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RUBIN AND LERNER

101 BAYARD STREET
P.O.BOX 827

NEW BRUNSWICK, N.J. 08903

(201) 846-5500
ATTORNEYS FOR Dmfenéant
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URBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER NEW BRUNSWICK,

etc., et als. o
V8.
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CARTERET, ot als.
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 COUNCIL OF THE BOROUGH OF HIGHLAND PARK
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‘Vecontains allegations against the remaining twenty~two municipal

. i = — g

THIS ACTION DOES NOT INVOLVE A COMMON QUESTION OF LAW OR FACT
ARISING OUT OF THE SAME TRANSACTION OR SERIES OF TRANSACTIONS
AND PRE-TRIAL DISCOVERY AND TRIAL OF THE ISSUE AGAINST THE
'DEFENDANT, BOROUGH OF HIGHLAND PARK, WOULD BE UNDULY PREJUDICIAL
TO THE SAID DEFENDANT, BOROUGH OF HIGHLAND PARK.

The Plaintiff Urban League of Greater New Brunswick,
4in its Appendix to- its Complaint, charges the Borough of ngh—
;land#Park with prohibiting’moblle‘homes, restrictin;the supply
, of'apartmentskfor‘hOUSehoids”of'three or more persons by limit-
ing two bedroom apartments to 15 percent of each project and

three bedroom apartments to five percent (5%)5kcontends that

: inghland Park has not passed the resolution of local approval
wgrequired for the use of state financial aid to assist 1ow- and

t 5mederate—1ncome families w;th their hcu51ng needs, and has not

’%;uilt units for famllies sxnce 1961 (1n its public hou51mg
;,authority) i . | |
e L The Appendix to the Plaintiff's Ccmplaint in Paragraphsrs'

1t One (1) through twenty—three (23), excluding Paragraph 7 then

V‘Defendants in this matter, which said allegations contain vastly”ﬁ
different discriminatery charges against each individual commun-
‘ity' | | N S

k Newhere in the Compiaint,does’tnei?laintiffrcnargera
censpiracy‘between all or eny cf tbe’municipaliDefendantsfwhereA
sby Sald Defendants enacted exclusionary zoning and other land

;use policies and practices.
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4 It is perfactly cleax fram an analysis of the Appendix
to the Plaintiff's Complaint, Earagraphs (1) threugh (23) in¢
| clusive, that the alleqatians against each municigality ﬁaes
not invalver common question cf law or fact arising out of the
same transactian or series of transaatiens and, therefare, 1n

'aceardance with Rule 4: 38 wera improperly consalidated« ch

force all af the Defenﬁaﬁts t@ pnrticipate in a camaen ﬁiscovery .

or in a cammon trial, would be unﬁuly huréensema, would be

unduly expensiv@ and woulﬁ be hiqkly pzajudiciai to the Befendan a

Boraugh of Highland Park, and the aths‘twanty-twe municipal

| Defenéants. S S | Lo | —
‘ , Th&:efare, pursuant to Rﬁl& 4.38~2, the aatter shaulé
be Savered into t#cntywthr&e {23) separata suits,anﬁ the Court
’shauld provide for disccvery, pretriai ané trial in tweﬁtyn gk
|l three (23) snparat& actians, Vel P

S Respectfully Submitted,’i

 RUBIN AND LERNER B
Attorneys for Qef@ndaat;y;“
Borough of Highland Park




