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CAQ00742L
90 Denow Roed
Loinencevills, Huw Jerwsoy 08654

[609) §96-0910
June 12, 1987

Eric Neisser, Esq.
A.C.L.U.

38 Walnut Street
Newark, N.J. 07102

Re: South Plainfield
Dear Eric:

Pursuant to our telephone conversation of teoday, I am
enclosing a very rough draft of the letter to Mr. Opalski
that we discussed.

I would appreciate your reviewing the documents and the
letter and letting mwe know your comments and suggested
changes. I suspect it will have to be toned down a bit.

By a copy of this 1letter, I am sending the draft ang
accompanying documentation to John and Roy. I have been
unable to reach Roy at this point to discuss his viewpoint
on sending a letter but I agree with you that it certainly
is indicative of the lack of good faith on the part of South
Plainfield.

Alan is trying to re-arrange his schedule to attend the next
mediation session with us. The Sr. citizen site will be the
main issue of discussion.

Must run to the post office before it is too late.

In search of fairer fair shares, I remain.....

Very truly vours,

W

Barbara J. Williams

cc: C. Roy Epps
Dean John Payne



Birdona F Wiiams, G
90 oncer Road
£22wwwa%w¢2(é%é%gﬁiuzy¢%%#?

[609) £96-0910

DRAFT

June 12, 1987

Mr. Douglas V. Opalski, Executive Director
New Jersey Council on Affordable Housing
CN 813

Trenton, New Jersey (08625-0813

Re: Urban League of Greater WNew Brunswick et al v. The
Borough of Carteret et al (South Plainfield)

Dear Mr. Opalski:

South Plainfield, the Civic League and Harris Steel are
presently in the process of mediation. Two mediation
sessions have been held and another mediation session is
scheduled for June 18, 1987. The Civic League is hopeful
that a satisfactory resolution of its objections to the
South Plainfield Housing Element can be  reached. The
funding of the 100 units of Senior Citizen housing remains
of concern and it may become necessary for South Plainfield
to find alternate 31tes for the 100 units.

A serious matter has recently come to my attention.
The Orders of Judge Eugene D. Serpentelli, J3.8.C. regarding
South Plainfield specifically enjoined action by South
Plainfield with respect to specific sites of vacant land
within the Borough as a result of the improper sale of
vacant land by South Plainfield of municipal lands required
to be rezoned by the Court's Judgment. ( The relevant Orders
of the Court are enclosed). One of the parcels subject to
the restraint was Block 427 Lot 1.0l. While this site is
not part of the current Housing Element of South Plainfield,
it remains part of the injunction by the Court currently in
effect. _

By letter of Barbar Stark Esq., attorney for the Civic
League, counsel for the owners of Block 427 Lot 1.01 and
South Plainfield were explicitly apprised that the Civic
League, while having no objection to the owners proceeding
through the subdivision process, did obiject to the owners
obtaining any vested rights thereby. Despite Dbeing



on notice of this objection, the South Plainfield Zoning
Board granted the subdivision without any conditions,
thereby effectively vesting the rights of the owner in
direct violation of the prior notice of the Civic League -
and more importantly, in direct violation of the Order of
the Court.

Investigatioﬁ has revealed that no building permit
has been issued with respect to the subject site.

This action again reflects a blatant disregard by
South Plainfield of the Orders of the Court and evidences a
lack of good faith on the part of the municipality toward
satisfying its fair share obligation. I respectfully
request that this matter be taken into account with respect
to the grant of substantive certification to South

Plainfield.

Additionally, on behalf of the Civic League, I
respectfully request that South Plainfield be required to
certify that no other action has been taken as to any of the
other sites restrained by the Court and the the Council on
Affordable Housing explicitly enjoin the issuance of a
building permit as to Lot 427 Block 1.01. If a Motion
before the Council 1is necessary for the foregoing, please
advise and I will proceed accordingly.

The Civic League reserves the right to seek further

enforcement of the Court's Order should the vacant land in
Block 427 Lot 1.01 Dbecome necessary to satisfy the South

Plainfield fair share.

I thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Very truly yours,

Barbara J. Williams



PETER J. CALDERONE
ATTORNEY AT LAW
19 HOLLY PARK DRIVE
SOUTH PLAINFIELD, N.J. 07080
(201) 561 - 0479

June 3, 1987

Barbara J. Williams, Esqg.
90 Denow Road
Lawrenceville, N.J. (08648

Re: Urban League of Greater
New Brunswick v. Mayor
and Council of Carteret
(South Plainfield)

Dear Ms. Williams:
Enclosed please find copies of the materials

concerning Block 427, Lot 1.01. Please advise if you
need additional information.

Sincerely,

PETER J. CALDERONE

Enclosure



RESOLUTION
PLANNING BOARD _
BOROUGH OF SOUTH PLAINFIELD

BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Board of the Borough of South
Plainfield that:

q WHEREAS, DIGIAN AND SDNTCDNSTRUCTION COMPANY, represented by Jonathan
Orill, Esg., has wade application for a three-lot subdivisiaon and bulk
variances in Black 427, Lot 1011;

WHEREAS, a public hearing was held on February 4, 1987 and the Barough
Engineer's finvember 7, 1986 Repor! was read inta fhe reccrd;

WHEREAS, the Board found that the benefit of granting *he variances outweigt
any detrlment and that the granting nf the. variances will not 1mpair the
purpose amd infvnf of fﬁe Zone plan.

M, THEREFURGZ, prvlimin"ﬂ‘v mbcﬂv!aim’r amxmva! om: the reczuzz:stef'
variances are granted subject to: « i S :

1. All recommendationa, approvals, and fees contained in the Borough
Engineer's November 7, 198C Report.

2. Deed restrictions are tn be included requiring that property ocwners
be responsible for maintenance aof drainage facilitees and that consisting

of 1/3 sections of pipes.
3. Rebars are to be installed at the openings of the 15' RCP.

L. Praviding Borough Engineer with metes and bounds description of
storm drainage easement and obtaining Mayor and Council of the Barough
of South Plainfield's approval of easement.

THOSE IR FAVOR: HOGAN, ACKERMAN R., GRAF, ﬁﬁLLnuHER GDUSHY uE5TRICﬁ j'_‘ ‘

FITZIMMONS, SHOLNICK, ACKERMAN P,
THOat OPPO¢FD.

THOSE ABSTAINING:

THE FOREGOING IS A TRUE COPY OF A RESOLUTIOK ADOPTED EY THE PLAN-
NING BOARD AT THEIR MEETING OF: MARCH &, 1957 ,

SRS ‘,, \::i \tj G bf\\~-

DATE:  March 4, 1387 LINDA R. BLATH, CLERK




Planning Board Minutes k page S
February 4, 1987

©ard does have the authority
to have these conditions waivered
en the opportunity to commence

Mr. Dalto pointed out that this
Wwithin the site plan ordinanc
He was asked that they be g}
construction.

0o whether these conditions should be approached
ely.

Discussion ensued as
and voted on separ

Mr. Spisso, ag n, stated that he did not want © set a precedent.

g was not that
that much.

ne explained that the amoung pen

Mr. Calcer
3 would not negote the resoclutio

much so 1

Miproving the site, and
me involved was a four (4)

The ttorney explained the steps for
thenh construction, and thourht the
mwonth process..

The board decided to address epth request separately.
A motion was offered by Mr./Spisso and seconded by Mr. Westrick
that relief be giving regarding the advance warning sign on

Park Avenue, Upon voice count, the motion was carried unanimously.

A motion was offered by Peter Ackerman and seconded by Mr.

Skolnick to relieve//applicant from getting approval fr the
utility companies Hprior to the issuance of a permit.
Mr. Graf noted caZnnot issue a permit until i t has a

reference numb

Upon voice unt, the motion was carried animously.

A motion Mas offered by Mr. Westrick and seconded by Mr.
Spisso vo dispense with approval of” the-DEP prior to the
issua§CE of a permit. Upon roll €all, the motion was
carried with the following membpers voting "no™ P. Ackerman,
Ga}fagher, Goushy, Fitzimmon
/
The motion featured the int that the applicant can procede
with site work to the paint of first inspection.

PUBLIC HEARING

84-1S/V(A) DI GIAN & SON CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, INC.
P.0. BOX 181
Socouth Plainfield, New Jersey
Block 427, Lot 101
Creation of three (3) 1lbpts



Planning Board Minutes
February 4, 1987

Jonathan Drill, Esq. representing the applicant explained that the
application is for a subdivision of Lot 101l in Block 427 to create

three lots - two (2) of which the applicant proposes to building
two (2) family homes. He recalled that they came in as a major
subdivision and received approval, and reflected on the easement
requirement. fle noted that they were not able to obtain the

easement and the Board after being approached by the applicant
ruled that a2 new application be prepared for consideration.

It was noted that the easement needs Borough's approval (easement).

Mr. Drill noted that both lots require variances since they are
short in frontage and square footage.

Mr. Di Gian was duly sworn in. Ha2 detailed the history of these
topic lats. He noted that they thought they would be able to
obtain the easement, however he told of refusal by the other party

Mr. Di Gian noted the proposal of the concrete pipe for rum off,
which is being offered in consideration in lieu of a swail on
the side and rear of the property.

Mr. O'Lenik, Engineer, was duly sworn in.
Mr. O'Lenik described the proposed pipe configuration.

Mr. Drill referred to a possible deed restriction for the
maintenance of the pipe.

Mr. Drill pointed out that there was only a small amount of flow
to be considered.

Discussion ensued on the grate to protect the pipe and prevent
children from getting into same.

Mr. Naberezny explained that the proposed is the only
way he knew of addressing the back area.

The concept of deed restriction was discussed.

Mr. Drill introduced into evidence a missive from Rutgers
Constitutional Law Clinic which allows the applicant to close
title (Exhibit A-1)

A chart was presented and expounded showing substandard lots and

two (2) family homes (Exhibit A-2)
L




Mr.
description of the easement.

janning Board Minutes ’ : ’ Page 7
February 4, 1987

Naberezny stated that he is going to need a metes and bounds

The application, by the Chairman, was opencd up to the public.

liowever, no one approached the'assemblage to discuss same and the
meeting was closed to the publie.

A motion was offered by Mr. Skolnick and seconded by Mr. Fitzimmons
to amend the application subject to the conditions instituted in
the Novembesr 7, 1987 . fetter from Mr. Naberezny, and that the
amended condition for the pipe be approved with rebars at the
opening of tho 15" RCI', deed testriction for maintenance of

the 1/3 scction channcels and a metes and bounds description of

the eascument.

Upon ro0ll call, the motion was carried unanimously.

OLD BUSINKNESS

The board approached the topic/of a Planning Consultant for the
year 1987~

Chalrpe{ion Hogan stated tbat the members have read/and reviewed

Mr

the cgrrespondence and prﬁbosals from the two (z;//lrms.

Westrick recounted /2 representative from Hudscn speaking to the

Board. He noted Mr. yosa's presence and thought that, perhaps,

fr. Rosa might want fo address the board.
Mr. Rosa of Roberty Rosa Associates, plannixg consultant, was duly
sworn in. he deyYailed his background, a that of his staff. He

detailed the expertise of his firm, and
ability to appfoach the design aspect.
of the most

Mr.

availabilj)ty to attend the meeti.
cashed i
for his attendlng metings is $2

Mr.

and that this amount would b

Mr.

Mr.

Master Plan.

hat they have the
He added that they are’ one

perienced firms in the Fgtate regarding Mount Latrel
y

contract it noted hi§
; however, this group .never
on this aspect. It was pointed out that the fee
.00 per meeting.

Westri noted that in Mr. Rosa

,000.00 is there from gther years,

utilized first.

Ro’sa explained that the $

Skolnick referred to the housing element infogfmation.

Rosa reflected that fhis plan was incorporgted into the

ilwoman.Go ted recent_ information ncoting that this element
C?Y?C%%wogen § nggdnon mas%er plans. &
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June 2, 1986

Joseph Murray, Esqg.
McDonough, Murray & Korn
555 Westfield Avenue
Westfield, NJ 07091

Dear Mr. Murray:

This 1s in response to your letter of
May 27, 1986 to Eric Neisser, Esg. We have no objection
to the closing of title of DiGian & Son Construction Co.,
Inc.'s project, subject to the escrow of the closing
funds. Nor do we have any objection to the subdivision
of this property, with the understanding, of course, that
no rights vest in connection with same.

We do not agree, however, that "the intent
of the existing restraints was to include only that
portion of Lot 1.0l which was sold to Mr. Massaro ...".
Your client's property is plainly included i- “he existing
restraints, and we would oppose any attempt .. vest
rights contrary to Judge Serpentelli's Order.

Very truly yours,

cc/Frank A. Santoro, Esqg.
Chris Nelson, Esqg.



ﬁﬂ‘n&mwaéZZa%
Dorioncevilds, S Fowsey 08648

(e09) $96-0910

June 12, 1987

Eric Neisser, Esq.
A.C.L.U.

38 Walnut Street
Newark, N.J. 07102

Re: Socuth Plainfield
Dear Eric:

Pursuant to our telephone conversation of today, I am
enclosing a very rough draft of the letter to Mr. Opalski
that we discussed.

I would appreciate your reviewing the documents and the
letter and letting me know your comments and suggested
changes. I suspect it will have to be toned down a bit.

By a copy of this letter, 1 am sending the draft and
accompanying documentation to John and Roy. I have been
unable to reach Roy at this point to discuss his viewpoint
on sending a letter but I agree with you that it certainly
is indicative of the lack of good faith on the part of South
Flainfield.

Alan is trying to re—arrange his schedule to attend the next
mediation session with us. The Sr. citizen site will be the
main issue of discussion.

Must run to the post office before it is too late.

In search of fairer fair shares, I remainD.....

Very truly vours,

B ———

Barbara J. Williams

cc:  C. Roy Epps
Dean John Payne



Barbvea (. Yilliarns, g
90 Donoiwr Road
boo Jewey 08675

[609/ $96-0910

DRAFT .
June 12, 1987

Mr. Douglas V. Opalski, Executive Director
New Jersey Council on Affordable Housing
CN 813

Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0813

Re: Urban League o0of Greater New Brunswick et al v. The
Borough of Carteret et al (South Plainfield)

Dear Mr. Opalski:

South Plainfield, the Civic League and Harris Steel are
presently in the process o¢f mediation. - Two mediation
sessions have been held and another mediation session is
scheduled for June 18, 1987. The Civic League is hopeful
that a satisfactory resolution of its objections to the
South Plainfield Housing Element c¢an - be reached. The
funding of the 100 units of Senior Citizen housing remains
of concern and it may become necessary for South Plaxnfleld
to find alternate sites for the 100 unita.

A serious matter has recently come‘to my attention.
The Orders of Judge Eugene D. Serpentelli, J.S.C. regarding
South Plainfield specifically enjoined action by South
Plainfield with respect to specific sites of vacant land
within the Borough as a result o¢of  the improper sale of
vacant 1land by South Plainfield of municipal lands required
to be rezoned by the Court's Judgment. { The relevant Orders
of the Court are enclosed). One of the parcels subject to
the restraint was Block 427 Lot 1.0l. While this site is
not part of the current Housing Element of South Plainfield,
it remains part of the injunction by the Court currently in
effect. : .

By letter of Barbar Stark Esq., attorney for the Civic
League, <counsel for the owners of Block 427 Lot 1.01 and
Scouth Plainfield were explicitly apprised that the Civic
League, while having no objection to the owners proceeding
through the subdivision process, did object to the owners
obtaining - any vested rights thereby. Despite being



on notice of this objection, the South Plainfield Zoning
Board granted the subdivision without any conditions,
thereby effectively vesting the rights of the owner in
direct violation of the prior notice of the Civic League -
and more 1importantly, in direct violation of the Order of
the Court.

Investigatioﬁ has revealed that no building permit
has been issued with respect to the subject site.

This action again reflects a blatant disregard by
South Plainfield of the Orders of the Court and evidences a
lack of good faith on the part of the municipality toward
satisfying its fair share obligation. I respectfully
request that this matter be taken into account with respect
to the grant of substantive certification to South
Plainfield.

Additionally, on behalf of the Civic League, I
respectfully request that South Plainfield be required to
certify that no other action has been taken as to any of the
other sites restrained by the Court and the the Council on
Affordable Housing explicitly enjoin the issuance of a
building permit as to Lot 427 Block 1.01. If a Motion
before the Council 1s necessary for the foregoing, please
advise and I will proceed accordingly.

The Civic League reserves the right to seek further
enforcement of the Court's Order should the vacant land in

Block 427 Lot 1.01 become necessary to satisfy the South
Plainfield fair share.

I thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Very truly yours,

Barbara J. Williams



PETER J. CALDERONE
ATTORNEY AT LAW
19 HOLLY PARK DRIVE
SOUTH PLAINFIELD, N.J. 07080
(201) 561 - 0479

June 3, 1987

Barbara J. Williams, Esqg.
90 Denow Road
Lawrenceville, N.J. 08648

Re: Urban League of Greater
New Brunswick v. Mayor
and Council of Carteret
(South Plainfield)

Dear Ms. Williams:
Enclosed please find copies of the materials

concerning Block 427, Lot 1.01. Please advise if you
need additional information.

Sincerely,

PETER J. CALDERONE

Enclosure



' Co o RESOLUTION
PR C PLANNING BOARD
BOROUGH OF SOUTH PLAINFIELD

BE IT RESOLVED by the Plann1ng Board of the Borough of South
Plainfield that:

q WHEREAS, DIGIAN AND SON CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, represented by Janathan
Orill, Esqg., has made application for a three-lot subdivision anc bulk
variances in Bloack 427, Lat 101,

WHEREAS, & nub!ic hearing was held on February 4, 1987 and the Borough
Engineer's Nnvember 7, 1986 Repor! was read intn the recerd;

WHEREAS, the Board found that the benefit of granting *he variances outweigh
any detriment ang that the granting of the variances will not impalir the

,,purnnde and intenf of tﬁp zone nlan.

, an THCREFGR& nreiiminwrv aubdivi*inn ﬂﬂﬂrnvﬂi anﬁ thp rvquﬁﬁgqc .
variances are graﬂtcd subject tai- S Lo :

1. All recommendatinng, approvals, any Fees contained in the ercugh
Engineer's November 7, 198C Repart.

2. Deed restrictions are tn be included requiring that property cwners
be responsible for maintenance of drainage facilitees and that cansisting

aof 1/3 sections of pipes.
3. Rebars are to be installed at the openings of the 15' RCP.

L. Providing Borough Engineer with metes and bounds description of
storm drainage easement and obtaining Mayor and Council of the Borough
of South Plainfield's approval of easement.

?ﬁﬁdﬁ IN FAVOR! ﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂ QQKEHHAN R.. GRRF GRLLQGH;R GQUSHY UKJTHICK

rt:zxmms SHALNICK, ncxmwm P
THOSE OPPGSEQ., , :

ifYBGSE ABSTAINING:

;w_ 7?nE FOREGOING IS A TRUE COPY OF A RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE PLA&-
. BWING BOARD AT THEIR MEETING OF: MARCH &4, 1987
f 1

GATE: March 4, 1987 R LINDA 3. BLATH, CLERK




Planning Board Minutes page 5
February 4, 1987

bard does have the authority
to have these conditions waivered
en the opportunity to commence

Mr. Dalto pointed out that this
within the site plan ordinanc
He was asked that they be g}
construction.

o whether these conditions should be approached
ely.

Discussion ensued as
and voted on separ

Mr. Spisso, aggin, stated that he did not want 6 set a precedent.

Mr. Calderghe explained that the amoung pendding was not that
© would not negute the resolutio that much.

muchxji/i;
The ttorney explained the steps for iMmproving the site, and

then consfruction, and thought the me involved was a four (4)
/ménth process..

The board decided to address cepth request separately.

A motion was offered by Mr./Spissc and seconded by Mr. Westrick
that relief be giving regarding the advance warning sign on
Park Avenue. Upon voice/ count, the motion was carried unanimously.

A motion was offered Hy Peter Ackerman and seconded by Mr.

Skolnick to relieve/applicant from getting approval fr the
utility companies AHprior to the issuance of a perwnit.
Mr. Graf noted cZnnot issue a permit until icant has a
reference numb .

Upon voice unt, the motion was carried animously.

A motion &as offered by Mr. Westrick 4nd seconded by Mr.
Spisso to dispense with approval of the-DEP prior to the
issuande of a permit. Upon roll all, the moticn was
carried with the following mempers voting "no" P. Ackerman,
Gallagher, Goushy, Fitzimmon

T%e motion featured the péint that the applicant can procede
Wwith site work to the point of first inspection.

PUBLIC HEARING

84-15/V{(A4a) DI GIAN & SON CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, INC.
P.0. BOX 181 .
South Plainfield, New Jersey
Block 427, Lot 101
Creation of three (3) 1lbts



Planning Board Minutes
February 4, 1987

Jonathan Drill, Esq. representing the applicant explained that the
application is for a subdivision of Lot 101 in Block 427 to create
three lots - two (2) of which the applicant proposes to building
two (2) family homes. He recalled that they came in as a major
subdivision and received approval, and reflected on the easement
requirement. fie noted that they were not able to obtain the
easement and the Board after being approached by the applicant
ruled that a new application be prepared for consideration.

It was noted that the easement needs Borough's approval (easement).

Mr. Drill noted that botk lots require variances since they are
short in frontage and square footage.

Mr. Di Gian was duly sworn 1in. Hde2 detailed the history of these
topic lots. He noted that they thought they would be able to
obtain the easement, however he told of refusal by the other party.

Mr. Di Gian noted the proposal of the concrete pipe for run off,
which is being offered in consideration in lieu of a swail on
the side and rear of the property.

Mr. O'Lenik, Engineer, was duly sworn in.
Mr. O'Lenik described the proposed pipe configuration.

Mr. Drill referred to a possible deed Testriction for the
maintenance of the pipe.

Mr. Drill pointed out that there was only a small amount of flow
to be considered.

Discussion ensued on the grate to protect the pipe and prevent
children from getting inte same.

Mr. Naberezny explained that the proposed is the only
way he knew of addressing the back area.

The concept of deed restriction was discussed.

Mr. Drill introduced into evidence a missive from Rutgers
Constitutional Law Clinic which allows the applicant to close
title (Exhibit A-1)

A chart was presented and expounded showing substandard lots and

two (2) family homes (Exhibit A-2)
L




1anning Board Minutes ’ : ' Page 7
February 4, 1987

Mr. Naberezny stated that he is going to nced a metes and bounds
description of the casement.

The application, by the Chairman, was opencd up to the public.
fowever, no one approached the assemblage to discuss same and the
meeting was closed to the public.

A motion was offered by Mr. Skolnick and seconded by Mr. Fitzimmons
to amend the application subject To the conditions instituted in
the Novembev 7, 1987  letter from Mr. Naberezny, snd that the
amended condition for the pipe be approved with rebars at the
opening of tha 15" RCP, deed restriction for maintenmance of

the 1/3 section channcels and a metes and bounds description of
the eacscnent.

Upon roll call, the metion was carried unanimously.
OLD BUSINESS

The board approached the topic/of a Planning Consultaﬁy/for the
year 1987~
/

Chairp son Hogan stated that the memberc have reaq/and reviewed
the cgTrrespondence and i;gposals from the two (Zﬁ/firms.

Mr,/Westrick recounted /2 representative from H%dson speaking to the
Bgard. He noted Mr. osa's presence and thought that, perhaps,
Mr. Rosa might want fo address the board. //

Mr. Rasa of Rober Rosa Associates, planni é consultant, was duly

sworn in. he degyailed his background, a that of his staff. He

detailed the expertise of his firm, and Ahat they have the -

ability to appfoach the design aspect. He added that they argfone

of the most perienced firms in the Ftate regarding Mount Laurel
- Vi

Mr. Westri noted that in Mr. Rosa contract it noted his
availabil¥ty to attend the meeti._gb; however, this group snever
cashed iy on this aspect. It w3s pointed out that the fee
for his/attending metings is $275.00 per meeting. yd

/

£

,000.00 is there from gther years,
utilized first.

Mr. Rosa explained that the $
and that this amount would b

Mr. Skolniék referred to the housing element infogfmation.

Mr. Rosa reflected that fhis plan was incorporated into the

HMaster Plan. -
IV

(7710

C ilwoman.Go noted cent_information notin that this element
ng?C%%w be 1nc?aggd in ma %er Plans. &
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THE STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW JERSEY

RUTGERS

Campus at Newark

School of law-Newark - Constitutional Litigation Clinic
S Newhouse Center For Law and Justice
15 Washington Street - Newark - New Jersey 07102-3192 . 204/648-5687

June 2, 1986

‘Joseph Murray, Esq.
McDonough, Murray & Korn
555 Westfield Avenue
Westfield, NJ 07091

Dear Mr. Murray:

This is in response to your letter of
May 27, 1986 to Eric Neisser, Esqg. We have n~ objection
to the closing of title of DiGian & Son Construction Co.,
Inc.'s project, subject to the escrow of the closing
funds. Nor do we have any objection to the subdivision
of this property, with the understanding, of course, that
no rights vest in connection with same.

We do not agree, however, that "the intent
of the existing restraints was to include only that
portion of Lot 1.01 which was sold to Mr. Massaro ...".
Your client's property is plainly included i- -he existing
restraints, and we would oppose any attempt .. vest
rights contrary to Judge Serpentelli's Order.

Very truly yours,

cc/Frank A. Santoro, Esqg.
Chris Nelson, Esq.



