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John Paff

P.O. Box 5424
Somerset, New Jersey 08875-5424

Telephone – 732-873-1251 E-mail – CJSC@POBOX.COM Fax – 908-325-0129

May 1, 2007

Francis J. Orlando, Jr., A.J.S.C.
Hall of Justice
101 S Fifth St – Suite 670
Camden, NJ 08103 (via PDF email attachment)

RE: Paff v. Lawnside Borough Council
Docket No. L-7027-06

Dear Judge Orlando:

I am in receipt of Defendant’s Counsel’s April 27, 2007 certification and the

unredacted minutes from Defendant’s March 7, 2006, March 8, 2006 and March 14, 2006

nonpublic sessions. Unfortunately, Counsel’s explanations regarding the redacted matter

are so general and conclusory that I have no way of assessing or challenging them.

For example, the March 27, 2006 nonpublic minutes (attached as Exhibit 14 to the

Harris Cert. #2) are entirely suppressed except that the following information about the

nonpublic session is revealed: a) that it was held on March 27, 2006 between 7:56 p.m. and

9:12 p.m.; b) that Council-members Johnson-Clark, Stanton, Moore, Still and Wardlow were

present and c) that “no action was taken.”

The March 27, 2006 public minutes (attached as Exhibit 13 to the Harris Cert. #2)

make three references to that date’s closed session: a) Economic Development Solicitor

Morris Smith “would like to go into Closed Caucus to give his report to Council,” b) a “Tax

Assessor . . . matter will be discussed in closed session,” and b) an “Amending Resolution

[regarding] Schoor DePalma, LLC . . . will be discussed in closed session.”

The Court’s April 13, 2007 Order required Counsel’s certification to “set forth ‘specific
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reliable evidence sufficient to meet a statutorily recognized basis for’ each redaction [that]

shall be ‘guided by the standard included in R.4:10-2(e) which permits a party claiming

privilege to describe the nature of the documents . . . not produced or disclosed in a manner

that, without revealing the information itself privileged or protected, will enable other

parties to assess the applicability of the privilege or protection.”

Accordingly, I would expect that Counsel’s certification regarding March 27, 2006

closed meeting the would read something like this:

1) Morris Smith gave his opinion on whether the Borough’s proposed
redevelopment plan was consistent with Camden County’s Master Plan.
The specific advice that Mr. Smith gave, however, is redacted because of the
attorney-client privilege.

2) Whether or not the tax assessor should be given a raise was discussed and
the Council elected to revisit that issue at a future time. The comments
made by specific Council members are redacted in accordance with N.J.S.A.
10:4-12(b)(8) and South Jersey Publishing Co. v. New Jersey Expressway
Authority, 124 N.J. 478 (1991).

3) The Council discussed strategy on how to approach Schoor DePalma
regarding renegotiation of the Borough’s contract with that firm. The parts
of the minutes that reveal the Township’s negotiation strategy are exempt
from disclosure under N.J.S.A. 10:4-12(b)(7) because the negotiations are
still ongoing.

Providing the type of detail suggested in the above example would allow me to

“assess the applicability of the privilege or protection” without disclosing information that

would hurt the Borough’s interests. ¶ 7 of Mr. Wieliczko Certification, however, is

completely devoid of any details and merely concludes that

the redactions were made corresponding with intra-agency
advisory, consultive [sic] and deliberative material and
discussions regarding personnel and payroll. This information
needs to remain redacted to preserve and protect the municipal
entities [sic] deliberative process and personnel
proceedings/strategies.
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I assert that Mr. Wieliczko’s Certification does not meet the requirements of the

April 13, 2007 Order because it does not provide me with sufficient details that will allow

me to understand whether or not the redactions are reasonable and necessary. Accordingly,

I request that the Court reject Mr. Wieliczko’s submission and require him to resubmit a

more detailed Certification.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Respectfully,

John Paff

cc. Matthew B. Wieliczko, Esq. (via Fax to 856-428-6314 and
PDF attachment.)



John Paff

P.O. Box 5424
Somerset, New Jersey 08875-5424

Telephone – 732-873-1251 E-mail – CJSC@pobox.com Fax – 908-325-0129

May 1, 2007

Matthew B. Wieliczko, Esq.
Zeller & Bryant, LLP
10 Melrose Ave
Cherry Hill, NJ 08003 (via Fax 856-428-6314 and PDF file)

RE: Paff v. Lawnside Borough Council
Docket No. CAM-L-7027-06

Dear Mr. Wieliczko:

Following this cover letter is my proposed First Amended Complaint, consisting of
four pages plus seventeen pages of Exhibits. May I have your “written consent,”
pursuant to R.4:9-1, to file this amendment?

I’d like to hear from you by Monday, May 7th, at the latest so that I can secure
the May 25, 2007 motion date in the event that you don’t grant your consent.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

John Paff

.;


