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Fanwood and Scotch Plains Have
Unique Sibling Relationship

Fanwood and Scotch Plains are closely-knit towns
that cooperate well on many issues. They have a
common school system and share in many recre-
ational and park activities.

Fanwood is completely surrounded on three sides
by Scotch Plains and is bordered on the west by
Plainfield. The borough is arguably the geometric
center of Scotch Plains. Fanwood is only a mile
square with about 7,000 people, and includes beau-
tiful neighborhoods.

If there is a potential for a central business district
for the towns, it might be the downtown of Fanwood,
not the area considered now as the downtown of
Scotch Plains.

Geographically, downtown Scotch Plains is iso-
lated, as it is located in the top northwest sector of the
township adjacent to Route 22, pretty much like the
hook of a clothes hanger.

About a century ago, Fanwood seceded from Scotch
Plains during a period that such actions were popular
in the area. Then too, Garwood and Mountainside
seceded from Westfield.

The position of Fanwood and its importance is
magnified by the location of the train station, a
feature not found in Scotch Plains. Main local roads
east-west also traverse through Fanwood. The train
station is convenient for both towns that have com-
muters working in Newark and in New York City.
The station seems to have ample parking for the
demand.

A few commuters living in Scotch Plains are
grumbling about how the Fanwood parking permits
are awarded at the train station.

Those in Scotch Plains and Fanwood have just
received their annual notice of the application pro-
cess for 2005 parking permits at the station. To the
chagrin of those in Scotch Plains, Fanwood residents
get to apply a month earlier (presumably insuring lot
preference) and at a much lower cost ($216 per year).

Those in Scotch Plains are called “out of town”
residents and will be charged $468 per year.

With the unique sibling relationship of Fanwood
and Scotch Plains, this seems to be an affront to those
of Scotch Plains — being classified this way and
lumped in with other towns not being residents of
Fanwood.

All the public schools for Fanwood are located in
Scotch Plains, many activities are shared, families
live in both areas and there is a common newspaper.
Because of this, those in Scotch Plains believe they
should be treated the same as those in Fanwood.

Well, there may be several good reasons why
Fanwoodians should get preference over those of
Scotch Plains. But we see the point that it may be a
little unfair to treat those in Scotch Plains as “out of
towners” like, say, Plainfield, Edison and Westfield.
Should Scotch Plains residents have to pay more than
double the amount charged to those from Fanwood?

Last year, hundreds of Scotch Plains residents
camped out at the Fanwood police station for the
midnight November 1 commuter permit applica-
tions. Another irony is that there was a major expan-
sion a couple of years back to the main lot at the train
station in conjunction with NJTransit. To some, it
seems that there are now less annual spots available,
as the amount of daily spots has been increased and
go unused. There may be other factors.

As one resident of Scotch Plains put it to us, “I do
not know if this is of interest to your readers or not.
In any event, please do not include my name as
permit applications have a way of getting lost.”

Another interesting note uncovered about com-
muting from Fanwood, due to the limited train sched-
ule and the many local stops, it’s often faster to take
the express home from Newark to Westfield, refresh
for 10 minutes at the local watering hole, then pick up
the local from Westfield to Fanwood. Commuters in
our area have an interesting life.

We’re sure that the Borough of Fanwood and the
Township of Scotch Plains will see that the spirit of
cooperation continues between the two towns and
that an issue such as parking will not cause a rift.

Below are four arcane words, each
with four definitions – only one is correct.
The others are made up. Are you sharp
enough to discern this deception of dic-
tion?

If you can guess one correctly – good
guess. If you get two – well-read indi-
vidual. If you get three – word expert. If
you get all four – You must have a lot of
free time!

All words and correct definitions
come from the board game Diction
Deception.

Answers to last week’s arcane words.
1. Hoast – To cough
2. Powter – A comon domestic pigeon,

with an inflated breast
3. Holour – A fornicator or

whoremonger
4. Prandial – Belonging to a meal,

especially dinner

ISOCHROOUS
1. Repetitious
2. Being of equal color throughout
3. In accord; agreement
4. Interlaced or linked

TRANSCOLATE
1. To stack or mound
2. To convert or change the character
3. To strain or filter
4. To overturn or transpose

THAUMATURGE
1. A magician
2. A busybody
3. A fight or contest for mastery
4. Range of vision or sight

SCINTILLANT
1. Gritty; sandy
2. A hissing or whistling sound
3. Sparkling; glittering
4. Pertaining to twilight; glimmering

Letters to the Editor
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Reader Says Leader
Headline Last Week on
Parking Is Misleading
The lead article by Lauren Pass in this

week’s Westfield Leader has an inexcus-
able headline. While it is fine to report on
Mr. Tracy’s analysis as well as to say that
some residents will vote against the decks
based lack of time to study his results, you
(the editors) chose a headline which clearly
is misleading one to think that the first
line, “Deck Does Not Pay for Itself,”
relates to the second line, “Residents Say
Vote No in Nov.”

Reading the article makes it clear that
the two are not connected, but we don’t
always have time to read beyond the
headline. While the issue above is hor-
rible, it is just as bad that you lead this
article with “Residents Say Vote No in
Nov.” Obviously, you would like to im-
ply that every Westfield resident would
like you to vote No in November.

This implies bias by either Ms. Pass or
the editors. How can you correct your
error? I would say that it is critical for your
journalistic integrity and impartiality that
you run an article next week with a head-
line of “Residents Say Vote Yes in Nov.”
in which you cover the opposite opinion to
that of Jim Boyles who is looking for any
excuse to say that people should vote no
(and I’m sure he’s grateful to you for
making his opinion seem universal).

Steve Diamond
Westfield

Resident Says Scotch Plains Should Have Its Own Unique
Downtown; All Residents Should Pay for Improvements

WF Resident Asks
Questions About Deck
In the September 16 issue you invited

questions about the deck. Thank you for
helping provide the facts I will need be-
fore deciding how to vote. I would like an
answer to the following:

1) The original plan from the mayor’s
parking committee called for a single level
deck over the existing parking lots 1 and 8.
How many levels are contemplated now?

2) Will the entire upper level exit onto
Prospect Street and the entire lower level
exit onto Elm Street?

3) How will the traffic at the corner of
Prospect and Broad Streets be controlled?

I am sure I will have other questions as
the debate continues. Thanks again.

Michael Teschner
Westfield

Editor’s Note: There are three levels
proposed for the deck starting at grade.
Entrances and exits are planned for both
Elm and Prospect Streets accessible from
the entire facility. To our knowledge, spe-
cific measures have not been discussed to
control traffic at the corner of Prospect
and Broad Streets.

Independent Should
Redo SP Assessments
Having Tax Assessor Michael Ross in-

vestigate alleged disparities in tax assess-
ments is clearly a case of putting the fox in
charge of the chicken coop. Since Mr.
Ross is responsible for assessments, any
disparities occurred under his watch. Surely
a more fair investigation would be done by
an independent person.

In the same article, Mayor Marks says
the primary reason for not performing a
reassessment is “cost.” It’s interesting that
The Star-Ledger article that led to the
investigation also pointed out that elected
officials are loathe to schedule reassess-
ments not because of cost, but because
their general unpopularity leads to an al-
most 100 percent rate of those elected
officials not being returned to office in the
next election.

The mayor himself notes that, “things
get out of balance.” The principled thing to
do would be to reassess everyone – which,
by the way, is required under state law.

Victor Sloan
Scotch Plains

Mayor McDermott Responds to
Caruana’s ‘Vote No’ Urging on Ref.

I have seen a recent statement by Coun-
cilman Caruana urging Westfield resi-
dents to vote “No” on the parking deck
referendum on November 2, because, in
Councilman’s Caruana’s words,
“Westfield’s taxpayers will be paying at
least $577,000 more in taxes per year!!!”

That assessment of the project finances is
not only wrong, it’s reckless, and clearly
designed to frighten Westfield residents into
thinking that their taxes will increase if the
proposed Prospect/Elm deck is constructed.

Here are the facts. The proposed new
garage will not require any increase in our
property taxes. The financing plan we
have developed for the project is based on
a sound and conservative strategy of com-
bining system-wide parking revenues
from the users of our parking facilities,
with significant new revenues we will
receive each year from the development
of two modest commercial buildings ad-
jacent to the new garage.

What’s more, the financing strategy
assumes that all of the parking revenues
we anticipated for our 2004 municipal
budget will continue to flow into the
general fund in the future, holding down
our local property taxes.

The result: the financing plan will gen-
erate more than enough annual revenues
to cover all garage-related costs, and pro-
vide the town with a cash reserve of more
than $2 million on top of the annual
operating surpluses. That cash reserve
can be used to protect taxpayers in the
early years of the project’s operations,
and eventually can be transferred to the
general surplus account to reduce the
local tax rate.

This is a smart strategy, and one that,
above all, will protect our property tax-
payers in Westfield.

It is absolutely true, as stated by Mr.
Caruana, that part of the financing plan
for the new parking project involves mod-
est increases in the fees paid for various
parking facilities in town, including the
street meters, surface parking and the
commuter lots.

But Mr. Caruana is attempting to
frighten citizens by claiming that these
modest increases in user fees represent a
property tax increase. Sal should know
better.

Our parking facilities have a wide va-
riety of users – commuters, business own-
ers, downtown employees, Westfield
shoppers, and of course, thousands of
visitors who come to Westfield every
month to shop. Our parking fees permit us

to allocate the costs of maintaining our
parking facilities downtown to the users
of those facilities, so these costs do not
have to fall on our property tax payers.

So when we adjust our parking fees
from time to time, as we have done con-
sistently through the years, we are actu-
ally protecting our property tax payers by
maintaining market rates all the users of
the parking facilities (including local shop-
pers and commuters, as well as visitors to
town and business employees who work
here but live elsewhere.)

Do some Westfield residents pay a bit
more each time the price of parking goes
up downtown? Sure, but so do the thou-
sands of out-of-towners, and the result, I
believe, is equitable, since those who are
using the system are paying for it. That
philosophy will continue to guide the
financing of the new garage, and it’s why
our taxpayers can be assured that the
project will not impact their local prop-
erty tax rate.

Mr. Caruana also wants to minimize
the benefits the project will produce for a
wide variety of our citizens. He is wrong
about this as well.

The construction of the new deck, with
its 490 spaces, will permit us to rearrange
the utilization of all our downtown facili-
ties and realize a significant and much-
needed increase in parking capacity
throughout the downtown, not just at Pros-
pect and Elm.

What will it mean specifically?
105 new employee parking permits,

which will free up more short term park-
ing for our shoppers; 100 new short-term
metered spaces downtown for residents
and shoppers who now endure long waits
to find an available space; and 135 new
monthly permits for our commuters using
the train station, helping to ease the long
waiting list for commuter permits, and
reduce congestion around the station
caused by drop-off and pick up trips by
commuters who can’t park there now.

Don’t be misled by those who want to
move our downtown backward. The park-
ing plan we have developed will bring
substantial benefits to our downtown for
years to come, and it will achieve that
result without any new burden on our
property taxes.

To make it happen, we need your sup-
port. I encourage you to vote YES on
November 2.

Mayor Greg McDermott
Westfield

FW Student Wants
Newspaper Coverage

At Union  Catholic HS
As a student-athlete at Union Catholic

Regional High School in Scotch Plains,
and a resident of Fanwood, I am writing to
remind the sports editor of The Scotch
Plains-Fanwood Times that there is an-
other high school in town.

I think the Union Catholic athletic teams
should get coverage on a par with the
other local high school sports teams. It is
curious that your paper’s coverage ex-
tends to schools throughout Union
County, yet neglects the efforts of ath-
letes at a local high school, many of
whom are local residents.

One prime example would be the Union
Catholic varsity girls’ volleyball team
that played for a state championship last
year. There hasn’t been a single mention
of what the team’s prospects are for the
current season as our Mountain Valley
Conference championship team pursues
repeat appearances in the county and state
finals. And let’s not forget the all-state,
all-parochial, all-conference, and all-
county members of our boys’ and girls’
soccer teams, who can be expected to lead
their teams to a strong showing in this
2004 fall season. We also have a young
and talented gymnastics team that is in
good shape to qualify again for the sec-
tional tournament.

Looking ahead, I hope to read more bal-
anced reporting of local high school sports
programs in your newspaper. Thank you.

Megan Dyckman
Fanwood

Deadlines
General News - Friday 4pm

Weekend Sports - Monday 12pm
Classifieds - Tuesday 12pm

Ad Reservation - Friday 4pm
Ad Submittal - Monday 12pm
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Phone - (908) 232-4407
Mail-PO Box 250, Westfield 07091
PO Box 368, Scotch Plains 07076

For more information, see
www.goleader.com/help

www.goleader.com/presskit
www.goleader.com/classifieds

As a Scotch Plains resident I can’t help
but be disappointed over the condition of
our downtown. As I understand it, the
current mayor and city council of Scotch
Plains support designating our downtown
a “special improvement district” or SID
as it is commonly referred to.

Unfortunately, a few commercial prop-
erty and business owners are against this
designation as they feel they should not
have to pay to help restore our down-
town. The future of our downtown de-
pends on the business district being im-
proved.

Business owners as well as residents
of Scotch Plains cannot afford to let the
downtown stay in its current condition.
Current business owners, I’m afraid, are
being “penny wise and pound foolish,”
in their opposition to designating the
downtown a SID.

They fail to realize that an improved
and refreshed downtown would benefit
them in increased property values and
increased business flow as well as at-

tracting new businesses. The allure of
many small towns such as Westfield,
Cranford, Red Bank or Spring Lake is
not only their beautiful homes and prox-
imity to mass transit, but in their ability
to maintain their downtown shopping
areas.

Each of these towns that I just men-
tioned has taken special care to ensure
their downtowns remain vibrant, clean
and unique so as to create an attraction
not only for residents but also for outsid-
ers as well to come visit their towns.

Our mayor and the city council need
to educate both commercial property
owners in our downtown district as well
as business owners of the importance of
seizing the moment and creating a SID
for downtown Scotch Plains. While bear-
ing the sole cost of improving our down-
town is a rightful concern, business and
property owners must weigh that against
what it will cost to leave the downtown
as is. If nothing is done, our downtown
will eventually deteriorate and commer-

cial property value will decline for cer-
tain. Likewise, businesses will suffer as
shoppers decide to go elsewhere.

The mayor may want to explore
spreading the cost of improving the
downtown by instituting a one-time spe-
cial tax to be borne by all residents. If,
for example, all residents paid an extra
$25 in any given year, in addition to the
cost borne by business and property
owners, the SID may become more ac-
ceptable.

The mayor needs to take a leadership
position on this issue and not merely
throw his hands up because a few people
are against it.

The time has come where citizens of
Scotch Plains deserve to have their own
unique downtown. A revival of our down-
town will ensure that Scotch Plains will
remain one of those enviable small towns
that people like to live in as well as visit
and do business in.

Tony Patti
Scotch Plains

Councilman Caruana Comments
On Mayor McDermott’s Deck Plan

The mayor’s personal obsession with
the parking deck agenda has come at a
high price to the Town of Westfield.
Interim solutions or low cost alternatives
to increase parking have been ignored.
New parking restrictions, more vigorous
enforcement and undersold municipal
parking lots have helped to exacerbate the
perception of need. Poorly maintained
parking waiting lists positioned the coun-
cil on the eve of a $30 million decision
with data we now know was unreliable.
How unreliable? We know today, based
on updated numbers, that 150-200 per-
mits would have had to have been sold to
out of town commuters in order to achieve
capacity on the proposed South Avenue
deck, and to avoid a financial disaster. A
very high price indeed for Mayor
McDermott’s legacy.

The mayor’s obsession and some re-
lated actions leave one wondering if his
respect for Westfield citizens and the
governing body has been diminished in
this pursuit. In January, the mayor an-
nounced a change in the format of the
public meetings, and citizens were ad-
vised that when they approached the open
microphone to voice their comments or
ask questions, they should no longer ex-
pect a response from the mayor or coun-
cil. The mayor said what he was trying to
avoid was “a dialogue.” Clearly, the mayor
was trying to limit discussion, concerns
and responses regarding his deck agenda,
which have dominated the public portion
of the meetings for two years. Unfortu-
nately, it has a chilling effect on one of
America’s oldest democratic institutions-
the town meeting.

The mayor also subverted the town
council’s committee process, when he
chose in June to bypass the Finance Com-
mittee and craft the financial plan directly
with our consultant, Desman Associates.
The mayor said time was a factor in this
tact, yet it took him 12 weeks to complete
the task and to release the details of his
revised deck plan. (Was the delay de-
signed to chill pre-referendum debate,
too?) There are two individuals who serve

on the council who have experience in
finance; over 40 years combined, in fact.
They both serve on the Finance Commit-
tee. One is Peter Echausse, who is chair-
man. The other is me. Apparently, the
mayor did not want our help, or the input
of two councilmen who have often voiced
concerns regarding the project.

As for the mayor’s comments regard-
ing my “reckless” characterization of his
plan, either he doesn’t understand mu-
nicipal finance or as we near the finish
line his obsession has led him into the
realm of delusion. He has tricked himself
into believing that when you raid sources
of municipal income or budget surpluses
to balance the deck’s budget, it does not
have an impact on residential property
taxes. He is either playing a shell game
with himself or the rest of us. Simply put,
if the town has to contribute $577,000 to
balance the deck’s budget, that is $577,000
less the town has for other needs or to pay
other bills, and $577,000 more we must
collect from the taxpayers in order to
balance the town budget.

To be more specific: under the mayor’s
plan, the project’s annual expenses (in-
cluding debt repayment) is $930,200. The
project’s annual income is $476,765. That
is only 47 percent of the annual costs.
What happened to the promises that “the
decks will pay for themselves?” How
does he propose to pay the balance of the
annual expenses ($454,000) each year for
25 years?

1. To pay for the deficit, the mayor’s
plan is to divert $267,000 of 2004 budget
surpluses that are currently arising from
surplus parking income. By diverting these
funds to pay for the deck, Westfield tax-
payers are paying. These are funds that
can be used to reduce tax increases in
2005. In each future year, the plan is for
all surpluses in excess of the 2004 bud-
geted amount to be diverted in the same
manner, and they will not be available to
offset tax increases.

2. To also pay for the deficit, the
mayor’s plan is to raise rates on our
existing parking by $260,000. Funds
from these increases would ordinarily
go into our general revenue and be used
to reduce future tax increases. Westfield
taxpayers are paying, or being denied
the benefit of additional parking in-
come. Also, higher parking rates are a
“hidden tax” on all Westfield commut-
ers and shoppers who will be forced to
pay more.

3. To also pay the deficit, the mayor’s
plan is to ask the Downtown Westfield
Corporation to contribute $50,000 from
their special tax on downtown property
owners. Presumably, they would need to
cut services or, more likely, increase their
tax levy to replenish the loss. Westfield
taxpayers are paying!

When you add these amounts, you get
$577,000 in revenue. When this sum is
diverted to fund the deck, it impacts our
municipal budget and property tax rates
dollar for dollar. No matter how the mayor
tries to explain it to himself, or to the rest
of us, it is a tax-and-spend plan. Aren’t
taxes high enough?

Finally, I’d like to say the mayor’s
personal attacks on credibility or hon-
est intent of me, or others, who have
expressed objections or concerns re-
garding the project are distressing;
however, they are not going to change
the proposed finances or the facts.
Thankfully, the voters will decide the
issue shortly.

In my mind, the “benefit” (244 more
parking spaces) does not justify the costs
($577,000 per year in potential tax dol-
lars), the risks ($10 million of public/
taxpayer debt) and the impacts (more
cars, more traffic, less safety).

First Ward Councilman Sal Caruana
Westfield


