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INTRODUCTION

The Public Advocate submits this brief as amious curiae
to place in a broader public policy context the legal arguments
made by the parties concerning the availability of court-awarded
counsel fees to the prevailing plaintiffs in this exolusionary
zoning case. |

The Public Advocate has a étatutory mandate to appear in
Judicial proceedings to represent the public interest. N.J.S.A.

52:27B-32. In accordance with this mandate, he has appeared as

either amicus curiase or on behalf of a party in every oase before
this Court since 1974 concerning exclusionary zoning. 1In
addition, he is currently appearing in one capacity or another in
exclusionary zoning litigation in the trial courts ianvolving 15
nunicipalities and in administrative proceedings before the New
Jersey Council on Affordable Housing ("COAH") involving
approximately 30 other municipalities. Pursuant to his statutory
mandate, the Public Advocate has also appeared before this Court
as amigcug curlae in matters concerning the avallablility of
attorneys’ fees to persons who might otherwise be unable to

vindicate their rights. See, e.g., Coleman v. Fiore Brothers.

‘Docket No. 27,675, which is currently pending before this Court.

Thus, the Public Advocate has an interest in this matter and also
expertise and a statewide policy perspective which may be of

assistance to this Court.
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As apious will set forth in more detall below, an
analysis of developments since the enactment of the New Jersey
Falir Housing Act of 1988, N.J.S.A. 52:27D-301 et seq., shows that
the laudable goals established by this Court in the M&. Laurel
deoisions, Southern Burlington County NAACP y. M. Laursel
Township., 67 N.J. 158 (1978) ("Mt. Laurel I") and 93 N.J. 158
(1983) ("Mt. Laurel II"), and reaffirmed in Hillg Development
Corp. v. Berpards Township, 103 N.J. 1 (1986) ("Hills"), are not
being met. Moreovqr. under present circumstances, it 1s very
unlikely that these goals can or will be achieved in the
foreseeable future. Although the Legislature and this Court
anticipated that municipalities, acting under the auspices of the
nevly created New Jersey Council on Affordable Housing, would
voluntarily comply with the mandates of the Coastitution or would
be spurred on to do so by the threat of litigation iastituted by
developers or by low and moderate income persons, Hills, 103 N.dJ.
at 35-38, this has not proven to be the case. To the coatrary,
the level of municipal participation in proceedings before the
Council on Affordable Housing is very low. The threat of
developer-instituted litigation has been much reduced by the New
Jersey Fair Housing Act and is no longer an effective incentive
for municipai compliance. Additionally, low and moderate income
persons lack the resources to vindicate their comstitutional
rights or to enforce compliance by municipalities with the
mandates of the Constitution. As a result, no exclusionary

z9ning litigation has been initiated by low and moderate income
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persons since 1988, and the threat of such litigation has had no
impact on the level of municipal compliance.

If the New Jersey Falr Housing Act 1is to function
effectively as a vehicle to implement the Constitution, there
must be parties who have both the motivation and the means toO
institute exclusionary zoning litigation. Since developers, who
nrave the means, DO longer have the motivation to do 8O, it 1is
essential that low and moderate income persons, who have the
motivation, be given the means to do so. Thus, the issue of the
avaiiahility of counsel fees in exolusionari zoning litigation,
vhich is before the Court in this appeal, has a public policy

significance that extends far beyond the interests of the p§esent

parties.

Plaintiff-appellant Urban League contends that it 1is
entitled to court awvarded counsel fees under the Federal Fair
Housing Act, 42 L.S.C. Sec. 3612(c), because it prevailed on
state constitutional claims closely related to its claims under
the Federal Fair Housing Act. Anigus 1is persuaded that
plaintiff’s analysis 1s sound and should be adopted by this
Court. Amicus. however, offers this Court two alternative
approaches to the issues in this case.

Pirst, based upon the analysis of the legal standards
established by the federal courts under the Federal Fair Housing
Act, and most recently reaffirmed 1in Enn&ing:gn_nxangh_EAACE_E*
Town of Huntington. 844 F.24 826 (2nd Cir. 1088) aff’'d men. .,
_____u.s. ., 57 g.S.L.¥. 3331 (Nov. 7, 1988), this Court may

-3-
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properly éonolude.that the plaintiffs have not merely proven a
state olaim olosely related to the Federal Fair Housing Act, but
in faot have also established violations of the Federal Fair
Housing Aot itself. Indeed, the very proofs that established the
plaintiffs’ claim of unconstitutional exclusionary zoning under
state law, when taken together with indisputable statistical and
demographic data of which this Court can properly take judicial

notice, also establish unlawful racial discrimination in

- violation of the Federal Fair Housing Act. 43 T.S.C. Seo. 3604.

Therefore, since plaintiffs are not merely prevailing parties on
a state law claim but are also prevailing parties under the
Federal Fair Housing Act, they are emtitled to a full measure of
court-awarded counsel fees under 42 U.S.C. Sec. 3612(c). On this
view, such fees would be available not only to these plalntiffs,
but also to lower income plaintiffs in almost all successful
exclusionary zoning litigation. Sagopnd, even if the Court
chooses not to address in broad terms the entitlement of lower
income plaintiffs to court-awarded counsel fees under the Federal
Fair Housing Act, the Court can make court-awarded counsel fees
avallable to lower income plaintiffs in exclusinary zoning and
other public interest cases by corafting a specific court rule for
this purpose.

By adopting either of these approaches, the Court can
establish that counsel fees are available to successful lower

income plaintiffs not merely in this case but in exclusionary
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litigation generally.

The Court can also avoid the necessity of
deciding the technical issue of federal law posed by the parties.

Act in 1988.

¥e shall first analyze the implementation of the Mt,
Laurel mandate since the enactment of the New Jersey Fair Housing

approaches in turn.

We shall then address each of these alternative
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ARGUMENT
I. GENERAL COMPLIANCE THROUGHOUT THE
STATE WITH THE CONSTITUTIONAL MANDATES
ESTABLISHED IN THE MI. LAUREL DECISIONS
IS NOT NOW BEING ACHIEVED AND CANNOT BE
ACERIEVED UNDER PRESENT CONDITIONS.

The question raised by this appeal -- the availability
of court-awarded counsel fees to prevailing plaintiffs in
exclusionary zoning litigation -- is of public policy importance
because of its relationship to the broader goal of achieving
general compliance throughout the State with the comstitutional
mandates established in the Mt. Laurel decisions. Although this
Court has grappled with this issue three times in the past 13
years, an evaluation of the current state of compliance wiii, as
set forth below, demonstrate that little progress i1s now being
nade toward this goal. Although making court-awarded counsel
fees available to prevailing low income plaintiffs is not a
complete solution to this problem, it would represent a
significant and practical step in addressing the current
wvidespread non-compliance with the Ccastitution.

W¥e shall first review the history of this Court's
efforts to fashion an effective set of tools to achieve the goal
of general ooiplianoe with the constitutional mandatses
established in the xn;_Lanxal decisions and will then analyze how
the prov;sion of court-awarded counsel fees can remedy some of
the deficiencies that have emerged following the enactment of the

New Jersey Pair Housing Act of 198S5.
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In 1978, this Court enunciated a broad constitutional

prohibition on municipal land use policies and practices that

exclude lower income households. Southern Burlington County
NAACP v. Mt., Laurel, 67 N.J. 158 (1978) ("Mt. Laurel I"). This

Court declared that all municipalities in developing areas of the
state have an affirmative obligation to plan and provide for both
the unmet housing needs of their indigenous poor and also for
their fair share of the preseat and/prospeotive unmet housing
needs of the pbor of thé region in which they are located. 67
N.J. at 174, 179-81, 187-89. The Court, however, declined to
impose any specific judicial remedies for municipal violation of
this principle, in the hope and faith that munioipalities;;ould
voluntarily comply with these newly enunciated constitutional

principles. 67 N.J. at 208.
Unfortunately, this hope and faith was misplaced. 1In

1983, the Mt. Laurel case came before the Court a second time.
The Court observed:

The [Mount Laurel] doctrine has become
famous. The Mouni_Laurel case has
become infamous. After all this time,
ten years after the trial court'’'s
initial order invalidating its zoning
ordinance, Mount Laurel remains
afflicted with a blatantly exclusionary
ordinance. Papered over with studies,
rationalized by hired experts, the
ordinance at its core is true to nothing
but Mount Laurel’'s determination to
exclude the poor. Mount Laurel is not
alone; we believe that there is
widespread non-compliance with the
constitutional mandate of our original
opinion in this case. Southern
Burlington County NAACP v, Mt. Laurel

-
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Township, 93 N.J. at 198-99 (1983) ("M,
Laurel II").

“(V]e are far from where we hoped to be," the Court observed,
"and nowhere near where we should be..." 92 N.J. at 201. The
absence of voluntary municipal compliance was, as the Court
noted, exacerbated by the cost, complexity, and general
ineffectiveness of litigation to compel municipal compliance. 92
N.J. at 200. “"The doctrine is right," the Courts observed, “but
its administration has been ineffective." 93 N.J. at 201. Based
upon the first eight years of implementation of Mt. Laurel, the
Court conoluded that, "We have learned from experience...that
unless a strong Jjudicial hand is used, Mount Laurel will not
result in housing but in paper, process, witnesses, trials and
appeals." 92 N.J. at 199. The Court, therefore, resolved to
“strengthen” and "clarify" the doctrine, to simplify and
streamline litigation to increase the effectiveness of judicial
remedies, and, generally, to make achievement of provision of
housing opportunities in formerly exclusionary communities "as

realistic as judicial remedies can make it." 92 N.J. at 199,

214,

By the time Mt, Laurel II was decided, it had already

become clear that lower income persons and civil rights and

‘public interest organizations representing the interests of lower

income persoms, could not, utilizing their own resouroés, secure
general compliance with the constitutional principles established

in the Mt. Laurel decisions. Between 1975 and 1983, only one new



!‘M*

case vas filed by lower income persons or organizations
representing their interest.*®* The "length and complexity“ of
exolusionary zoning litigation, which as the Court noted, had
"made the expense of such 11§igation 80 high that a real question
develops as to whether municipalities can afford to defend or the
Plaintiffs to sue," 93 N.J. at 200, bore especially heavily on
lowver income persons and those representing their interests, and
had for all practical purposes, driven them off the playing
field. _

The Court responded to this problem by looking to

another class of litigants -- developers. It authorized site-

" specific remedies for developers so as to create a class of

litigants who had both the means and the motivation to enforce
the constitutional principles enunciated in the Mt. Laurel
decisions. 92 N.J. at 279-81. 1In so doing, the Court accepted
Plaintiffs’ contention that providing incentives for litigation
by developers was “"essential to maintain a significant level of
Mount Laurel litigation and the only effective means to date of
enforcing compl;anoe.“ 92 N.J. at 279. Subsequent experience
bore out this expectation. Between 1983 and 1988, 6n1y one

additional suit was filed by lower income persons OT

Morris County Fair Housing Council v. Boonton Township.
Docket No. L-8001-78 P.W. (Morris Cty., Law Div., 1978), filed by
the Public Advocate.
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organizations representing their interests,*® while 101 suits
vere filed by builders. As noted by one of the three trial

jJudges specially assigned by the Court to hear exclusionary
zoning litigationm,

The builder’'s remedy is the economio
inducement held out to developers so
that they will enforce the
obligation of our municipalities. It
was the Court’'s goal to maintain a
significant level of Mount Laural
litigation. This incentive has produced
the desired result. The experience of
this court demonstrates that the level
of Mount Laurel litigation has inoreased
dramatically since Mount Laurel II and
every suit has been brought by a builder
rather than a nonprofit or publioc
agency. J.¥. Pleld Co. v. Franklin
Iownship, 204 N.J.Super. 448, 482 (Law
Div. 1985). (citations omitted)

In 1988, 1in response to repeated invitations by the
Court, the Legislature adopted legislation implementing the Mi.
Laurel principles. This legislation, the Failr Housing Act of
1986, N.J.S.A. 52:27D-301 et seq., created a state agency, the
Council on Affordable Housing, to be the primary vehicle for
enforcement of the constitutional principles enunciated in the
Mt. Laurel cases. The legislation, as oconstrued by this Court in
ills Development Corp. v. Bernards Township, 103 N.J. 1 (1986)
("Hills"), permitted any municipality whibh was a party to

' pending exclusionary zoning litigation to transfer the matter to»

Falr_Share Housing Inc. v. Township of Cherry Hill,
Dogket No. L-42750-85 P.W. (Camden Cty., Law Div. 1988).

-10-
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the Council on Affordable Housing, N.J.S.A. 823:27D-18(a).
Municipalities not already parties to litigation could submit
themselves to the jurisdioction of the Counclil on Affordable
Housing by f£filing housing elements with the Counocil. N.J.S.A.
53:37D-313. Any nmunicipality which indicated an intention to
file a housing element prior to November 4, 1965. and which 1in
faot did so by January 4, 1987, or which filed a housing element
with the Council prior to litigation being filed, was granted

safe harbor from court proceedings, whether or not it actually

-implemented the housing element. N.J.S.A. 52:27YD-309, 316(b).
In addition, a municipality could petition the Council on

Affordable Housing for "substantive certification,” i.a., for a
determination that it is in fact complying with its
constitutional obligations. N.J.S.A. 523:27D-314.

Under the terms of the Fair Housing Act, courts are to
Play only a very limited role in enforcement of the Mt. Laurel
principles. They serve as the forum for exclusionary zoning
litigation only in three classes of cases: 1) wheré suit was
brought prior to November 4, 1985, and the municipality has
elected to remain before the courts; 2) where suit is brought
after November 4, 1985, but before a municipality has filed a
housing plan with the Council or petitioned for substantive
certification; or 3) following a grant or denial by the Council

of a petition for substantive certification. Hills, 103 N.J. at
38-38, 38.

-11-



In considering the oonstitutionality of the Pair Housing
Aot, the Court recognized that the statgte. on its face, provides
no more than a mechanism for certification by a state agency of
voluntary compliance. Hills, 103 N.J. at 38-38. The Court,
howvever, was convinced that the incentives provided ia the
legislation to induce municipalities to petition the Council for
substantive certification of their housing elements -- safe
harbor from litigation while the municipality has a housing plan
on file with the Council and a strong shield against litigation
during the six years following substantive oértification -- were
of sufficient value to municipalities that "it can fairly Dbe
assumed that most municipalities that have a potentially
significant Mount Laurel obligation will file their petitions for
substantive certification, their housing element, and falr share
ordinance within a reasonable period of time after the Counoil's
adoptions of its criteria and guidelines." 103 N.J. at 38. 1In
support of this projection, the Court noted that, as of February
1986, 182 municipalities had filed notices expressing an intent
to petition for substantive certification. Id. Based upon this
projection, the Court concluded that “"what appears at first
simply to be an option available to municipalities is more
realistically a procedure that practically. all municipalities
with significant Mount Laurel obligatioms will follow..." Id.

The Court also noted that the Council has at least the
theoretical power to simulate a builder’'s remedy by conditioning

substantive certification upon the municipality rezoning specific

-12-
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sites for inoclusionary developmeant, 103 N.J. at 47 n.13,

affirming ia pertinent part, Morris County Falr Housing Council
Y. Boopton Township, 209 N.J. Super. 393, 433-34 (Law Div. 1988);
id. at 86-87. Nonetheless, the legislation neither mandates that
the Council impose any such remedies nor oontémplates that either
developers or low income persons will continue to play a major
role as moving agents to secure municipal compliance. To the
contrary, the legislation expresses a specific distaste for the
builder’'s remedy as a means of securing compliance by
municipalities with their constitutional obligations. N.J.S.A.
83:27D-303; gf. 82:27D-328. The reality, as the Coﬁrt
recognized, was that even builders who had already bfbught
exclusiohary zoning under Mt. Laurel II in anticipation of
securing a site specific remedy were destined to be disappointed
wvhen those cases were transferred to the Council on Affordable
Housing. 103 N.J. at 84-88. The Court characterized the
builder’'s remedy as merely a transitory device "“to increasse
compliance with Mt. Laurel," which ﬁad been rendered obsolete by
the administrative machinery created by the Falr Housing Act.
Id. Nonetheless, the Court expressed confidence that builders
would continue to play an active role in proceedings before the
Counoil. 103 N.J. at 43.

The high expectations expressed by the Court in Hills
have, uanfortunately, not been fulfilled. As of February 1986 --
the date of the Hills decision -- 182 municipalities had filed

notices of intent to petition for substantive certification.

-13-



This number has not increased. As of October 17, 1988, only 161
nunicipalities had filed housing elements with the Counocil. N.J.

Council on Affordable Housing, Municipalities That Have Submitted
Housing Rlements/Fair Sharae Plapns, Oot. 17, 1988. (PAal). Of

‘these, only 107 had petitioned for substantive certification.

Id. The sequence of filings paints a piocture even more
disappointing than these gross figures might suggest. Seventy-
seven (77) petitions for substantive certification were filed
between January and June 1987 -- the first six months of

operation of the Council on Affordable Housing. N.J. Council on

Affordable Housing, Legal Notices of Piling of Patitions for

Substantive Certification. Jan. 1987 - Ootober. 1988 (PAa4 to
24). Of these, the great majority were pending cases transferred
from the courts. Such cases still make up more than 40 percent
(43 out of 107 cases) of the Council’s docket. (PAa3). During
1988, from January through July, petitions for substantive
certification averaged slightly fewer than two per month (12
petitions in seven months). (PAal?7-21). In August 1988,
municipalities were required under the Municipal Land Use Law,
N.J.S.A. 40:858D-63, to adopt revised housing elements as part of
their municipal master plans. As a result there was a one-time
jJump in the number of petitions filed with the COAH; 11 were
filed in August 1988. Id. (PAa22). In September and October,

the rate of filings returned to its previous level of two per

-14-
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month (four in two months).* Id. (PAa23-24). At this rate,
the nuaber of muniocipalities who have filed petitions for
substantive certification will not reach 283 (i.a., one-half of
the municipalities in the state) for another seven years.
Indeed, if this pace is maintained, the number of municipalities
that have filed petitions for substantive certification will not
reach the 182 figure cited by the Court in 1986 for another three

- years -- 1f then. Moreover, of the 23 non-court transferred

municipalities who petitioned for substantive certifiocation
during 1988, five ﬁre urban municipalities who have not been
assigned any share of the regional need and 123 are munioipalities
wvhose total obligation (before oredits or downward adjuséhents
pursuant to N.J.S.A. 52:27D-307), as estimated by the Council, is
less than one hundred units. (PAa28). While the mean uncapped
housing obligation, as estimated by the COAH, of all
muniocipalities in New Jersey is 287 units, N.J.A.C. 5:92-
Technical Appendix at p. 92-38, the mean uncapped housing
obligation for these 12 municipalities is 42.3 units. (PAal2).
Thus, only seven of the 24 municipalities who voluntarily

petitioned for substantive certification are municipalities that

t ] o .
: The monthly filing rates exaggerate somewhat the number
of filings, since they do not reflect the number of

municipalities that have filed but subsequently withdrawn their
petitions.

-18-



have a significant Mount Laurel obligation.*

Thus, the FPair Housing Act is, by itself, not proving to
be an effeotive vehiocle for securing widespread compliance by
municipalities with their comnstitutional obligations. There
appear to be two reasons for this. PFirst, under N.J.S.A. 82:27D-
313, municipalities can secure safe harbor from litigation simply
by £iling a housing element with the Council on Affordable
Housing without either petitioning the Council for substantive
certification or actually implementing the housing element. One
third of the municipalities who have filed housing elements (54
out of 161) have chosen this course. (PAal to 3). Although,
theoretically, a builder could force a municipality who has filed
a housing element with the COAHR into review proceedings by filing
a lawsult under N.J.S.A. 52:27D-316(b),** few such lawsults have
been filed. The Council rarely grants builder’'s remedies. In
addition, it takes the position that the maximum sanction it can
‘impose upon a non-complying municipality is denial of substantive

certification. As a result, builders have perceived little

]

In addition, some of these seven municlpalities have
asserted that a combination of credits and dowanward adjustments
excuse them from the obligation to provide for any significant.
amount of additional lower income.

L R ]

The Act also authorizes builders themselves to initlate
revievw proceedings involving such municipalities. N.J.S.A.
52:27D-315. The Council, however, has not adopted procedural
regulations implementing this provision.
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benefit in pursuing such cases. Sacond, the threat of developer
initiated exclusionary zoning litigation, which the Court
projected would be a powerful 1nduoemént for municipalities to
petition for substantive certification, has not proven to be so
compelling. It appears that municipalities no longer fear such
litigation. »

The relative indifference o0f municipalities to the
threat of developer initiated litigation appears to be well-
founded. The number of nevw exclusionary zoning lawsuits filed by
developers has dropped off dramatically since the enactment of
the Fair Housing Act. During the 29 months between the date of
this Court’'s decision in Mt. Laurel II and the enactment of the

- Pair Housing Act, 108 lawsuits were filed by developers.
‘Administrative Office of the Courts, Press Advisory, Dec. 5, 1985

(PAa28-38). During the 25 months between the November 4, 1985 --
the first date that developers could sue towns that had not
elected to submit to the Jjurisdiction of the Council -- and the
present, only 39 suits were filed against 32 municipalities not
in litigation as of 1985.*  (PAa25).

In addition, developers and municipalities have both
discovered that even a lawsuit in which relief is awarded to a

developer does not necessarily benefit the developer or limit the

Some additional suits were filed against municipalities
that were already in litigation.
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there are also four additional unreported decisions

ahility of the town to resist the provision of lower income
housing. Experience has demonstrated that the road from a decree
ordering the rezoning of a site for inclusionary development to
the developer’'s actually securing all the necessary municipal
approvals to commence construction is long, arduous and
expensive, and often involves further complex and costly
litigation. fea, e.g.., Morris County Fair Housing Counodl v.
Bnﬁnian_In!nshin, 220 N.J.Super. 388 (Law Div. 1987), on appeal,

Docket No. A-8311-86T1 (reciting the history of efforts by

developers to secure site plan approvals for inclusionary

development in Morris Township following the entry of a £inal

Judgment rezoning their properties); Morris County Pair Housing
Council v, Boonton Township, N.J.Super. _____ (Law Div.
1988) (further episodes in the same case).* The builder's

remedy has thus proven neither to be as valuable as builders had
hoped nor as threatening as municipalities had feareh.

Finally, both developers and municipalities have learned
the lesson taught by this Court in Hills:

If there is any class of litigant that
knows 0of the uncertainties of

In addition to two reported decisions in this case,
on motions 1in
aid of litigant’'s rights brought by developers, as well as
unreported trial and appellate decisions on collateral
litigation brought by citizens of the municipality who opposed
the development of lower income housing. Convent Station
Nelighborhood Association v. = , Docket No.
L-097472-88 (Law Div. Aug. 13, 1986) aff’'d, Dkt. No. A-3791-86

(App. Div., March 16, 1988)
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litigation, it is the builders. They,
more than any other group, have walked
the rough, uneven, unprediotable path
through planning boards, boards of
adjustments, permits, approvals,
conditions, lawsuits, appeals,
affirmances, reversals, and in between
all of these, changes in both statutory
and decisional law that can tura a case
upside down. No builder with the
slightest amount of experience could
have relied on the remedies provided in
Mount_Laurel_II in the sense of
Justifiably believing that they would
.00t be changed, or that any change would
ggt apply to the builders. 103 N.J. at

Both developers and municipalities are fully awvare that the
remedies reasonably anticipated by a developer at the
commencement of exclusionary zoning litigation may well be
eliminated by subsequent legislation, constitutional' amendment or
Judicial decision before the litigation is over. Both are aware

that there has been no shortage of legislation and comstitutional

amendments proposed to accomplish just this purpose. For this

reason, too, developers have discounted the reward, and

municipalities have discounted the risk, of developer lnitiated
litigation.

Thus, the Court is faced with the same question it faced

in 1978, 1983, and 1986: how can general compliance with the

constitutional principles enunciated in the Mi. Laurel be

‘;M*‘

secured? Regrettably, the Fair Housing Act and ¢t

he potential

availability of builder’'s remedies in developer initiated

exclusionary zoning litigation do not appear likely

to achlieve this result.

-19-
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The Public Advocate suggests that a partial answer to
this question lies in facilitating litigation by lower income

persons and organizations represeating their interest. Such
persons and organizations have the most direct and powerful stake
in securing enforcement of the Mt. Laurel principles. The
various circumstances that have deterred developers from actively
seeking to enforce these constitutional prinoiplesbd not affeoct
them. Unlike builders, lower inocome plaintiffs are not motivated
by anticipation of profits, but by their personal interest and by
their moral commitment to the principles of justice and fairness
embodied in the Mt. Laurel decisions. As a conseque oe; when the
prospect of profits begins to fade -- as has been the caéeﬁsince
1988 -- builders may lose interest, but lower income plaintiffs
continue to press on. Vhat lower income persons lack is the
resources to actually pursue such litigation. This lack has, for
the most part, effectively prevented lower income persons from
Playing a major role in the enforcement of the Mt. Laurel
principles. As noted above, virtually no litigation has been
filed since Mt. Laurel I by lower income persoas or organizations

represénting their interests. The availability of court-awarded

‘counsel fees, whether under the fee-shifting provisions of the

federal (or state) civil rights laws, or under an appropriately
fr;med rule of court, would enable low income persons and
organizations representing their interests to perform their

natural and appropriate role as the primary agents for securing

-20-
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general bonplianoe with the constitutional principles enunciated
in the Mt. Laurel decisions.

Ve shall first analyze below the availability of court-
avarded fees under existing federal civil rights statutes and
will then address the desirability of the Court’'s adopting an
appropriate rule of court as an alternative means of achieving

the same result.

-21-



‘M§

II. SINCE PLAINTIFF'S PROOF OF
BXCLUSIONARY ZONING BY RESPONDENTS
COMBINEBD WITH STATISTICAL AND
DEMOGRAPHIC DATA WHICH THIS COURT CAN
TAKE JUDICIAL NOTICE, ESTABLISHES
VIOLATIONS OF THR PEDERAL FAIR HOUSING
ACT, PLAINTIFFS SEOULD BE AWARDED
COUNSEL PEES UNDER THE COUNSEL PFEE
PROVISION OF THE FEDERAL FAIR HOUSING
ACT, 42 U.S.C. SECTION 3812.

Plaintiffs in this case pleaded not only a claim of
exolusionary zoning under the New Jeréey Constitution, but also a
olaim of racial discrimination under the Federal Fair Housing Act
of 1968, 42 U.S.C. Sec. 3601 at seq.* Following the decisions
in Mt. Laurel I and Mt, Laurel II, the case was tried primarily
on claims under the New Jersey Constitution. Nonetheless, .as we
shall demonstrate below, the evidence that established

exclusionary zoning, when combined with indisputable demographic

‘and statistical data of which this Court (or the trial court on

remand) can take judicial notice under Evid. R. 9 and 123, also
proves violations of the Federal Fair Housing Act. Under these
circumstances, the courts can and should award counsel fees under
the counsel fee provision of the Federal Fair Housing Act, 42
U.8.C. Sec. 3812(e).

Although plaintiffs in this case specifically pleaded
the federal civil rights laws, that fact is of no great
importance. Even where federal civil rights statutes have not
been specifically pleaded, the courts will uphold such a claim if
supported by the proofs. §See Epdress v. Brookdale Community
Collega, 144 N.J.Super. 109, 132 (App. Div. 1976).

-22-
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The Federal Fair Housing Aot of 1968, 43 U.S8.C. Sec.
3604(a), provides in pertinent part that

..41% shall be unlawful
(a) to refuse to sell or reat after
the making of a bona fide offer, or to
refuse to negotiate for the sale or
rental of,

or.8any, A 4v8liing.io.any persen
This provision has been construed to apply not merely to racially
disoriminatory conduct by private persons, but also to racially
discriminatory conduct by public entities such as municipalities.
Buntington Branoh. NAACP v. Town of Euntington, 844 E.2d. 926
(2nd Cir. 1988), aff‘'d. mem., ___ U.8. ___, 87 nﬁﬂﬁh§!n_8331
(Nov. 7, 1988); Metropolitan Housing Davelopment Corp. Village of
Arlington Heights, 558 F.2d 1283 (7th Cir. 1977), gert. denied,
434 U.S8. 1028 (1978); United States v. City of Black Jack, 508
F.2d 1179 (8th Cir. 1978), cart. denied, 401 U.8. 208, 209
(1972);

P.2d 108 (24 Cir. 1970), cert. demied, 401 U.S. 1010 (1971);
Urban League of Greater New Brunswick v. Mayor and Council of
Carteret, 170 N.J.Super. 461, 469-470 (App. Div. 1979), rev’'d on

other grounds gub nom. Southern Burlington County NAACP v. Mt.

Laurel Township, 92 N.J. 158 (1983).

There has been extensive litigation on what proofs
suffice to establish a violation by municipal officials of the
Federal Fair Housing Act. Every federal appellate court that has

considered the question has held that in appropriate

-23-



ciroumstances municipal actions that will foreseeably have a
racially disparate impaot on housing Opportunities represent
unlawful racial discrimination in violation of the Federal Fair
Housing Aoct, 42 U.S.C. Seoc. 3604, regardless of the lack of
suhjeotivé intent by the municipal officials to engage in racial
disorimination. See, 9.g., Huntington Branch. NAACP v. Towa of
Huntington., 844 F.2d at 934-46;* Apthur v, City of Toledo, 782
E.29 868, 875 (6th Cir. 1986); Smith v. Town of Clarkton, 682
F.2d 1088 (4th Cir. 1982); Metropolitan Housing Davelopment Corp.
Y. Village of Arlington Heights, 688 2.2d 1283 (7th Cir. 1977)
Qert. denied, 434 U.S. 1028 (1978); Resident Advisory Board v.
Rizzo, 564 F.2d4 126, 146-48 (3rd Cir. 1977), gert. denied, 436
U.S. 908 (1978); United States v, Village of Black Jack, 508 EF.2d
1179 (8th Cir. 1978) cert. denied, 409 U.S. 208, 209 (1972). The
courts of ﬁew Jersey have reached the same conclusion. Urban
League of Greater New Brunswick v, Mayor and Counclil gf the
Borough of Carteret, 170 N.J.Super. 461, 469-70 (App. Div. 1979),
rev’'d on other grounds, 92 N.J. 158 (1983). PFurthermore, the
federal courts have held in numerous cases that municipal zoning
ordinances and land use policies and practices that have a
disparaﬁe impact on racial minorities comstitute unlawful racial

discrimination under 42 U.S.C sec. 36804. Inzn.ni.ﬂnniinz&nn_x‘

2
In view of its disposition of this case, the Supreme

gggft determined not to reach this issue on appeal. 57 U.S.L.¥.
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Huntington Branch, NAACP, __ U.S. ., 87 L.S.L.¥. 3331 (Nov. 7,
1988); Smith v. Town of Clarkton, supra; Resident Advisory Board
¥. Rizzo, supra; Matropolitan Development Corp. v. ¥illage of
Arlington Heights, United States v. ¥illage of Black Jack, supra;
Kennedy Park Homes Association v. City of Lackawanna, sSupra.

The most recent and comprehensive analysis of the
evidence necessary to prove that the exercise of municipal zoning
has a disparate impact on blacks is Huntington Branoch, NAACP v.
Town of Huntington. In that case, the plaintiffs attacked the
legality of municipal zoning ordinances and land use decisions
that excluded multi-family housing affordable to low and moderate
income families from predominantly white neighborhoods in the
municipality. The trial court expressly found that this policy
was not motivated by a racially discriminatory intent, 844 F.2d4
at 933, and the Court of Appeals did not disturb this finding.
844 F.2d4 at 937 n. 7. The plaintiffs asserted, and the Court of
Appeals concluded, that this policy represented unlawful racial
discrimination, in violation of 42 U.S.C. 36804, solély on the
basis of its disparate impact on blacks. 844 PF.2d at 934-936.
The Court of Appeals, following the analysis developed in earlier

decisions, Metropolitan Development Corp v. ¥Village of Arlington

- Helghts, and Resident Advisory Board v. Rizzo, held that

disparate impact could be proven in either two ways. 844 F.2d at
937. Flrst, plaintiffs might prove that the municipality’s
policy foreseeably burdened blacks more heavily than whites. 844
F.2d at 937, 938. The Court of Appeals held that this could be

-28-
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deaonstrated by demographic and statistical data showing that the
policies had a greater proportionate impact on minorities, i.s.,
that minority families were more 1ikel§ to be lower income and in
need of housing than the population as a whole. In Huntington,
24 percent of all minority families were low income and in need
0f housing, while only 7 perceat of all families were lower
income and in need of housing. Thus, minority families were
about three times as likely to be harmed by the failure of
Huntington to permit the comstruction of multifamily housing as
the population at large. Such data, the Court of Appeals held,
demonstrated that these policies has a racially disparate impact
and violated the Federal Fair Housing Act. 844 F. 24 at 935.
Second, the plaintiffs might prove disparate impact by
showing\¥hat the practices had the effect of perpetuating
patterns of racial segregation in the community or the region.
844 F. 24 at 937-38. The Court of Appeals held that this, too,
could be proven through demographic and statistical data showing
that the area from which affordable housing was being excluded
wvas disproportionately white, that it was likely that a
signifioa;t percentage of the affordable housing units would be
occupied by blacks, and that, as a consequence, excluding this
affordable housing perpetuates the existing racial character of
the white neighborhood and impedes racial integration. 1In
Huntington, the neighborhood from which lower income housing was
excluded was 98 percent white and it was likely that

approximately 28 percent of the lower income housing units would
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be ocoupied by blacks. Exolusion of this type of housing had the
effeot of perpetuating the existing pattern of racial segregation
in Huntington. Such data, the Court of Appeals held, proved that
these policies had a racially disparate impaot and violated the
Federal Fair Housing Aot. 844 P. 24 at 938.* On appeal, the

As noted by the court below, some decisions, giﬁi’
Matropolitan Development Corp. v, Village of Mt. Arlington, while
holding that a violation of the Federal Fair Eousing Aot is
established by proof of disparate impact upon minorities without

any necessity of proof of disoriminatory intent, suggest that the
courts weigh four factors:

1) the extent of the raocially
discriminatory effect;

2) the extent of any evidence of
raclally discriminatory intent, even
if not rising to a preponderance of
the evidencs;

3) defendant’'s interest in taking the
action complained of; and

4) wvhether plaintiff is seeking to
compel defendant to actually provide
housing or merely to refrain from
interfering with the efforts of
others.

Subsequent decisions, however, have stressed that only the first
of these elements is necessary to plaintiff’s case. Huantlngton
Branch NAACP v, Town of Huntington, 844 F.2d at 936-37; Rasldent

_Rizzo, 564 PF.2d4 at 148-49. BEvidence of
discriminatory intent that does not rise to the level of a
preponderance, if material at all, merely enhances plaintiff’'s
case. Rasident Advisory Board v. Rizzo, 564 E.2d at 148
(questioning whether evidence is even relevant); Huntington
Branch NAACP v, Town of Huntington, 844 F.2d at 936. Moreover,
the defendant’'s interest is not an element of plaintiffs’ case,

-but an affirmative defense that can be established only by proof

that the action both serves a legitimate and hoana flde
governmental interest and also that no alternative would serve
that interest.with less discriminatory effect.

(Footnote continues on next page)
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United States Supreme Court affirmed this conclusion. It held

that "on this record disparate impact was shown ..." 587 U.S.L.¥W.
at 3331.

In HRuntington, the courts held that exclusion of lower
income housing from even part of a municipality would violate the
Federal Fair Housing Aot where it had a racially disparate
impact. A fortiori, exclusion of lower income housing from an
entire municipality where such exclusion would have a raclally

disparate impact violates the Federal Fair Housing Aoct.
Metropolitan Development Corp v. ¥illage of Arlington Heights,

(Footnote continued from previous page)

Board v, Rizzo, 564 F.24 at 148-49; Huntington Branoh NAACP v,

, 844 P,.2d4 at 9368, 939. Finally, whether
plaintiffs are seeking to compel the municipality to provide
housing itself or merely to refrain from interfering with
construction by others does not affect plaintiffs’ case, but
relates to the strength of the justifications which defendants
must prove to establish an affirmative defemse. Huantington
Branch NAACP v, Town of Huntington, 844 P.2d at 936.

The conclusions rendered by the Court of Appeals as to
the nature of the proofs that must be offered to establish a
defense against the showing of a racially disparate impact 1in
Huntington Branoch NAACP v. Town of Huntington were expressly
affirmed by the Supreme Court. 57 I.S.L.¥W. at 3331.

In the present case, the trial court found all of

defendant’'s rationales for exclusionary zoning inadequate to
"~ Justify the exclusion of poor people. Since those reasons could
not justify exoclusion under state law, they could not Justify the
racially discriminatory effects of that exclusion under federal
law.” Seae Huntington NAACP v, Town of Huntinpgton, 844 F.2d at
939-40 (analyzing justifications for exclusionary ordinance that
has racially discriminatory effects).
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gupra: United States v. Yillage of Black Jack., supra. Thus,
where exclusion of lower income housing from the municipality is
proven, the only additional proofs necessary to demonstrate a
violation of the Federal Fair Housing Aot by the municipality are
proofs of disparate racial impact. It is well-recognized in
Huntington and related cases that demographic and statistiocal
data are sufficient to prove such disparate racial impaoct.

This Court has previously reviewed the proofs of
muniocipal exclusion of lower income housing in this case and has
held that the plaintiffs clearly demonstrated such exclusion.
Mt. Laurel II, 92 N.J. at 339-81. It is undisputed in this
proceeding that plaintiffs have proven municipal exolusion of
lower income housing. Because of evideantiary deoigions made by
the trial courts below, plaintiffs were not permitted to offer
proofs as to the disparate impact upon racial minorities of the
exclusion of housing affordable to low and moderate income
households. The trial court below and this Court on appeal,
however, can readily take Jjudicial notice of demographic data
collected by the United States Bureau of the Census and published
by both the Bureau of the Census and the State Data Center of the

New Jersey Department of Labor.* Such data demonstrates beyond

]
Bvid. R. 9(2) provides in pertinent part that “judicial
notice may be taken, without request by any party of ... (e)
specific facts and propositions of generalized knowledge which
are capable of immediate determination by resorting to sources of
reasonably indisputable accuracy."

(Footnote continues on next page)
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any doubt that the exclusion of low and moderate income housing
from the various defendant municipalities would have a disparate
impact on racial minorities.

Pirgt, suoh exclusion bears disproportionately heavily
on blacks and Hispanics. Members of those minority groups are
disproportionately poor. Statewide, 24 percent of all white
households are lower income, but 48.8 percent of all black
households and 51 percent of all Hispanic households are lower
income.* In the Middlesex-Somerset-Hunterdon-Warren region,**
17.9 percent of the white households are low or moderate income,

while 36.1 percent of the black households and 38.5 perceat of

(Footnote continued from previous page)

Evid. R. 12(2) provides in pertineat part that [tlhe
reviewing court ... may take judicial notice of any matter
ip:oified in Rule 9, whether or not judicially noticed by the

udge."”

The courts of this state and of other jurisdictions have
consistently held that demographic data collected by the United
States Bureau of the Census are judicially noticeable as
adjudicative facts. Sea Michaels v. Johnson, 33 N.Jd. Super. 77.
84 (App. Div. 1984); Jopes v. Falcay, 88 N.J. Super. 273, 276
(Lav Div. 1968); Skolniok v. Board of Commissionars _0f CoQXk
county, 438 P. 24 361, 363 (7th Cir. 1970) (eciting numerous
precedents).

N J State Data Center 19§Q_Qansns_xnniﬂin§l_21911lﬁs
in 1979 at pp. 1. 269. 310. 407. 566 (1983). (PAa39-44).

LR J
This is the housing region for municipalities 1in
Middlesex County as determined by the Council on Affordable

Housing. N.J.A.C. 5:92-2.1.
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the Hispanio households are low or moderate income. Similarly,
in Middlesex County, 18.4 percent of the white households are low
or moderate income, while 38.6 percent of the black households
and 40.8 percent of the Hispanic households are low or moderate
income. Thus, minority households are more than twice as likely
to be low and moderate income households as whites. Excluding

bears twice as heavily on minority group members as it does on

housing afforqable to low and moderate income households thus
whites.

Inde d a detailed analysis of the census data published
by the Rutgers Center for Urban Policy Research shows that among,
i1.a, those ost likely to apply for low and moderate income
housing households in the Middlesex-Somerset-Hunterdon-Warren
region who are both low or moderate income and living in
substandard h using. minorities are even more disproportionately

in this regio

represented. While blacks make up 4.9 percent of the population
» they make up 12.2 percent 0f the households who

are low or m derate income and 1ive in physically substandard

population

housing. Sim larly, while Hispanics make up 4.1 perceant of the
n the region, they make up 15.5 perceant of the

households who are low or moderate income and live in physically
jousing.- Center for Urban Policy Research, Mount
hallenge and Delivery of Low-Cost Housing, 171

68a-49a).

Sﬂﬂnid. as to most of the defendant municipalities, such
exclusion also has the effect of perpetuating existing patteras

substandard
Laurel II:
(1983). (PAa
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of raoial segregation both in the defendant municipalities and
the region as a whole. The Middlesex-Somerset-Hunterdon-Warren
region in which the defendants are located, displays a sharply
delineated pattern of racial segregation. For example, blacks
are disproportionately concentrated in three of the region’'s 94
municipalities: New Bfunswick, Franklin Township, and
Piscataway. Although these municipalities inolude less than one-
eighth of the population of the region (11.3 percent), they
inolude more than half the blacks (83.1 percent). Although 4.9
percent of the population of the region is black, 21.7 percent of
the population of these three municipalities is black. By
contrast, in the remaining 91 muniocipalities in the regioﬁ,?which
include more than seven-eighths of the region’'s population (88.8
percent), only 2.8 percent of the population is black. Indeed,
almost one-fourth dfnthe blacks in the region (24.8) perceant are
located in one municipality -- New Brunswick -- in which 28.5
percent of the population is black. The distribution of
Hispanics in the region shows a similar pattern. U.S..Bureau of
the Census, 1980 Census of Population and Housing - New Jersey
Final Population and Housing Count, pp. 7, 9, 10 (1981). (PAaSO-
88).

The census data also reveals that a number of the
respondeant municipalities have very low proportions of blacks or
Hispanics. Although blacks make up 4.9 percent of the population
of the region, only 1.2 percent of the population of East
Brunswick is black, only 2.1 percent of the population of Old
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Bridge is black, and only 3.7 percent of the population of Monroe
is black. Similarly, although 4.1 percent of the population of
the region is Hispanic, only 0.9 peroént of the population of
Cranbury is Hispanic, only 1.7 perceant of the population of East
Brunswick, Monroe, and Plainsboro are Hispanio, only 3 percent of
the population of South Plainfield is Hispanioc, only 2.2 percent
of the population of North Brunswick is Hispanic, and oanly 2.4
percent of the population of South Brunswick is Hispanioc.
(DPAa58). The persons most likely to occupy lower income housing
in these munioipalifies are persons who are both lower income and
now residing in substandard housing. As noted above, 12.2
percent of such households in this housing market are biaék and
15.5 percent are Hispanic. The effeot of exclusionary zoning in
‘these municipalities is to keep out housing that, to a
disproportionate degree, would be occupied by blacks or Hispanics
and thereby to preserve the existing racial character of these
munioipalities. This is precisely the segregative effect
condemned as violation of the Federal Fair Housing Act in

Huntington. Arlington Heights., and Black Jack.*

‘ .
Plaintiffs argued before the trial court below that the
exclusionary zoning also perpetuated existing patterans of racial
segregation by preserving pockets of racial concentration within
the respondent municipalities. This type of claim was upheld in
Huntington on statistical and demographic data very similar to
that offered by plaintiffs.
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Thus, the proof of exclusionary zoaning by the respondent
municipalities, coupled with the statistical and demographic data
of which this Court can take judicial notice clearly demonstrates
that the Federal Fair Housing Act was violated in this case.*

In sum, the Public Advocate submits that it would be
both reasonable and appropriate for this Court, exercising its
pover under the New Jersey Constitution, N.J. Const. Art. VI,
Sec. 8, par. 3 and the Rules of Court, R. 23:10-8, to make
original findings, to take judicial notice of the relevant
statistical and demographic data, to conclude that piaintiffs in
this case have demonstrated that respondent municipalities have
violated the Federal Fair Housing Act, and to provide for 6§urt-
avarded éounsel fses under 42 U.S.C. Seo. 3812(c). This
disposition is different from that adopted by the Appellate
Division below. The Appellate Division remanded the case to the

All statistical and demographic data cited in this brief
are from the 1980 census. The Appeilate Division below suggested
that the 1580 census was inappropriate since such data could not
have been befors the trial court in 19768. 222 N.J, Super. at 149.
The issue, however, is not whether the trial court comnsidered
this data in 1978, but whether the trial court or any appellate
court could have taken judicial notice of this data prior to the
entry of final Jjudgment. GSince the final judgment was not
entered until well after this Court’'s remand in 1983, there can
be no doubt that the trial court could have taken judicial notice
of this data prior to the euntry of final judgment.

Moreover, it is the 1980 census data, not the 1970
census data, that reflects the effects of exclusionary zoning
during the 1970s. Whether or not it was before the trial court
in 1978, it is the proper data for a court to consider now.
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trial court for determination on the basis of the record in 1976
trial (and data of which the court could have taken judicial
notice in 1976) whether plaintiffs had made out a prima facile
case under the Federal Fair Housing Aot and whether defendants
had rebutted that case. Amicus submits that no such remand is
necessary. Rather this Court can and should determine that
Plaintiffs have established violation of the Federal Pair Housing
Act by respondents based on the record before it combined with
demographic and statistical data of which the Court may take
Judicial notice. Moreover, the Court should clarify for all
future cases that whenever exclusionary zoning which is violative
-0f the New Jersey Constitution is provem and the plaintiffs can
show through statistical and demographic data that the exclusion
has a disparate impact on racial minorities, plaintiffs are
entitled to a judgment under both the State Comstitution and the
Federal Fair Housing Act and to court-awarded counsel fees under
42 U.8.C. Sec. 3812(0).
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III. THR COURT SHOULD ESTABLISE AN
ALTERNATIVE AND INDEPENDENT BASIS FOR AN
AYARD OP COUNSEL FEES IN PUBLIC INTEREST
CASES UNDER THE COURT RULES.

. As discussed above, the fact that plaintiffs in this
case prevailed on their Mount Laurel claims is sufficient -- in
combination with judicially noticeable demographic data -- to
establish their entitlement to an award of counsel fees pursuant
to the Pedeéal Fair Housing Act. In the alternative, the Public
Advocate submits that, in 1ight of the experience during the past
several years in Mt. Laurel and other public interest litigation,
the Court should establish by court rulé an independent basis
under state law for the award of counsel fees to prevailing
plaintiffs in Mount Laurel and other public interest lawsuits.®
Specifically, the Public Advocate urges the Court to adopt a rule
providing broadly for the award of counsel fees to prevailing
plaintiffs in cases that vindicate broad public interests. As is

discussed more fully below, such a provision would not only

provide a basis for the award of counsel fees in this case, but

]

: This Court has previously held that its rulemaking power
under N.J. Const. Art. V, Sec. 2, para. 3, to regulate the
court-award of counsel fees, State v. Qtis Elevator, 12 N.J. 1
(1963). The Court has consistently held that where an issue
arises in the course of an appeal that is best addressed through
an amendment to the rules of court, it can resolve the issue
through an appropriate amendatory rule. See, e.g., In re 1115
Legal Service Care, 110 N.J. 344, 349-53 (1988); Aujero v.
Cirello, 110 N.J. 566, 579-82 (1988);

In re Education Law Center,
??9%?% 124, 139-40 (1931) In re LiVolsi, 85 N.J. 56, 579-82
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would also serve gemerally to ensure residents of New Jersey of
access to the courts to vindiocate their Mount Laurel rights and
to promote the broader public interest.*

Adoption of a public interest attormeys’ fee rule would
serve several vital funoctions. PFirst, the availability of
counsel fees for prevailing parties in public interest cases
would enable New Jersey residents to vindicate important common
law, statutory and constitutional rights that would otherwise be
unenforoed. As with oivil rights litigation, see Singer _v.
Stata, 98 N.J. 487, 498 (1984), the most effective way to further
the public interest is to enable aggrieved citizens to vindiocate
these important rights. Currently, however, many 1nd1v1du;is do
not have the resources to retain coumsel to gain access to the
courts for this purpose. This problem is compounded by the fact

that the techniques that are used to finance other kinds of

The Public Advocate has previously proposed that the
Court Rules be amended to provide an award of counsel fees to
litigants who sucoessfully vindicate an importaant public
interest. 1In October 1981, such a proposal was made to the
Supreme Court’'s Committee on Civil Practice. This proposal was
rejected by the Committeee in its June 1983 report. By letter
dated August 8, 1982, the Public Advocate also directly urged the .

‘Court to adopt the proposed rule amendment despite the failure of

the Committee on Civil Practice to endorse it. Although the
Court declined to adopt such a rule at that time, it indicated
that it might reconsider the matter at some future date. The
Public Advocate submits that the facts of this case and the
broader experience with public interest litigation during the
past several years, provide a compelling context within which to

establish a public interest attorneys’ fee provision within the
Court Rules.
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litigation are largely unavailable in public interest cases.
Counsel cannot work on contingent fee arrangements because many
publioc interest cases involve only claims for injunctive relief.
Even where monetary relief is demanded, the amounts recovered are
typically not large enough to cover the reasonable value of the
plaintiff’'s counsel services through a contingent fee or similar
arrangement. Moreover, despite the significant benefit to the
public from the relief granted in such cases, generally no pool
of funds is oregted from which to draw a fee to compensate
counsel. As a resﬁlt, many rights and interests that are of
limited pecuniary value, but are of a great societal importance,
g0 unprotected because few individuals can afford the higﬂ:oost
of litigation.

The availability of counsel fee awards in public
Iinterest cases would eliminate this improper barrier to acoess to
the Jjudicial system. These fee awards would effectively create a
financial incentive sufficient to attract competent coumsel to
represent plaintiffs in such cases. The assurance of a fee award
for prevailing public interest plaintiffs would support a system
of "private attorneys general" who would provide the enforcement
mechanism for many vital statutory, common law and constitutional
rights. Thus, a public interest attorneys' fee provision would
both secure legal representation for aggrieved individuals and

create an ongoing mechanism for the vindication of the public

interest.
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'Bnggnd.-the availability of counsel fees would equalize
access to the courts in cases affecting the public interest.
Governmental or large corporate defendants 1n such cases
generally have ample resources to persuasively present their
cases to the courts. An individual or an advocacy group (such as
the Urban League herein) can rarely match those resources, and
indeed, may not even be able to afford to commence the action at
all. The problem of financing litigation is particularly acute
in ocases involving substantial public interests because the
litigation is apt to involve complex or novel legal or factual
claims that are expensive to litigate. The interests involved
are also often diffused among so many people thaﬁ'it is
impractical or impossible to organize potential beneficiaries of
the litigation to retain and pay counsel to represent thenm.
These difficulties further increase the importance of assuring
access on equal terms through the provision of counsel fees.

Eipally, the availability of counsel fees will mean that
public spirited individuals who decide to litigate to achieve
benefits in the public interest need not suffer economic loss
should they prevail in those efforts. This is consistent with
the justification for the fund in court provision (R. 4:42-
9(a)(2)) identified by the Court in Sunset Amusement Corp., v.
Berk, 33 N.J. 182 (1960). As Chief Justice Weintraub stated in
that case, "it would be unfair to saddle the full cost (of the
litigation] upon the litigant...(when he) is doing more than

merely advancing his own interests." Id. at 167. Following the
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institution of a public interest attorneys’ fee provision in the
Court Rules, the cost of public interest litigation would be
shifted from the prevailing plaintiffs to the wromgdoers, who
ought logically to bear the cost 0f terminating their wrongful
conduct.

The impact upon the public interest of establishing such
a provision would be dramatic. Experience has demonstrated that
‘the public interest cannot be adequately defended without the
involvement of the individuals whose rights have beem violated.
A counsel fee provision is the only mechanism that can empower
these aggrieved individuals to gain access to the courts to
"~ vindicate these rights. Indeed, the United States SuprenenCourt
has suggested in the civil rights context that “(if] successful
plaintiffs were routinely forced to bear their own attorneys'’
fees, few aggrieved parties would be in a position to advance the
public interest by invoking the injunctive powers of the Federal
courts." Newman v. Piggle Park Enterprises. Inc., 390 U.S. 400.
402 (1968). By permitting the recovery of counsel fee as part of
costs, the Court will help assure that all potential plaintiffs
with bopa fide public interest claims will be represented by
counsel and thus have effective access to the courts. Cf. ¥iser
v. Kaufman Carpets Co., 188 N.J.Super. 574, 879 (App. Div. 1983)
(purpose of attorneys’ fees provision in the Consumer Fraud Act
is to promote "representation and therefore court access for

consumer claims involving a minor loss to the individual but a
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major gain to the community through ridding the marketplace of
fraudulent and deceitful conduct.").

Counsel fees are ocurreantly available under federal and
state law to successful plaintiffs under civil rights and certain
other public interest statutes.* See Singer, 98 N.J. at SOl.
Indeed, one commentary has suggested that the federal Civil
Rights Attorneys’ Fees Act of 1976, 42 U.S.C. Sec. 1988 ("Awards
Aot"), has had “"an enormous practical effect on civil rights
litigation." Earpman, R. and Hoffman, R.T., "Financing Publioc
Interest Litigation in State Court,* 63 Corpell L. Rav. 173, 187
(1978). However, no such fee awards are available in many other
public interest cases. This is perhaps most obvious in relation
to the New Jersey Constitution. There is simply no attorneys'’
fee entitlement for plaintiffs who have been successful in
enforcing these constitutional rights. E.g. Right to Choose v.
Byrna, 91 N.J. 287 (1983). It is well established that the New
Jersey Constitution is an independent source of rights and
protections for the citizens of New Jersey. State v. Schmid., 84
N.J. 638 (1980). Indeed, the Court has recognized on numerous

s :
Under the current rules, no award of counsel fees may be
made to prevailing parties as part of the taxed costs or
otherwise unless such an award is specifically permitted. Rule
4:42-9 lists the eight exceptions to the general "American rule"
which have been adopted by the Court. These include fee awards
in family actions (R. 4:42-9(a)(1)), out of a fund in court, (R.
4:42-9(a)(2)), and in all cases where counsel fees are permitted
by statute (R. 4:42-9(a)(8)).
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ocoasions that the rights guaranteed under our State Constitution
night surpass the guarantees of the federal comstitution. E.g.
State v, Williams, 93 N.J. 39, 57-88 (1983). See also Brennan,
"State Constitutions and the Protection of Individual Rights," 90
Hary. L. Raw. 489 (1977). Moreover, it is equally well-
established that the independent rights and protections under the
New Jersey Constitution are not dependent upon implementing
legislation and are directly enforceable by the courts. State v.
Sohmid, 84 N.J. at 558; Paper v. Princeton University, 77 N.d.
88, 76-77 (1978).

Despite the fundamental importance of the rights
guaranteed by the Constitution, there is presently no assurance
that New Jersey residents will be able to vindicate these rights.
Without a public interest attorneys’ fees provision in the Court

Rules, many residents whose constitutional rights had been

‘violated would be unable to afford to pay counsel fees. Knowing

how complex and time consuming such cases often can be, private
counsel are reluctant to represent plaintiffs in constitutional
rights cases on a pro bong basis. Public interest groups, such
as the ACLU and Legal Services, are overwhelmed by the demand for

their services. Together, attorneys in these groups are able to

- provide representation for but a small fraction of those who seek’

their assistance. Even the Public Advocate, who has an express
mandate to represent the public interest, can undertake only a

few of the most important issues that arise. See generally "Tkhe
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Private Attorney General and the Public Advocate: Pacilitating
Publio Interest Litigation,” 34 Rut. L. Rev. 380 (1980)
Aggrieved persons who are unable or unwilling to finance
the high cost of constitutional or other public interest
litigation are, thus, left without effective access to the
courts. As a result, many of this Court’'s nationally-recognized
and groundbreaking pronouncements on vital public interest issues
are at risk of becoming, as Justice Jackson said in a different
context, "only a promise to the ear to be broken to the hope, a
teasing illusion like a munificent bequest in a pauper’'s will."
Edvards v. California, 314 U.S. 160, 186 (1941) (Jackson, J.,

" concurring) (referring to “our hefitage 0of constitutional

privileges and immunities”"). These include the rights of
disabled persons described in New Jersey Association for Retarded
Citizens. Inc.. v, Human Services, 89 N.J. 234 (1983); the rights
of students and their parents to public schools free from
segregation, see Jepnkins v. Morris Township School District, 58
N.J. 483 (1971) -- in the face of the faot that New Jersey has
one of the four mose segregated schools systems in the country.
This also includes the public’s right to access to wet-sand

beaches, inoluding those adjacent to our state’'s numerous private

beach clubs,

N.J. 308 (1984), and the right to freedom of speech on private

property, see Princeton University v, Schmid, 84 N.J. 536 (1980).
All of these rights are crucial to the comnstellation of

gnarantees recognized by the Court and enjoyed by New Jersey
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residents. Yet, for the reasons described above, they and many
other rights effected with the public interest are left largely
uneanforced.

This is vividly exemplified by the history of
exclusionary zoning cases in New Jersey. As the discussion above
suggests, following Mt. Laurel II, the availability of the
builder’'s remedy served as the functional equivalent to
attorneys’' fees awards. The potential economic benefits of this
remedy oreated a sufficient incentive for a class of private
plaintiffs -- developers -- to file Mount Laurel actions on
behalf of the affected public interest -- meeting the housing
needs of lower income residents and eradicating exolﬁsibnary
zoning. As the Court noted in Mt, lLaurel II, "[elxperience since
' 2, 723 N.J.
481 (1977)]...has demonstrated to us that builder’'s remedies must

be made more readily available to achieve compliance with Mount
Laurel." 923 N.J. at 279. The record reveals that it did,
indeed, work well. Between 1983 and 1988, 108 developer
initiated Mount Laurel lawsuits were filed before the three
Judges assigned to hear these cases.

Following the enactment of the Failr Housing Act and the
decision in Hills Development Co. v. Bernards Township, this
situation change dramatically. Without the assurance of a
builder’'s remedy, and with no attorneys’' fees available, private
parties became increasingly unwilling to finance the cost of

Mount Laurel litigation. As a result, since November of 1985,
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only 38 nev Mount_Laurael lawsuits have been filed. 1In
combination with the limited number of muniocipalities that have
sought approval of their housing plans by the Council on
Affordable Housing, supra at pp. ., this means that the Mount
Laurel dootrine and the constitutional rights it embodies are in
inminent danger of becoming an unfulfillable promise to poorT
People in New Jersey.

Establishing a public interest counsel fees provisionm 1is
a matter that is particularly suitable for regulation by court
.Tule. This Court has clear authority over the standards and
conditions governing the award of attorneys’' fees. The allowance
of costs and fees is a procedural issue under the ezéi;sive
Jurisdiction of the Supreme Court. See State v, Otls Elevator.
12 N.J. 1 (1983). The Court’s ultimate authority over this area
is not dimipished‘by the delegation of some of this authority to
the Legislature. See R. 4:42-9(a)(8). See also In re Hearing o
Immunity for Ethics Complaints, 96 N.J. 669 (1984). Clearly, the
great importance of private litigation to the furtherance of the
public interest is a matter peculiarly within the knowledge and
experience of the Jjudiciary, as are the costs and other obstacles
involved in assuring effective access to the courts.

Bxperience in other jurisdictions confirms the wisdom of
adopting an attorneys’ fees role for public interest litigation.
For example, California has adopted a similar system of awarding
attorneys’ fees in public interest cases. Indeed, it was the

California Supreme Court that initially adopted such a rule. 1In
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w. 20 Cal. 34 25, 569 P.2d 1303, 141 Cal, Rptr.
318 (1977), the California Supreme Court established a three part
test to determine the entitlement to fees in public interest
constitutional rights cases. Specifically, the Court held that
vhen (1) a comnstitutional right is vindicated, (3) the
Plaintiff’'s litigation is necessary to that vindication, aad (3)
a large number of people benefit from the litigation, the
plaintiff is entitled to an award of fees. Shortly after the
Serrano opinion, the California Legislature incorporated this new
rule into the California Code of Civil Procedure, broadening it
to encompass the "enforcement of an important right affeoting.the
public interest.” Cal. Ciy. Broa. Code Sec. 1031.8. See
generally J. McDermott and R. Rothschild, “The Private Attorney
General Rule and Public Interest Litigation in California," 66
Cal. L. Rav. 138 (1978). Similarly, the federal courts also
initially adopted through court decision the practice of awarding
attorneys’ fees in public interest and oivil rights cases. See,
e.g., Lee v. Southern Homes-Sites Corp.. 444 F.24 143 (8th Cir.
1971). It was only after the United States Supreme Court
repudiated the private attorney general doctrine in the federal
courts, see Alyeska Pipeline Services Co. v. Wilderness Soclety,
421 U.§. 240 (1975), that Congress'enacted the Awards Act. See
generally M. Derfner, "The Civil Rights Attorneys’' Fees Award Act

of 1976," in Public Interest Pragtice and Fee Awards (H. Newberg
ed. 1980).
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These initiatives have had an undeniable effect in
promoting the public interest. In both, the courts played a key
role in recognizing that securing legal representation was vital
in ensuring equal access to the courts in these cases. This
‘court should similarly adopt a public interest attorneys’ fees
rule in an exercise of its constitutional authority.

A public interest attorneys’ fees rule should, to be
effective, broadly provide for the payment of counsel fees and
litigation expenses to plaintiffs who have prevailed 1in
vindicating the public interest. The rule should apply to all

civil proceedings, regardless of the court in which they are

" litigated. Two criteria would provide an appropriate standard

for awarding fees under such a rule. PFirst, the case must have
resulted in the protection of an important public interest,
without regard to whether it be constitutional, statutory, or
common law. Second, the case must be such that the economic
stake of the party that sought to vindicate the interest or right
would not normally Jjustify the expense of the litigation. This
rule need not apply to cases in which an award of attorneys’' fees
is otherwise provided for by statute.

In sum, the creation of a public interest attormeys’

‘fees provision within the Court Rules is essential to assure the

vindication of Mount Laurel rights and the broader public
interest. Such a fees provision would not only make public
interest litigation economically feasible but also would breathe

substance into the principle of equal access to the courts.
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These initiatives have had an undeniable effect in
promoting the public interest. Ian both, the courts played a key
role in recognizing that securing legai representation was vital
in ensuring equal access to the courts in these cases. This
court should similarly adopt a public interest counsel fee rule
in an exercise of its constitutional authority.

A public interest attorneys’ fees rule should, to be
effective, broadly provide for the paymeant of counsel fees and
litigation expenses to plaintiffs who have prevailed in
vindicating the puﬁlio interest. The rule should apply to all
civil proceedings, regardless of the court ian whioch they are
litigated. Two oriteria would provide an appropriate stgndard

for awarding fees under such a rule. Pirst, the case must have

‘resulted in the protection of an important public interest,

without regard to whether it be constitutional, statutofy. or
common law. Second, the case must be such that the economic
stake of the party that sought to vindicate the interest or right
would not normally justify the expense of the litigation. This
rule need not apply to cases in which an award of counsel fees 1s
othervise provided for by statute.

In sum, the creation of a public interest counsel fees
provision within the Court Rules is essential to assure the
vindication of Mount Laurel rights and the broader public
interest. Such a fee provision would not only make public
interest litigation economically feasible but also would breathe

substance into the principle of equal access to the courts.
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For the foregoing reasons, as well as those urged by
plaintiffs, amicus curiae Public Advocate of New Jersey submits
that this Court should affirm the decision of the Appellate
Division insofar as it held that plaintiffs are eatitled to move
for award of counsel fees. Amigus submits that in addition to
upholding the standard for award of counsel fees under 43 UI.S.C.
Sec. 3612(0) urged by plaintiffs, the Court should hold that
plaintiffs’ proofs of exclusionary zoning combined with
statistical and demographic data of which this Court can properly
take judicial notice, establish violations by respondents of the
Federal Fair Housing Act and further justify award of counsel
fees under that statute. Alternatively, or in addition, the
Court should authorize award of counsel fees in this and other
public interest cases by amendment to the New Jersey Rnles of

Court.

Respectfully submitted,
ALFRED A. SLOCUM
Public Advocate of New Jersey

3
o b sats
Stéphen’/Eisdorfer r

John P. Thurber
Assistant Deputy Public Advocate

December 20, 1988
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New JERSEY
CodunciL oN AFFORDABLE HOUSING

11 C PRINCESS ROAD
LAWRENCEVILLE, N J. 08648

MAILING AQDRESS
CN 313
TRENTON. N. J. 08625-0813
1609 $30-6663

SAMES L LOGUE. 1

ImAIAMAN

DOUGLAS v QPALSKI PP
EXECUTIVE D:RECTIR

MUNICIPALITIES THAT HAVE SUBMITTED HOUSING ELEMENTS/FAIR SHARE PLANS

October 17, 1988

(* = court-transferred; + = petitioned; / = substantive certification)

ATLANTIC COUNTY

+ Absgecon
+ Galloway Twp.

+ Pleasantville City

CAMDEN COUNTY

Berlin Twp.
v+ Brooklawn
+%*Cherry Hillx*=x%
J/+ Gibbsboro
J/+*Gloucester Twp.
/{+ Haddon Heights
+ Lawnside
Voorhees
v+ Winslow

ESSEX COUNTY

Bloomfield
v+ Cedar Grove
East Orange
+ Essex Fells
+ Glen Ridge
Livingston
Millburn
Monteclair
v +*Roseland**
Verona
West Orange Twp.

BERGEN COUNTY

+ Closter
Demarest

+ Haworth

+ Hasbrouck Hgts

+ 0ld Tappan
v+*Paramus

+ Ramsey

+ River Edge

+ Rockleigh Boro

+ Teaneck Boro

CAPE MAY COUNTY

+ Cape May City
Dennis Twp.
+ Stone Harbor

GLOUCESTER COUNTY

/+ Deptford
+ Harrison
Pitman
Wenonah Boro
v+ West Deptford Twp.
/+ Woodbury City

-more~

b

NEW JERSEY 1S AN
[ ¢ SN

BURLINGTON COUNTY

/+ Bordentown Twp.

+ Burlington City
Burlington Twp.

+ Cinnaminson
Evegham Twp.

+ Florence Twp.
Hainesport
Medford

/+*Moorestown
J+ Mt. Holly

Pemberton Twp.
+ Sou:hampton*

CUMBERLAND COUNTY

Millville City
Vineland

HUDSON COUNTY

City of Hoboken
Jersey City
Union City

QUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

i-21p
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HOUSING ELEMENTS/2

HUNTERDON COUNTY

Califon
+ Clinton Twp.
v+ Delaware Twp.
V+ East Amwell
Flemington
/+ Franklin Twp.
Glen Gardnmer
y+*High Bridge
Holland
Kingswood ,
Y+ lebanon Twp.
vV+*Raritan Twp.
+ Readington

{ #*Tewksbury

/+ Union Twp.
West Amwell Twp.

MONMOUTH COUNTY

+ Bradley Beach
Brielle Boro
Eatontown
Fair Haven

V+*Freehold Twp.
y +*Holmdel
+*Howell
"4+ Little Silver®*#®
+*Middletown
y+2Millstone Twp.
Oceanport
v+ Red Bank
Roosevelt
Rumson

PASSAIC COUNTY

© J/+*Bloomingdale

Clifton
North Haledon
+ Passaic City
+ Paterson
J/+*Ringwood
+*Yest Paterson

MERCER COUNTY

Hamilton
/+*Lawrence Twp.
J/+*ashington Twp.

MORRIS COUNTY

+ Boonton
J+ Chatham Boro
+ Chester Boro
J/+*Denville
J/+%East Hanover
J/+*Kinnelon
/+ Mendham Boro
Mine Hill
Mountain Lakes
/+*Pagsaic Twp.
/+*Randolph
J+*Washington Twp.

SALEM COUNTY

v+ Salem City

g" -more-

MIDDLESEX COUNTY

+2Cranbury
+ Edison
Highland Park Boro
J+*Monroe Twp.
+#01d Bridge
J/+%Piscataway
Sayreville
/+*South Brunswick
/+%*South Plainfield

OCEAN COUNTY

+ Barmegat Twp.
Brick Twp.
Dover Twp.
Manchester Twp.

+ Stafford Twp.

SOMERSET COUNTY

/+*Bernards Twp.
J/+*Bernardsville**

+*Branchburg
J{+*Franklin Twp.
J/+*Green Brook
J+*Hillsborough

+ North Plainfield
/+ Peapack/Gladstore

+ Somerville

J+*Warren .
/+*Watchun§wp
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Housing Element/3

SUSSEX COUNTY

Andover Boro
Byram Twp.
Fredon Twp.
Green Twp.

+ Hopatcong

+ Newton

+ Sparta

+ Stillwater
Sussex Boro

v/ +*Wantage

UNION COUNTY .

+*Fanwood

+%*New Providence
Y City of Plainfield
+*Scotch Plains
/+ Union Twp. .

WARREN COUNTY

Alpha
+ Franklin Twp.
+%Greenwich
Hackettstown
Harmony
/+ Independence
4+ Mansfield Twps.
/+ Washington Boro
Washington Twp.

HOUSING ELEMENTS/FAIR SHARE PLANS SUBMITTED AS OF 10/17/88 161**
PETITIONS FOR SUBSTANTIVE CERTIFICATION (out of 161 submitted 107%=
municipalities)

COURT-TRANSFERRED MUNICIPALITIES 43
MUNICIPALITIES GRANTED SUBSTANTIVE CERTIFICATION 55
MUNICIPALITIES THAT DID NOT COMPLY WITH CONDITIONS (*) 1
MUNICIPALITIES RECEIVING CONDITIONAL DENIAL (**) 0
MUNICIPALITIES RﬁCEIVING ACCELERATED DENIAL (*#%) 1

1

MUNICIPALITIES TRANSFERRED BACK TO SUPERIOR COURT (*##%)

SBM/d£/1045¢



NEY JERSEY COUNCIL ON AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Arthur R. Xondrup, Chairman
(609) 987-2186

198 F

FILE COPY

e T e s BT e

LEGAL NOTICE

Pursuant to the provisions of the Fair Housing Act, N.J.S.A. 52:27D-30] et

Notice

is hereby given that the following municipalities have

petiticned the Council on Affordable Housing for substantive certification:

BERGEN COUNTY
Closter
Ramsey

BURLINGTON COUMTY
Moorestown
Bordentown

CAMDEN COUNTY
Cherry Hill
Gibbsboro
Gloucester Towmship

ESSEX COUNTY
Roseland

GLOUCESTFR CCUNTY
Deptford Township

HUNTERDON COUNTY
Delaware

East Amwell
Franklin Township
Raritan Township
Tewkshury

MIDDLESEX COUNTY
Cranbury Township
Monroe Township
Piscataway

- South Brunswick
South Plainfield

d#0219¢

- 707 AMlexander Pond |

MONMOUTH COUNTY
Freehold Tewnship
Holmdel

Howell
Middletown

Red Bank

Rumson

MORPRIS COUNTY -
Denville :
East Hanover

Kinrelon

Randolph

Washington Township

PASSAIC COUNTY
Bloomingdale
Ringwood

SOMERSET COUNTY
Rernards Township
Bernardsville
Franklin Township
Green Brook
Hillsborough
Warren Township

SUSSEX COUNTY
Wantage

INTON COUNTY
Scotch Plains
Union Township

d

Ga
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY M"‘UZ 1747

COUNCIL O AFFORDABLE HOUSING FILE COPY

Arthur R Kondrup, Chairman .
(609) 987-2186

.
g -9

707 Alexander Road ® CN 813 @ Trenton, N.J. 08625-0813

LEGAL NOTICE

Pursuant to the provisions of the Fair Housing Act, N.J.S.A.
52:27D-301 et seq., notice is hereby given that the following municipalities
have petitio the Council on Affordable Housing for substantive
certification.

HUDSON COUNTY MERCER COUNTY

Union City Washington Township

MONMOUTH COUNTY MORRIS COUNTY

Oceanport Mendham Borough
Passaic Township

SUSSEX COUNTY

Newton

d#0298¢
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY WM 198%

~OUNCIL ON AFFORDABLE HOUSING . FIL E BUPY

Arthur R Kondrup, Chairman
(609) 987-2186

707 Alexander Road ® CN 813 @ Trenton, N.J. 08625-0813

»

LEGAL NOTICE

Pursuant to the provisions of the Fair Housing Act, N.J.S.A. 52:27D-301 et

seq., notice is hereby given that the following municipalities have petitioned
the Council on Affordable Housing for substantive certification.

BERGEN COUNTY BURLINGTON COUNTY
Rockleigh Borough ) Florence Township
Southampton Township
CADEN COUNTY » HUNTFRPON COUNTY
Haddon Heights Borough High Bridge Rorough :
Winslow Township -
MONMOUTH COUNTY MORRIS COUNTY
Millstone Township Washington Township
PASSAIC COUNTY SCMERSET COUNTY
Paterson City Rranchburg

WARPEN COUNMTY
Washington Borough

dH0393¢
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY | W”‘W

COUNCIL ON AFFORDABLE HOUSING | F".E EUPY

Athur R Kondrup, Chairman
(609) 987-2186

707 Alexander Road ® CN 813 @ Trenton, N.J. 08625-0813

LEGAL NOTICE

Pursuant to the provisions of the Fair Housing Act, N.J.S.A. 52:27D-301 et
seq., notice is hereby given that the following municipalities have petitioned
tﬁ Council on Affordable Housing for substantive certification.

BURLINGTON COUNTY ) ESSEX COUNTY

Township of Mount Holly Township of Millburn

MERCER COUNTY SOMERSET COUNTY

Township of Lawrence Borough of Peapack § Gladstone
SUSSEX COUNTY

Township of Sparta

d#0489c
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COUNCIL ON AFFORDABLE Housing E GOPY
(609) 987-2186

Arthur R Kondrup, Chairman
707 Alexander Road ®© CN 813 @ Trenton, N.J. 08625-0813

LEGAL NOTICE

Pursuant to the Provisions of the Fair Housing Act, N.J.S.A. 52:27D-301 et
gﬁ_q. Notice is hereby given that the following municipalities have petitioned
the Council on Affordable Housing for substantive certification.

0l1d Tappan | Bergen County

Little Silver Borough- Monmouth County

Boonton Township Morris County

Watchung Borough : Somerset County

Mansfield Township Warren County
D#0585¢
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Arthur R Kondrup, Chainnan '
(609) 987-2186

'Y g™

707 Alexander Road ® CN 813 @ Trenton, N.J. 08625-0813

LEGAL NOTICE

Pursuant to the provisions of the Fair Housing Act, N.J.S.A. 52:27D-301 et
seq., notice is hereby given that the following municipalities have petitioned
the Council on Affordable Housing for substantive certification.

ATLANTIC COUNTY CAMDEN COUNTY
Galloway Township Brooklawn Borough
GLOUCESTER COUNTY HUNTERDON COUNTY
Woodbury City Readington Township
MORRIS COUNTY PASSAIC COUNTY
Chatham Borough West Paterson
SALEM COUNTY - SOMERSET COUNTY
Salem City Raritan Borough

df

D#0674¢

Ta



COUNCIL ON AFFORDABLE HOUSING
Arthur R Kondrup, Chaimman

STATE OF NEW JERSEY | %/?f?

(609) 987-2186
707 Alexander Rosd ®© CN 813 @ Trenton, N.J. 08625-081

LEGAL NOTICE

Pursuant to the Provisions of the Fair Housing Act, N.J.S.A. 52:27D-301 et

seq., notice is hereby given that the following municipalities have petitioned
the Council on Affordable Housing for substantive certification.

ATLANTIC COUNTY OCEAN COUNTY

Pleasantville City Manchester Township

HUNTERDON COUNTY

Lebanon Township
Union Township

df/0760c
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY 1989
COUNCIL ON AFFORDABLE HOUSING

et FILE COPY

%,:M*"

707 Alexander Road ® CN 813 @ Trenton, N.J. 08625-0813

LEGAL NOTICE

Pursuant to the Provisions of the Fair Housing Act, N.J.S.A. 52:27D-301 et
seq., notice is hereby given that the following municipalities have petlnona
tlﬁ Council on Affordable Housing for substantive certification.

CAPE MAY COUNTY

Stone Harbor

PASSAIC COUNTY

West Paterson

df /0839¢

ESSEX COUNTY

Cedar Grove

SOMERSET COUNTY

Peapack/Gladstone

o



STATE OF NEW JERSEY 1987
COUNCIL ON AFFORDABLE HOUSING A

Arthwr R Kondrup, Chairman A
(609) 987-2186

707 Alexander Road ® CN 813 @ Trenton, N.J. 08625-0813

LEGAL NOTICE

Pursuant to the Provisions of the Fair Housing Act, N.J.S.A. 52:27D-301 et
seq., notice is hereby given that the following municipalities have petitioned
the Council on Affordable Housing for substantive certification.

CAPE MAY COUNTY ESSEX COUNTY
Stone Harbor Cedar Grove
PASSAIC COUNTY SOMERSET COUNTY
West Paterson ‘ Peapack/Gladstone
d£/0839%¢

|2a
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY

COUNCIL ON AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Arthur R Kondrup, Chairman
(609) 987-2186

LEGAL NOTICE

W

EILE COPY

707 Alexander Road © CN 813 @ Trenton, N.J. 08625-0:

Pursuant to the Provisions of the Fair Housing Act, N.J.S.A. 52:27D-301 et

2%" notice is hereby given that the following municipalities ha
t

Council on Affordabl_e Housing for substantive certification.

BERGEN COUNTY

Closter Borough
MIDDLESEX COUNTY

.. Old Bridge Township

D#0929¢

I3

HUNTERDON COUNTY

Clinton Township

SOMERSET COUNTY

Watchung Borough

ve petitioned



'mouMOmm Housma (QOW V. /¢ 8

Ml’nill Kondrup, Chairman
(609) 987-2186

'w 5""‘1*

707 Alexander Road @ CN 813 @ Trenton, N.J. 08625-0813 T n
em U

LEGAL NOTICE

Pursuant to the Provisions of the Fair Housing Act, N.J.S.A. 52:27D-301 et
g%q., notice is hereby given that the following numicipalities have petitioned
the Council on Affordable Housing for substantive certification.

CAMDEN COUNTY

Lawnside Borough

df /d#1045¢

|4 a
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY ' (WM/M/ / 7 f?’

COUNCIL ON AFFORDABLE HOUSING
Artwr R Kondrup, Chaiman e
(609) 987-2186 | 9 oo
707 Alexander Road ® CN 813 @ Trenton, N.J. 08625-D8) G
LEGAL NOTICE

Pursuant to the Provisions of the Fair Housing Act, N.J.S.A. 52:27D-301 et
gi_q., notice is hereby given that the following numicipalities have petitione
the Council on Affordable tbusing for substantive certification.

BERGEN COUNTY ' CAMDEN COUNTY

Hasbrouck Heights Borough Lawnside Borough

d#1158¢

[Fa
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Swrortew demser &W e

Arthur R Kondrup, Chairman
(609) 530-66613

11 C Princess Road, CN 813, Trenton, F;&atﬁggpv

LEGAL NOTICE

Pursuant to the Provisions of the Fair Housing Act, N.J.S.A,
52:27D-301 et seq., notice is hereby given that the following
municipalities have petitioned the New Jersey Council on Affordable
Housing for substantive certification.

ATLANTIC COUNTY
City of Absecon

d£/0030c

[6a
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. /9.
STATE OF NEW JERSEY 56‘ et 4
COUNCIL ON AFFORDABLE HOUSING /
william Angus, Acting Chai L TN
(509530 65Ls» Acting Chatman P ) Q ? Y

11 C Princess Road - CN 813 - Trenton, ¥J 08625-0813

LEGAL NOTICE

Pursuant to the Provisions of the Fair Housing Act, N.J.S.A.

§2:27D-301 et seq., notice is hereby given that the following
municipalitiés have petitioned the New Jersey OCouncil on Affordable

Housing for substantive certification.

SUSSEX COUNTY ' WARREN COUNTY
Hopatcong Ihdependance
d£/0030¢c

| Fa



Ewgn, New JERSEY
1Y)
s - CounciL ON AFFORDABLE HOUSING
: i PRINCESS ROAD
== AWRENCEVILLE, N. J. 08848
O man e mu.u:z A;:gnsss: JAMEscn':..fﬂ”E' "
4 TRENTON. N. J. 08625-0813 - ‘{DOUGLAS V OPALSKI PP a.C08
18609) $30-6663 ' -4 EXECUTIVE J1AECTCA
. -2 U w/ ‘
LEGAL NOTICE

Pursuant to the Provisions of the Fair Housing Act, N.J.S.A.
52:27D-301 et seq., notice is hereby given that the following
municipalities have petitioned the New Jersey Council on Affordable
Housing for substantive. certification.

Union County

Fanwood - © o
New Providence -

191c

(T

NEW JERSEY IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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é}wi 196¢

SEINES.

new g New JERSEY

*;?'f . Councit ON AFFORDABLE HOUSING

] hpee § .o

N Y 11 C 29INCESS ROAD

= A AWRENCEVILLE. N J 03648
-_G?:‘sg::a:g.\u VAILNG AODRESS JAMES:-: ;fﬁue. "

CN 813
TRENTON, N. J. 08625%.0813 JOUGLAS v CPALSK:. PP a::p
609 530-86683 ZAECYT'VE 5 9EI7Ca

-
f i Z 'r S
' .
LEGAL NOTICE Oap?

Pursuant to the Provisions of the Fair Housing Act, N,J.S.A.
52:27D-301 et seg, notice is hereby given that the following
municipalities have petitioned the New Jersey Council on Affordable
Housing for substantive certification.

warLen
BURLINGTON COUNTY BN FERZOW\dOWeTY.
Burlington City Greenwich Township

SUSSEX COUNTY

Stillwater Township

253¢

[

3ISEY iS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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y

i, New JERSEY ;E 706 / %F i
g CounciL ON AFFORDABLE HousING

s

ES) ?."" 11 ¢ PRINCESS ROAD
< LAWAENCEVILLE. V. J. 08648
T eon ! MAILING ADORESS LAVES L Llile
: ' LTI MAPAN
SOVEANGR e
TIENTCN, N U 086250813 '7:, A0LGLAS 4 1Pase 2o L -
1639) 520-6663 / itz taze .

LEGAL NOTICE

Pursuant to the Provisions of the Fair Housing Act, N.J.S.A. 52:27D-301 et
seq. notice is hereby given that the following municipalities have petitioned the
New Jersey Council on Affordable Housing for substantive certificationm.

GLOUCESTER COUNTY

-Harrison Township

WARREN COUNTY

Franklin Township

0293¢

20

NEW _ERSEY IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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T=OMAS ¥ KEAN
SCLEANOR

NEw JERSEY

CounciL oN AFFORDABLE HOUSING

11 C PAINCESS ROAD
LAWRENCEVILLE. N. J. 08648

MAILING ADDRESS :
CN 813
TRENTON. N. J. 08625-0813
809! $30-8663

LEGAL NOTICE

¥

1

4

o~

: 2. i Y s L LoGuE.
i s e Lo ¥ CeaiAvAN

DOUGLAS v QPALSKI 5P a.CP
EXECUTIVE D'a€c"A

Pursuent to the Provisions of the Fair Housing Act, N.J.S.A. 52:27D-301 et
seq. notice is hereby given that the following municipalities have peititioned the
New Jersey Counil on Affordable Housing for substantive certificationm.

ESSEX COUMTY

Essex Fells

348¢

GLOUCESTER COUNTY

West Deptford Twp.

e

SOMERSET COUNTY

North Plainfield

NEW JERSEY 'S AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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aaiwdf 19%
:H’éﬁﬁq New JERSEY
‘tg.,r COUNCIL ON AFFORDABLE HOUSING
;,\ c : 11 C PRINCESS ROAD
"= QVAS W XEAN
-OvEanoA

LAWRENCEVILLE. N. J. 08648

MAILING ADORESS :
CN 813
TRENTON. N. J. 08628-0813
1609) 530-3803

LAS V OPALSK! P9 g

P
EXECUTIVE Q:RECTOA

LEGAL NOTICE

Pursuant to the Provisions of the Fair Housing Act, N.J.S.A. 52:27D-301 et

seq. notice 1s hereby given that the following municipalities have petitioned
the New Jersey Council on Affordable Housing for substantive certification.
BERGEN COUNTY

_ CAPE MAY COUNTY
Haworth Boroﬁgh '
Teaneck Borough -

City of Cape May
ESSEX COUNTY

CUMBERLAND COUNTY

City of Millville ~
HUDSON COUNTY
Glen Ridge Borough

-
»

City of Hoboken
MONMOUTH COUNTY

MIDDLESEX COUNTY

Edison Towmship
MORRIS COUNTY
Bradley Beach Borough

OQCEAN COUNTY
Chester Borough
PASSAIC COUNTY

Barnegat Township
Stafford Township
UNION COUNTY
City of Passaic

City of Plainfield

348c

Pia

NEW JERSEY IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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CounciL ON AFFORDABLE HOUSING

.
S 11 C PAINCESS ROAD

=5 AWRENCEVILLE N. J 28648

THOMAS W KEAN
SOVERNOR

kw 7749
Aoy, New JERSEY
Lo 1

MAILING ADORESS
cn 813 ' ‘L.

TRENTON. N J. 08625-0813 4 ,’L E Y eNOQUSLAS ¢ 20 . -
g iyl R

'609) 530-8663

LEGAL NOTICE

Pursuant to the Provisions of the Fair Housing Act, N,J.S.A.

52:27D-301 et., seq. notice 1is hereby give that the following
municipalities have petitioned the New Jersey Council on Affordable
Housing for substantive certification. .

ESSEX COUNTY | WARREN COUNTY

Bloomfield Town Harmony Township

R

NEW JERSEY 1S AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



CounciL ON AFFORDABLE HOUSING

| ﬁ‘y%‘rq NEw JERSEY (@cé,_‘w /9
=
0‘ .

11 C PAINCESS AQAD

B 4 . LAWRENCEVILLE N J 08648
N
THOMAS on IAILING AODRESS
N 8"l

TRENTON N. J 08825-0813 ’
609 530-66863 . l

LEGAL NOTICE

Pursuant to the Provisions of the Fair Housing Act, N.J.S.A.

52:27D-301 et. seqg, notice is hereby given that the following
municipalities have petitioned the New Jersey Council on Affordable

Housing for substantive certification.

MIDDLESEX COUNTY UNION COUNTY

01ld Bridge Plainfield City -
512¢

, 9?

. a

= NEW _ERSEY IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



COAR - ESTIMATED HOUSING OBLIGATION FOR

MUNICIPALITIES FI
. A3 3 v

LING
/E ‘

LN

PET

ITIONS
ANUAN .

RY - OCTOBER

QBLIGATION

Hopatcong 71
Independence 27
*Fanwood court-transferred a7
*New Providence court-transferred 318
Burlington City 186
Stillwater Townshi (o}
*Greenvich (Warren court-transferred 84
Harrison Townshi 93
Franklin (Warren 26
Esgex Fells 40
Vest Deptford 307
North Plainfield 20
Hanorth 83
Glen Ridge 83

h Q
Passalc urban 1474
Cape May City 120
Hoboken urban 1197
Chester Borough 3
Plainfield urban 488
Edison Township 1111
Barnegat 3683
Stafford Township 617
Bloomfield urban 23
Harmony 87
*0ld Bridge court-transferred 417
Plainfield urban 488
27 Total

4 Court-Transferred
S5 Urban Municipalities
12 have obligations of less than 100 units

X b ¥
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- ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS

CN 02

|
Roserr D. LpscuER 1
TRENTON NEW JERSEY ‘sezs

ADMINISTRATIVE DIRECTOR OF THE COUNTS

FOR RELEASE: DBECEMBER 5, 1985

CONTACT: EARL JOSEPHSON (609)-292-9580

PRESS ADVISORY

This periodic ‘vlist of Mount Laurel cases pending in the Superior
Court is provided for the convenience of the media and other iriteres.:ted
parties,

A total of 116 cases were pending as of Mcvember 1, including: 36,

Northern region of 3ergen, Essex, Hudson, .Hunterdon, Morris, Passaic,
Sussé}x and Warren (Judge Stephen Skillman); 68, Central region of Mercer,
bﬁ.ddl}esex, Mormouth, Ocean, Samerset and Union (Judge Eugene D,

Se telli), and 12, Southern region of Atlantic, Burlington, Camden,
Cape May, Curberland, Gloucester and Salem (Judge L. Antheny Gibson).

A case remains in pending status, notwithstanding a decision by the
court or a settlement between the parties, until the court enters a
ju::jent of campliance and repose, after a campliance review.

‘lA total of 107 éases were filed more than 65 days before the July 2
effective date of Craster 222, Laws of 1985, which provides that for such |
.c'as:j, "any party to the litigation may file a motion with the court to
seek a transfer of the case to the council...the court shall consider

whether or not the transfer would result in a manifest injustice to any

party to the litigation."

!Mv

05 a



Judge Gibson Region: Scuthern As of 11/01/85 1
asE WE coury MOETY  FmE  AToREs
Affordable Living Corp. Carl Bisgaier
l:c.:orestown i Burlington L-13235-84PW 2/24/84 William Baumgartner
Trieste Inc., II George Matteo
‘Kp. of Gloucester Carden 1-37692-84PW 6/8/84 Andrew Weber

Birsner & Paterson
#ffordable Living Corp. Carl Bisgaier
;:!p. of Delran Burlington  L-36584-84PW 5/31/84  Thamas Foy

Foy & Harrington
Creekford Stephen Samost
¥\:p. of Delrﬁ.n Burlington L-036584-84PW 9/6/84 Thamas Foy
Groupco Carl Bisgaier
g\:rp. of Gloucester Gloucester L-61299-84PW 9/14/84 Andrew We.be.r
Haverhill i Steven B, Samost
;c;ro. of Berlin Caden L-017539-8SPW 2/20/85 n/a
Affordable Living V Charles Bisgaler
;I;C:Garvey Burlington L- n/a 4/22/85 r/a
Fair-Share Housing
Toumship of Cmerry Hill Camden 1-42750-F%  3/22/85 n/a
Linpro o
v. .
Moorestown Township Burlington L-8749-85E-PW 1/14/85 n/a
Maimon |
v.
Town of Eastarpton Burlington 1/10/85 n/a
Happ,' Kalmbach, Hartman T
}:’\-:m:ship of Mocrestown Burlington 1-46821-85 7/10/85 n/a
Mt. Holly Sewad;e Auth. -
L | Burli-gton C-457C-85 8/29/85 n/a

Lioerton Tm%hip

y ¢

26 «



Judge Serpentelli Region: Central As of 11/01/85 Page 1
CASE \NE coury DOCKET 4 FILED  ATOREs
Bialas | - Peter Cascone, Jr.
“I’\:'p. of Mercer 1-27302-83PW 5/20/83 Stephen Zielinski
Crarbary Dev. Corp. . Thamas farino, or.
Crarbury Tvp. Plan. BJ. Middlesex  L-059643-83  9/26/83  William C. Moran, ir.
Cranbury Land Co. ‘Carl Biscaler
;.lp. of Cranbury Middlesex L-070841-83PW 11/14/83 William C, Moran, Jr.
Garfield & Co. - ~ Peter Buschsbaum
b:yor & Cam. Of

Crarbury Middlesex L-055956-837W 9/8/83 Willim C. Moran, Jr.
Morroe Develop, Fsso. Carl S. Bisgaier
;c':n.roe Twp. | Midélesex L-07603C-83 12/i/83 Thamas Farino
Jcs. Morris Richard Schatzman
;;p. of Cranbury viddlesex 1-854117-83PW 8/25/83  William Moran, Jr.
Tiderlodge fcre por-icn ramanced - still pencirg)  Angeilo H. Laitc
‘S,. Plainfield Middlesex L-56341c-81PW 5/9/82 william Lane
.;.(.i. of adi. S. Plainfield Peter Caldercn
0 & Y 01d Bridge Oev, Srener, wallack & -
oid Sridge M:ddlesex 1-32516-803W  2/18/81  Zouis Alfcnso
Crgc Farms Tavicé frizell
o Its Neck Mormmouth 1-137€9-80 11/17/80 Robert W, O'Hagz-
Crgo Farms Cavid Frizell
gc;lts Neck Mommouth L-3299-T8PW 9/22/78 Fcbert W. O'Hagan
AMC Realty Jcseph Murray
"I’\;p. of Warren, Sorerset 1-23277-80 12/31/80 JSchn E. Coley, ’r.
Timber Propert%es | Ray Trcr:\baéore e
?:ep. of Warren‘ Screrszet L-6782C-80 7/23/81 John E. Ccley, C’r.

% “A..ﬂ-'i"‘

*Fa



Judge sérpenf#elli
o

Regioh: Central

As of 11/01/85 Page 2

ATTORNEYS

RsA M, Vincent Loughlin

‘z’éninq Bd. 'Np.

Branchburg ‘ Samerset 1-042539-83  7/8/83 Mark S. Anderson
Motzerbecker | Robert Greerbaum

.:gyor & Council

Bema.rdsville‘ Screrset L~-37125-83 6/13/83  J. Albert Mastro

Pizzo Stewart Hutt

‘B’;'anchburg Screrset L-0C9651-83PW 2/15/83 Robert Guterl

Zirinsky Michael Herbert

Rp. of Cranbury Middlesex L-079309-83 12/20/83 William Moran

JW. Fields | David Frizell

¥~lp. of Frarklin Screrset 1-006583-84PW 1/27/84  Tharas Cafferty

Seagull Ltd. Bullders Touls Locasic

:If‘:.p. of Colt i:':eck 'ccuth 1-00354C-84 1/17/84 Robert O'Hagan

TR e Francis Lirnce T
;‘»'p of Fra-.nkiin Screrset L-007917-84PW 2/6/84 Tharas Cafferty

Calton Sames, ‘Inc. Herxy Hill, or. -
"I"lp. of ?ri.ﬁce‘;ton Mercer L-1C3451-84 3/22/84 Zawin Schrierer
Witterbemn Peter P. Casccre, -
;;p. of Lawraice Mercer L-0242€€-84 3/28/84 Michael Herbert

¥ PR
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Judge, Se:pené(elli |

Region: Central

As of 11/01/85 Page 3

Real Estate Equities, Carl Bisgaier
Inc. |

gélmdel ™™p. | Mornmouth L-15209-84PW 3/5/84 Tharas Gagliano
Flama Const. ~ Frederick fezey
;':p. of Franklin Screrset L-01096-84 3/12/84  Thomas Cafferty
Whitestone Const. ‘ ~ Herbert Silver
Tp. of Frarklin Sorerset 1-021370-847W 3/28/84  Thamas Cafferty
Brener Asso. Guilet Hirsch
"I’\;p. of Frarklin Somerset L-022951-84 4/6/84 Thamas Cafferty
Rakeco Development Douglas Wolfson
pr of FrarkFin Somerset 1-25303-84PW 4/11/84  Thomas Cafferty
Lori Associates Alfred Clapp
‘mp of Monrog Middlesex L-028288-84PW 4/16/84 Tharas Farino
tiacckrook Develomment Bavidﬁﬁ.riz'él
Ccrporation

;;p. of E‘rarkf‘Lin Screrset L-019811-84PW 3/20/84 Thamas Caffer-y
Van Cleef ~ Emil Philibofian
;\:'p. cof Franklin Screrset L-025294-24PW 4/19/84 Tharas Cafferty
Great Meadcws Co. Stewart Hutt
;I’érroe ™. Middlesex L-32638-84 5/4/84 Thamas Farine
Gerickont Ray Trarbadcre
Piscatavay Tvp. Middlesex 1-032501-84PW 5/9/84  Philip Paley
Kills Develo i it Co. Herry Hill
;‘;p. of Bernardsville  Screrset L-030039-84PW 5/10/84  James Davidson
Mindel 1 Stewart Hutt

~ | Screrset L-033174-84 5/16/84 Thamas Cafferty

Twp. of Franklin

. ¥

+9a



Judge Serpenﬁeili Region: Central As of 11/01/85 Page 4

Richl:.eu Conit Co. Peter Cascone

p. of um}zc- Mercer 1-022702-84  4/4/84  Michael Herbert

|

New Brunswick-Hampton Douglas Wolfson

Asso.

v. :

Twp. of Holmdel Mormouth 1~03391C-84 5/25/84  Tharas Gagliano

Woodhaven Village Inc. Stewart Rutt

v.

Twp. of 0ld Bridge Screrset L-03674-84PW 5/31/84  Jerame Corvery

Michael Kaplan Charles Parker

v,

Twp. of Marlboro MoTouth L-039596-84PW 6/7/84 Arthur Goldzweig

Whitterspoon-Jackson Glenn Cochran

Develcoment

V- | -

Boro. of pqu:eton Mercer L-37675-84PW 6/7/84  Edwin Schmierer

Frinceton Rlﬁ!qe, “Inc. Carl Bisgaier

v. :

Twp. cf Pr.ncTeton Vercer 1-040335-84PW 6/19/84  Edwin Schrierer

¥, Zc\rarian|Co. of Douglas Woifscn

lew Jersey

v.

T™wp. cf£ N. Br'.z:*.swick Middlesex L-04570C-84 7/12/84 Stewart Hutt

R.A.S. Land x\ew;rent David Frizell

Co. Inc.

v.

Twp. 0f Frarklin Screrset 1-49C2€-64 7/20/84 Thamas Cafferty

Oliver R. Kcvacs Teter Bucheca=t

V. |

™p of Marlboro Menmcuth 1-048845-84 7/25/84 Arthur Goldzweig

Michael weitz & Peter Buchsbeum T

David Kahane

v.

Twp of Marlboro Mormouth L-05045€-84  8/1/84 Arthur Goldzweig

Czve Industries, Ltd. - Ferbert vogel -

\’.

wall Twp. Merouth .-51262-84 8/6/84 John Jay Mangini
’ r-.xt.HC"t}"gralhero & Martin Rudnick -

Cantrio Bu1"ders Ine.

v.

Varlbcro Moreath L-413€6-84PW 6/22/84 thur Goldzweig

v’ g

30a



Judge sémn%elli Region: Central As of 11/01/85 Page §

Adler ‘ Peter Sckol

2 Mormouth 1-54998-84  8/22/84  Thamas Gagliano
Jops Co. Allen Ross
Franklin vp. Scmerset 1-051892-84  8/2/84  Thamas Cafferty
P Taeo. i ‘ Frank J. Petrino
'mp of Mu-lboro Mormouth L-052552-84PW 8/8/84 Arthur Goldzweig
::ggf?lgquity Frank J. Petrino
V. |

Twp. of Mar1boro Mormouth 1-052553-84 8/8/84  Arthur Goldzweig
M_éaurelzem ~ Stewart Hutt

'mp of Marlboro Mormouth L-067465-84PW 10/9/84 Arthur Goldzweig
Top o'the Womd Trizell & Pozycki
g\::p. of Greenbrook ‘Sorerset 1-068913-84PW 10/11/84 Harmon Clark, Jr.
'pr of Hazelet — ¢ Herderson
Twp. of Holndel Mormouth 1-067502-84PW 10/15/84 Thamas Gagliano
Crestmont HJ.]Jls inc. » " Raymond Trambadore
;I’;llsborough ™. Screrset 1-071562-84PW 10/18/84 Ronald Perl
Dyson Trust ‘ William Warren
'},k;p. of Lawrence Mercer L-070131-84PW 10/22/84 Stemns

Sansone * Joseph Murray
V‘I\;p of Greem Brook Somerset 1-074178-84PW 11/2/84  Harman Clark, Jr.
Carlton ches Henrv Hill
b‘;iddletcwn 'mp et al. Momouth L-07342-84 11/1/84 Jerry Massell
V.G. Buﬂ.ders\, Inc. wWayne J. Peck
"Ir\;rp. of Aberdeen Mcrmouth L-07480-84 11/8/84 Michael leckstein
. Fort Plains Bldg. Dev. Douglas Wolfson
::’x'cp of Howel{l Mcrmouth L-084591-84PW 12/3/84  Dwayne Davidscr

) oy

3la



Judge Serpentelli Region:

Est. of ZIOtk:i.n. et al

Central As of 11/01/85

Page 6

Isoidore 2lotkin

"1’\.@. of Pree}'lold Mormmouth 1-087433-84PW 12/31/84 Dwayne Daviéson
Thampson m&gyﬁcﬁ. Thamas Jamieson, Jr.
of Princetoni : ‘

Tvp. of Princeton Mercer 1-085961-84PW 12/31/84 Edwin Schmierer
Princeton Research Lands Guliet Hirsch

v'n;p. of Washington Mercer 1L-085627-84PW 1/2/85 Edwin Schmierer
RGVBLTE Tre- Torald SFFarowE:
Tep. of Howell Mormouth 1-014182-85PW 1/28/85  John Bennett
Aberdeen TWp | Michael Leckstein
;;;rlboro wp. Morrouth L-83089-84PW 12/13/84 Arthur Goldsweig
Z.V. 2sso ‘ “Joseph Murray
v‘;érren Twp
Planning Screrset 1.-14179-85PW 1/25/85 John quey

len Weinga.ﬁten
v.
Twp. cf Hazelet Mcrmouth

L-01599C-852W 2/7/85

Douglas Wolfson

John Berinett

Henry Stein
v. |
Hillsborough Twp. Screrset

L- n/a 4/3C/85

Raymond Trarbac-rz

Edward Halpern

J.D.N. Associates
v. 1
Twp. of Millstone Mcrmouth

L-41701-85 5/20/85

Frank S. Pe-r.-~

n/a

Jos, Bonanno |

v.

Howell twp. @ Mormouth
|

L-046056-85PW 6/3/85

Thamas S. Co.l--<.

n/a

poroy
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Judge Skil;mﬂ'i Region: Northern

As of 11/01/85 Page 1

CASE \RE eeblivd DOCKET 4 FIED  ATTORVEYS

Cadar Park Development George Vaccaro
v,

3d. of adj. Boro of Paramus Bergen L-39021-75 1975 Frank J. Glock
" Countryside Properties,Inc. Greqory J. Czura
v.

Mayor, Council, Boro. of

R Passaic L-42095-81 4/11/81 Lawrence D. Katz
Cester & van Dalen Asso. ~ Carl S. Bisgaier
Ve .

Mt. Olive Township - Morris 1L-065604-83PW 10/20/83 Herbert A. Vogel
‘Ycrris Co. Fair Housing Stephen Eisdorier
Council

Vu

Bocnton Township Morris L-6001-78 10/13/78 John Harper
Green Village 139 Ccrp. Nopman I. Klein
Chatham Morris L-29276-78 12/13/79 Daniel Bernstein

oroood Easthill Asso.

V.

(10 ccnsclidsted/intervening cases)

John Maurius

3:rm. of Norwood Sergen L-24219-83 4/23/83 Frances DeVito
Tztiana Nagro Albert D. ceffers
Hanihar Tvp. Morris 1-53799-83  7/13/83  Daniel S. Bernses:-
Stawart Herbert A, Bocel
;-:: cf xdj. Twp of

Rexbury Mcrris L-3557-8ZFW 1982 Jcseph J. Vecchic
T -ber rroperties, inc. Herbert Vogel
:.’\:'_:. of Chester Morris L-039452-837W 6/24/83 James R.Hillas
Gaerin Gilbert J. Stror—~=
&p. of Chester Mcrris L-41937-83PW  7/29/83  Alfred L. Ferguscr

) - "‘1*

Ba



As of 11/01/85

< V.

Sudge skn)w Region: Northemn Page 2
casE NAVE couTy DOCET 4 FIED  AroReys
" Van Dalen Asso. Carl S, Bisgaier
Washington Tvp. Morris 1-45137-83PW  7/15/83  Alfred Villoresi
Hubschman . Martin Gelber
"II\:rp. of Morris Morris L-070695-83PW 11/7/83  John Mills
Michael Sikora Mark Vaida
‘B'z:.»ro. of Highbridge Hunterdon L-022068-84PW 3/30/84 Francis Bisani
Clinton Asso. ~Guliet Hirsch
"Tréwn of Clinton Hunterdon L-019063-84 3/21/84 Richard Qushing
Siegler Asso. - Peter Hertzoerg
;:;yor, Council of Denville Yorris L-029176-84PW 4/26/84 Stephan Hansbury
Bloaringdale Fills Fams Joel Ellis
‘E’ioa-in'gdale Bero. Passaic L-045839-83 8/5/83 Jares Segr,eto
BiIcorircdale Joint Francis Linnus

‘eriture
Boro. of Bloomingdale Passaic L-42583-84PW 6/29/84 James Segreto
Affcrdable Living Inc. Arthur Pemn T
Mayor and Twp. of Denville  Morris 1-42808-84PW  7/2/84  Steven Hensbury
Meadcwview Joseph Murzay T
¥\:p. of Passaic Morris L-047923-84PW 7/18/84 Mattson, Murphy, F°
Catarzareti Guliet Hirsch -
V. . Francis Pisani
Boro. of Highbridge Hunterdon 1-04700-84PW 7/18/84 Richard Dietrly
Premiere International . Citrino, Balsam, Z.% ...

Corp. and Caunno
Harding Township Mcrris 1-036597-84  5/31/84  Shanley & Fisher

=
L) E

3<¢a



Judge Skillman Regicn: Northern

As of 11/01/85 Page 3

CASE NAVE couNTY DOCKET # 0D  ATIOREYS
.Maurice Scussa, et al. Citrino, Balsam, DiBalsi
v. and Daunno
Denville Township, et al.  Morris L-38694-84PW 5/31/84  Murphy, Kurnos & Nish
'Mt. Hope Mining Co. Theodore Einfcrn
v,
Twp. of Rockaway, et al. Mcrris 1-64385-84PW 9/21/84 Fredric J. Sirota
Wm. ¥Maltz Const. & Marphy, Kurncs & Nish
Cevelopment
v.
Soonton Twp. Planning
Beard Morris L-060538-84PW 9/10/84  Nathaniel Bedford
J.T. Mescarelle, Inc. M. Donato
v.
™p. of Rocksbury Mcrris L-73713-84PW 11/1/84 J. Vecchio
Stonehedge Asso. Brener,Wallach & Hill
v.
»p. of Denville Mcrris L-(86053-84 12/31/84 Murphy, Kurnos & Nish
R. Fagano A Spector
v. N
Ceklznd Scrough Bergen 1.-18859-85 2/15/858 Robert F. Gallo
Fiverview Associates Fendelton
Ve ’
T™wp. of Bocenton Morris L-82554-84PW 12/7/84 N. Bedford
John Earper
Gatrellian winne, Banta, Rizz:
V. Reatherton & Sasrzl.:in
Ki-nelen Twp. Morris L-20842-85 2/21/85 Ed J. Buzak
265 Land Associates Limited Jzmes, Wyckoff, Ver:- .2
V. & Pittman
Wantage Township, et al. Sussex L=-22469-85PW 4/25/85 Paul Koch
J. Rendeiro Hutt, Berkow & Ja~«<ws<:
v.
Scrough of Lincoln Park Morris L1-42457-85PW  5/20/85 n/a
Vain rand Development Corp. | Ed Mainardi
V.
Kirmelon Twp. Morris L-043809-85 5-22-85 E4 J. Buzak

3T a



Judge SkiLlnEh Region: Northern As of 11/01/85 Page 4

QsE rAvE | counTy DOCKET # ~  FILED  ATTORMEVS
" Ho-Hokus Associates M. Goodran

v.
_ Borough of Ho-Hokus

Planning Board of Ho-Hokus  Bergen 1~-35618-85 4/23/85

' Glen Partel (S & F)
James Dooley
M. Michael Doncvan

Randolph Mtn. Indus. Camplex R. Sweeney

vl

Randolph Township Morris L-6001-78PW  6/2/85 E. Buzak

Zngelo Cali N. Caprio

v, Harkavy, Goldran, Goldran

Township of Denville, & Caprio
-Municipal Council of Denville,

Planning Bd. of Denville Morris L-55343-85PW 7/9/85 S. Hansbury

G J L Corporation Roy Kurnos

v.

Boro. of Highbridge Funterdon 5/8/85 F. Pisani, III

¥
g oy

36 a



EXCLUSIONARY ZONING CASES PILED

SUBSEQUENT TO NOVEMBER

\

4, 1988 AGAINS
N AS CQF R

Ocean
Bergen

Ocean

Ocean

Somerset
Union
Union

Union
Unilon

Ocean

~ Ocean
Bergen
'Hunterdon

Morris

Bergen
Essex
Passalc

Bergen
Morris

Morris

Hudson

L-066336-838
1L-68768-88
L-687093-88

L-91862-88
L-70098-88

L-688248-88
L-079398-87

L-19281-87
L-73036-87
L-70184-88

L-70191-88

L-78027-86
¥-2359-86

L-8003-87

L-83682-87



Hunterdon

Morris

Varren
Essex

Varren

Essex
Passalc

Morris

Warren
¥arren
Varren
Morris
Morris

Passaic

Bergen
Essex

Varren

Bergen

37
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. 13§0 CENSUS OF POPULATION AND HOUSING - INCOME AND POVERTY ESTIMATES FOR FAMILIES, HOUSEHOLDS AND PERSONS IN 1979 1
g e

NEW JERSEY i NEW JERSEY_(34)
t. HOUSEHOLD AND FAMILY INCOME §. FAMILY INCOME BY RACE OR SPANISH ORIGIN OF HOUSEMDLDER
HOUSEHOLDS FAMILIES AMER. INDIAN ASIAN AND SPANISH
LESS THAN $2,500 . 86780 43106 WHITE BLACK ESKIMO & ALEUT PACIFIC 1IS. ORIGIN
$2,500 TO $4,998 185888 71018 LESS THAN $5,000 65390 37157 225 1210 21882
$5,000 TO $7.499 167598 90869 $5,000 TO $7.499 64850 20436 210 707 10848
$7,500 70 $9,999 167972 104033 $7.500 10 $9,.999 79894 19219 250 790 2888
$10,000 10 $12,499 181660 119688 $10.000 TO $14,999 187325 34144 496 2052 19346
$12,500 T0 $14,999 157491 111291 $15,000 TO $19,.999 226653 28774 437 2743 18611
$15,000 10 $17,499 178029 133361 $20.000 TO $24,999 241158 24099 - 356 3178 14609
$17.500 10 $19,999 162741 130714 $25.000 TO $34,999 381517 31345 316 6847 15788
$20.000 10 $22.499 1757 19 146524 $35.000 TO $49,900 260255 16042 207 5022 7340
$22.500 70 $24,999 144 145 125798 $50.,000 OR MORE 150725 5263 101 3206 2742
$25,000 TO $27,499 148804 131851 |_MEAN INCOME $27,772 $17,306 $19.238 $30,941 $16,922
$27.500 Y0 $29.999 117215 106133
$30.000 Y0 $34,999 201653 185389 6. HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME IN 1979 BY 9.. FAMILIES BY FAMILY TYPE BY POVERTY STATUS
$35.000 10 $39,999 141281 131585 INCOME TYPE BY PRESENCE AND AGE OF RELATED CHILDREN
$40.000 1O $49,999 161798 151068
$50.000 10 $74,999 123847 115470 ~ TOTAL MEAN POVERTY STATUS:
$75,000 OR MORE 47673 44210 EARNINGS: 2072479 $23.963 ABOVE BELOW
MFOIAN INCOME $19,800 $22,906 WAGE OR SALARY 2014139 $23.044 ALL FAMILIES:
MEAN INCOME $23, 260 $26,336 SELF-EMPLOYED NONFARM 205697 $15,397 WITH RELATED CHILDREN:
] ‘ SELF-EMPLOYED FARM 17590 $4,582 UNDER 6 AND 6 TO 17 YEARS 161037 33736
2. INCOME FOR UNRELATED INDIVIDUALS INTEREST. DIVIDEND OR UNDER 6 YEARS ONLY 189040 29452
15 YEARS OLD AND OVER NET RENTAL INCOME 1216295 $2.903 6 TO 17 YEARS ONLY 540567 54394
SOCIAL SECURITY 682155 $4,.423 WITHOUT RELATED CHILDREN 903489 30392
LESS THAN $1,000 59287 PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 190335 $2.926 FEMALE HOUSEHOLDER,
o $1.000 TO $1.999 35936 |_ALL OTHER SOURCES 653919 $3.902 NO HUSBAND PRESENT:
Y $2,000 TO $2,999 ) 53823 WITH RELATED CHILDREN:
$3,.000 10 $3.999 75864 T. FAMILIES AND MEAN FAMILY INCOME BY UNDER 6 AND 6 TO 17 YEARS 12673 22466
$4.000 TO %4 .999 61311 NUMBER OF WORKERS IN FAMILY UNDER 6 YEARS ONLY 13851 19372
$5,000 7O $5.999 48885 6 TO 17 YEARS ONLY 79268 37620
$6,000 TO $6.999 43327 TOTAL MEAN WITHOUT RELATED CHILDREN 104636 7390
$7.000 70 $7,999 39299 NO WORKERS - 243688 $10.472 —
$8.000 10 $8.999 38606 1 WORKER 636426 $23.010 10. POVERTY STATUS BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER FOR
$9.000 TO $9,999 . 34699 2 OR MORE WORKERS 106 1994 $31,969 FAMILIES AND NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS
$10.000 YO $11,999 66377
$12,000 YO $14,999 78057 8. POVERTY STATUS BY RACE AND SPANISH FAMILIES NONFAMILY
$15,000 TO $24,999 135355 ORIGIN AND BY AGE HOUSEHOLDS
$25,000 10 $49,999 45237 INCOME BELOW POVERTY LEVEL:
$50,000 OR MORE 7093 POVERTY STATUS: 15 70 64 YEARS OLD 133858 54265
MEDIAN INCOME $7,843 RACE/SPAN]ISH: ABOVE BELOW 65 YEARS OLD AND OVER 14117 50172
MEAN _INCOME $10,269 VOTAL 6542108 689491 INCOME 100 TO 124 PERCENT .
WHITE 5665305 JBc 119 OF POVERTY LEVFL:
3. PER CAPITA INCOME BY INMATE STATUS BLACK 666274 2336 15 15 T0O 64 YEARS OLD 40551 13070
AMERICAN INDIAN, : 65 YEARS OLD AND OVER 10595 37240
ALL PERSONS $8, 127 ESKIMO AND ALEUT 8283 1536 INCOME 125 PERCENT OR MORE
ALL PERSOMNS, EXCL. INMATES $8, 183 ASIAN & PACIFIC 1IS. 100698 7258 OF POVERTY LEVIL:
SPANISH ORIGIN 358571 $29190 15 TO 64 YEARS OLD 1473238 315552
4. MEAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME B8Y TENURE AGE : 65 YEARS OLD AND OVER 2691749 137883
UNDER 55 YEARS 5050607 558987
OWNER OCOWPIED $27.965 55 10 59 YEARS 409856 23141 11. PERSONS 8 FAMILIES BELOW POVERTY LEVEL (%)
RENTER OCGUPIED . $15,209 60 TO 64 YEARS 341089 26202
) 65 YEARS AND OVER 740556 81161 PERSONS : 9 5% FAMILIES. 1.6%
NOIES persuns of Spanish Origin may be of any 1ace S means that the i1tem was suppressed or the mean had a zero denominator.
vew Definistions and Concepts cection for esplanations of terms




1880 CENSUS OF POPULATION AND HOUSING - INCOME AND POVERTY ESTIMATES FOR FAMILIES, HOUSEHOLDS AND PERSONS IN 1979 - 269

" L
HUNTERDON COUNTY HUNTERDON COUNTY (019) NEW JERSEY (34)
1. HOUSEHOLD AND FAMILY INCOMF 5. FAMILY INCOME BY RACE OR SPANiISH ORIGIN OF HOUSEHOLDER
HOUSEHOLDS F MILIES AMER. INDIAN ASiAN AND SPANISH
LESS THAN $2.500 506 213 WHITE BLACK ESKIMO & ALEUT PACIFIC IS ORIGIN
$2,500 10 $4,999 1215 416 | LESS THAN $5,000 620 9 ] 0o 12
$5.000 TO $7,499 1230 638 | $5.000 1D $7.499 593 32 o 7 "o
$7.500 TO $9,999 1237 779 | $7.500 1O $9.999 760 7 3 o 21
$10,000 10 $12,499 1573 948 | $10.000 TO $14,999 2098 8 (] (] 6
$12.500 T0 $14,999 1567 1159 | $15.000 10 $19,999 2993 19 8 4 20
$15,000 TO $17.499 1696 1419 | $20,000 T0 $24.999 3256 19 6 2 )
$17,.500 10 $19,999 1933 1606 | $25,000 TO $34,999 5944 8 o 22 57
$20,000 10O $22,499 2204 1819 | $35,000 TO $49,S00 4266 4 0o 2 16
$22.500 7O $24,999 1700 1464 | $50.000 OR MORE 2332 18 o 32 3o
$25.000 TO $27,499 1877 1680 | MEAN INCOME $30,851 $19,817 $18,726 $39,322 $28, 102
$27.500 10 $29,999 1585 1418 . ]
$30.000 10 $34.999 3101 2885 | 6. HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME IN 1979 BY 9. FAMILIES BY FAMILY TYPE BY POVERTY STATUS
$35.000 T0 $39,999 2030 1944 INCOME TYPE BY PRESENCF AND AGE OF RELATED CHILDREN
$40.000 10O $49,999 2556 2330
$50,.000 10 $74,999 1707 1690 TOTAL MEAN POVERTY STATUS: |
$75,000 OR MORE 721 692 | EARNINGS: 25233  $27.471 ABOVE BELOW
MEDIAN 1NCOME $24 115 $26.618 WAGE OR SALARY 24054 $26.716 ALL FAMILIES:
MEAN [NCOME $27.979  $30,796 | SELF-EMPLOYED NONFARM 3524 $13,. 198 WITH RELATED CHILDREN:
SELF-EMPLOYED FARM 1374 $2,935 UNDER 6 AND 6 TO 17 YEARS 1921 131
2. INCOME FOR UNRELATED INDIVIDUALS INTERESY, DIVIDEND OR UNDER 6 YEARS ONLY 2651 119
15 YEARS OLD AND OVER NET RENTAL INCOME 16782 $3.231 6 TO 17 YEARS ONLY 7762 254
. | SoClAL SECURITY 6210 $4.463 WITHOUT RELATED CHILDREN 10000 259
LESS THAN $1,000 383 ] PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 1059 $2.620 | FEMALE HOUSEHOLDER,
$1.000 7O $1.999 152 | ALL OTHER SOURCES. 5733 $3,493 NO HUSBAND PRESENT: .
$2.000 TO $2.999 ‘ 268 WITH RELATED CHILDREN:
$3.000 TO $3.999 494 7. FAMILIES AND MEAN FAMILY INCOME BY UNDER 6 AND 6 10 17 YEARS 67 37
$4.000 10 $4,999 533 NUMBER OF WORKERS IN FAMILY UNDER 6 YEARS ONLY 79 50
'p $5.000 T0 $5,999 355 6 TO 17 YEARS ONLY 674 11
= $6.000 TO $6.999 391 TOTAL ME AN WITHOUT RELATED CHILDREN 742 49
;; $7.000 TO $7,999 294 NO WORKERS 1597 $15.945 T ]
$8.000 TO $8,999 389 1 WORKER 7684 $26,972 10. POVERTY STATUS BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER FOR
. $9.000 TO $9.999 282 2 OR MDRE WORKERS 13816 _ $34.639 FAMILIES AND MONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS
$10.000 TO $11,999 768
$12.000 TO $14.999 734 8. POVERTY STATUS BY RACE AND SPANISH FAMILIES NONFAMILY
$15,000 TO $24.999 1420 ORIGIN AND BY AGE HOUSEHOLDS
$25,.000 TO $49,999 617 INCOME BELOW POVERTY LEVEL:
$50,000 OR MORE 68 POVERTY STATUS: 15 TO 64 YEARS OLD 621 332
MEDIAN INCOME $10.086 | RACE/SPANISH: ABOVE BELOW 65 YEARS OLD AND OVER 142 342
MEAN INCOME $12,234 TOTAL 81263 3708 INCOME 100 TO 124 PERCENT
WHITE 80385 3555 OF _POVERTY LEVEL:
3. PER CAPITA INCOME BY INMATE STATUS BLACK' 318 95 1S TO 64 YEARS OLD 234 114
AMERICAN INDIAN, 65 YEARS OLD AND OVER 84 240
ALL PERSONS $9, 168 ESKIMD AND ALEUT 56 ‘ () INCOME 125 PERCENT OR MORE
ALL PERSONS, EXCL. INMATES $9.380 | AS1aN B PACIFIC IS: 420 - 24 OF POVERTY LEVEL:
SPANISH ORIGIN 638 ¢ 92 15 TO 64 YEARS OLD 19408 3003
4. MEAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY TENURE AGE : 65 YEARS OLD AND OVER 2608 1390
UNDER 55 YEARS 669395 27157
OWNER OCCUPIED $30.873 55 TO 59 YEARS 3989 207 11. PERSONS 8 FAMILIES BELOW POVERTY LEVEL (%)
RENTER OCCUPIJED . $17.289 €O YO 64 YEARS 3243 136
€5 YEARS AND OVER 7096 608 | PERSONS: 4 A% TAMILIES 3. 3%

HOTE  Fornons of “panisn Or1gin may be ot an, race S means that the 1tem was suppressed or the mean had a zero denominator .
fee et yons aru) L oncept sectron tor eeprlanatyonsg of e ms ¢




y @-vv 1980 CENSUS OF POPULATION AND HOUSING - INCOME AND POVERTY ESTIMATES FOR FAMILIES. HOUSEHOLDS AND PERSONS IN 1979

ve4y W

MIDDLESEX COUNTY

MIDDLESEX COUNTY_ (023) NEW JERSEY (34)

310

1. HOUSEHOLD AND FAMILY INCOME S. FAMILY INCOME BY RACE OR SPANISH ORIGIN OF HOUSCHOLDER
HOUSEHOLDS FAMILIES AMER . INDIAN ASTAN AND SPANISH
LESS THAN $2,500 4434 2218 WHITE BLACK ESKIMO & ALEUT PACIFIC 1S. ORIGIN
$2.500 TO $4.999 9942 3533 LESS THAN $5.000 4145 - 946 5 106 1194
$5.000 YO $7.499 9683 4841 $5.000 TO $7.499 3988 583 S 93 . 442
$7.500 TO $9,999 9977 5976 $7.500 70 $9,999 5177 551 7 57 460
$10,000 TO $12,499 11449 7193 $10.000 TO $14,999 12583 986 37 244 1107
$12,500 7O %$14,999 10223 708S $15.000 TO $19,999 18054 1063 28 237 1246
$15,000 TO $17,499 13315 9562 $20.000 TO $24,999 21882 1132 20 329 1194
$17,500 TO0 $19.999 12973 10249 $25,000 TO $34.999 37987 1456 39 1053 1353
$20.000 TO $22,.499 14789 12180 | $35.000 TO $49,900 25637 927 25 . 719 637
$22.500 7O $24,999 13076 11487 $50.000 OR MORE 11474 305 6 266 238
$25.000 TO $27.499 14048 12396 MEAN INCOME $28,277 $20,951 $24,005 $31,519 $19,492
$27.500 TO $29,.99¢ 11345 10321
$30.,000 TO $34.999 19469 18120 6. HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME IN 1979 BY 9 FAMILIES BY FAMILY 1YPE BY POVERTY STATUS
$35.000 TO $39.999 13484 12585 INCOME TYPE BY PRESENCE AND AGE OF RELATED CHILDREN
$40.000 TQ $49.999 15729 14806
$50.000 TO $74.999 10286 9518 TOTAL MEAN POVERTY STATUS:
$75.000 OR MORE 2751 2564 EARNINGS: 170938 $25.208 . ABOVE BELOW
MEDIAN [INCOME $22.826 $25.603 WAGE OR SALARY. 167750 $24.520 ALL rAMILIES:
MEAN INCOME $25,023 $27,751 SELF-EMPLOYED NONFARM 13950 $13.793 WITH RELATED CHILDREN:
SELF-EMPLOYED FARM 916 $3.748 UNDER 6 AND 6 TO (7 YEARS 12904 1388
2. INCOME FOR UNRELATED INDIVIDUALS INTEREST, DIVIDEND OR UNDER 6 YEARS ONLY 15720 1453
15 YEARS OLD AND OVER NET RENTAL INCOME 102956 $2.038 6 TO t7 VEARS OHNLY 46136 2793
SOCIAL SECURITY 44838 $4.412 WITHOUT RELATED CHILDREN 72542 1695
. LESS THAN $1,000 6558 PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 10295 $2.842 FEMALE HOUSEHOLDER,
$1.000 TO $1,999 6036 ALL OTHER SOURCES 51941 $3,523 NO HUSBAND PRESFNT:
$2.0n0 TO $2.999 5228 WITH RELATED CHILDREN:
$3.00n TO $3.999 5816 7. FAMILIES AND MEAN FAMILY INCOME BY UNDER 6 AND G 10 t7 VEARS 691 942
$4.000 TO %$4,999 4320 NUMBER OF WORKERS IN FAMILY UNDER 6 YEARS ONLY 839 795
$5.000 TO $5,999 KKk} B 6 TO 17 (EARS ONLY . 5704 1799
$6.000 TO $6.,999 2642 TQTAL MEAN WITHOUY RELATED CHILORER: 7241 283
$7.000 TO $7,999 2752 NO WORKERS 13376 $10,862
$8.00C TO $8,999 2388 1 WORKER 46317 $22.603 10. POVERTY STATLS BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER FOR
$9.000 1O $9.999 2218 2 OR MORE WORKERS 94938 $32,642 FAMILIES AND NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLODS
$12.000 TO $11.999 4687 ’
$12.000 YO $14,999 5629 8. POVERTY STATUS BY RACE AND SPANISH FAMILIES NONFAMILY
$15.000 YO $24,999 12126 ORIGIN AND BY AGE HOUSEHOL DS
$25.000 TO $49,999 4090 INCOME BELOW POVERTY LEVEL:
$50,000 OR MORE 429 POVERTY STATUS: 15 TO 64 YEARS OLD 6570 3517
MEDIAN INCOME $7.061 RACE/SPAN]SH: ABOVE BELOW 65 YEARS OLD AND OVER 759 2411
MEAN INCCME - $9,788 TOTAL 540726 36119 INCOME 100 TGO 124 PERCENT
' WHITE 494573 26057 OF POVERTY LEVEL: )
3. PER CAPITA INCOME BY INMATE STATUS BLACK 26442 6319 15 TO 64 YEARS OLD 2241 932
i AMERICAN INDIAN, R 65 YEARS OLD AND OVER 606 2239
ALL PERSUNS $8,357 ESKIMO AND ALEUT 671 3a INCOME 125 PERCENT OR MORE
ALL PERSONS, EXCL . INMATES $8.411 ASIAN 8 PACIFIC IS. 11598 793 OF POVERTYY LEVEL:
SPANISH ORIGIN 2630 7041 15 TO 64 VEARS OLD 127519 25685
4. MEAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY TENURT AGE : 65 YEARS NLD AND QOVER 16926 7554
: UNDER 55 YEARS 433093 29437
OWNER OCCUPILELC $28.634 55 TO 59 YEARS 34345 1239 t1. PEPSONS & FAMILIES BELOW POVERTY LEVEL (%)
RENTER OCCUPIED $17.345 60 TO 64 YEARS 26771 1418
U, P 65 YFARS AND OVFR 46517 4028 PENSONS . 6.37 FAMILIES: 4. 7%
HOYE L Per wons of Lpana s Ur igin may be ot any race S means that the item was SUPPre-...a Hr the mcan had a zero denominator.
e Det i tions and Concepts sectian tor erplanations of terms
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w]gﬂ&- CENSUS OF POPULATION AND HOUSING - INCOME AND POVERTY ESTIMATES FOR FAMILIES, HOUSEHOLDS AND PERSONS IN 1979 497
§0HERSE! COUNTY SOMERSET COUNTY_(035) NEW JERSEY (34)
1. HOUSEHOLD AND FAMILY INCOME 5. FAMILY INCOME BY RACE OR SPANISH ORIGIN OF HOUSEHOLDER
HOUSEHOLDS FAMILIES AMER. INDIAN ASJAN AND SPANISH '
LESS THAN $2,500 - 1176 527 WHITE BLACK ESKIMD & ALEUT FaCIFIC 1IS. ORIGIN
$2.500 10 $4,999 2249 643 LESS THAN $5.000 1011 120 o 19 40
$5.000 TO $7.499 2536 1286 $5.000 10 $7.499 1164 97 0 12 34
$7.500 T0 $9,999 2849 1699 $7.500 T0 $9.999 1544 109 12 22 27 '
$10,000 T0 $12,499 3348 2009 $10.000 TO $14,999 3762 306 [¢] 18 98
$12,500 10 $14,999 2980 2098 $15.000 10 $19.999 5370 305 4 26 152
$ 15,000 70 $17.499 3950 2787 $20,000 10 $24,999 6487 294 o 75 102
$17.500 10 $19,999 3985 2965 $25,000 10 $34,999 12980 558 14 2729 289
$20,000 10 $22.499 4552 3670 $35.000 TO $49,900 10853 406 [o] 217 110
$22.500 10 $24.999 3870 3217 $50.000 OR MORE 7668 135 ] 15 73
$25.000 10 $27.499 4445 3953 MEAN INCUME $33,785 $25,451% $35, 266 $34,546 326,018
$27.500 10 $29.999 3577 3280
$30.000 10 $34.999 7246 6588 6. HOUSEHOLDPS WITH INCOME IN 1979 BY 9 FAMILI1ES 8Y FAMILY TYPE BY PUVERIY STATUS -
$35.000 10 $39.999 5542 5159 INCOME TYPE BY PRESENCE AND AGE OF RELATED CHILDREN
$40.000 10 $49.999 6735 6329
$50.000 10 $74.999 6045 5720 TOTAL ME AN POVERTY STATUS:
$75.000 OR MORE 2298 2170 EARNINGS : 60090 $29.604 ABOVF. BELOW
MEDIAN INCOME $26,235 $29,172 WAGE OR SALARY 58470 $28.488 ALL FAMILIES.
MEAN 1NCOME $30,278 $33,384 SELF-EMPLOYED NONF ARM 6800 $16.370 WITH RELATED CHILOREN:
I SELF-EMPLOYED FARM 683 $2.733 UNDER 6 AND 6 1O 17 YEARS 4175 285
2. INCOME FOR UNRELATED INDIVIDUALS INTERESY, DIVIDENDL OR UNDER 6 YEARS ONLY ! 5140 205
! 15 YEARS OLD AND OVER NET RENTAL INCOME 40497 $3.326 6 70 17 YEARS ONLY 17799 495
SOCIAL SECURITY 14238 $4.456 WITHOUT RELATED CHILDREN 25540 457
LESS THAN $1,000 861 PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 2429 $2,587 FEMALE HOUSEHOLDER,
$1.000 10 $1.,999 560 ALL OTHER_SOURCES 14942 $3,808 NO HUSBAND PRESENT:
$2.000 10 $2.999 732 WITH REWATED CHILDREN:
$3.000 1O $3,999 1135 7. FAMILIES AND MEAN FAMILY INCOME BY UNDER 6 AND 6 TO 17 YEARS 241 134
‘:‘sa.ooo 10 $4.999 1102 NUMBER OF WORKERS IN FAMILY UNDER 6 YEARS ONLY 281 110 .
‘L’ $5.000 10 $5.999 909 6 TO 17 YEARS ONLY 1932 299
$6.000 10 $6.999 755 TOTAL MEAN WITHOUT RELATED CHILOREN 2470 97
$7.000 10 $7.999 834 NO WORKERS 3554 $13.829
=' $8.000 10 $68,999 177 1 WORKER 16419 $29.715 10. POVERTY STATUS BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER FOR
$9.000 10 $9,999 812 2 OR MORE WORKERS 34123 $37, 185 FAMILIES AND NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS
$10.000 TO $11,999 1551
$12.000 10 $14.999 2054 8. POVERTY STATUS BY RACE AND SPANISH FAMILIES NONFAMILY
$15,000 YO $24,999 4313 ORIGIN AND BY AGE ‘ HOUSEHOLDS
$25,000 10 $49,999 1719 INCOME BELOW POVERTY LEVEL:
$50.000 OR MORE 176 POVERTY STATUS: 15 T0 64 YEARS OLD 1226 837
MEDIAN INCOME $10.861 RACE /SPANISH: ABOVE BELOW 65 YEARS OLD AND OVER 216 681
MEAN INCOME $13,039 TOTAL 191452 7592 INCOME 100 TO 124 PERCENT
WHITE 178639 6497 OF POVERTY LEVEL:
3. PER CAPITA INCOME BY INMATE STATUS BLACK 9055 816 15°T0 64 YEARS OLD 556 210
AMERICAN INDIAN. 65 VEARS OLD AND OVER 159 628
ALL PERSONS $10, 123 ESKIMO AND ALEUT 181 [+] INCOME 125 PERCENT OR MORE
ALL PER§2NS. EXCL. INMATES $10,261 ASIAN & PACIFIC IS. 2798 145 OF POVERTY LEVEL:
: SPANISH ORI1GIN 3913 284 15 TO 64 VEARS oLD 46200 8439
4. MEAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME B8Y TENURE AGE - 65 YEARS 0OLD AND OVER 5739 2492
UNDER 55 YEARS 155959 5595 .
OWNER DOCCUPIED $34.097 5% 10 59 YfARS 11410 326 11. PERSONS & FAMILIES BELOW POVERTY LEVEL (%)
RENVER OCCUPLED $19.3%9 6O 10 Ga b ARS 8883J 463
_ . R R T S LR AF R 18200 1208 | PERSONS: 3 8% FAMILIES: 2. .7%
bl e ' fo s gt ma, be ul A, tare Cmerans that the 1 tem was suppressed or the mean had a ze1o0 denominator.
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-4+ 1980 CENSUS OF POPULATION AND HOUSING - INCOME AND POVERTY ESTIMATES FOR FAMILIES, HOUSEHOLDS AND PERSONS IN 1979 566

)
WARREN COUNTY WARREN COUNTY (041) NEW-  JERSEY (34)
1. HOUSEHOLD AND FAMILY INCOME S. FAMILY INCOME BY RACE OR SPANISH ORIGIN OF HOUSEHOLDER -
HOUSEHOLDS FAMILIES AMER. INDIAN ASTAN AND SPANISH
LESS THAN $2,500 642 265 WHITE BLACK ESKIMO & ALEUT PACIFIC 1IS. ORIGIN
$2.500 TO $4,999 1925 590 LESS THAN 3$5.000 808 36 (o] 1 12
$5.,000 TO $7.499 1950 927 $5.000 TO $7,499 900 23 2 ) 22
$7.500 TO $9,.999 2132 1378 $7.500 TO $9,999 1364 12 (o] (o] 9
$10.000 TO $12,499 2324 1618 $10.000 TO $14,999 2992 12 7 o ]
$12,500 TO $14,999 1890 1393 $15,000 TO $19,999 3992 39 (o] 2 56
$15,000 YO $17.499 2543 . 2165 $20.000 TO $24,999 3786 41 13 o 16
$17.500 YO $19,999 2230 1873 $25.000 TO $34.999 5049 29 (o] 24 L > ]
$20,000 TO $22,499 2454 2178 $35.000 T0 $49,.900 2604 35 0 13 1.
$22,500 TO $24,999 1778 1662 $50.000 OR MORE 1060 2 (o] 10 ]
$25.000 TO $27,499 1945 1760 MEAN INCOME $23,910 $20,374 $18.660 $32,459 $20,05%
$27.500 T0 $29.999 1332 1223
$30.000 TO %$34,999 2296 2122 6. HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME IN 1979 BY 9 FAMILIFES BY FAMILY TYPE BY POVERTY STATUS
$35.000 1O $39,999 1485 1383 INCOME TYPE Y PRESENCE AND AGE OF RELATED CHILDREN
$40,000 TO $49,999 1342 1269 ’
$50.000 TO $74,999 ‘831 770 TOTAL ME AN POVERTY STATUS:
$75,000 OR MORE 333 302 EARNINGS: 24158 $21,855 ABOVE BELOW
MEDIAN INCOME $18.969 $21,412 WAGE OR SALARY 23109 $20.981 ALL FAMILIES: : =
MEAN INCOME $21,350 $23,907 SELF-EMPLOYED NONFARM 2837 $13,.600 WITH RELATED CHIIDREN:
. SELF-EMPLOYED FARM 698 $6,494 UNDER 6 AND 6 10 17 YEARS 2039 . 166
2. INCOME FOR UNRELATED INDIVIDUALS INTEREST, DIVIDEND OR UNDER 6 YEARS ONLY 2531 208
1S YEARS OLD AND OVER NET RENTAL INCOME 14295 $2.350 6 TO 17 YEARS ONLY 6571 518
SOCIAL SECURITY 8449 $4 . 444 WITHOUT RELATED CHILDREN 10587 258
LESS THAN $1,000 619 PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 1435 $2.538 FEMALE HOUSEHOLODER,
$1.000 TO $1.999 335 ALL OTHER SOURCES 7560 $3.313 NO HUSBAND PRESENT:
$2.000 10O $2,999 465 WITH RELATED CHILDPREN:
$3.000 7O $3.999 890 7. FAMILIES AND MEAN FAMILY INCOME BY UNDER 6 AND ¢ TO 17 YEARS 100 84
$4.000 TO $4,999 670 NUMBER OF WORKERS IN FAMILY UNDER 6 YEAR: ONLY 136 113
$5.000 10O $5,999 546 6 TO 17 YEARS ONLY 662 309
* $€.000 TO $6.999 496 TOTAL MEAN WITHOUT RELATED CHILOREN 954 68
P $7.000 TO $7,999 . 524 NO WORKERS 2535 $10,.718
$8.000 TO $8,999 476 1 WORKER 7969 $20.532 10. POVERTY STATUS 3Y AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER FOR
P $9.000 1O $9.999 380 2 OR MORE WORKERS 12374 $28,783 FAMILIES ANN PMONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS
$10,000 7O $11,999 769 ’
$12,000 TO $14,999 828 8. POVERTY STATUS BY RACE AND SPANISH FAMILIES NONFAMILY
$15,000 TO $24,999 1176 ORIGIN AND BY AGE ' HOUSEHOLDS
$25,000 TO $49,999 . 374 INCOME BELOW POVERTY LEVEL:
$50,000 OR MORE 57 POVERTY STATUS: 15 TO 64 YEARS OLD : 997 434
MEDIAN INCOME $7.537 RACE/SPANISH: ABOVE BELOW 65 VEARS OLD AND OVER 193 569
MEAN INCOME $9,520 TOTAL 77767 5413 INCOME 100 TO 124 PERCENT N
WHITE 76578 5141 OF POVERTY LEVE! -
3. PER CAPITA INCOME BY INMATE STATUS BLACK 68S 182 15 TO 64 YEARS OLD 431 . 125
] AMERICAN INDIAN, . 65 VEARS OLD AND OVER 87 502
ALL PERSONS $7.463 ESKIMO AND ALEUT 70 17 INCOME 125 PERCENT OR MORE
ALL PERSONS, EXCL. INMATES $7,500 ASIAN & PACIFIC IS. 342 . 52 OF POVERTY LEVEL:
SPANISH ORIGIN ' 786" 109 15 TO G4 YEARS OLD 17847 3200
4. MEAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY TENURE AGE : . 65 YEARS OLD AMD OVER 3363 1724
UNDER 595 YEARS 60360 4 1Q7
OWNER O(CCUPIFD $23,970 55 T0 S9 YEARS 4374 178 11. PCRS0ONS & FAMILIES BELOW POVERTYY LEVEL (%)
RENTER OCcupltD $14 924 6O 10 64 vEARS 4042 267
. | o5 dBART AND OVER 8990 861 PERSONS:__ 6 64 FAMILIES: S O%
P e L e o oAy iy mA, e N e o omean, tat the i1tem was suppressed or the mean had A zaro denominator.
Poved vovn b, Ay G aefa8S Seer Voo oo pepilaniat tons ot terms
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