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CGent | enen;

Before the receipt of .this letter, you should have received a copy

'_:of t he court's opinion in the ANG Realty Cbnpany ef al v. Tomn$hip of Vﬂrren“

" “That “opi ni on ié'disposftive'of all of the legal issues relatihg'fd.phéf:ffﬂ"
'-EStainshnent_of'a fair share nethodolbgy Qonéerning the_TdMnships_Of

Monroe and Qranbury and is fully incorporated herein by this reference.

- Based upon that.opinion and the cal cul ations containéd in J-5
narked_in evi dence, the_fair share of the Township of anroe_is est abl i shed
" at ‘774 units, representing 201 indigenoUs and surpluélpresent need units and
573 prospective need units for the decade of 1980 to 1990. .As to Cranbury
the fair-share.is established_aﬁ 816 units representing 116'indigenous and
surp]ué present need units and 700 prospective need units for.the decade of

1980 to 1990. The reduction in the fair share nunbers as shown on Tabl es



13A, 13B, 15A'and 15B of J-5 represents a recal cui ation of the indigenous

‘need based upon Carla Lerman's menprandum.of May 24, .1984 -and. t he use .of .J-20
‘in evidence. As to Nb_hrbé, the indi genous need is reduced from 196,- as shown
.on Tabl e 15A, to 133, -as-shown in .J-2_0, As to Cranbury, the i. ndi genous need |

i s reduced from 29, és shwn on Ta'bfé 21A to 2'3,_ as shown Fon .J-20.

I'n th.e_ casé of Monroe the total féir share éhall consi st of 387 |ow
. cost and 387 noderate cost units. As to Cranb_ury, the. total fair share s_haII
___cUﬁsl st ‘ofl'_4C15"-_uhi_ts JJw cost and 408 noderate cost. The use of tlie terns
- "l'ow and noder ate" ‘shall 'be general ly i n'a.lccordance Wi _t.h t he -gui del i nes

provided by Mount Laurel 11 at p. 221 ii 8 | find that the 'factual.

ci rcunst ances whi ch war r ant ed -an-equal di vi si on -between | ow:and noderate
" incone housing in the AMG case exist with respect t o 'Monroe and Cranbury.
(AM5 at 24) Si mlarl y, the factual circunstances justifying phasing of the

pr esent need in the AMG casé‘ are sufficientl y anal ogous here. (AIVG at | 24- 25)

As s_hou_l d _be 'evi denf :from':t he f_ air .sl_hare di scu55| bn ébbve, | havé ;
rej ect _ed_ Cr.anburyfs. chal | enge to the State 'Déve_'l opﬁént G.Ji.'_de Pl-an__' . o _
: _(hefei r_laf“ter' SDGP) Essent i_ ally,. Crénb_ury argue_d_th.at s.i nce the 1980 ver si on
of thé SDGP, the Departrment of Community Affairs (héréi nafter DCA) arrended |
the concept maps, ther_éby characterizing less of the municipality as growtﬁ
ar ea. | A rle.'ducti on i n. growh area would | ower Cranbury's 'le i gation éorreWnat

-and m ght inpact on the granting of a builder’s remadyf

Cranbufyfs argument fails for two reasons. First, the testi nony at
trial did not denonstrate that the SDGP was ever for mal |y anended.

Apparently, the DCA consi der ed many possi bl e changes to the May, 1980 SDGP
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and sumari zed their cbnnents in a docunent dated January, 1981. (J-8 in
evfdence). However, the process never progressed beyond nere genefal |
discussioniand, in fact, M. G nnman did_notlrecall any Specific-discussion of'
-a change éffectjng Cfénbury with the Cabi net Cbnnittee.  Secdhd, and;nnré
inportantTy, our Suprene Court has adopted the May, 1980 SDGP - not the

:subséduenp allegéd &cemteemfs. “Indeed; the'SfpwenE"Gmrt;-ment:a3mfaf?as )

__giVing_thé 1980 SDGP -evi denti al value.z(Nbunt.Lauref-1|,at1246-47) Any

informality in.adoption of the 1980 edition of the SDGP is overcone by the

Supr ene Court's endorsenent of it as a means of insuring that |ower inconme

" housing woul d be built where it should be built. (Munt Laurel Il at 225)

VVth respéct to the'issué-df_conpliancefof_thé respective land use
regulétions of Monroe and C}éhbﬁry, counsel for.bofh t ownshi ps have o
stipul ated that°théxordinances-do not-provide_a~realist?c opportunity for
éatisfation of ihe hunicipalities* fair share of |ower inconme housing.

'“, Therefore, the |and use regulations of both nunicipalities are invalid.under

" Mount Laufel'll"guide1ines.

Having identified the obligations of_CTanbury-and anroé, and
having f ound their I and use regul ati ons nonconpliant, | hefeby order these.

‘nunicipalities to revise their land use regul ations within 90 days of the

“filing df this opinion to conply mﬂfh Mount Laurel I1. Both townships shal
'provide for adequate zoning to Ueet'their fair share, elinmnate froh1their

or di nances aII.cost generating provisions which ﬁould stand in the way of .the
“construction of |ower incohe housi ng and,.if necessary,.incorpOrate in the .

revised ordinances all affirnmative devices necessary to lead to the.



construction of their fair share of |ower income houéing. (see generally

Mount_Laurel IT at 258-278)

In connéctfon mﬂth“the ordi nance revisions, | hereby appoint Caria
L. Lerman, 413 Englemood-Avenﬁe; Teaneck,-NEMIJersey,-O7666fas the naster to
.assi st the.Tomnship of Monroe in the reQision prbcess and Philip B. Caton,
342 vést.State_Street, Trenton,_NEMIJeféey,.08618,hasathe,nasternIoJasyﬂst

- the Township of Cranbury in t he revi si on process.

The right to a builder's remedy relating to both municipalities is -
reserved pendi ng the revision process. To the the extent that any of the
plaintiff builders are not voluntarjly granted a”builder's-renedy in the

revi sion process; each master is directed to report to the-court concerning

t he Suitability of that builder's site for Munt Laurel construction. As to

-

t he i ssue of priofity of builder's rehedies in Cranbury, M. Caton should
al so make recohnendafions, froma planhing standpoint,.as to the réiative
'suitability.of each sité[ 'ﬁdtéf t he 90 day'reviéfon'pefiod,_all buiidér's_-
fénedy-iSéuéé.in.Both nunfcipalities will be éohéfdéféd as.part:of.thé:.

conpl i ance heari ng.

"As the fﬂg(xﬂrﬂon i ndi cates, ft ié not the court's desire to
 revise t he zonjﬁg ordfnahces'of anrde or_CIanbury by its own fiat. Rather,
-the governing body, pIanning boafd, the naster and all thoée interested in
the process now have the opportuhity to.subnit a conpli ant ordi nance to the
court. (AMS at 68) Afl t hose i nvol ved ih_the process nust strive to devise
sol utions mhich-mjll maxi m ze the housing opportUnity for |ower incone peopl e

“and m nimze the inpact on the tomnéhips. (AMz at 80) Only if the townships
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should fail to satisi fy their constitutional obligation nust the court

i npl enent the renedi es for nonccrpdL ancue. provi'ded for by Mount Laurel |1 I

(Munt Laurel Il at 285 jet® seq)

M. Cel ber ‘shal | -submit -'a-:-:si_ngl e..or der relating.to:both.townships
in_cor'po_rati ng the provisions of this letter opinion pursuant to the five day

Crul e.

Very %r/ul_y ylurs, ,
. . //'
EDS: ROH - elli, JC

.cc: Carla L. Leraan, P.P.
cc: Philip B. Caton, P.P.

fere D. S'érr;p’f



