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The Townshi p of Pi scataway has supplenented its Appellate |
D vi sion pr esént ation vvlt h M. Paley's affidavit of V
January 18, 1985. As a result, the Urban League pl ai h—tiffs
will, by neans of this Letter I\/Em)randumvi n Lieu of Bri ef,
briefly address the assertions made therein. However, not hi ng
contained in the affidavit changes the factual posture of the
case as heard by the Appellate D vision, and accordingly we

submt that the extraordinary relief of leave to file an

~interlocutory Mount Laurel appeal in the Suprene Court shoul d
“be deni ed. | '

M. Paley's affidavit touches on three areas:

Par agréphsA 6-9 assert, as does the Uban League in its
brief in the Appellate D vision, that the Townshi p of Piscataway
has insufficient land to nmeet the fair share that would be
allocated to it under the % met hodol ogy. It ié,.preci sely

because of the unavail abili ty of land that the Uban League has



-~ e’&

:been conpelled to preserve ‘1 he" Iem/renalnlng sites: Utn wdfdre
cconclus;on of thrs litigation. |

’ Paragraphs 10-12 questron the correctness of t he con-,
«cl usi ons of Ms. Xernan s Novenber 10, 1984 r”pott-as:to several_yvr
blsrtes. The-reportjohomever ‘represents t he. pr of assi onal Judgnent P
-of ‘an independentfexpert, retai ned by and answerabl e to the ",A
Court, -not any:partyttofthe.I|tjgat|on As - such and W t hout - nore
dit-affords an anpl e basis for restraints that seekcto_brrefty '

_preserve the“statUquuo;;until~the:report“can_be;tested.on

eitsfneritsginxthefadversarial)proceeding;scheduLed:to?begin“On'
January 28, 1985, | | | )
Paragraph 13 reiterates the position of the Tomnsh|p of
Pi scat away on the issue of credrts, which is deaIt mtth nor e fuIIy
i n the Ltban League' s Appellate Division brief at pages 15 and 16.
“For the reasons set forth,there,,it is unIiker‘intthe extrene
t hat PisCatamayhijI receive credit sufficient to offset its
entire fair share which it mould have to do in order to
‘render the vacant land i ssue nmot . -
Accordrngly, nothrng in the affrdavrt suggests t hat erther |
the Trial Court or the Appel | ate ElVISIOﬂ were in error in their
‘determinations as to this interlocutory issue. Leave to appeal o :e
‘shoul d be deni ed.
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