Street Residential (four families or less) 

2302 18 16 Lackawanna Pl Residential (four families or less) 

2302 19 10 Lackawanna Place Residential (four families or less) 

2302 20 8 Lackawanna Place Residential (four families or less) 

2302 21 6 Lackawanna Place Residential (four families or less) 

2303 2 313 Valley Street Residential (four families or less) 

2303 8 16 Fourth St Residential (four families or less) 

2303 9 14 Fourth Street Residential (four families or less) 

2303 10 10 Fourth Street Residential (four families or less) 

2303 11 8 Fourth Street Residential (four families or less) 

2304 12 15 Fourth Street Residential (four families or less) 
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Table of Largest Property Owners by Acreage Owned Within the Study Area

Property Owners Acreage Parcels Block + Lot

219 PROPERTIES LLC 0.772 1 Block 2303, Lot 5

MFM HOLDINGS LLC, 0.758 2 Block 2303, Lots 1 and 7

PUBLIC SERVICE ELECTRIC + GAS CO 0.743 1 Block 2303, Lot 12

VALLEY NATIONAL BANK 0.713 1 Block 1905, Lot 8

SAKHAI, NED 0.534 1 Block 2302, Lot 4

RAL REALTY LLC 0.530 1 Block 2003, Lot 6

NINA CAPITAL LLC 0.511 3 Block 2302, Lots 23, 24, 25

ALLEGIANCE COMMUNITY BANK 0.468 1 Block 2002, Lot 2

MERIDIA, VILLAGE COMMONS LLC 0.449 3 Block 2303, Lot 8 and 11; Block 2304, Lot 11

EAST MT PLEASANT PROPPERTIES 0.426 1 Block 2302, Lot 5

MOLINARO, ANTHONY 0.406 4 Block 2302, Lot 16 and 17; Block 2303, Lots 3 and 14

Property Taxes
Property tax records from the State of New Jersey Division of Taxation’s 2018 database were analyzed to 
determine the assessed value of each property in the Study Area and current property taxes. The value 
of the land, improvements thereon, and the net taxable value for all 92 parcels can be found in Appendix 
C.  Within the Study Area the assessed value of the Study Area decreased by $2,995,820 between 2011 
and 2018, or about 5% over seven years.
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The following evaluation of the Study Area is based on the statutory criteria described above for 
designation as an “Area In Need of Redevelopment.” The evaluations were based on surveys of land 
use, property conditions, occupancy, ownership status, and a review of other relevant data.

Summary of Findings:
The table below summarizes this report’s findings regarding the statutory criteria’s (described above on 
page xx) applicability to each parcel within the Study Area:

Block Lot Area (Acres) Criteria Section 3
Not 
Recommended

A B C D E F G H
1905 2 0.190 X X

1905 3 0.088 X X X

1905 4 0.069 X X

1905 5 0.211 X X

1905 6 0.088 X X

1905 7 0.057 X X

Figure 4: Study area context map
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1905 8 0.713 X X

1906 5 0.064 X X

1906 6 0.187 X X

1906 7 0.214 X X

1906 8 0.069 X X X

1906 9 0.096 X X

1906 10 0.193 X X

1908 10 0.066 X X

1908 11 0.173 X X X

1908 12 0.151 X X X

1908 13 0.094 X X X

2001 1 0.077 X X X X

2001 2 0.077 X X X

2001 3 0.077 X X X

2001 4 0.077 X X X

2001 5 0.154 X X

2002 1 0.126 X X

2002 2 0.468 X X

2003 1 0.085 X X

2003 2 0.080 X X X

2003 3 0.088 X X X

2003 4 0.088 X X X

2003 5 0.093 X X X

2003 6 0.530 X X

2003 7 0.382 X X X

2003 8 0.105 X X

2003 9 0.169 X X X

2003 10 0.157 X X

2003 11 0.069 X X

2004 1 0.086 X X

2004 2 0.086 X X X

2004 3 0.092 X X

2004 4 0.100 X X X

2004 5 0.234 X X

2005 1 0.095 X X

2005 1.01 X X

2005 2 0.095 X X

2005 3 0.095 X X
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2006 1 0.078 X X

2006 2 0.271 X X X

2006 3 0.394 X X

2006 4 0.110 X X

2201 1 0.130 X X

2201 2 0.107 X X

2201 36 0.038 X X X

2201 37 0.152 X X

2201 39 0.152 X X X

2215 1 0.315 X X X X

2215 26 0.136 X X X X

2215 27 0.139 X X

2302 4 0.534 X X

2302 5 0.426 X X X X

2302 6 0.172 X X

2302 7 0.029 X X

2302 8 0.172 X X X X

2302 9 0.287 X X

2302 10 0.215 X X

2302 11 0.108 X X X

2302 12 0.108 X X X X

2302 13 0.072 X X X X

2302 14 0.072 X X X

2302 15 0.073 X X X X

2302 16 0.073 X X X X

2302 17 0.068 X X X

2302 18 0.073 X X X

2302 19 0.093 X X X

2302 20 0.095 X X X

2302 21 0.097 X X X

2302 22 0.088 X X X

2302 23 0.259 X X X

2302 24 0.127 X X X X

2302 26 0.305 X X X X

2302 27 0.280 X X X

2303 1 0.145 X X

2303 2 0.100 X X X
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2303 3 0.162 X X X X

2303 5 0.772 X X X X

2303 6 0.261 X X X

2303 12 0.743 X X

2303 13 0.383 X X X X

2303 14 0.103 X X X X

2304 1 0.256 X X

2304 2 0.259 X X

2304 10 0.366 X X X

2304 11 0.207 X X

2304 12 0.172 X X

Block 1905

Lot 2, 14 2nd Street, B-1 District
During this study, a new mixed-use structure was approved by the South Orange Planning Board 
for development upon Lot 2. Given the current progressing development on the property, it is 
not recommended that this lot be designated as “In Need of Redevelopment.”  

Figure 5: Block 1905 site extent



It should be noted, however, that several variances were necessary to accommodate the application.  
This may indicate a misalignment between property characteristics, current zoning regulations, and 
market realities. Redevelopment planning tools, made available to the municipality pursuant to the 
Local Redevelopment and Housing Law, may help realign development parameters to facilitate 
this sort of reinvestment throughout the corridor.

Lot 3, 20 2nd Street, B-1 District
This two-and-one-half story residential building dates to the early 20th century. Residential use 
below the second floor is prohibited in the B-1 District, so any application for alterations would 
require a use variance. The existing structure occupies almost the entire width of the 30-foot-wide 
parcel, leaving nearly no room for light, air and circulation. The driveway, which is the only means 
of vehicular access to the rear of the property and predominantly located on Lot 3, appears to be 
shared with the neighboring property (Block 1905, Lot 4). 
This driveway configuration not only creates a practical problem in terms of access and parking 
management, but also creates the type of “[title] condition…[that]…impede[s] land assemblage 
or discourage the undertaking of improvements” as described in Criterion E of the LRHL. The 
applicability of Criterion D and E is further reinforced by the physical condition of the existing 
structure.  More specifically, the cracking and wearing brick foundation, broken shingles, bulging 
and irregular roofline, and exposed and unkempt electrical wires evidence the type of “stagnant” 
condition upon land potentially useful and contributing to the general welfare—factors which 
further support the applicability of Criterion E.
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Lot 4, 24 2nd Street, B-1 District
This two-story residential building contains at least two (2) dwelling units on a narrow 25-foot-wide 
lot. Residential use below the second floor is prohibited in the B-1 District, so any application 
for alterations would require a use variance. Like the neighboring property (Block 1905, Lot 3 – 
described immediately above), the narrowness of the parcel limits the ability to accommodate 
vehicular circulation to the rear of the property. At present, access is only made possible using a 
shared driveway predominantly located on Lot 3.  
The existing structure is physically deteriorated and dilapidated to the point that is detrimental 
to the public welfare. Specifically, the sheathing of the front porch roof appears to be separating 
from the structural members beneath; existing façade materials are mismatched, broken, or missing 
altogether; the ridge of the roof is sagging, which suggests deterioration of structural roof joists; 
finally, a variety of wires and cables are exposed and poorly managed, creating at least the perception 
of a dilapidated condition, if not an actual safety risk. Exposed wiring displaying an unmanaged and 
haphazard character contribute to the dilapidation of the building which qualifies under Criterion D.
For the same reasons articulated above regarding Lot 3, the existence of a shared driveway, along 
with evidence of stagnation, support the applicability of Criterion E.  Moreover, the physical condition 
of the existing structures rises to the level of dilapidation, supporting applicability of Criterion D, for 
designation as an “Area in Need of Redevelopment.”

Lot 5, 28 2nd Street, B-1 District
Lot 5 is improved with a surface parking lot that serves the First Baptist Church of South Orange, 
which is located on the adjacent parcel (Block 1905, Lot 6). The existing parking lot does not appear 
to need major repairs, but the lack of striping and the general layout of the lot is a faulty arrangement 
or design. More specifically, at 50-feet, the lot is only wide enough to accommodate one row of 
head-in parking (20FT) along with a two-way travel lane (24FT). However, as designed, the parking 
lot is used for two rows of head-in parking, which is particularly problematic given that the existing 
curb cut providing access to the site (approximately 20-feet in width) leads vehicles directly into 
one of the parking lanes. Finally, the western property boundary, adjacent to existing detached 
residence, contains virtually no yard setback or landscaping.  
These factors amount to the type of “faulty arrangement or design” required for designation under 
Criterion D.
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Lot 6, 103 Valley Street, B-1 District 
Lot 6 contains the First Baptist Church of South Orange. The building itself is in good repair, however, 
a major issue exists regarding the configuration of the front steps/accessibility ramp, which provide 
access to the building from Valley Street. Specifically, the existing entry improvements are configured 
in a way that reduces sidewalk width to less than three (3) feet in certain locations. To note, the 
standard width for paths of travel under the American with Disability Act is 36-inches or three feet. 
While this deficiency exists in the public right-of-way and outside the property’s boundary lines, the 
current configuration is part of the overall site design and implicates improvements that are necessary 
for the church to function adequately. 
This design issue amounts to the type of “faulty arrangement or design” contemplated under Criterion 
D, which is detrimental to the public welfare.
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Lot 7, 109 Valley Street, B-1 District
Lot 7 is improved with a converted two-and-one-half-story detached residential dwelling, which 
now contains an insurance office on the ground floor. Lot 7 poses several concerns relevant to the 
designation under the Local Redevelopment and Housing Law.  At approximately 45-feet wide, the 
lot width is less than the required minimum of 50 feet under the B-1 zoning regulations. Furthermore, 
between the existing structure and parking area, the lot is almost entirely improved with impervious 
surfaces.
The parking area is configured in a three-car-deep “stacked” (or tandem) configuration, which 
prevents internal vehicular circulation and requires vehicles to be “jockeyed” out onto Valley Street 
for blocked vehicles to egress the site. While this is aesthetically inappropriate for a retail corridor like 
Valley Street, the tandem configuration, combined with limited site visibility, creates a safety issue for 
pedestrians traversing the sidewalk.  
For these reasons above, this site exhibits excessive coverage and the existing improvements exhibit 
a faulty arrangement, thereby qualifying for designation under Criterion D.

Lot 8, 115 Valley Street, B-1 District 
Lot 8 contains a local branch of Valley National Bank, which is generally well-maintained. There is 
significant impervious coverage created by the expansive parking lots (and drive-through facility) 
constructed upon the side and rear yards. The location of the walk-up ATM at the rear of the building 
requires pedestrians to enter the vehicular driveway and traverse the drive aisles of the parking lane 
to access the facility. This layout is unsafe and amounts to a faulty arrangement, especially for an after-
hours facility.  Furthermore, the mere presence of a drive-through facility along a retail corridor that 
strives to be part of a walkable downtown is wholly inappropriate, faulty, and obsolete. 
For these reasons above, this site exhibits excessive coverage and the existing improvements exhibit 
a faulty arrangement, thereby qualifying for designation under Criterion D.
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Block 1906

Individual Parcel Analysis:

Lot 5, 22 1st Street, B-1 District
The parcel contains a two-and-one-half story masonry structure, which appears to be a converted 
detached dwelling, now utilized as a professional office. Imperfections in masonry, including exterior 
walls and hardscape, are readily visible. The lack of structural integrity of a “cellar door,” installed 
within the sidewalk along 1st Street, as well as the sidewalk itself, is evident. 

Figure 6: Block 1906 site extent
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This condition creates an uneven surface along the 2nd Street sidewalk and creates a potential 
tripping hazard for pedestrians. The entire site has been developed with impervious coverage and 
no on-site stormwater infrastructure is evident. The structure currently tenanted by a law firm (a 
place of public accommodation) does not appear to have a means of access compliant with ADA 
standards.  Between 2011 and 2018, the assessed value of the improvements on the property 
decreased by $63,800. 
For these reasons above, this site exhibits excessive coverage and the existing improvements 
exhibit a faulty and obsolete arrangement, thereby qualifying for designation under Criterion D.

Lot 6, 23 Valley Street, B-1 District
This parcel is entirely occupied by a single structure containing two store fronts along Valley Street, 
as well as a storefront towards the rear of the property fronting along 1st Street. With a structure 
covering 100% of the parcel, impervious coverage is excessive. The retail space along 1st Street 
has been vacant for several years. A vacant, windowless wall has been decorated with a mural to 
give the appearance of actual storefronts. The fact remains that the structure presents a window-
less blank wall directly abutting the public sidewalk, which has a negative impact on pedestrians 
and thus, the general welfare. An unused curb cut remains along 1st Street, where a loading dock 
was presumably once located. The structure itself exhibits signs of disrepair, including cracks and 
missing sections in the stucco façade. 
The southern side of the building contains a haphazard configuration of electrical conduit and ex-
posed wires. Three of the four facades are blank, windowless walls, which inhibit adequate natural 
light and air flow.
For the foregoing reasons, the property qualifies under Criterion D due to the faulty arrangement 
and obsolesce of existing site improvements.  
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Lot 7, 63 Valley Street, B-1 District
While this property is well-maintained and does not meet Criteria A through H, it is recommend-
ed that it be included in the redevelopment area or “Area In Need of Redevelopment” under the 
Section 3 provision because it is within the area where one or more of the expressed conditions are 
prevalent and the inclusion of which is necessary for the effective redevelopment of the area.

Lot 8, 65 Valley Street, B-1 District
This parcel, measuring 25-feet in width, is occupied by a structure constructed in 1910. It appears 
the structure was originally constructed as a detached dwelling and then modified by adding a 
storefront in the front yard. The original structure in the rear appears to be used for residential pur-
poses. The undersized nature of the parcel creates several practical difficulties, particularly given 
that the structure occupies the entire width of the parcel. The lack of side yard setbacks prevents 
access to the rear yard of the property, which in turn prevents on-site parking, commercial loading, 
or efficient trash pickup. In addition, the condition of the building is degraded. Electrical wires 
hang haphazardly on the exterior of the building; the façade shows significant degradation, sug-
gestive of certain structural defects and evidence of water intrusion. Between 2011 and 2018 the 
assessed value of the property decreased by $22,000. 
For the reasons detailed above, Lot 8 qualifies under Criterion D due to the dilapidation, obsoles-
cence, and faulty arrangement of the improvements on the property.  
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Lot 9, 67-69 Valley Street, B-1 District
Like Lot 8 (above), this 30-foot-wide parcel is occupied by what appears to be a detached residential 
structure that was converted to commercial use with a storefront addition along Valley Street. Like 
other properties in the area, the building was originally constructed around 1920 and was set 
back from the street. While the form of the addition to the original building seems designed to 
accommodate retail space, storefronts are currently used for office operations, which conflicts with 
the current zoning. In addition, the lack of side yards prevent access to the rear yard; this impedes 
the possibility of  off-street parking, loading, or efficient trash pickup.  
The lack of access for critical building services qualifies this property under Criterion D as “In Need 
of Redevelopment” due to obsolescence and faulty arrangement.
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Lot 10, 71 Valley Street, B-1 District
Located at the corner of Valley Street and 2nd Street, this parcel is occupied by a four-story brick 
commercial building. The building covers almost the entire lot, with the remainder covered by 
asphalt driveway. This results in 100% impervious coverage. The existing driveway contains striping 
for limited parking and loading spaces, accessible from 2nd Street. The driveway also provides 
access to a lower level indoor garage. It is not clear whether the existing on-site parking supply can 
accommodate traffic demand generated by on-site uses, which includes classrooms and medical 
offices (typically requiring more parking than traditional office uses). Furthermore, the site contains 
no wayfinding signage to alert visitors if parking is available on-site. Instead, the entrance to the 
garage is labeled with a sign that reads “assigned parking only.”  
Due to inadequate parking on-site and excessive impervious coverage, this site qualifies under 
Criterion D for designation as an “Area in Need of Redevelopment”.
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Block 1908

Lot 10, 9 Village Plaza, B-1 District
Lot 10 is occupied by a relatively small, single-story commercial building originally constructed in 1910. 
The structure occupies the entire parcel, creating excessive impervious coverage and a complete lack 
of on-site parking, loading, or access to services.  

Due to the unaccommodated parking and loading on-site and the excessive building and impervious 
coverage, this site qualifies for designation under Criterion D due to the faulty design and excessive 
land coverage.

Lot 11, 15 Valley Street, B-1 District
Lot 11 is occupied by a two-story commercial building that contains two retail storefronts along the 
Valley Street frontage with office space on the upper floor. It appears that a separate structure exists 
in the rear of the building that contains storefronts. While the front of the building appears to have 
been constructed or updated within the last few decades, the rear building appears to be significantly 
older. The footprint of the building occupies the entire parcel, leaving no space for circulation, on-site 
parking, or loading. The building has a rear entrance that fronts along a public parking lot accessible 
from a municipal parking lot—a configuration that does not appear to be a formal arrangement. This 
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Figure 7: Block 1908 site extent



configuration not only creates a practical problem in terms of access and parking management, but 
it also creates the type of “[title] condition…[that]…impede[s] land assemblage or discourage the 
undertaking of improvements” as described in Criterion E of the LRHL.
Due to the excessive building and impervious coverage, the resulting lack of parking and loading, and 
reliance upon an adjacent property for access, this site qualifies as being “In Need of Redevelopment” 
under Criterion D and E.

Lot 12, 19 Valley Street, B-1 District
Occupied solely by the South Mountain Tavern, the structure on this lot covers approximately 90% 
of the property, with the remainder having impervious coverage. Like many other properties studied 
herein, the existing food and beverage operation cannot be accommodated solely on-site without 
the use of adjacent properties or the public right-of-way. The rear entrance and lower-level service 
functions are not directly accessible without traversing the adjacent municipal parking lot. As such, 
trash pickup cannot be accommodated solely on-site, unless it is stored indoors and carried through 
the main dining room and outdoor eating area, or carried up the outdoor staircase to the curb along 
Valley Street. Similarly, vehicular parking cannot be accommodated on-site. This configuration not 
only creates a practical problem in terms of access and parking management, but it also creates 
the type of “[title] condition…[that]…impede[s] land assemblage or discourage the undertaking of 
improvements” as described in Criterion E of the LRHL.
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Due to the excessive building coverage and lack of proper on-site circulation and space for trash, as 
well as the impervious coverage, lack of parking and loading, this site qualifies as being “In Need of 
Redevelopment” under Criterion D and E due to the faulty design and excessive land coverage.

Lot 13, 23 Valley Street, B-1 District
Located at the corner of Valley Street and 1st Street this property is occupied by a three-to-four-
story masonry building with the Toro Loco restaurant/bar on the ground floor and residential uses 
above.  Similar to nearby properties, the parcel is almost entirely covered by the building with a small 
amount of area paved with impervious surface. While a single-story addition at the rear of the property 
can be accessed directly from the 1st Street sidewalk to accommodate loading and trash storage, 
the loading bay is undersized by current standards and inadequate to support a restaurant and/or 
bar. The structure itself has been the subject of multiple modifications and additions. Some of these 
modifications are functionally undesirable for a retail operation, while other physical improvements 
appear to be unsuccessful repairs that now show evidence of failure. 
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The ground floor façade design, which is clad with stucco and now essentially completely devoid of 
any windows, is an example of functionally undesirable modifications. Moreover, most of the ground 
level façade openings that remain are haphazardly utilized for exhaust vents or to house mechanical 
equipment. Other haphazard improvements include several up-blast kitchen exhaust vents located 
adjacent to upper-story residential window openings and a façade mounted heat hump for a split-
system air-conditioning system that is wedged between the side entrance to the restaurant’s main 
entrance and the exterior fire escape. In addition to the above details, and like neighboring properties, 
the excessive building coverage provides no way to accommodate on-site parking for customers, 
employees, or residents. This configuration not only creates a practical problem in terms of access 
and parking management, but also creates the type of “[title] condition…[that]…impede[s] land 
assemblage or discourage the undertaking of improvements” as described in Criterion E of the LRHL.

For the reasons described herein, the existing improvements exhibit a faulty arrangement and design 
as well as excessive land coverage, qualifying this property under Criterion D and E.  

Block 2001
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Figure 8: Block 2001 site extent



Lot 1, 268 Valley Street, B-2 District
Located at the corner of Valley Street and 5th Street, this lot is occupied by a two-family residential 
structure which dates to 1909. Residential use below the second floor is prohibited in the B-2 
District, so any application for alterations would require a use variance. The condition of the 
building is deteriorating, as indicated by the damaged or missing area components of facia 
panels, roof soffits, and vinyl siding components, rotten components of wood porch and fence, as 
well as haphazardly hung cables. While the building is set back from the curb, the front sidewalk 
along Valley Street is compromised due to several intrusions by utility and sign poles, creating 
a treacherous condition for pedestrians and a potentially impassable route for a wheelchair. 
Finally, the property does not have a driveway and does not accommodate on-site parking. This 
configuration not only creates a practical problem in terms of access and parking management, 
but it also creates the type of “[title] condition…[that]…impede[s] land assemblage or discourage 
the undertaking of improvements” as described in Criterion E of the LRHL.
Based upon these factors, the property qualifies under Criterion D and E due to the faulty design 
and obsolescence, as well as the deteriorating and dilapidated condition of the existing structure.  

Lot 2, 266 Valley Street, B-2 District
Like the neighboring properties to the north and south, Lot 2 is occupied by a residential duplex. 
Residential use below the second floor is prohibited in the B-2 District, so any application for 
alterations would require a use variance. The condition of this building is deteriorating in ways 
similar to Lot 1, as indicated by exposed and haphazardly hung electrical wiring, cracked foundation 
walls, stained and damaged areas of siding, as well as boarded-up basement windows. 
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The building is set back from the inside edge of the sidewalk, but the sidewalk itself is located adjacent 
to the curb, and the sidewalk width is compromised by a utility pole, which significantly narrows 
the width available to pedestrians. While this property does have a driveway and accommodates 
on-site parking, the garage may have structural defects. The exterior walls of the garage do not 
appear to be square, roof eaves are not plumb, and joists appears to sag. Additionally, most of the 
parcel is either covered by the building or paved over to create an excessive amount of impervious 
coverage.  
Due to the issues identified above, the property qualifies under Criterion D as being “In Need 
of Redevelopment” due to the faulty design and obsolescence, as well as the deteriorating and 
dilapidated condition of the property.  

Lot 3, 264 Valley Street, B-2 District
This parcel is occupied by a residential duplex similar in age, design, and condition to its neigh-
bors. Residential use below the second floor is prohibited in the B-2 District, so any application 
for alterations would require a use variance. The condition of this building is deteriorating as 
indicated by the exposed and haphazardly hung cables, cracked foundation walls, stained and 
damaged areas of siding, and evidence that the detached garage is deteriorating. A narrow al-
leyway between Lots 3 and 4 is poorly maintained and is cluttered with building materials and 
similar refuse. At the time site visits were conducted, yellow caution tape inhibiting access to a 
rear porch stair was observed. Most of the property is either covered by the building or paved 
over to create an excessive amount of impervious coverage.  
Due to the issues identified above which result in a faulty arrangement, obsolete functioning, 
excessive impervious coverage, as well as the generally deteriorating and dilapidated condition, 
the property qualifies for designation under Criterion D.
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Lot 4, 262 Valley Street, B-2 District
Like Lots 1, 2, and 3, this lot is occupied by a residential duplex which dates to around 1900. Residential 
use below the second floor is prohibited in the B-2 District, so any application for alterations would 
require a use variance. The condition of the building is deteriorating as indicated by the exposed and 
haphazardly hung cables, misalignments in the building foundation, as well as areas of damaged, 
mismatched, or missing siding. While the building is set back from the curb, the sidewalk is located 
adjacent to the curb.  Like its neighbors, this property has a driveway and accommodates on-site 
parking, but most of the property is either covered by the building or paved over to create an excessive 
amount of impervious coverage. It also appears that the narrowness of the existing driveway has 
caused vehicles to repeatedly strike the projecting bay window. A masonry wall that forms the edge 
of the rear surface parking area, atop of which sits a shed or detached garage, exhibits substantial 
structural defects. A narrow alleyway between Lots 3 and 4 is poorly maintained and is cluttered with 
building materials and similar refuse. 
Due to the issues identified above, the property qualifies under Criterion D as being “In Need 
of Redevelopment” due to the faulty design and obsolescence, as well as the deteriorating and 
dilapidated condition of the property and its effects.  
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Lot 5, 260 Valley Street, RB District  
The only commercial use within Block 2001, this parcel is located at the corner of Valley Street and 
Massel Terrace. The single-story masonry structure, once likely to be an auto service garage, is 
located at the rear of the lot when viewed from Valley Street. As such, the positioning of the structure 
is adjacent to parcel boundary shared with a residential property that fronts along Massel Terrace. 
In addition to the obvious visual impacts of a single-story commercial structure with a zero-setback 
upon the adjacent residence, the configuration forces trash storage and other service functions 
to the front yard of the property, creating a visual impact along Valley Street. The majority of the 
property is occupied by a front yard parking lot, which creates both excessive impervious coverage 
and an undesirable pedestrian environment along Valley Street. The pavement and building show 
signs of deterioration—especially  the Massel Terrace-facing façade where significant defects in the 
masonry are readily observed. 
Due to the faulty arrangement of the building on the property, as well as the excessive land coverage, 
the property qualifies for designation under Criterion D.
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Block 2002

Lot 1, 254 Valley Street, B-2 District
Located at the northeast corner of Valley Street and Massel Terrace, this lot is occupied by an 
automotive repair facility. The existing structure is situated at the rear of the property and abuts 
the property line shared with a dwelling that fronts along Massel Terrace. The location and design 
of the building as described provides no location for trash storage out of the front yard, as well 
as preventing access for any other utility or needs customarily located in a rear or side yard. The 
small windows that do look out onto Massel Terrace have been painted over, which detracts from 
the visual environment for pedestrians. The entirety of the site is either occupied by the building 
or paved to serve as parking or circulation for automobiles. In addition to the excessive impervious 
coverage, the frontages along both Valley Street and Massel Terrace are predominantly comprised 
of depressed curbing, making both street parking and controlled access impossible. This is a 
condition that is not only unattractive in a commercial district, but more importantly, confusing 
and unsafe for pedestrians and passing motorists. The pavement shows signs of oil stains and the 
existing freestanding sign is unmaintained with chipping paint and rust. 
The deteriorating condition of the property, deleterious nature of the use near residences, as well 
as the faulty arrangement of the site in relation to the public right-of-way, qualify the property for 
designation under Criterion D. 

Figure 9: Block 2002 site extent
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Lot 2, 200 Valley Street, B-2 District

At 0.4 acres, Lot 2 is one of the largest in the Study Area. The site frontage extends about 200-feet 
along Valley Street; 150-feet of that frontage is comprised of surface parking and drive-through 
function, leaving less than 50 feet of building facade. Most of the site is paved to accommodate a 
front yard surface parking lot and the approach lanes for a three-bay drive-through. The building 
itself is situated with no front yard setbacks and is adjacent to the inside edge of the sidewalks along 
both 4th and Valley Streets. This configuration impedes sight lines for westbound vehicles along 4th 
Street at the Valley Street intersection. Similarly, the lack of rear yard setbacks severely limits sight 
lines for the driveway serving 60 4th Street, a single-story adjacent residential structure where the 
building presents a windowless façade in a zero lot-line condition. Along 4th Street, the building 
presents a windowless façade upon which external wiring and a gas meter is mounted. The nature 
and design of the structure suggest it was once used for automotive service or industrial purposes. 
The current configuration of facades highlights the faulty nature of the adaptive reuse strategy as it 
relates to the public realm.  

Due to the conditions described above, this property qualifies under Criterion D, resulting from the 
faulty design and arrangement of the site and structures thereon.
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Block 2003

Lot 1, 184 Valley Street, B-2 District
Located at the corner of Valley Street and 4th Street, Lot 1 is a vacant, narrow parcel containing 
little more than a two (2) light posts, a paved area, and a retaining wall with two (2) stairways. 
The parcel appears to be used for automobile storage in a “stacked” configuration, which is 
necessitated by the narrowness of the site. More specifically, the narrowness of the lot does not 
allow for enough backout space or circulation. As a result, vehicles appear to park “head-in” from 
4th Street, traversing over the curb and a lawn strip that has been worn away. Where the grade of 
the property does not accommodate head-in parking configuration toward Valley Street, vehicles 
are parked in a tandem parking configuration. The two (2) stairways, providing pedestrian access 
from Valley and 4th Streets, are overgrown and uneven. While there are few improvements on 
the site, those that do exist are arranged in a faulty manner and are currently deteriorating or 
dilapidated.  
Due to the conditions described above, this property qualifies under Criterion D resulting from 
the faulty design and arrangement of the site and structures thereon.  

Figure 10: Block 2003 site extent
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Lot 2, 182 Valley Street, B-2 District
This 25-foot wide parcel contains a residential duplex, dating to before 1900, set back from the 
street . Residential use below the second floor is prohibited in the B-2 District, so any application 
for alterations would require a use variance. While there are some signs of wear to the property, the 
significant feature is the lack of a driveway or any provision of on-site parking.                          The 
narrowness of side yards makes the creation of a driveway impossible without acquisition of 
adjacent properties. A lack of light and air for residential units is another consequence of insufficient 
side yards, where buildings just feet away from property lines prevent direct sunlight or significant 
ventilation. As such, Lot 2 is obsolete due to lack of automobile access and lacks light and air, which 
would only be exacerbated if Lot 1 were ever redeveloped. 
Due to the conditions described above, this property qualifies under Criterion D resulting from the 
faulty design and arrangement of the site and structures thereon and Criterion A because of the 
unwholesome living environment.

Lot 3, 180 Valley Street, B-2 District
Like the neighboring lots, this 25-foot wide lot contains a two-family residence. Residential use 
below the second floor is prohibited in the B-2 District, so any application for alterations would 
require a use variance. While the structure and site improvements show signs of wear and age, the 
most significant feature with respect to redevelopment designation is the lack of on-site parking or 
vehicular access. Due to the narrowness of the parcel, combined with the steeply sloped front yard 
and proximity of neighboring structures, the creation of a new driveway is infeasible. In addition, 
the proximity of adjacent structures inhibits the access to light and air. The front yard shows signs of 
significant erosion, which is caused by a faulty drainage and stormwater management. The roots of 
trees growing in the front yard appear to undermine the masonry steps and walkway that traverse 
the front yard. 
Due to the conditions described above, this property qualifies under Criterion D resulting from the 
faulty design and arrangement of the site and structures thereon and Criterion A because of the 
unwholesome living environment.
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Lot 4, 178 Valley Street, B-2 District 
Lot 4, like the aforementioned parcels to the south, measures 25-feet in width and contains a 
two-family residential dwelling. Residential use below the second floor is prohibited in the B-2 
District, so any application for alterations would require a use variance. Like the properties to the 
south, Lot 4 was developed without a driveway or on-site parking.  Due to the narrowness of the 
parcel, combined with the steeply sloped front yard and proximity of neighboring structures, the 
creation of a new driveway is infeasible.  In addition, the proximity of adjacent structures inhibits 
the access to light and air for southern facing windows. The front yard shows signs of significant 
erosion, which is caused by a faulty drainage and stormwater management. The roots of trees 
growing in the front yard of this parcel and Lot 3 appear to undermine the masonry steps and 
walkway that traverse the front yard. 
Due to the conditions described above, this property qualifies under Criterion D resulting from 
the faulty design and arrangement of the site and structures thereon and Criterion A because of 
the unwholesome living environment.

Lot 5, 176 Valley Street, B-2 District
Lot 5, like the aforementioned parcels to the south, measures 25-feet in width and contains a 
two-family residential dwelling. Residential use below the second floor is prohibited in the B-2 
District, so any application for alterations would require a use variance. Like the properties it 
neighbors, Lot 5 was developed without a driveway or on-site parking. Due to the narrowness of 
the parcel, combined with the steeply sloped front yard and proximity of neighboring structures, 
the creation of a new driveway is infeasible. Additionally, the proximity of adjacent structures to 
the south inhibit access to light and air for southern facing windows. Windows facing the north 
overlook the vehicle storage yard upon Lot 6, a use incompatible with residential dwellings. Unlike 
the properties to the south, a retaining wall was constructed along the front yard boundary to 
manage sloping topography and its impacts. However, those improvements now appear to be 
failing in certain locations, as indicated by uneven and cracked masonry stairs and a wall façade 
that clearly shows signs of saturation and water damage. Similarly, the retaining wall that divides 
this parcel from Lot 6 appears to be shifting, suggestive of structural instability. 
Due to the conditions described above this property qualifies under Criterion D resulting from the 
faulty design and arrangement of the site and structures thereon and Criterion A because of the 
unwholesome living environment.
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Lot 6, 168 Valley Street, B-2 District + RB District 
Lot 6 is under common ownership and functions as part of “All Star Motors,” which also occupies 
Lot 7. Lot 6 appears to be completely paved with asphalt for outdoor vehicular storage in a stacked/
tandem configuration. The asphalt surface shows partial repairs and is not evenly graded.  Stains 
from automotive fluids, such as motor oil and antifreeze, are readily apparent. The sidewalks that 
run along Valley Street are all but impassible in at least two locations due to the close proximity of 
parked vehicles in relation to utility poles and tree wells. The result is a sidewalk that narrows tp 
less than two feet in certain locations. 
Due to the lack of striping, configuration of stored automobiles, and the sheer volume of automobiles 
stored on the site, there is no circulation pattern to speak of and the removal of certain vehicles 
could not be accomplished without traversing Lot 7. Due to the faulty layout and arrangement of 
the lot itself, tow truck loading and unloading operations utilize the Valley Street right-of-way on a 
regular basis, which effectively serves as an extension of the Property itself.  
Due to the faulty arrangement of the property as described above and excessive impervious 
coverage, particularly along a vital corridor in a community striving to enhance its walkability, this 
property qualifies under criterion D as being “In Need of Redevelopment.”  

Lot 7, 164 Valley Street, B-2 District + RB District
Similar in character to the neighboring Lot 6 to the south, much of Lot 7 is occupied by a parking 
lot, offices, and garage space for the All-Star Motors operation. The parcel contains a single-story 
commercial/industrial structure, surrounded entirely by pavement except for the rear of the parcel, 
which is wooded and characterized by sloping topography. Like Lot 6, several patches, partial 
repairs, and automotive fluid stains are readily observable throughout the asphalt surfaces. While 
Lot 7 has a driveway and curb apron, the excessive number of automobiles, stored in a tandem 
arrangement on the site, inhibit on-site circulation, and the building’s garage bays are blocked and 
inaccessible due to stored cars. The current configuration of vehicles leaves no space for tow trucks 
to park on-site. As a result, they regularly park and load/unload in the public right-of-way. Also 
similar to lot 6, the property is lacking improvements common to automotive storage facilities, such 
as pole-mounted lighting, striping, stormwater filtration systems, or security features.
Due to the faulty arrangement described above, this property qualifies under Criterion D as being 
“In Need of Redevelopment.”  Due to the arrangement and nature of the existing structures, the 
site cannot function without traversing property boundaries onto Lot 6, thereby creating a title issue 
as contemplated under Criterion E.  
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Lot 8, 160 Valley Street, B-2 District
Lot 8 is a 30-foot wide parcel that contains a residential duplex. Residential use below the second floor 
is prohibited in the B-2 District, so any application for alterations would require a use variance. Like 
many other residential structures within Block 2003, vehicular access and parking is compromised. 
Unlike certain other parcels, Lot 8 contains a paved lane that leads to the rear yard, but the width of 
the lane narrows against the existing structure, making automobile access impossible. As such, on-site 
parking cannot be accommodated, except in the front yard, which is not desirable. Trash cans were 
readily observed in the front yard. The structure is showing signs of dilapidation, including missing 
or loose bricks in the masonry foundation walls and areas where the building appears to have been 
struck by vehicles traversing the parking area to the north. Portions of the roof shingles are missing, 
particularly around dormers.  
Due to the dilapidation of the property and the faulty arrangement of the driveway described above, 
Lot 8 qualifies for designation under Criterion D.  
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Lot 9, 1 58 Valley Street, B-2 District
Lot 9 is one of two, two-family residential structures located between All Star Motors and a commercial 
structure at the corner of 3rd Street and Valley Street. Residential use below the second floor is 
prohibited in the B-2 District, so any application for alterations would require a use variance. The 
structure on Lot 9 was built with almost no setback from the commercial structure to the north, which 
limits light and air for residents. The southern and rear yards are paved entirely for use as a driveway 
and parking areas. The rear yard parking area is poorly maintained, showing cracked and deteriorating 
pavement. Vehicles in the rear do not appear to be operational and thus are being “stored” rather 
than “parked.”  Masonry walkways and stairs are uneven and show signs of settling.  
These conditions support a finding of dilapidation and excessive impervious coverage. Lot 9 qualifies 
for redevelopment designation under Criteria A and D as an unwholesome living condition. 

Lot 10, 154 Valley Street, B-2 District
Lot 10, located at the corner of Valley Street and 3rd Street, contains a two-story commercial structure 
currently tenanted by New Jersey Tae Kwan Do on the lower level (accessible from Valley Street) 
and Moon River & Co above (accessed from 3rd Street). Parking for approximately six (6) vehicles is 
provided on-site, however, the spaces are configured as perpendicular spaces immediately adjacent 
to the 3rd Street right-of-way. Vehicles utilizing these spaces do not have the benefit of internal drive 
lanes or on-site circulation. Drivers egressing parking lanes must back out over the sidewalk and into 
an active drive lane. As part of improvements that appear to be associated with Lot 10, the curb 
line along 3rd Street has been completely removed and replaced with asphalt that slopes toward 
the right-of-way, creating a curb cut approximately 70-feet in width. This creates a dangerous and 
unpredictable environment and a detriment to the general welfare. One ADA-accessible space is 
provided amongst the on-site spaces, however, there is no accessible path from the on-site parking 
to the lower level storefront. ADA access is provided to the upper level storefront through a minimally 
marked service entrance in a dilapidated section of the building toward the rear of the property, which 
requires patrons to utilize the public sidewalk.  This rear portion of the building is situated directly 
against the property line shared with a single-family residence on Lot 11. The entirety of the façade 
along this shared property line is a windowless, concrete block wall with deteriorating paint.  
Based upon the dilapidated condition of the existing structure as well as the faulty layout, which 
poses a dangerous condition to the general public and ADA users, Lot 10 qualifies for designation 
under Criterion D.
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Lot 11, 60 3rd Street, B-2 District
Located along 3rd Street, Lot 11 contains a single-family residence. Residential use below the second 
floor is prohibited in the B-2 District, so any application for alterations would require a use variance. 
While the existing structure appears to be well-maintained and free of defects, the location of the 
driveway and vehicular circulation amount to a faulty layout that could be a detriment to the general 
welfare. As indicated directly above, the structure on Lot 10 presents a zero-lot-line condition along 
the driveway of Lot 10.  This layout is faulty because it eliminates lines of sight for vehicles egressing 
the Lot 11 driveway, which could lead to collisions with vehicles or pedestrians traveling along 3rd 
Street.  
Based upon the faulty arrangement of the vehicular access and the resulting dangerous conditions, 
Lot 11 qualifies for designation under Criterion D.
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Block 2004

Lot 1, 120 Valley Street, B-2 District 
Located at the corner of Valley and 3rd Streets, Lot 1 is completely paved with asphalt and 
appears to be used as an off-site parking lot for Valley Cleaners, which operates out of a 
storefront at 110 Valley Street. The parcel exhibits excessive impervious coverage and, like the 
configuration of the parking lot on Lot 10 in Block 2002, a raised curb line only exists along a 
small portion of the frontage between two extended curb cuts. This configuration creates an 
unpredictable situation for pedestrians due to limited lines of sight for drivers and creates a 
dangerous circulation pattern.  
Due to the faulty arrangement of vehicular circulation patterns and excessive impervious 
coverage, Lot 1 qualifies for designation under Criterion D.

Lot 2, 116 Valley Street, B-2 District
Occupied by a single-family house, Lot 2 currently appears to be unoccupied. Residential 
use below the second floor is prohibited in the B-2 District, so any application for alterations 
would require a use variance. Like many of the older homes along Valley Street described 
above, the arrangement of the property prevents vehicular circulation with little opportunity 
for modifications to add a driveway or parking. Faulty arrangement is exhibited by virtue of 
the building’s proximity to side yard property lines, creating interior spaces with constrained 
access to light and air. The property sits atop a retaining wall, which renders this property 
inaccessible for occupants requiring ADA accommodations. 

Figure 11: Block 2004 site extent
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The structure itself is deteriorating to nearly dilapidated condition: areas of missing facia, water 
damaged façade siding, and an uneven roofline along the front porch indicate potential structural 
deficiencies.
Due to the obsolete and faulty arrangement of the site as well as the dilapidating condition of the 
structure, Lot 2 qualifies for designation under Criterion A and D as an unwholesome living condition.  

Lot 3, 114 Valley Street, B-2 District
Lot 3 is occupied by a single-story building covering 100% of the parcel. While the property cannot 
accommodate on-site parking, it does have a curb cut connected to an auto service garage bay 
that remains from a prior auto repair shop. This arrangement results in vehicles backing out over 
sidewalks into the drive lane. The lack of on-site parking indicates a faulty arrangement and obsolete 
design for a commercial facility. Furthermore, use of the garage door is inhibited by limited sight 
distances, which create a dangerous condition for pedestrians and vehicles traversing Valley Street.  
Due to the faulty arrangement of vehicular access and the resulting dangers to the general public, 
Lot 3 qualifies for designation under Criterion D underscored by the obsolescence resulting from the 
lack of functionality of the purpose-built structure.  

Lot 4, 110 Valley Street, B-2 District
Located mid-block, this property is occupied by a single-story building covering 100% of the parcel.  
While this condition results in excessive land and impervious coverage, it also results in a lack of 
space for loading, trash management, and on-site parking. While parking is accommodated on Lot 
1 of the same block, loading and trash management are left unaddressed.  
Due to the design and faulty arrangement of the loading and trash, this property qualifies under 
Criterion D as being “In Need of Redevelopment.”  Additionally, because this property needs access 
from Lot 1 to function, the property qualifies under Criterion E as being “In Need of Redevelopment.”  
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Lot 5, 106 Valley Street, B-2 District
Located at the corner of Valley Street and 2nd Street, this property is occupied by a two-story 
commercial building and an accompanying parking lot. The parking lot has several issues, including 
an overly narrow entrance/exit onto Valley Street which can only accommodate one car at a time. 
The curb cut along 2nd Street provides access for both this property’s driveway and the neighboring 
lot. The grade of the parking area is significantly greater than the accepted maximum of 5% to 
conform with ADA standards. The sidewalk along Valley Street is impassable and does not meet 
ADA standards due to insufficient clearance between an on-site curb and a utility pole. The site 
cannot accommodate the circulation or ADA improvements needed to meet appropriate standards, 
For the reasons described above, the property qualifies under Criteria D as being “In Need of 
Redevelopment.”  

Block 2005

Figure 12: Block 2005 site extent
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Lot 1, 53 2nd Street, B-2 District
One of three attached single-family condos, this property is closest to the corner of Valley Street 
and 2nd Street. Residential use below the second floor is prohibited in the B-2 District, so any 
application for alterations would require a use variance. The unit consists of three stories, with the 
ground floor occupied by the only entrance, and a two-car garage. The property is showing signs 
of deterioration, including uneven siding, discoloration of the facia and soffit, exposed haphazard 
electrical wiring, and a cracking and worn driveway and curbing. There is one large curb cut for 
all three (3) lots, which also show signs of water damage and erosion. The drain grates are worn 
and do not sit right in their housing due to uneven and settled pavement. When considered with 
the aforementioned signs of erosion from running water, this indicates significant drainage and 
stormwater runoff problems. The assessed value of this property declined by $64,000 between 
2011 and 2018. 
For these reasons, the property qualifies under Criterion D as being “In Need of Redevelopment” 
due to the dilapidation of the building and faulty arrangement of the property.

Lot 1.01, 2nd Street, B-2 District 
While this property is well-maintained and does not meet Criteria A through H, it is recommended 
that it be included in the redevelopment area or “Area In Need of Redevelopment” under the 
Section 3 provision because it is within the area where one or more of the expressed conditions are 
prevalent and the inclusion of which is necessary for the effective redevelopment of the area.

Lot 2, 55 2nd Street, B-2 District
This lot includes the center unit of three attached single-family condos at the corner of Valley 
Street and 2nd Street. Residential use below the second floor is prohibited in the B-2 District, so any 
application for alterations would require a use variance. The unit consists of three (3) stories, with 
the ground floor occupied by the only entrance and a two-car garage. The property is showing 
signs of deterioration such as uneven siding, discoloration of the facia and soffit around the second-
floor double window, and unmaintained driveway and curbing. There is one large curb cut for all 
three (3) lots, which is cracked and shows signs of water damage and erosion.  
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The drain grates are worn and do not sit right in their housing due to uneven and settled 
pavement. When considered with the aforementioned signs of erosion, this indicates significant 
drainage and stormwater runoff problems. An uneven repair was attempted to fix the stairs with 
a patch of cement next to the entry door, potentially due to erosion and damage from water. The 
assessed value of this property declined by $73,100 between 2011 and 2018.  
For these reasons, the property qualifies under Criterion D as being “In Need of Redevelopment” 
due to the dilapidation of the building and faulty arrangement of the property.

Lot 3, 57 2nd Street, B-2 District
One of three (3) attached single-family condos, this property is farthest from the corner of Valley 
Street and 2nd Street. Residential use below the second floor is prohibited in the B-2 District, so 
any application for alterations would require a use variance. The unit consists of three (3) stories, 
with the ground floor occupied by the only entrance and a two-car garage. The property shows 
signs of deterioration including uneven siding, discoloration of the facia and soffit, exposed 
haphazard electrical wiring, and unmaintained driveway and curbing. To the left of the building 
is a fenced-in mechanical pad where the equipment and fencing seem to have been added as a 
retrofit but are not maintained. There is one large curb cut for all three lots, which is cracked and 
shows signs of water damage and erosion. The drain grates are worn, overgrown, and do not sit 
in their housing due to uneven and settled pavement. When considered with the aforementioned 
signs of erosion, this indicates significant drainage and stormwater runoff problems. The assessed 
value of this property declined by $70,600 between 2011 and 2018. 

For these reasons, the property qualifies under Criterion D as being “In Need of Redevelopment” 
due to the dilapidation of the building and faulty arrangement of the property.  
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Block 2006

Lot 1, 70 Valley Street, B-2 District

This lot is occupied by a single-family house dating to 1906. Residential use below the second floor 
is prohibited in the B-2 District, so any application for alterations would require a use variance. Like 
other single-family properties in the area, the small side yards do not accommodate a driveway, 
on-site parking, or efficient trash management. Because of this faulty arrangement, there is limited 
access to the rear of the property without going through the building. The physical condition of the 
property shows signs of dilapidation, specifically in the leaning retaining wall at the front property 
line, stained, worn or missing siding, and exposed, disorganized electrical wiring.  
For these reasons, the property qualifies under Criterion D as being “In Need of Redevelopment.”

Lot 2, 64 Valley Street, B-2 District
This lot is occupied by a residential building that has been converted into offices. Residential use 
below the second floor is prohibited in the B-2 District, so any application for alterations would 
require a use variance. The entirety of the front, side and rear yards have been terraced and paved 
to accommodate on-site parking. This condition results in excessive land coverage and almost 100% 
impervious coverage. The front yard terracing is also problematic as is does not accommodate ADA 
access to either entrance at the front of the building. Additionally, the terrace levels do not have any 
kind of railing or guard around their edges. 

Figure 13: Block 2006 site extent
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Signs of dilapidation on the property include cracks in the front stairs and water damaged 
retaining walls. Under Criterion A this property qualifies as “In Need of Redevelopment” due 
to the apparent obsolete nature of the building’s original intent and design, and the current 
unsuccessful attempt to reposition the property to accommodate a different use.  

Lot 3, 60 Valley Street, B-2 District

Located at the corner of Valley Street and 1st Street, this ‘L’ shaped lot contains a two-story, 
brick-faced building with a parking lot at the front of the parcel and additional parking on the 
rear of the lot connected by an asphalt ramp. Parking in the front yard is prohibited in the B-2 
District. While the front parking area does circulate, the 1st Street entrance is concerningly close 
to the intersection and the angle of the entrance makes it difficult to use the first few spaces. 
The location of the trash storage in the yard along 1st Street is not best practice in a downtown 
setting such as this and is not easily serviced by waste trucks due to the tight turn required after 
entering from 1st Street. 

The rear parking area circulates within itself but accessing or exiting this area of the property is 
hazardous due to limited sight lines and potential for conflict with other vehicles or pedestrians 
due to the narrow ramp. The ramp is only sized to accommodate one vehicle at a time and 
cannot accommodate opposing traffic to pass. While the amount of parking on-site may meet the 
requirement of the convenience store use, the upper floor is occupied by the Kol Rina religious 
organization. The parking needs exceed the on-site availability even with the entire site paved 
and faulty arrangement. The excessive lot and impervious coverage create stormwater runoff 
concerns. Since 2014, this site has had 610 police reports indicating a regular and continued 
problem for the South Orange Police Department, as well as  a detriment to the safety, morals, 
or welfare of the community.  

Due these conditions, this property qualifies under Criterion D as being “In Need of 
Redevelopment” due to the faulty arrangement of the parking, loading, and egress, as well as 
the unusually high police activity.  
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Lot 4, 60 1st Street, B-2 District

Fronting onto 1st Street, this property is occupied by a two-story commercial building containing 
two retail storefronts on the ground floor and office space above. The left side of the property is fully 
paved to accommodate parking; however, this configuration does not provide space for vehicles 
to circulate. In addition to a lack of space for vehicle circulation, the observed location of the trash 
dumpster on the pedestrian pathway at the right of the building belies a faulty arrangement for 
trash management, as well as site circulation. The conditions and size of the site do not allow for 
improvement to address these concerns. 

The faulty arrangement condition of the site qualifies it under Criterion D as being “In Need of 
Redevelopment.”  
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Block 2201

Lot 1, 306 Valley Street, B-2 District

Located at the corner of Valley Street and 5th Street, this lot includes a small single-story stucco build-
ing at the rear of the property. The rest of the site is fully paved. Currently functioning as a used car 
dealership, the property is filled with automobiles stacked in a tandem parking configuration with 
some vehicles encroaching into the public right-of-way. Parking in the front yard is prohibited in the 
B-2 District. Both frontages have excessive curb –cuts, allowing vehicles to enter or exit the site un-
controlled. The condition of the site is deteriorated with unmaintained pavement and a damaged, 
leaning light pole at the front corner of the lot. An additional concern is the grading of the site, with 
all the edges of the property being higher than the middle of the lot, which creates the pooling of 
water and flooding of the site. Between 2011 and 2018 the assessed value of the property decreased 
by $149,500.  
Under Criterion D, this property qualifies as being “In Need of Redevelopment” due to the faulty ar-
rangement and design and excessive land coverage.   

Figure 14: Block 2201 site extent
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Lot 2, 308 Valley Street, B-2 District

This lot is an irregularly shaped parcel occupied by a single-family house with two (2) unconnected 
driveways. Residential use below the second floor is prohibited in the B-2 District, so any applica-
tion for alterations would require a use variance. The front driveway connects to Valley Street and 
provides access to the rear of the property. A second driveway extends from the rear of the prop-
erty to 5th Street.  The 5th Street driveway does not provide access to the main area of the lot. A 
garage, only accessible via 5th Street, blocks connection between this accessway and the site. Such 
an arrangement is faulty and inefficient due to lack of circulation and accessibility. The condition of 
the property is deteriorating, as exemplified in the leaning front driveway retaining wall, cracked, 
uneven walkway steps, and worn and damaged siding and facia.
Under Criterion D, this property qualifies as being “In Need of Redevelopment” due to its faulty 
design and arrangement.  
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Lot 36, 316 Valley Street, B-2 District

This lot is a narrow parcel of land owned by the municipality and occupied by a driveway serving two 
land-locked flag lots. This property has remained vacant and unimproved for over ten years and is 
unlikely to be redeveloped through traditional market mechanisms. The fact that this parcel is the 
only means of access to the land-locked adjacent lots creates a condition where this lot is unable to 
develop independently due to its use by off-site development. 
This stagnant and diverse title condition qualifies the property under Criteria C and E as being “In 
Need of Redevelopment.”  
Lot 37, 316 Valley Street, B-2 District

This lot is occupied by a small two-story brick multi-family building. Residential use below the sec-
ond floor is prohibited in the B-2 District, so any application for alterations would require a use vari-
ance. Unlike many nearby properties, this lot can accommodate on-site parking. However, access to 
the site is only provided via use of the neighboring Lot 36. The necessity of access across an adjacent 
property creates a stagnant condition on Lot 36 and a potential lack of proper utilization of this lot 
without property assemblage.  
Under Criterion E, this condition qualifies the property as being “In Need of Redevelopment.”  

Lots 38 + 39, 310 Valley Street, B-2 District

This property is occupied by a single-family house on the former Lot 39 section of the property 
and an unimproved gravel driveway and parking area on the former Lot 38 section. Residential use 
below the second floor is prohibited in the B-2 District, so any application for alterations would 
require a use variance. During the writing of this Preliminary Investigation, Lot 38 was merged with 
Lot 39.  While this merger is apparent in the stated area of the parcel, the State’s MOD IV data base 
and references parcel maps do not show the parcels as merged and in some cases show Lot 38 as 
missing entirely.  

As such, the property qualifies under Criteria D and E as being “In Need of Redevelopment” due to 
faulty arrangement and issues of title.
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Block 2215

Figure 15: Block 2215 site extent
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Lot 1, 454 Valley Street, B-2 District

Located at the corner of Valley Street and Arnold Terrace, this formerly commercial property is 
currently vacant. It is occupied by several single-story brick and concrete structures forming a 
‘U’ shaped building with zero-foot setbacks along each property line. The portion of the site not 
built upon is paved, giving the lot 100% impervious coverage. The building is dilapidated, showing 
signs of deterioration in cracking walls, plants growing from the foundation, sagging rooflines, and 
blocked out windows. There are several curb-cuts along both frontages and an especially excessive 
curb-cut running almost the entirety of the Valley Street curb. The pavement is uneven, cracked, 
and patched in several places. Electrical wires are exposed and disorganized outside of the building.  
All these features contribute to the property being dilapidated, obsolete, and substandard to the 
point that the building is untenantable, unwholesome, and detrimental to the community. As such, 
this property qualifies under Criteria A, B and D as being “In Need of Redevelopment.”

Lot 26, 468 Valley Street, B-2 District

Located at the corner of Valley Street and Hixon Place, this parcel is occupied by a single-story 
wood-paneled commercial building that is currently vacant. Where the parcel is not occupied by 
the building, it is paved, creating a condition of excessive land coverage and impervious coverage.   
The building itself is dilapidated and showing signs of deterioration in the overgrown and cracking 
pavement and foundation, worn, chipping siding and worn, uneven roofing. The building is located 
at the rear corner of the lot, leaving zero-foot setbacks and no rear or side yard. This forces the 
location of trash storage and other utilities into the front yard and prevents access to the two (2) 
rear sides of the building.
The building continues to lay vacant in an untenantable condition, qualifying the property under 
Criterion B as well as under Criterion D for faulty design and arrangement as being “In Need of 
Redevelopment.”  
Lot 27, 456 Valley Street, B-2 District

While this property is well-maintained and does not meet Criteria A through H, it is recommended 
that it be included in the redevelopment area or “Area In Need of Redevelopment” under the 
Section 3 provision because it is within the area where one or more of the expressed conditions 
are prevalent and the inclusion of which is necessary for the effective redevelopment of the area.
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Block 2302

Figure 16: Block 2302 site extent
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Lot 4, 391-401 Valley Street, B-3 District

This lot is occupied by two buildings. The southern and larger of the two is a commercial building 
designed to serve an office or institutional use. The northern building is smaller and was originally 
constructed as a residential structure that has since been retrofitted and renovated to serve a 
commercial use. While this conversion from a residential use to commercial one is not uncommon in 
the area, it indicates that the originally intended use is no longer viable or desirable as built. 
This results in the structure’s obsolescence. The property is not well-maintained, showing signs of 
deterioration and dilapidation in the stained siding, roofing, damaged foundation, and unmain-
tained pavement.  
Due to the conditions described above, which render the structure obsolete and the dilapidated 
condition, this property qualifies under Criterion D as being “In Need of Redevelopment.”  

Lot 5, 382 Lackawanna Place, B-3 District

Located at the terminus of Lackawanna Place with frontage along the public right-of-way consistent 
with the width of the street, this property is disorganized and poorly arranged.  The management 
and storage of trash and dumpsters occurs on the street in the public right-of-way. Because the site 
appears to be filled with vehicles, it was observed that a portion of Lot 28 (owned by South Orange 
Village) along Lackawanna Place was used for vehicles and equipment in an unformalized, unautho-
rized manner as the site is neither graded nor improved to accommodate such a use. The unpaved 
or improved surface of the property shows signs that water runoff, including sediment and debris, 
leaves the site and flows directly to an offsite storm sewer. This is both an undesirable and avoidable 
condition that puts undue strain on the stormwater system. The site is not well-maintained, as the 
building has exposed electrical wiring, a buckling garage door, and fencing around the site that is 
worn and leaning.  
Due to the conditions described above, which result in a faulty design and arrangement, dilapida-
tion, and diverse and unauthorized use for function, this property qualifies under Criterion A, D and 
E as being “In Need of Redevelopment.”  
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Lot 6, 351 Valley Street, B-3 District

While this property is well-maintained and does not meet Criteria A through H, it is recommended 
that it be included in the redevelopment area or “Area In Need of Redevelopment” under the 
Section 3 provision because it is within the area where one or more of the expressed conditions 
are prevalent and the inclusion of which is necessary for the effective redevelopment of the area.

Lot 7, 351-A Valley Street Rear, B-3 District

This property is land-locked with no frontage along a public right-of-way behind Lot 6. The func-
tioning of this lot depends on access from one of the neighboring lots, which is likely the reason 
the property is not developed and remains in its current stagnant condition.  
Due to this isolated state, stagnant condition, and the need to use an adjacent lot for access, this 
property qualifies under Criterion E as being “In Need of Redevelopment.”
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Lot 8, 349 Valley Street, B-3 District

This property contains a vacant building most recently used as a commercial medical office. The 
building dates to 1930 as a residential building with additions and alterations made to accommo-
date a commercial use over time. The original building is located at the front of the lot with a sin-
gle-story commercial addition filling the left side yard. The right sideand rear yards are fully paved to 
accommodate parking, resulting in excessive land and impervious coverage. The alterations made 
over the years have only been partially successful in repositioning the property to accommodate new 
uses, as the partially designed and incomplete nature of the conversion is evident in several features: 
a side door is left floating impractically high above the slope of the makeshift driveway;  the two (2) 
entrances at front are uncoordinated; a windowless front bay, which seems to neither be original to 
the residential use nor servicing the recent commercial use. These various alterations have resulted 
in a faulty arrangement and indicate the property is obsolete for the original or more recent use. 
The condition of the building is deteriorated and shows signs of dilapidation, specifically: the brick 
foundation is damaged, the driveway is cracked, electrical wiring is left exposed and disorganized, 
and the condition of the siding is worn and damaged.  
This property qualifies under Criterion A and D as “In Need of Redevelopment” due to the faulty 
arrangement. The design of the building qualifies as Criterion B due to the discontinued use and 
obsolete and untenantable condition of the property.  

Lot 9, 347 Valley Street, B-3 District

Occupied by a single-story commercial building set against the rear property line currently housing 
a laundromat, this property has minimal side yard setbacks and an entirely paved front yard to 
accommodate parking. Parking is not allowed in the front yard of the B-3 District. Between the 
building footprint and the paved parking area, the site has almost 100% impervious coverage. A 
single curb cut provides access to the parking to the left of the property, which extends and connects 
to the curb cut of neighboring Lot 8. The sidewalk is located adjacent to the curb and is very narrow. 
The location of a utility pole in the sidewalk makes the pathway noncompliant with ADA requirements. 
The parking area shows signs of wear, including cracks, missing curbing blocks, significant patches, 
and sloping due to settling earth underneath. There is a narrow sidewalk running along the front 
of the building, which does not connect or provide any path for pedestrians from the public right-
of-way. Due to the location of the building, the property is unable to circulate trash management, 
loading, and other utilitarian functions. As a result, these activities take place in the property’s front 
yard. The building shows signs of wear, which include uneven and worn cement siding, damaged or 
missing roof shingles, and aging and rusted roof vents.  
Due to these conditions, this property qualifies under Criterion D as being “In Need of 
Redevelopment.”  
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Lot 10, 343 Valley Street, B-3 District

This commercial property is occupied by one single-story ‘L’ shaped commercial building and a 
fully paved front yard to accommodate parking. Parking is not allowed in the front yard of the 
B-3 District.  The building is located at the rear of the property and abuts the rear and side yards, 
providing no access or circulation around the building. The parking area is accessed via two 
curb-cuts, both of which overlap with the parking stalls. This creates a situation where parked 
vehicles would block access to or from the site and have limited lines of sight for other vehicles and 
pedestrians. The entire site lacks any pedestrian amenities or controls, forcing pedestrians to travel 
through the parking lot. Due to the location of the building at the rear of the property and the lack 
of functional side yard setbacks, trash management, loading, and other utilitarian functions must 
take place in the property’s front yard. The grade of the site is also faulty because it slopes toward 
the building with no feature, other than the building itself to control the flow of water or prevent 
damage therefrom.  
Due to these conditions, this property qualifies under Criterion D as being “In Need of Redevel-
opment.” 

Lot 11, 339 Valley Street, B-3 District

This property is occupied by two structures: a two-story stone and brick building with ground-floor 
retail and residential above, and an accompanying garage. The mixed-use building is located on 
the front property line and spans the entire frontage with no access to the rear yard. The garage 
structure is situated directly on the rear property line with no side yard setbacks. While the garage 
does have two bay doors, it would not be possible to get a vehicle to the rear yard to utilize the 
garage, especially considering the entire rear yard is fenced. Given the layout of the property, on-
site parking, loading, and trash management cannot be accommodated. The zero-foot side-yard 
setbacks of the main building reduce the ability of light and air to sufficiently reach any windows 
located on the sides of the building story. The physical condition of the building is deteriorated and 
showing signs of dilapidation including warping facia along the roofline, exposed and disorganized 
electrical wiring, and cracked and crumbling foundation. Two basement windows along the left side 
of the building are partially covered or filled in by what appears to be a regraded neighboring lot.  
Due to the conditions described above, which have resulted in an unwholesome working environ-
ment, a faulty arrangement of the site and an obsolete design, this property qualifies under Crite-
rion A and D as being “In Need of Redevelopment.”
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Lot 12, 335 Valley Street, B-3 District

This property contains a small-scale multi-family brick building dating to the 1920s. Residential 
use below the second floor is prohibited in the B-3 District, so any application for alterations 
would require a use variance. The property has minimal front and side yard setbacks, reducing the 
accessibility to light and air. The provision of on-site parking is via the use of a narrow driveway 
shared with neighboring Lot 13 that spans the shared property line. The rear of this property 
contains a garage and an entirely paved rear yard, resulting in an excessive amount of impervious 
coverage. The property is not well-maintained, as indicated by the worn front stairs, shifting porch, 
exposed and haphazard electrical wiring, damaged soffit, and mismatched, worn third floor stucco 
addition.  
As a result of the substandard conditions described above, relating to the insufficient access to 
light and air, this property qualifies under Criterion A as being “In Need of Redevelopment.” 
The conditions described above also qualify the property under Criterion D due to the faulty ar-
rangement and excessive coverage of the building and property. Due to the property’s inability to 
properly function without the use of the neighboring property, the lot qualifies under Criterion E as 
being “In Need of Redevelopment.”  

Lot 13, 333 Valley Street, B-3 District

This lot is occupied by a three-story multi-family brick building dating 1904. Residential use below 
the second floor is prohibited in the B-3 District, so any application for alterations would require 
a use variance. The property has minimal front and side yard setbacks, reducing the accessibility 
to light and air. The provision of on-site parking is via the use of a narrow driveway shared with 
neighboring Lot 12 that spans the shared property line. The rear of this property contains a garage 
and an entirely paved rear yard, resulting in an excessive amount of impervious coverage. Several 
additions were made to the third floor, as evidenced by mismatched siding and roofing shingles. 
The narrow sidewalk, located directly along the curb, is not ADA-compliant due to the location of 
a large utility pole and the fenced in yard and garden curbing. The property is deteriorating and 
showing signs of dilapidation, such as exposed, disorganized electrical wiring, the sagging and 
uneven front porches, stained and damaged facia, and damaged brick façade. 
As a result of the substandard conditions described above, relating to insufficient access to light 
and air, this property qualifies under Criterion A as being “In Need of Redevelopment.”  The 
conditions described above also qualify the property under Criterion D due the faulty arrangement 
and excessive coverage of the building and property.  Due to the property’s inability to properly 
function without the use of the neighboring property, the lot qualifies under Criterion E as being 
“In Need of Redevelopment.” 
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Lot 14, 331 Valley Street, B-3 District

This lot is occupied by a two-and-one-half-story building, including minimal front and side yard 
setbacks and a residential space above ground-floor commercial. The ground floor façade appears 
to be an update to the original 1915 structure and contributes to neither the commercial use 
within or the residential use above; this is due to the undersized and inappropriate residential-type 
windows and the non-descript windowless doors, which provide little-to-no information regarding 
which use they serve. The small side yard setbacks do not allow the property to accommodate 
on-site parking, loading, or efficient trash management. Additionally, the small side yards and 
developed neighboring properties prevent the windows on either side of the building from 
receiving adequate light or air, creating unwholesome living or working conditions. The building is 
not well-maintained, showing signs of dilapidation such as stained, warped vinyl and stucco siding, 
cracked, deteriorating windows and window-surrounds, and damaged or missing soffit and facia. 
Due to the conditions described above, which create a substandard and unwholesome environment, 
this property qualifies under Criterion A as being “In Need of Redevelopment.” Due to the faulty 
arrangement of the property as described above, the property also qualifies under Criterion D as 
being “In Need of Redevelopment.”  

Lot 15, 329 Valley Street, B-3 District

This lot is occupied by a two-and-one-half-story mixed-use building and a one-and-one-half-story 
garage. The building is minimally set back from the front and left-side yard property line, with 
the right-side yard entirely paved to accommodate a driveway, shared with neighboring Lot 16. 
The rear yard contains a two-car garage, with the remaining area paved and giving the lot almost 
100% impervious overage. The front ten-feet of the building appear to be an addition made to 
the original 1923 structure. Due to the minimal left-side yard setback, windows located on that 
side of the building receive very limited light and air, creating unwholesome living or working 
conditions. The property shows signs of dilapidation such as cracks in the front addition, as well as 
concrete foundation and driveway paving. There are exposed electrical wires and worn, stained, 
or damaged siding, facia, and soffit.  
Due to the conditions described above, which create substandard and unwholesome environment, 
this property qualifies under Criterion A as being “In Need of Redevelopment.” Due to the faulty 
arrangement of the property, the property also qualifies under Criterion D and Criterion E, because 
of the need of the shared driveway for both properties to fully function appropriately.  
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Lot 16, 327 Valley Street, B-3 District

This site is occupied by a two-and-one-half-story residential building. Residential use below the second 
floor is prohibited in the B-3 District, so any application for alterations would require a use variance. While 
development has not encroached on this building’s space, the minimal side yard setbacks would not allow 
for adequate light and air into the building if either neighboring property were to develop. The left-side 
yard is entirely paved to accommodate a driveway shared with neighboring Lot 15. The rear of the yard 
contains a garage. However, the garage is not oriented toward the driveway on Valley Street. It is oriented 
and only accessible via neighboring Lot 17. The building shows signs of physical deterioration such as 
cracking foundation, water damage to the brick and mortar walls, exposed electrical wiring, and stained, 
wearing soffit.  
Due to the condition of the structure, the faulty site arrangement and the necessity to access adjacent 
lots for this and either neighboring lot to fully function, this property qualifies under Criteria A, D and E 
as being “In Need of Redevelopment.”  

Lot 17, 325 Valley Street, B-3 District
Located at the corner of Valley Street and Lackawanna Place, this parcel is physically divided due to an 
approximately three-foot grade change. The parcel is occupied by one single-story concrete commercial 
structure with two (2) paved parking areas. Both grades of the property have curb-cuts, with the front 
of the property accessed via Valley Street to accommodate parking for two (2) vehicles tightly. The rear 
section of the property is accessed via a curb cut along Lackawanna Place. While the front of the property 
is not connected to the paved area, the garage on neighboring Lot 16 is oriented such that this section of 
Lot 17 is the only means of access for the neighboring property.  
Due to the conditions described above, resulting in excessive land and impervious coverage, this property 
qualifies under Criterion D as being “In Need of Redevelopment.”  Additionally, this property qualifies 
under Criterion E due to the intertwined nature of the circulation between this and the neighboring Lot 
16.  
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Lot 18, 16 Lackawanna Place, B-3 District
One of the four residential properties on Lackawanna Place, this lot is occupied by a small house 
and measuring approximately 40 feet wide and less than 100 feet deep. Residential use below 
the second floor is prohibited in the B-3 District, so any application for alterations would require 
a use variance. Minimal side yards create a lack of access to light and air. If the site was designed 
to allow for sufficient space between the building and the neighboring lot, the site would not be 
able to circulate or function. The conditions of the property are deteriorating and showing signs 
of dilapidation such as cracked, damaged and stained stucco siding, worn, aging, and patched 
foundation, and uneven stained paving and sidewalks.
Due to the conditions described above, which result in a substandard and unwholesome living 
environment, as well as a faulty design and arrangement, this property qualifies under Criteria A 
and D as being “In Need of Redevelopment.”  

Lot 19, 10 Lackawanna Place, B-3 District
The building on this property was under construction at the time of this study. Proposed construction 
does not address the conditions relevant to the redevelopment criteria that are being considered.  
Occupied by a small residential house, the lot measures only approximately 40 feet wide and less 
than 100 feet deep. Residential use below the second floor is prohibited in the B-3 District, so any 
application for alterations would require a use variance. Minimal side yards create a lack of access 
to light and air. If the site was designed to allow for sufficient space between the building and the 
neighboring lot, the site would not be able to circulate or function. The conditions of the property 
are deteriorating and showing signs of dilapidation such as damage to the front brick façade and 
foundation, stained and worn siding, and a cracked and uneven sidewalk.  
Due to the conditions described above, which result in a substandard and unwholesome living 
environment, as well as a faulty design and arrangement, this property qualifies under Criteria A 
and D as being “In Need of Redevelopment.”  
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Lot 20, 8 Lackawanna Place, B-3 District
This lot is occupied by a small residential house measuring only approximately 40 feet wide and 
less than 100 feet deep. Residential use below the second floor is prohibited in the B-3 District, 
so any application for alterations would require a use variance. Minimal side yards create a lack of 
access to light and air. If the site was designed to allow for sufficient space between the building 
and the neighboring lot, the site would not be able to circulate or function. The conditions of the 
property are deteriorating and showing signs of dilapidation such as a crumbling driveway and 
sidewalk, damage to the screening under the porch, damaged and cracked siding, damage to the 
foundation and a sagging and settling building structure, and exposed, disorganized electrical 
wiring.  
Due to the conditions described above, which result in a substandard and unwholesome living 
environment as well as a faulty design and arrangement, this property qualifies under Criteria A 
and D as being “In Need of Redevelopment.”  

Lot 21, 6 Lackawanna Place, B-3 District
Occupied by a small multi-family building, this small lot measures only approximately 40 feet 
wide and less than 100 feet deep.  Residential use below the second floor is prohibited in the B-3 
District, so any application for alterations would require a use variance. Minimal side yards create 
a lack of access to light and air. If the site was designed to allow for sufficient space between 
the building and the neighboring lot, the site would not be able to circulate or function. The 
conditions of the property are deteriorating and showing signs of dilapidation such as damage to 
the foundation and a sagging and settling building structure, cracked stucco siding, cracked and 
eroding pavement in the driveway, and exposed disorganized electrical wiring.  
Due to the conditions described above, which result in a substandard and unwholesome living 
environment as well as a faulty design and arrangement, this property qualifies under Criteria A 
and D as being “In Need of Redevelopment.”  
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Lot 22, 2 Lackawanna Place, B-3 District
Located at the corner where Lackawanna Place turns away from the railroad track embankment, 
this property is entirely occupied by a single-story brick commercial building dating 1930. The 
building has no front, side, or rear yard setbacks, which creates a situation where the rear and 
one side yard do not receive adequate light or air. The windows on the remaining two sides have 
been removed and replaced with substantially smaller windows. Such an arrangement creates a 
substandard and unwholesome working condition. In addition to an excessive amount of land 
coverage and impervious coverage, the property is unable to function because it cannot provide 
on-site parking, loading, or efficient management of trash.  
For the reasons described above, which create a substandard and unwholesome condition, this 
property qualifies under Criterion A as being “In Need of Redevelopment,” as well as qualifying 
under Criterion D due to the excessive land and impervious coverage and faulty arrangement.  

Lot 23, 362 Lackawanna Place, B-3 District
Occupied by a single automotive garage on the left and front of the property, this parcel’s zero-
foot setbacks prevent adequate light and air. This creates a substandard and unwholesome 
working environment. The space between this building and the adjacent building on Lot 22 is 
not large enough for the site maintenance, leading to the collection of debris and trash. The 
location of a garage door entrance on the front façade of the building directly adjacent to the 
sidewalk creates a faulty and dangerous arrangement due to the increased likelihood of a conflict 
between a vehicle and an unseen pedestrian. The condition of the building is also deteriorating 
and showing signs of dilapidation in the cracked, chipping stucco façade, damaged and rotting 
windows, boarded up front door, and exposed and disorganized electrical wiring.
Due to the conditions detailed above resulting in a substandard and unwholesome working 
environment, this property qualifies under Criterion A as “In Need of Redevelopment.”  
Additionally, under Criterion D this property qualifies for several issues creating a faulty and 
dangerous arrangement.  

70

STUDY AREA EVALUATIONSTUDY AREA EVALUATION



Lot 24, 366-370 Lackawanna Place, B-3 District
This property was developed and combined with Lot 25 to accommodate a large single-story 
commercial automotive garage. While the building is new, it is arranged such that there are no 
openings other than a single door on the street-facing façade and no windows on the building.  
Vehicular access to the site is provided via a shared driveway with Lot 23. The property functions 
in connection with the other adjacent lots owned by Modern Auto Body, however, the lack of 
consolidation of the lots and interdependence creates a condition of title. The recent develop-
ment has given the property an excessive amount of impervious coverage between the build-
ings and fully paved yards.  
Due to the conditions described above, which result in an unwholesome working condition, the 
faulty design and arrangement of the property, as well as a condition of title limiting the utili-
zation of individual lots, this lot qualifies under Criterion A, D as well as E as being “In Need of 
Redevelopment.”  

Lot 25, 370 Lackawanna Place, B-3 District
Lot 25 was combined with Lot 24 during the course of this study. As such, the conditions on the 
former Lot 25 have been addressed on the section above that addressed Lot 24.  

Lot 26, 372-378 Lackawanna Place, B-3 District

This property is occupied by a single-story commercial building which dates 1950. The building 
currently serves an automotive use and is not setback from the front property line. Pedestrians 
can access the building from either side and automotive access is provided via a curb-cut and 
driveway on the right side of the property. While there are several doors on the left side of the 
building, they open on to a driveway which is not on the same property. Use of the neighboring 
lot for access to this building is a problem, as it limits either the use and development of the 
neighboring lot or the full function of this building. While the building has several garage bays, 
it lacks windows to allow sufficient air and light. Such a condition creates a substandard and un-
wholesome working environment. Between the building footprint and the fully paved yard, the 
property has an excessive amount of impervious coverage.  
Due to the conditions described above, which result in an unwholesome working environment, 
a faulty design and arrangement, as well as stagnation or the necessity of adjacent properties 
to function, this lot qualifies under Criterion A, D and E as being “In Need of Redevelopment.”
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Lot 27, 380 Lackawanna Place, B-3 District
Located at the end of Lackawanna Place, this property is occupied by a single-story, brick-faced 
commercial office building with a paved right-side yard used for parking. The building has mini-
mal setbacks along the front, left, and rear property lines. The arrangement and size of the build-
ing, coupled with the paving, creates an excessive amount of land and impervious coverage. 
The building shows evidence of several large window bays that have been completely filled. 
The current condition provides an inadequate amount of light and air to the interior of the struc-
ture. The side yard, which is used for parking, is not sufficient for a building of this size, as it can 
neither provide enough space for vehicles to circulate and, as evidenced by several dumpsters 
located at the curb, is not a suitable arrangement for trash management.  
Due to these unwholesome conditions, this property qualifies under Criterion A as being “In 
Need of Redevelopment.” The property also qualifies under Criterion D due to the faulty ar-
rangement outlines above.  
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Block 2303

Lot 1, 315-317 Valley Street, B-3 District
Lot 1 is occupied by a one-story structure that appears to have once been two separate build-
ings.  The building is occupied by Animal Kingdom South, a pet grooming operation. The existing 
structure appears to be in good repair and exhibits only minor defects to the façade (I.e. stained 
masonry and similar). With that said, the shared driveway along the northern property line adjacent 
to Lot 2 (described immediately below) represents a faulty arrangement and dangerous condition. 
A retaining wall, measuring approximately three feet in height, exists between Lots 1 and 2. The 
parking lot at the rear of Lot 1 is on the lower side of the retaining wall. No fence or barrier has 
been constructed, as customarily required, that would prevent vehicles from driving over the wall 
and falling into the parking area upon Lot 1.  
This is a faulty arrangement that creates a potential hazard that is dangerous to the general wel-
fare, thereby qualifying Lot 1 for designation under Criterion D.

Lot 2, 313 Valley Street, B-3 District
This property is occupied by a two-story residential building set on the right-side property line 
and a single-story garage at the rear. Residential use below the second floor is prohibited in the 
B-3 District, so any application for alterations would require a use variance. The proximity to the 
neighboring Lot 3 allows for limited light or air for the residential building. The yards are almost 
entirely paved, giving the property nearly 100% impervious coverage. 

Figure 17: Block 2303 site extent
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The condition of the property is deteriorating and showing signs of dilapidation, such as stained 
and worn siding, exposed, unorganized electrical wiring, damaged roof shingles on the garage, and 
structural damage indicated by the bowed roofline. 
Due to the conditions described above, which result in substandard and unwholesome living 
conditions, as well as a faulty arrangement on the lot, this property qualifies under Criteria A and D 
as being “In Need of Redevelopment.” 

Lot 3, 311 Valley Street, B-3 District
Located along the southwest edge of Founder Park, this property is occupied by a two-and-one-
half-story mixed-use building. The building is on the front and side property lines, allowing only 
approximately three-feet of clearance on the right side of the building to access the rear yard.  The 
very limited set back along the left side of the property does not allow sufficient light or air and 
results in a substandard and unwholesome living or working environment. The rear yard is used for 
vehicle parking, which requires the use of Lot 13 or 14 to be accessed. Such an arrangement limits 
the potential use and development of the lot providing access to the rear of this property, or the 
full functioning of this lot if access is not formalized. Additionally, the full paving of the rear yard to 
accommodate parking gives the property nearly 100% impervious coverage.  
Due to the conditions described above, which result in substandard conditions, the faulty arrangement 
and the lack of proper utilization of the lot, this property qualifies under Criteria A, D and E as being 
“In Need of Redevelopment.”  
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Lot 5, 219 Valley Street, B-3 District
Occupied notably by a five-story brick building which dates 1927, this lot is irregularly shaped in an ‘L’ 
configuration. This configuration creates a section of the property which is not visible from the street 
or easily accessible. A single story four-bay garage along the rear of the property has limited setbacks 
from property lines. Two large shipping containers are stored within the setback. These temporary 
storage containers have been located on the site for at least six (6) years. The main brick building 
contains ground floor commercial space with the upper stories designed for storage. The building lacks 
windows to allow for proper light or air. The condition of the building is deteriorating, most notably in 
the condition of the stucco siding where large cracks and deformations are visible, indicating structural 
concerns. The building has exposed electrical wiring and stained brick facing. The lot is fully paved, 
giving the site an excessive amount of impervious coverage. While the majority of the site is accessible 
via the curb cut located directly to the right of the main brick building, a second curb-cut and driveway 
is located on-site against the north property line. The second curb cut and driveway only provide access 
to the rear of the adjacent Lot 6. In addition to the problematic and dangerous conflicting placement, 
this condition creates entangled functionality of this site with the adjacent property. This issue of title 
encourages stagnation for the full development of either property.  
Due to the conditions described above, which result in a faulty design and arrangement of the site, 
as well as a hindering condition of title, and substandard and unwholesome working conditions, this 
property qualifies under Criteria A, D and E as being “In Need of Redevelopment.”
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Lot 6, 215 Valley Street, B-3 District
The front of this L-shaped lot is occupied by a single-story commercial building setback from the 
street far enough to accommodate single-vehicle parking within the front yard setback, which is 
not allowed in the B-3 District. This layout and lack of any markings creates a dangerous and faulty 
arrangement. While the front of the site is accessible by vehicle via a single curb-cut along the 
street, the rear of the site is accessed through the use of a curb-cut and driveway on adjacent Lot 
5. This main commercial building utilizes the entire width of the street frontage, preventing access 
to the back of the site without use of an adjacent property or going through the building. 
This is particularly problematic, due to the fact that the rear of the site contains a second and fully 
separate business from the front building. This need for access across an adjacent lot for this lot to 
properly function creates a condition where either lot is not able to independently develop. The 
rear of the site appears to be used to store vehicles. Between the buildings and the fully paved 
front and rear yards, the site has an excessive amount of impervious coverage. The condition of 
the property is deteriorating and showing signs of dilapidation in the uneven, patched paving 
throughout the site, damaged and patched roofing, and peeling paint.  
Due to the conditions described above, which have resulted in a condition of title causing this or 
the adjacent lot to stagnant and a faulty arrangement or design, this lot qualifies under Criteria D 
and E as being “In Need of Redevelopment.”  

Lot 12, 4 4th Street, B-3 District
Block 2303, Lot 12 is a PSE+G owned and operated property. Due to the fact that the property 
is owned by the utility company, the Township of South Orange Village is not able to exercise 
development powers over the property. For this reason, this lot is not recommended to be 
designated a Redevelopment Area.
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Lot 13, 1 Lackawanna Place, B-3 District
Located on the outside of the curve where Lackawanna Place approaches the railroad 
embankment, this property is occupied by several commercial and light industrial buildings. 
While the property is accessible via two curb cuts, the driveway along the right property line 
overlaps with the adjacent Lot 14 driveway to access a shared paved lot and driveway. The 
second curb cut provides access directly and solely to the single bay of an automotive garage 
building. The remaining buildings are located adjacent to the left and rear property lines, leaving 
an ‘L’ shaped courtyard, which was fully paved and filled with parked vehicles. Between the 
buildings and paved yards, the property has nearly 100% land and impervious coverage. The 
right-side yard and front yard were filled with vehicles, including one parked on the unpaved 
slope leading to the railroad tracks. The number and arrangement of vehicles made circulation 
on-site impractical, blocking the sidewalk and forcing any pedestrians to enter the street to pass. 
The buildings are not maintained and show signs of deterioration and dilapidation. Roofing was 
observed to be damaged, patched, and worn. Siding was stained and damaged with exposed 
and disorganized electrical wires. The pavement was cracked, crumbling, and patched in various 
places. 
Due to the conditions described above, resulting in the faulty arrangement and dilapidated state 
of the property, this lot qualifies under Criteria A, D and E as being “In Need of Redevelopment.”  

Lot 14, 15 Lackawanna Place, B-3 District
Occupied by a single-story concrete-block industrial commercial building, the property functions 
as an automotive repair business. The building is located directly adjacent to the front and right 
property lines, preventing full access to the exterior of the building without accessing neighboring 
properties. There are two curb cuts providing access to the property, one serving the left-side 
yard, which is fully paved and used for vehicle storage, and the other connecting to a single 
bay garage door at the front of the building. Between the building and fully paved side yard, 
the property has nearly 100% impervious coverage. The location of the single-bay garage door 
at the front property line is faulty and dangerous as it creates an increased chance of a conflict 
between a vehicle and a pedestrian due to limited sight lines. There is evidence that several large 
windows along the sides of the building once existed but have since been filled in with concrete, 
leaving few openings for adequate light or air. This creates a substandard and unwholesome 
working condition. 

Due to the conditions described above, this property qualifies under Criterion A, D and E as 
being “In Need of Redevelopment.”
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Block 2304

Lot 1, 185 Valley Street, B-3 District
Lot 1 contains a single-story structure currently utilized as office space by the Community Health 
Law Project, a non-profit organization. The existing structure is generally in good condition as are 
most of the site improvements. However, the hardscape along the 4th Street frontage represents a 
faulty arrangement that creates a potential safety hazard for the general public, thereby qualifying 
Lot 1 for designation under Criterion D. More specifically, the topographic slope that exists 
between the southern façade of the existing structure and the 4th Street right-of-way has been 
stabilized by covering the existing slope with asphalt, which has been begun to crack and break 
away. The joints between the asphalt on both sides of the 4th Street sidewalk and the concrete 
sidewalk itself do not appear to have been properly constructed and are showing signs of damage 
caused by water intrusion and the “freeze-thaw cycle,” a common cause of asphalt damage that 
will only worsen over time. Moreover, the steep slope between the 4th Street sidewalk and the 
cart path of 4th Street represents a grade change of approximately 2 to 3 feet. No physical barrier 
exists to prevent pedestrians from tripping and falling down the slope into the vehicular cart 
path – a potential hazard that represents a clear detriment to the general welfare. This condition 
is potentially exacerbated by liquid discharge emanating from outlet pipes along the southern 
building façade, which likely service an interior sump pump or connect to roof drains. In certain 
conditions, the discharge from these pipes would sheet flow over the 4th street sidewalk, creating a 
hazardous walking condition, especially in winter months when icing could occur.  Finally, pervious 
surfaces are limited to the lawn on the front yard, whereas the remainder of the site is covered in 
asphalt – including the required side yards.
Due to the conditions described above, this property qualifies under Criterion D as being “In Need 
of Redevelopment.”

Figure 18: Block 2304 site extent
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Lot 2, 177 Valley Street, B-3 District
Lot 2 contains a residential character office structure, inhabited by at least two commercial uses: 
South Orange Rehabilitation and Wellness and ElleWorx, a therapeutic massage operation. The 
principle structure and detached garage both appear to be well maintained and in good condition, 
despite certain visible defects to the asphalt roofs and minor damage to gutters and soffits. 
While this property is well maintained and does not meet Criteria A through H, it is recommended 
that it be included in the redevelopment area or “Area In Need of Redevelopment” under the 
Section 3 provision because it is within the area where one or more of the expressed conditions 
are prevalent on adjacent properties and the inclusion of Lot 2 is necessary for the effective 
redevelopment of the area.

Lot 10, 1-7 4th Street, B-3 District
Located at the end of 4th Street adjacent to the railroad embankment, this property is occupied 
by a two-story commercial building flanked by fully paved side yards and several garage structures 
at the rear of the property. Between the structures and fully paved yards, the property contains an 
excessive amount of land and impervious coverage. The property lacks any sidewalks, curbing, or 
clear separation from the street. 
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The pavement is damaged with major cracks, potholes, patches, and unmanaged weeds growing 
through cracks both at the building’s foundation and further into the paved yard. Both driveway 
entrances have chain-link gates which appear to be inoperable and unused due to deterioration 
and overgrown plants growing through them. The unpaved area between the street paving and 
the building on the property is unmaintained, overgrown, and contains loose and dumpster trash. 
Unused mechanical equipment was observed being stored at the side of the building, along with 
other various items, including trash cans. One of the rear garages appears to lack any kind of doors, 
gates, or other securing features which, when considered with the inoperable fence, leaves the 
entire property unsecured. The building is dilapidated and continuing to deteriorate as evidenced 
by the worn, chipping paint and uneven stained siding, the uneven, damaged and unmaintained 
roof, multiple rotting window frames, and damaged vents.  
Due to the conditions detailed above, which result in a dilapidated and faulty arranged property, 
this property qualifies under Criteria A and D as being “In Need of Redevelopment.” 

Lot 11, 13 4th Street, B-3 District
Occupied by a two-story residential building and a four-bay commercial garage, this property is used 
for residential and commercial/industrial use. Residential use below the second floor is prohibited 
in the B-3 District, so any application for alterations would require a use variance. The right-side 
yard is fully paved and there is no separation between the driveway for this lot and the one serving 
neighboring Lot 12. The rear of the property is used to store heavy construction equipment, which 
is incompatible with the residential building. The existing pavement is damaged with substantial 
repaving and patches in addition to the cracks and crumbling portions. The residential building 
shows signs of deterioration and dilapidation, such as exposed and disorganized electrical wiring, 
worn, mismatched siding, and cracked foundations and stairs. 
Due to the conditions described above, resulting in dilapidation and a faulty arrangement, this 
property qualifies under Criterion D as being “In Need of Redevelopment.”  
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Lot 12, 15 4th Street, B-3 District

Occupied by a two- and one-half story residential building and a four-bay commercial garage, this 
property is used for residential and commercial/industrial uses. Residential use below the second 
floor is prohibited in the B-3 District, so any application for alterations would require a use variance. 
The left side yard is fully paved and there is no separation between the driveway for this lot and the 
one serving neighboring Lot 11. The rear of the property is entirely paved and used to store heavy 
construction equipment, which is incompatible with the residential building. The existing pavement 
is damaged by cracks, patches, and weeds growing throughout. The front of the property is paved 
and is used for parking. Between the building and paved front, side, and rear yards, the property 
has nearly 100% impervious coverage. Any curb that had existed at the front of the property is either 
sunken or removed, allowing vehicles to access the front yard at any point along the entire length. 
Such an arrangement is faulty and dangerous as it blocks the sidewalk for pedestrians and provides 
no control of vehicle movement entering or exiting the public right-of-way.  
Due to the conditions described above, resulting in a dangerous and faulty arrangement, as well as 
excessive land and impervious coverage, this property qualifies under Criterion D as being “In Need 
of Redevelopment.”
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The foregoing study was prepared on behalf of the Village of South Orange Township Planning 
Board, to determine whether the properties identified qualify as a non-condemnation “Area in 
Need of Redevelopment”. The results of this Preliminary Investigation indicate that the portions of 
the Study Area, encompassing Block 1905, Lots 3-8; Block 1906, Lots 5-10; Block 1908, Lots 10-
13; Block 2001, Lots 1-5; Block 2002, Lots 1, 2; Block 2003, Lots 1-10; Block 2004, Lots 1-5; Block 
2005, Lots 1-3; Block 2006, Lots 1-4; Block 2201, Lots 1, 2, 36-39; Block 2215, Lots 1, 26, 27; Block 
2302, Lots 4-27; Block 2303, Lots 1-3, 5, 6, 13-14; Block 2304, Lots 1, 2, 10-12 can be appropriately 
designated as a non-condemnation “Area in Need of Redevelopment”, in accordance with N.J.S.A. 
40:12A, subsections A, B, C, D, E, H and Section 3 as described.  Additionally, Block 1905, Lot 2 and 
Block 2303, Lot 12 are not recommended for designated as an “Area in Need of Redevelopment”. 
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Block and Lots With 2019 Assessed Property Values 

Block Lot Property Location  Land Assmnt  Building Assmnt  Total Assmnt 

1905 2  14 SECOND STREET  $    187,400.00  $     10,300.00  $    197,700.00 

1905 3  20 SECOND STREET  $    155,900.00  $      228,000.00  $    383,900.00 

1905 4 24 SECOND ST  $    132,200.00  $      142,800.00  $    275,000.00 
1905 5  28 SECOND STREET  $    198,200.00  $     -  $    198,200.00 

1905 6 103 VALLEY STREET  $    173,300.00  $      962,900.00  $ 1,136,200.00 

1905 7 109 VALLEY STREET  $    149,000.00  $      181,900.00  $    330,900.00 

1905 8 115 VALLEY STREET  $ 1,863,500.00  $   1,097,400.00  $ 2,960,900.00 

1906 5 22 FIRST ST  $    167,300.00  $      254,000.00  $    421,300.00 

1906 6  25 VALLEY STREET  $    488,800.00  $   1,125,500.00  $ 1,614,300.00 
1906 7  63 VALLEY STREET  $    279,700.00  $      287,800.00  $    567,500.00 

1906 8  65 VALLEY STREET  $    180,400.00  $      219,900.00  $    400,300.00 

1906 9 67-69 VALLEY STREET  $    250,900.00  $      277,700.00  $    528,600.00 

1906 10 71 VALLEY STREET  $    504,400.00  $   2,134,900.00  $ 2,639,300.00 

1908 10   9 VILLAGE PLAZA  $    172,500.00  $      305,800.00  $    478,300.00 

1908 11  15 VALLEY STREET  $    452,200.00  $   2,194,300.00  $ 2,646,500.00 
1908 12  19 VALLEY STREET  $    394,700.00  $   1,188,800.00  $ 1,583,500.00 

1908 13  23 VALLEY STREET  $    245,700.00  $      882,400.00  $ 1,128,100.00 

2001 1 268 VALLEY STREET  $    160,500.00  $      258,400.00  $    418,900.00 

2001 2 266 VALLEY STREET  $    160,500.00  $      199,800.00  $    360,300.00 

2001 3 264 VALLEY STREET  $    160,500.00  $      238,600.00  $    399,100.00 

2001 4 262 VALLEY STREET  $    151,600.00  $      197,300.00  $    348,900.00 

2001 5 260 VALLEY STREET  $    234,800.00  $     96,900.00  $    331,700.00 

2002 1 254 VALLEY STREET  $    192,100.00  $      258,000.00  $    450,100.00 

2002 2 200 VALLEY STREET  $    713,500.00  $   1,616,800.00  $ 2,330,300.00 

2003 1 184 VALLEY STREET  $    128,300.00  $    8,600.00  $    136,900.00 

2003 2 182 VALLEY STREET  $    143,800.00  $      157,100.00  $    300,900.00 

2003 3 180 VALLEY STREET  $    128,200.00  $      172,900.00  $    301,100.00 

2003 4 178 VALLEY STREET  $    146,500.00  $      169,700.00  $    316,200.00 

2003 5 176 VALLEY STREET  $    129,700.00  $      178,500.00  $    308,200.00 

2003 6 168 VALLEY STREET  $    662,600.00  $     53,300.00  $    715,900.00 

2003 7 164 VALLEY STREET  $    582,400.00  $      663,300.00  $ 1,245,700.00 

2003 8 160 VALLEY STREET  $    143,000.00  $      187,000.00  $    330,000.00 

2003 9 158 VALLEY STREET  $    175,400.00  $      180,700.00  $    356,100.00 

2003 10 154 VALLEY STREET  $    239,400.00  $      854,900.00  $ 1,094,300.00 

2003 11  60 THIRD STREET  $    166,400.00  $      177,400.00  $    343,800.00 

2004 1 120 VALLEY STREET  $      93,100.00  $    8,700.00  $    101,800.00 

2004 2 116 VALLEY STREET  $    146,000.00  $      134,600.00  $    280,600.00 

2004 3 114 VALLEY ST  $    140,300.00  $      340,500.00  $    480,800.00 
2004 4 110 VALLEY STREET  $    152,500.00  $      458,700.00  $    611,200.00 

2004 5 106 VALLEY STREET  $    356,800.00  $      777,800.00  $ 1,134,600.00 

2005 1  53 SECOND STREET  $    -  

2005 2  55 SECOND STREET  $    -  

2005 3  57 SECOND STREET  $    -  

2006 1  70 VALLEY STREET  $    152,200.00  $      237,800.00  $    390,000.00 
2006 2  64 VALLEY STREET  $    413,200.00  $     73,800.00  $    487,000.00 

2006 3  60 VALLEY STREET  $    600,700.00  $      642,700.00  $ 1,243,400.00 

2006 4 60 FIRST STREET  $    167,700.00  $      528,100.00  $    695,800.00 

2201 1 306 VALLEY STREET  $    198,200.00  $     79,500.00  $    277,700.00 



2201 2 308 VALLEY STREET  $    163,000.00  $      221,600.00  $    384,600.00 

2201 36 316 VALLEY STREET  $      80,800.00  $     -  $      80,800.00 
2201 37 316 VALLEY STREET  $    185,000.00  $      218,800.00  $    403,800.00 

2201 39 310 VALLEY STREET  $    185,000.00  $      136,400.00  $    321,400.00 

2201 40 316 VALLEY STREET REAR  $    211,600.00  $      169,200.00  $    380,800.00 

2201 41 316 VALLEY ST REAR  $    226,300.00  $      207,900.00  $    434,200.00 

2215 1 454 VALLEY STREET  $    480,200.00  $      813,100.00  $ 1,293,300.00 

2215 26 468 VALLEY ST  $    207,300.00  $     34,500.00  $    241,800.00 
2215 27 456 VALLEY ST  $    174,300.00  $      147,800.00  $    322,100.00 

2302 4 391-401 VALLEY STREET  $    814,100.00  $      908,200.00  $ 1,722,300.00 

2302 5 382 LACKAWANNA PLACE  $    324,700.00  $      133,900.00  $    458,600.00 

2302 6 351 VALLEY STREET  $    178,500.00  $      219,700.00  $    398,200.00 

2302 7 351-A VALLEY ST REAR  $      11,100.00  $     -  $      11,100.00 

2302 8 349 VALLEY STREET  $    262,200.00  $      382,500.00  $    644,700.00 
2302 9 347 VALLEY STREET  $    437,600.00  $      284,700.00  $    722,300.00 

2302 10 343 VALLEY ST  $    327,800.00  $      422,200.00  $    750,000.00 

2302 11 339 VALLEY STREET  $    164,600.00  $      376,900.00  $    541,500.00 

2302 12 335 VALLEY STREET  $    154,600.00  $      350,800.00  $    505,400.00 

2302 13 333 VALLEY ST  $    141,300.00  $      284,100.00  $    425,400.00 

2302 14 331 VALLEY STREET  $    109,800.00  $      187,200.00  $    297,000.00 
2302 15 329 VALLEY STREET  $    111,300.00  $      226,200.00  $    337,500.00 

2302 16 327 VALLEY STREET  $    141,600.00  $      264,900.00  $    406,500.00 

2302 17 325 VALLEY STREET  $    103,700.00  $     79,700.00  $    183,400.00 

2302 18 16 LACKAWANNA PL  $    158,700.00  $      147,300.00  $    306,000.00 

2302 19  10 LACKAWANNA PLACE  $    166,700.00  $      135,900.00  $    302,600.00 

2302 20   8 LACKAWANNA PLACE  $    167,500.00  $      107,300.00  $    274,800.00 
2302 21   6 LACKAWANNA PLACE  $    168,400.00  $      168,300.00  $    336,700.00 

2302 22   2 LACKAWANNA PLACE  $    134,200.00  $      454,000.00  $    588,200.00 

2302 23 362 LACKAWANNA PLACE  $    394,900.00  $      113,400.00  $    508,300.00 

2302 24 366-370 LACKAWANNA PL  $    154,900.00  $      338,600.00  $    493,500.00 

2302 26 372-378 LACKAWANNA PL  $    465,000.00  $      381,000.00  $    846,000.00 

2302 27 380 LACKAWANNA PLACE  $    426,900.00  $      485,800.00  $    912,700.00 
2303 1 315-317 VALLEY STREET  $    221,100.00  $      118,200.00  $    339,300.00 

2303 2 313 VALLEY STREET  $    151,900.00  $      208,200.00  $    360,100.00 

2303 3 311 VALLEY STREET  $    247,000.00  $      114,900.00  $    361,900.00 

2303 5 219 VALLEY STREET  $ 1,177,000.00  $      418,000.00  $ 1,595,000.00 

2303 6 215 VALLEY STREET  $    397,900.00  $      270,500.00  $    668,400.00 
2303 7 209 VALLEY STREET  $ 1,026,100.00  $   1,101,900.00  $ 2,128,000.00 

2303 8 16 FOURTH ST  $    190,000.00  $     -  $    190,000.00 

2303 9  14 FOURTH STREET  $    187,700.00  $      143,300.00  $    331,000.00 

2303 10  10 FOURTH STREET  $    162,100.00  $      122,700.00  $    284,800.00 

2303 11   8 FOURTH STREET  $    166,700.00  $     -  $    166,700.00 

2303 12 4 FOURTH ST  $    226,600.00  $      169,300.00  $    395,900.00 
2303 13 1 LACKAWANNA PLACE  $    583,900.00  $      131,500.00  $    715,400.00 

2303 14  15 LACKAWANNA PLACE  $    157,000.00  $      169,800.00  $    326,800.00 

2304 1 185 VALLEY ST  $    213,700.00  $      510,100.00  $    723,800.00 

2304 2 177 VALLEY STREET  $    394,900.00  $      209,900.00  $    604,800.00 

2304 10 1-7 FOURTH STREET  $    279,000.00  $      205,800.00  $    484,800.00 

2304 11 13 FOURTH ST  $    315,600.00  $      114,000.00  $    429,600.00 
2304 12  15 FOURTH STREET  $    199,300.00  $      207,800.00  $    407,100.00 



2303 10  10 FOURTH STREET  $    162,100.00  $      122,700.00  $    284,800.00 

2303 11   8 FOURTH STREET  $    166,700.00  $     -  $    166,700.00 
2303 12 4 FOURTH ST  $    226,600.00  $      169,300.00  $    395,900.00 

2303 13 1 LACKAWANNA PLACE  $    583,900.00  $      131,500.00  $    715,400.00 

2303 14  15 LACKAWANNA PLACE  $    157,000.00  $      169,800.00  $    326,800.00 

2304 1 185 VALLEY ST  $    213,700.00  $      510,100.00  $    723,800.00 

2304 2 177 VALLEY STREET  $    394,900.00  $      209,900.00  $    604,800.00 

2304 10 1-7 FOURTH STREET  $    279,000.00  $      205,800.00  $    484,800.00 
2304 11 13 FOURTH ST  $    315,600.00  $      114,000.00  $    429,600.00 

2304 12  15 FOURTH STREET  $    199,300.00  $      207,800.00  $    407,100.00 
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