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Féderal Bxpress

Honorable Eugene D. Serpentelli
Superior Court of New Jersey
Court House

CN 2191
Toms River, New Jersey 08754

Re: Urban League v. Carteret
(Monroe Township)

DeaiiJudge Serbenﬁelli:

The motion brought by the Urban League for injunc-—
tive relief has been moved up from August 2 to this Thurs-
day, leaving us litflé'time to address the real issue pre-
seﬁted by this motion: 1Is there?a Monroe Township compli-
ance package before this Court?

We say there is none and we submit that an injunc-
tion to preserve a status that does not exist is not'an
injunction to preserve the status quo. The injunction should

notibe’grahted and the Court should proceed to the_remedial

phase of this case without delay.
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A
By Order entered almost a year ago, this Court
directed Monroe Township to revise its zoning ordinance

to comply with Mount Laurel II by October 25, 1984. Order

of August 13, 1984, paragraph 6. The deadline was not met.
Instead, oxtensicns were sought ané granted. By letter
at‘fobruary 6, 1983, Your MHonor approved a 30 day satenslon
request "with the understanding that you expect to have
completed your work by that date."” By letter of March 12,
1985, Your Honor recognized that "there have been numerocus
extensions in‘this matter and it is now” becoming imperative
1 that the case be brought to a conclusion in fairness tb
all parties concerned." Your Honor's letter continued with
thé grant of "an extension of the compliance period to'March
18, 1985 with thQ,sincere hope thatvno additional request
for extension will be necessary.”

After all that time, Monroe Township mustered
only three council votes for an oa%ensible compliance package,
The Mayor voiced vehement opposition. There 18 zero evidence
that any ordinance would carry over his veto. And the August

13, 1984 requirement of an ordinance revision has simply

not been met.
We pointed this out to Your Honor in our letter
of April 2, 1985. We sought a "declaration of non-compli-

ance.” Your Honor nevertheless decided to proceed with
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what little Monroe Township offered. Ms. Lerman was asked
to review the alleged compliance péckage and to report.
In the interim, the matter was put on hold.

It is in this context that the Urban League seeks

injunctive relief.

B

Now Monroe Township has taken definitive action
that demonstrates what we stated in our April 2 letter:
"that Monroe Township‘will not voluntarily comply with this
Court's Order tha; the Township reﬁise its zoning ordinance
to provide 774 low and moderate income housing units."
The definitivé‘action'was its approval of Concordia's 2400
age restricted upits without the 100 unit set aside for
lowér income hédsing pro&ided in the so-called compliance
package. As the Urban League's affidavits and exhibits
show, the coﬁpliance package was not only ignored in fact,
but was not even mentioned in the discussions of the Concordia
extension. See, e.g., Williams Affidavit at Exhibit H.

In its Memorandum of Law, the Urban League hammers
thé‘point“home.' On page 4, it cites Ms. Lerman for the
proposition that, according to towhship officials, "the

township no longer feels bound by the compliance plan because

of the recently-enacted Mount Laurel legislation.” On page
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,5' it states that "Monroe Township, by word and deed, has
shown that it will not abide the Court's resolution of'thisb
litigation...."” On page 7, it refers to "the township's
marifest willingness to disregard" the compliance plan.
And on page 8, it observes that "Monroe is now abandonin§
its plan...." |

~ Notwithstanding the exquisitely legible hand-
writing on the wall, the Urban League seeks injunctive relief
to preserve a moribund compliance package by ramming Mount
Laurel housing down the throat of a developer that does
not want it in a town that has an abundance of developers

who do.*

, c
We will appeér»on Thursdqy on behalf of plaintiffs
Lori Associates and HABD Associates to oppose the relief
requested by the Urban lLeague and to again seek a declara-
tion that Monroe Township has not complied with this Court's

Order of August 13, 1984. We ask the Court to cali an end

*The Township's planner himself pronouned the Lori site
suitable for Mount Laurel compliance. Hintz Report at page
28. Lori would produce 312 lower income units; and any

of several other sites, including HABD, could easily give
the balance. No municipal coperation is needed to get this
housing built. :
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- to patience in the face of blatant non-cooperation by this

municipality.
Respectfully,
CLAPP & EISENBERG i
Attorneys for Lori Associates’
and HABD Associates
- By: Al K Ayl
AKM:cac o

cc: Barbara J. Williams, Esq.
Carl S. Bisgaier, Esq.
Steward M. Hutt, Esq.
Mario Apuzzo, Esqg. - Federal Express
Carl D. Silverman, Esq.
Douglas Wolfson, Esgq.
Ms. Carla Lerman




