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THE COURT: All right. It's my intention

to dispose of this right'now. I should say that

by doing so, I don't want there to be a feeling

that I'm making short of any argument that's been

made here.

In the last several compliance hearings

which have come before the Court, I have issued

oral opinions upon completion of the testimony ana

presentation of the evidence, as opposed to

issuing a rorrnal opinion. Ana I really do that

for several reasons: First of all, I think that

the wnoie thrust or the Couri in assigning three

Judges to Mount Laurel cases was to develop some

expertise in uunaiir.c1 of these, cases.

And at tiie risk of self-flattery, I

hesitate to say that I'r». beginning to become

•Ldniiiar with the iscuos ir.voiveo in coiapiicnce,

to the point that .aany or :;.en; are not novel

anymore; ana therefore, in must cases, I1:.'. <.IJJ1C :o

identi ;.-v, v/ich the nei;: oJ L^C Court-ar;

expert,

lillCC

•s uoan wilier* the Court shcul

... C 1.1 i •-.. 111".', c O i Li.',/

; . : - conc i ' / m :,*«..> ;;t

n ••.•.

Ci (j (J i . • o L r j • •" ̂"- z.'

roble;;-s huvc- be 11.. i nj. t •-- ci, or at i c a s t c i e o r i y
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loertiiiea ana rennea.

What is happening is, as we proceed through

this process, trie municipalities are learning from

the experience of those who've gone before, and

are presenting to the Court packages which arc

more in keeping with what the Court has approved

in the uast.

Acaitionally, the delay involved in issuing

a written opinion is to nobody's benefit. And

finally, of course, there is before the Court some

rather large issues in other areas of ..KflMiifc„ X*a,ux-£l

tnat :'ux' L not been met yet. Ana I am assuming

that they will take a gooa deal of the Court's.

• ci:.:c m the ne::t few months.

Tat refc re, for all of thosu reasons, I will

issue .-u rathc-r ocriy-compo&eci oral opinion, isi.u?•.•_•

I'm cioinc it Q:: tc-nipe r :ncousi7,

TuC Ji r iic . ••:. c• ... tnat I think rGquirca 3oi..e

attention iii t.ic v;.;oie qu-..-.tiui. oz orowtn area in

trie -2..„-... ̂  w - M I o- j i r

U T i . i q tut-1 [ ' f O C C . ' O C I Ci;-"' u O V u i O P i i i S n t O I

e : . : . . ! . . c _ . . . • : .„; , . -: !.. o ^ c;•-• o ; t J ... i n ij_.

; 1 1 — c •:.. j \>C;C t v1 - r . 1 Ct i i i : <.• c J U C ^ _ - . J

,• \ I w •-• L

ii. tcr wiiat I've
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today, maybe I'm going to change my mind and say,

he was right. However, I didn't.

The argument can be made that the growth

area really should be considered after the fact.

But the reality is that the JLuliiLL methodology

adopted the concept that one of the factors

involved in the calculation of the fair share

obligation should be g.t'owth area. But the

opinion, icself, recognized that it was really not

a very — or the most desirable method of

identifying a municipal responsibility.

The opinion, starting at page 49, discusses

the inclusion of growth area as a factor in

establishing the responsibility, the fair snare

responsibility of a municipality. And it

identifies che area within the municipality v;hic.-;

iias been earm&rkec by tnt S.D.G.P. as an

«PPropriate place for cevoIc\znent•

!:owever, it — tne opinion ack riQ\ilQGcr:^

also z:.\. L ui;o capacity oi L municipality to acc^ L

lov; -. r-i iicoiAi: iiuuoinc; wouia be better meGsurc-c. »̂v \

a c t o r '.71: i c ."i vVo u i c; i o c ; i c. i _ '• •' ti 11 o O i! V LC

Z'AZ c r o v / t i i a r ^ a , o e c c u

-j vjc::rst, or no

growth a r .. ian
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Some towns designated as growth areas are

fully developed. Other

physically constrained,

vacant land is either

due

slopes, or other conditions

to v/ater courses,

; or inappropriate for

high-density housing because of planning or other

environmental factors.

use vacant developable

was simply dictated by

reliable data.

If we had been a

as was essentially done

Lucas, for the entire S

in my mind that I would

area tector. And it is

used vacant developable

And

land

the

blc

in

tcite

not

Ilk

the decision not to

within the growth area

unavailability of

to do a land inventory,

this case before Judge

, there's no question

have used the growth

ely that we would have

land within the growth

area as a better indicia of

factor in identifying t

And the Aj.i.j.̂ j. opinion

greater lcnc'cfi.

i1-rt;:cr..;ore, L^.L

Sup r v::.•_ Court .,.... L r ecoc

L £, C t 0 L i ̂  '.' v- vj •_• i i L C C V C i CJ

g r ov; c n •.. r •«. u , :. o u 11 •.u c k

\ •, t : •-• r».; 2 t3 r ..••.- i

lie; x.

n i:: e

p. r •:•

-- or at least one

air share component.

tnot at some wrist

points out that our

^ Liiat tnc important

c 1 a n o within tn e

osi c rowto area land.

.-.anjinci tfie HojJiis

îL__ClJli]iŝ il case, the
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Court saia, and I quote, "On remandr the trial

Court shall determine whether the fair share can

be accomodated completely in the growth area,

consistent with sensible planning. If it can,

then the fair share determination below shall

stand. If not, it shall be revised

appropriately." I think that rather clearly

emphasises the intention of the Court to direct

growth, to cnannel growth into the growth area.

Trie Court did the same thing in the Urban

remand, when it said at page 315, "As

previously stated, determination of the fair shore

must take into consiaeration, where it is a fact,

the inclusion within a particular municipality of

nonyrowth areas, where, according to the Plan,

growtn is to be discouraged."

Same page, "In determining fair share, tiie

urial Court shall review the S.D.G.P.'s

charecterization ot each of tne municipal!Lies

befc r-j it. "

jL j^mion, I verbal 1206 wnct I

o oe a specific aei:ei. .;-2 co t. fair stiar

-tliat to m e excenc tiiu

2D itriin 0. growta area is oevelopcu or
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constrained, the vacant developable land defense

can be raised to reouce the Town's fair share.

Because that possibility was recognised,

and because the planners who were engaged in

developing the methodology which in large part

found its way into the fifM.G. opinion recognized

that a large portion of the area, designated as

growth was alreaay developed, they added a 20

percent surchdrge on the fair share.

h lot of people have argued U:at that

surcharge was unnecessary, for a number of

reasons. But its principal purpose was

essentially to ;aeet what we've hit in Far Hills,

and wnat we've hit in other municipalities.

As the Court mentioned earlier, in the

!£&Mli£.hlZ>^£L-.Rl&£Ml:M.&&%.r the fair share obligation

is calculated in cojoroance with the methodology

at approximately L',£CO. Anci yet, reality, in a

iot-by-iot survey 01 tiic Town, leu the Court to

conclude that at the very best, tlv2 'rcv/iiship coulu

do pcrudyi 2,200 units.

. , - • > ' • - 1 - •- • \ . i r ~ '•••• •• -• \ ; . T *• •'•••• •• - ~ > - ^ t ''-• r - ^ i i ' : « i n i : •> t • •

t h a t c a t T o w n s h i i : c a n o « i ; i o n s t r ^ c c f u r t h e r t i i u t c h - - .

3 1 ce s u *jrv. i in-.iiiurilv locnu s u i t a b l e

not... tnc cii?.ounc or vacant 1;..;.d woulo be
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appropriately reduced, ana the fair snare coducea

So, I keep it entirely within tne decision

of t'ipunt; Laurel II, to channel growth in the

growth area; and entirely consistent with the

methodology developed, to limit growth in the

growth area, and to adjust a fair share aownward

where it is demonstrated to the satisfaction of

the Court that the- lanci is not tnere to cccoinoaat

the number srriveo at through an unadjusted

application of the raethoooiogy.

It mis — it misconstrues the methodology

to believe that tne number's arrived at, and then

you lino tne lane to satisfy it. That was never

intone.... /-no the- metriocolooy intencs to include

as a factcr an adjustment for vaccnt developable

Una, J::C to pick u«: the loss that occurs, a

rge in otnor .municipalities for t.iat loss o

a. Ci n Cl •

low, I Ci'iink :ir. ;^biro is correct '-;;en ae

said L».-w :ucre is some ,:i junoc r z t a n a m g as L O th

r3;in ino OL ii:o ^ i j. .• i c^-inicn OL Li.o Court in 1^.^.^.^

Z J i / '•/..i-u, KJ'\ tin., v;-*"", xi£ -3. rc^orcec aeci:>ion

n .-. i .'.

t;;e
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stanas for nothing more than the proposition that

as a matter of law, a builder's remedy is not

precluded simply because a property is in a

limited growth area. And I stand by wnat I said

in that case. I was dealing with the potential

that circumstances could theoretically exist which

would justify a remedy.

For example, if the community nao allowed

massive development in the liraiteci growth area, n

a site was immediately on tne line, and ail sites

surrounding it in the growth area contained

multiple dwellings, it might be appropriate under

those circumstances to disregard the line. But I

think I've signaled r̂ .tner clearly in £ji£Q~l ti:<ic

these were going to be ratner unique unti rare,

Anu, in ifact, in the opinion just filtd i..

the QJL±& £.£X2L£ case, ceciaeu on August 7tii, 1SC5,

the Court saia the iicc^ai c^icu^ztences in u.c

aiu nkjc jusciiiv -^ -jrant ci a reinccy i.\

-:;rov;th area, tu, m uai- very case t:.c

u it v/<ub concoiVwui-.; ic .coiut-c. sucii -•

C a '•*.•'

a 1 i r.i i L .

C o u r t .J. ;>:

ri..\c:uy.

'1 il ':.. C 1 L" C U .11

i;•; c i'ic

U *i V. «..• t.-

c,.,r •_, arc 11 riK I

i :r i n F ^ r !»
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sliver of the Town of Colts Heck was included in

the growth area, a small fraction, perhaps a

smaller fraction than Far Hiils; but both of them

essentially have been characterized as limited

growth.

In both cases, the area shown as limited

growth is, in fact, limited growth and has stayec

essentially rural and has avoided any large-scale

development.

Frora what I've heard so far as undisputed,

I think it's fair to say that Far Kills is even

more:- uncevelcped in its limited growth area than

is £oJLLs_JiOiiJi. But tne more important fact is

tnat both Towns have essentially not encouraged

growth in their limited growth area.

Kow, the question arises as to what occurs

as a result or tae failure of somebody to revise

the Z,i>,G.P,. Am. 01 course, tne Supreme Court

dia ac.cre.ci: tnat issue, dnc I \:-~s required to

<.. . :•_ i;; LHC .Qx^j^JLaj;^ o.i.'uon, ^ince tne

r>ui.., rrc.u, vuo i,...t squarely in the middle or

suei,

l i i , >-.

rov;tl. ^ r c a , u

c; 1 i.~.i11c :c;

t inert was no

*•'!?.ore•

O,/

i i f i i C ^ i ^ C . l b C r 1 Li U t. v O o C OiK' C SH SciV

I , Ci.ut's not w'hut. tiie Su:- r^nc Cour
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suggested, as far as I'm concerned.

The Court left open to the trial Courts the

avenue to be taken by virtue of the failure to

revise the plan. In the Qig.fi opinion just filed,

I found that it didn't make sense to throw

planning to the wind, if, in fact, the lana use

patterns recognized as appropriate by the State

Development Guiae Plan continued to exist, at

least at the present time.

There may come a time, assuming that we

continue in this process over many years, that one

couic argue that any viability of that plan had

disuppcareo by tne passage of time, and the

overall growth of the State and other similar

factors; but that's an argument for a number oi

years nence.

At this point, I uon't 'ict the passage of

.January 1,1 35 as being s u m c i e n t reason for

c-ioreqar amcj all of the souno planning en at wunt

into wiio LSOVeiopraent or cue concept raaps ana cne

unaor ±-j inq cr.c-ory whicn -- waicn support the

X C .-•'•.. l i . i o t .O -uU Ci"»--i"C tl». -•"' li • .-• • }... • ? • S I 1 i i

r i o u n - - L i i . r * ; i i n g ;

i: cotions in c.isr cc,ar c<inq sucn £>cu
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planning, that the Court snould continue to try to

channel growth into areas where growth is

occurring, and continue to limit growth where it

has occurred.

Now, I think that covers the question of

the fair share and the issue of the Timber site,

itself. I can support the finding made by the

Master that the fair share should be established

as 25, together with the indigenous

responsibility. The responsitility has been

identified as four.

Mr. I astro has indicated that perhaps it's

less than four when they QO a survey, I would

tnink the concomitant would oe more than four when

they do a survey, a;;d I think that the indigenous

•responsibility shouiq .be assigned as that which is

fount* by an actual mspeciton of the premises*

v/nich tr.e municipality nas; represented will oca,i

on or beroro the eiic of next year.

o; ri.ci'; ii;C indigenous responsibility will,

in t i ; a t v ; a i c i i i£» — v / a i c a i s 1 ; r. t i i; 1 3 c-

l i u i i i c i - w i i i t*r i a c n t i i i c - s i z . K w i i i

t o suij.ui t

:uiir:;'.'

. . i J U ' i i i c ; c c c i i x r i ^ : : : u r c i t » i v : C o u r u ;

o c r - i u : o r c i i i f . i .••••".= ': 1

c i t - i ie L e i i J i o n e i c-z z':\:\t ^ r c — ;,r<~ r o u n c i .
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compliance package
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£ by my note

11 be ceeraeci

been saia ea

I'm going

submi tted,

of v/hicn

going to

s. But if

to

k about

tne deficiencies

a unit

approve tr.e

subject to a series

navQ

try

I h

incorporated

r 1 i e r •

TaG first one is that

anc submit

Court, :ccep

ing on the s

v.-> c c o n a 1 y , t ;•;

vision v;uich

.. IJ c j. u s c L r. e

••; - . j ' - o i r . L v/ii

.-•- 2. ,.:.':::.iii.

'.'~ J O ii r: _• / i-

Lv.. w'lii ijo 1

to tne Mas

the

ter,

been set forth

to caption them

ave missed any,

by virtue of

Municipality v/iil

and thereafter

cable provisions relating to

r irn.ative

ale and re

e hur,ici.;u

wouic req

<«* s-» t^ L L. Ci - i O

incone o*.

ecv l.e e::c

^ ii.il C >̂ •

* • ' * * • * " < * * * * 1
• -trf i i t •._ O -'. i '..

i 17: i t C vLi .1 11

mark

sale

I ity

u i r e

iilii-

L.r.'

c- •_' c u

? - • •

I Z. c

cting, ana

of li&un£.JLjkli££±

will eiiiViinarx

a Mopnt Laux^i

L&U£.£L± ii o u s e h o 1 c,

, i O U Z Q i 10 1 C< 11 c\ 3

— wnerc it;

11 • )" r ~ — • • v .

r ic, h t or r ~ ;..u I •:.
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by provisions which the municipality should

incorporate in its resale restricitons. But no

one should be forced to vacate a unit if they

qualified in the first place.

Third, the Court will require the

elimination of restrictions on rental of the

Laurel units.

Fourth, the defenaant has indicated, shall

survey its existing housing stock as part of its

revaluation plan, anci identify any substandarc

unit within the Definition contained in

y.S.L£ilfi_JL'iULLg.D* That will be completed by the ena

of 1986. Anc tne Municipality will, thereafter,

report its findings to the riaster ana Court, ana

develop a program fcr rehabilitation.

The program must be submit tec to the i\uotc

anc the Court by July 1, 19S7r unless the Court

further catenas tlic-.t uc.tc.

I leave tiicLt proviso, because I don1 c ki.ov

what ciiC, ...lacjnitucio of zhi3 problem is* Due it

secne to no uact i£ tucrc ace only rour units, t..

^ i i ty snouia be j:..ct.i;incj v/

S 1 'A Hi O /. C : i S •

:->;.., , c o r u l naTi'j•_• ;...»ouic«

conuoruniuL; fooG ^c an eie^ent or the
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of 28 percent in accordance with the Master's

recommendations as contained on pages ten and 11

of his report.

Six, the eligibility standard should be

calculated at 90 percent of median; that is, 90

percent of the eight percent, and 90 percent of 50

percent, in accordance with the Master's

recommendations on page 11 of the report.

Seven, the Township is to acquire the

property which is required by the plaintiff's

project for a Detention basin and the plaintiff's

orcer to improve it, as stipulated on the record.

Eighth, tne plaintiff agrees to improve

Sunny Branch Road at its own cost and enpense, ano

that that will be a condition of the site plan

approval.

Ana nine, ti:ct tne terias ana conditions

regaraing sewerage, wnich u-:r:e set forth on the

recore prior to tne luncheon ortak, snail be a

condition oi approval c:i. thio package. That

Liu.-i :.,uy bo ~;.e r.io3t ir/.^ortcnt conaition oi:

all. . .:u, I want to u ,u . . r c^ cn«t f should

there- .. -ii-.^ii^ov.Ti in u . - t - - our aiisu.upt

regat'v. uo t::0L c u j . : ; t ion , t i icn, or course , . I v/oulu

25 expec t ti ;ut w^ v/.ouic nave to c this matter bac
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before the Court.

Mr. Raymond is going to monitor that issue

and be sure that Bedminster is proceeding in good

faith. They have stipulated on the record,

they1re going to do so.

The most common problem in providing jfcLojinj;

I»j§ja£.§X housing is the absence of sewerage. And

one can fault the Court's approval of a compliance

package, because it leaves that issue in such a

tentative state in a number of municipalities.

•Tne fact of the matter is, the Court can't

require any more than the best efforts of everyone

involvec to solve the problem. And there seems to

me here to be no better resolution than that which

we've arrived at.. There couldn't come a time that

perhaps an issue mi gat be jomea in terms of

ordering Berininster to ao something. I don1t

thins that that is an appropriate alternative at

tiiis point.

ine representations of counsel for

Beaming tie r, it appears taut uiiey are reauy,

wiliinc c;iic* ~;J1G CU cooperate, and tuut the

•impoui:nei":'jt t;u.z o«iot v/iii lucre likely ei^ist ai c.

Stan: i.;ve.i Anchuii at c; uiunicipal ievvri

occu r s , cuen tau Court w i l l aea l witL ciii't.
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I do, however, for the record, state that I

consider the — the stipulation made here to be

important, to the extent that the Department of

Environmental Protection or any other agency of

the State of l\ew Jersey is looking for support in

terms of approval of its — of the expansion of

B.F.H. to service the plaintiff by virtue of a

Court Orcer. They may deem the Court's finding

here that an expansion of that plant is necessary

to accomplish IiaujiL-IiAiLCjB-1 housing; and that,

therefore, all other things being equal, that they

woula look upon the Court's cieter.mination as being

in the public interest.

I believe that covers everything. Ano

however, I'll hear from counsel as to

clarification.

l:R. i-:ASTl:JC: Jucige, coiioition number two,

where you eliminate ciny provision requiring

Households to vacate, in tiie event tney e;:ccco tnc-

applicable -range 01 income, I'd like tiie Court to

clariiiy that. ;-'e woula not lose creait ot tî at

unit.

1':> :• Cv.. U ]'.']' : ri i.1 a t S C O L* i~ v C t. •

l.Y. -..AST!'::.: As a I o w a ineorue h o u s e ; , o i c .

TIiI-: COURT: T o u t ' s c o r r e c t . You woui- . o: i v
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HASTRO: Ana the

tney'xe not sold to

secona thing, Judge,

mentioned repose.

COURT: Are you tired?

rly, upon compliance with tnese

a judgment or repose can be submittea

t.

I-.ASTRO: Ana can

COURT: Of cours

COLLIi;S: Juoge,

t v.'cs, but I won

COURT: Okay.

COLLII.'d: In was

csin, I just war;

b'c ~- tr.e proper

tae Dorougii wit

ncy -- that vou

COUi'T: TiiCu c r

c. i»v. r u o t) c c f CJ n c<
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the interim repose

e it continues..

on item number seven,

1t count the numbers —

regarcing the

cc-Ci to clariiy that
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ain one year. I aon1c

0 d 1U" w ii a t .

K;uL. We cici say tii'-t
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possibility was discussec that Far Hills may go

into the Bedminster Affordable Housing Structure.

And I just wanted a clarification that if they do

so, then some of the things that are being

required of them directly would not be in the sair,y

form,

THE COURT: Well, any — any inacceptable

monitoring provision would be within keeping

within che parameters that I have in mind. They

don't have to do it themselves if there's some

other acceptable way. Ana as a matter of fact,

I'm going to encourage that. It seems to me that

each town uoing its own monitoring is a little bit

cumbersome.

I-iR, IIASTRO: Clarify for r;,e, number three,

was rent —-

THE COURT? I'm simply asking you to

eliminate the restrictions or rentals that are

present. As I've inoicutea on the recora, caert's

a tre,u.,Lyus neec on rental housing —

,.:-. :i/-.sav;G: i.'cii, tne interim oraer

i i'i u i C a t .. Cu t L"i 0 iij € W O U i C LJ *~ o O i u ,

!2 •}: C O U R T : I n i s i a l i y . C u r e . T ^ y ' r - .

g o i n f - i t o L>C ~ ~

iii.':. .[ A^TUG: roi;'rc tcii);inc about rc-n
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THE COURT: That's right. They're intended

to be sold.

MR. COLLINS: Yes, they are, your Honor.

And my client is here to confirm that. But it's

not a problem. We expect to sell them.

MR. MASTRO: Okay.

THE COURT: And I don't believe, as a

practical matter, that there's going to be a great

deal of rental thereafter. But I may be wrong,

but tnat's my guess. I think what Lr. Raymond was

saying was: A, the owner shouldn't be precluded;

and B, it waives a — an inappropriate flag to say

that there's no rental housing for Ja

households.

ixR. CASTRO: what we intended, ana — I

don't think f.r. Raymond disagreed, that the — the

rental ana sales vouiu oe restricted, so we don't

end up -with a -- witn. an abcen:ce lanolord, in

effect. It c, e n £ r a t •.;• s; all ^ort-- oi problems if you

don't _.o.-: «. z enc rc-jictiit report.

V.::.;, CCUKT: ~:~ii, :, i.on't" knev.' how you

J': • / G uu can c t»i'L..i, ».r« i . u s c

anciorc, it you

rent.
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one-year

R. MASTRO: Say, it restricted for a

period, after which it's evaluated again

or reviewed

THE

can come

lines.

K

1̂

believe

to want

mandated

because

up

r.

R.

tha

to

by

again.

COURT; No. I — I don't know how you

with anything viable along those

Raymond?

RAYHOLD: Your Honor, I simply don't

t it would be logical to expect anyone

rent at the rental level that is

the Affordable Housing Structure,

there's no profit in it. Ana I don't see

that would

in. Ir

want tne

be something that an owner would engage

they can't use the unit, they probably

ir

THE

no nproiji

tne owne

r •

4.

P.aymor.u

'•

by 3 0 •.,-..

*

em.

equity out of it and go somewhere else.

COURT: Yeah. I realiy think it's a

[(ASTRO: well, tne owner — I aaourae

r can only rent to a qualified — •

:i E

1 S

k.

' • ; •

r CL-

COUr.T: Tiiat's rignt. Ana what kr.

saying is, uno.er tnoje circurastunces,

Iy sell.

i>ri£?no: I:o. lio. At tne same r£te.

COURT: The' rentcl rate W O U I G UO copt>c-u

nt of income. Ana the -- as a
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practical matter, he's

it. So I don1t really

problem.

Okay. Anything

All right. Let

probably not going to

think you have much of

further?

me commend counsel for

of their efforts in this matter. I want to

commend the Municipality for having voluntari

resolved the issue. I

of tnis proceeding, as

find

a

all

iy

should have, at the opening

I have been doing since the

adoption of the legislation, in essence, read

Municipality its rights, but I know that Mr.

Mastro is entirely aware of its rights. Ana

proceedec today at ,;ie

iir. I'astro, that

You're being silent.

MR. HASTRO: You

Townsaip.

request 01 the Dorouon.

• requir*. cms uroco^ing

Till- COUI;T: Vt&.

:.K. I.^V.C: : c

it \:os --t our rc.-'Jviit.

at our request.

rquest of the Township

's correct, I take it.

keep referring to us

sorry. As a Borouea,

Ana t'*iO Court oia no

to go lorv/arc.

t8 s true.

i. ii-j. 0 O hi t •' J. 1 3 i l C £" ii C: c; C 1 .' I

the

we

.

33 a

o u r t.,
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THE COURT: Okay.

MR, MASTRO: I woula like tne recorc to

reflect that the Mayor or Far Hills, Harry

Hoffman, is present in Court.

THE COURT: All right. And I am — I only

knew that, because we1re very sensitive to the

fact that there is legislation, and we're

sensitive to the rights created hereunaor, ana

woula not v/ciht it to appear that the Court has in

any way roquirea the hunicipality to go forward.

I also want to commend Kr. Raymond, again

xor his efforts in helping resolve the matter.

And -we go con/arc from this to the next one, I

guess. Ail riant. Have a gooa day.

r'R. iu\STKO: Tuank you, your Honor.

iiF;.- COLL ITS: Thank you, your honor.

T I I L COURT: T n d n k y o u .

(i l a t t e r CO;;C1UC;V_;L,.)

23
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I certify the foregoing to be a true and

accurate partial transcript of tne proceedings in

the abov-c-entitled cause.
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