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1Dear‘Judge»Serpentelli?

‘ ThlS letter is written in opp051tlon to the Motlon for -
‘Summary Judgment filed by J. Albert Mastro, attorney for. :
defendant, Warren Township Sewage Authority on behalf of

- my cllents, defendants, Bogczuk et als. :

We adopt the comments in opp051tlon to the Motion prev1ouslyfd'
set forth in letters which you have received from Robert H. Kraus
Esq. and Joseph E. Murray, Esqg. AdditicnallYiUIuWOu1d~like to
make the follow1ng comments. N I S

The argument in Mr. Mastro s Brlef to the effect that
relief under Mt. Laurel II should be limited to one
developer and one tract of land, and that anythlng
more violates the municipality’ s "Home Rule" rights,
appears to be without ‘support. I would suggest. that
the rullngs in Mt., Laurel I and Mt. Laurel II were -
-made necessary by the fact that mun1c1pallt1es in
the exercise of their "Home Rule" prerogatlves o
unconstltutlonally prevented housing for low and
moderate income families. In addition, it seems

odd that Mr. Mastro would strongly urge the single
developer-single tract approach when the Township of
Warren elected a multi-tract approach in the Zoning
'Amendment adopted pursuant to Judge Meredlth's Order.

Mr, Mastro o arguments as to constltutlonal questlons -
is not germane here, as these issues have been addressed
in Mt. Laurel II and are blndlng on the Court and counsel

Mr. Mastro S assertlon that the- partlclpatlon of these
-~ Intervenors will. unduly protract this litigation are
'unfounded ~ The pretrlal conference was not unduly pro—~



tracted and the Pretrlal Oraer deals w1th the part1c1patlon‘n'
of the Intervenors 1n a convenlent and expedltlous manner.yff

Flnally; this Motion for Summary Judgment should have been

brought. promptly\after the Order for Consolidation was
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entered - last&mly, ‘not after discovery proceedings, exchange”
of experts' reports and the entry of the Pretrial Order.k"

Respectfully submltted

JOHN T “LYNCH

Eugene W. Jacobs, Esq.
John E. Coley, Jr., Esq.
J. Albert Mastro, Esq.

'~Le1b Kraus & Grispin, Esgs.

Raymond R. Trombadore, Esq.
Paul "R. Wllllams, Jr., Esqg.
‘Joseph E. Murray, Esqg.



