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First State Bank is now open in Westfield.
Stop by to meet us and start earning this
high rate of interest today!

Annual Percentage Yield (APY) effective as of date
of publication. Fees may reduce earnings. There is
no monthly service charge when an average daily
balance of $100 is maintained in the checking
account. If the balance falls below the minimum
requirement, a $10.00 service charge will be
assessed for the statement cycle.

• Daily average balance of $100
• Unlimited check writing

3.05%
APY

FREE
INTEREST

CHECKING
Westfield Branch Hours

Mon.Tues.Wed. Fri. 7:30 a.m. - 6:00 p.m.
Thursday 7:30 a.m. - 7:00 p.m.
Saturday 9:00 a.m. - 12:30 p.m.

Westfield Mayor Skibitsky Writes of
How He Sees the Issues and the Facts
Like most of you, I have recently read

the predictable campaign literature
mailed to Westfield residents. I am
alarmed by the misleading statements
made by some of the candidates for town
council and question whether they have
any knowledge of the myriad of laws and
regulations that govern municipal gov-
ernment operations.

Being uninformed does not give a
candidate license to misinform. As your
mayor, I serve all the good people of
Westfield – children and adults,
homeowners and tenants, Republicans
and Democrats, voters and non-voters,
Met fans and Yankee fans – and I would
be remiss if I did not correct the misin-
formation and provide factual informa-
tion without slant or spin.

Space limitations prevent me from
countering every misstatement of fact,
but I will address the ten most egregious
ones.

For all Westfielders, here are the facts.
The Town of Westfield, like all mu-

nicipalities across New Jersey, must pay
certain state-mandated and court-ordered
expenditures. (For example, N.J.S.A.
40:54-8 guarantees public libraries mini-
mum funding levels. In 2008, the Town
of Westfield must, by law, appropriate
$2,511,762 to the Westfield Memorial
Library, an increase of $173,000 over
the previous year. The Rahway Valley
Sewage Authority assessment will in-
crease by $1,000,000 in 2008 as a result
of court-ordered upgrades to its infra-
structure.) The town’s discretionary
spending is so lean that to offset the
state-mandated and court-ordered expen-
ditures would require deep cuts to our
vital services such as police and fire just
at a time when the demand and reliance
on these services is increasing.

The tax levy, less state-mandated and
court-ordered expenditures, has actually
decreased by .75 percent since I have
been your mayor, proving that the prin-
ciple of “doing more with less” is work-
ing.

Why would any candidate run on an
issue that is not within the statutory
authority of the town council and has
already been addressed by the state leg-
islature? The State of New Jersey, not
the Westfield Town Council, currently
requires all non-seasonal employees who
earn over $1,500 per year and are not
collecting another government pension
to enroll in the state’s pension system as
a condition of employment. As per the
current state law, all qualified full-time
and part-time employees, attorneys and
non-attorneys alike, are enrolled in the
pension system. Earlier this year, the
State of New Jersey enacted new legisla-
tion to change this requirement for fu-
ture years beginning January 1, 2008.

The town’s legal expenses are directly
related to needed services. For example,
Westfield is a pioneer in establishing
New Jersey’s first “Quiet Zone” at the
Rahway Avenue railroad crossing after
new federal regulations were adopted.
Implementation of the quiet zone has
necessitated extensive legal research to
navigate the complicated network of fed-
eral and state requirements to see this
important quality of life initiative to its
completion.

New Jersey purchasing laws (N.J.S.A.
40A:11-1 et seq.) provides over 30 ex-
ceptions to the public bidding rule, in-

cluding an exception for “professional
services whose practice is regulated by
law, and the performance of which ser-
vices requires knowledge of an advanced
type in a field of learning acquired by a
prolonged formal course of specialized
instruction and study”

In 1999, the then town council, under
Democratic Mayor Tom Jardim, passed
Ordinance 1753 (known as the “RFP
Ordinance”), specifically excluding the
municipal attorney, the municipal pros-
ecutor, the municipal public defender,
the municipal judge, the municipal labor
counsel, the counsel to the planning board
and the counsel to the board of adjust-
ment from responding to Requests for
Proposals. As I stated in my letter to the
editor in last week’s edition, the bid
process does not offer a blueprint for
savings nor a guarantee of quality and
continuity of service.

State aid to municipalities is non-nego-
tiable and, therefore, for a candidate to
claim that “better communication” will
yield a higher state aid award is false.

The Town of Westfield pursues all
grant opportunities. In the past 12 months,
the town has received $604,000 in grants
– State Transportation Trust Fund
$200,000, Federal grant for police ra-
dios $100,000, Federal grant for fire
generators $68,000, Union County Rec-
reation Trust Fund for playgrounds
$50,000, Union County Recreation Trust
Fund for Memorial Park $150,000 and
New Jersey Safe Routes to School Pro-
gram $36,000.

The minimum cost (milling and pav-
ing) to pave a road is currently $40 per
linear foot. With curbing and drainage
improvements, the cost rises to $80 per
linear foot. One candidate expects every
road to be re-paved every four years.
Using the minimum cost per foot and
rounding the total miles of roadway to
100, the cost to taxpayers per year to
pave 25 miles of roadway in today’s
dollars would be an unmanageable
$5,300,000.

With mandated expenses driving 85.81
percent of the increases in the budget
over the past four years, how does the
candidate propose to increase such ser-
vices without increasing taxes?

The chairman of the planning board
serves in a volunteer capacity. As such,
for a candidate to suggest that it is a
patronage appointment is misleading.
Our current chairman has served on both
the planning board and the board of
adjustment with dedication and distinc-
tion for the past 11 years, under both
Democratic and Republican mayors.

Westfield is already a leader in the
area in utilizing shared services to mini-
mize costs. Some examples include pur-
chasing natural gas and rock salt through
the Union County Co-op and purchasing
police vehicles and parking pay-stations
through the Cranford Co-op. We have an
inter-local agreement with nine other
Union County municipalities to provide
public-health services. We share heavy
DPW equipment with neighboring towns.

I know that Westfield voters are quite
discerning and want the facts, not tired
political rhetoric, in order to make an
informed decision.

I hope you will all consider the facts
and vote on November 6.

Andy Skibitsky
Mayor of Westfield

Development Planning is Essential,
Not Acting by ‘Seat of Their Pants’

First, let me say that I have the utmost
respect for anyone who ventures into pub-
lic office. The effort is appreciated as well
as the dedication and sacrifice of personal
time for the benefit of the town at large.

My family has a longtime vested inter-
est in this community. There have been
Burslem’s in Westfield going back to the
early 1940s. We currently reside in
Westfield’s only historic district – Kimball
Avenue. This section of town is being
preserved through the action of the Town
of Westfield and residents working to-
gether. My thoughts are genuine and not
politically driven.

I attended the candidate debate on Sun-
day the 15th, as well as read the candi-
dates statements in previous issues of this
publication. There was much discussed,
but I wish to address some statements
that, to be kind, can be called ignorant of
what are simple facts. The facts can be
checked in this very paper in their on-line
archives.

Several things stood out as mistruths.
Statements about nothing being done in
regard to taxes and overdevelopment were
outrageous. For one to say that this coun-
cil has done nothing to curtail overdevel-
opment is an example of those persons
looking to mislead the public. The Land
Use Task Force has diligently worked,

for the past 12 months, following state
and local guidelines, to ensure that the
ordinance is right and just. Proper plan-
ning and research is such a large part of
the solution.

We have already seen tremendous
progress in areas of height restrictions,
control of homes being shoehorned into
corner lots, elevation studies and more. I
applaud that they want to do it once and
do it right. Intelligent councils do not
change our governing rules on a whim or
as a reactionary gesture. What a disaster
that could be.

One candidate stated, “We pretty much
know the hotspots in town that need to be
addressed, as well as the issue of
teardowns. It’s time for action. The time
for plans has come and gone, and we have
to start acting.” I didn’t hear him thank the
sitting council for all of the planning that
they did and are doing in order to come to
these findings.

Correct, intelligent findings don’t get
pulled out of a hat. I hope they never stop
looking at these and other issues. I see
their actions as those of well thought out,
thorough persons. I don’t want anyone
acting by the seat of their pants.

Deborah Burslem
Westfield

Memorial Renovations are Needed
‘Before Another Eight Years Pass’

On behalf of the Girls Softball League
of Westfield (GSLW), I am writing in
support of the Memorial Park Renovation
Plan that has been formulated and ap-
proved by the recreation commission and
presented to the town council.

There have been no major improve-
ments to the fields at Memorial in almost
40 years, and plans to make much-needed
improvements have been circulating in
various forms since 1999. The time has
come to finally make those improvements.

The primary reason for implementing
the plan is the safety and well-being of
those who use the fields. Back in 1999,
The Leader published my letter in support
of the then-pending Memorial Park Im-
provement Plan.

At that time, I wrote that “[t]he condi-
tions at the Memorial Park softball fields
range from deplorable to dangerous.”
Fortunately, field maintenance has im-
proved dramatically since 1999 because
the town council has wisely seen fit to
assign DPW employees to work with the
recreation department, which then as-
signs them to maintain the fields. This has
resulted in well-maintained fields, the
likes of which we have not seen in
Westfield in years past.

Unfortunately, however, maintenance
is not enough to solve the problems at
Memorial. As I also wrote in 1999,

“[b]etter maintenance...will not alone
solve the problems. As we have been told
by the experts...who were retained by the

town to study the fields and to formulate
the plan, because of the nature of the soil
and the grading of the land, maintenance
will not solve the problem of poor drain-
age and poor soil, which, in turn, causes
soggy outfields and soggy infields that
become rutted when wet. Stated simply,
even a good maintenance program with
respect to these fields would be like noth-
ing more than putting a band-aid on a
broken leg. Thus, major capital improve-
ments are necessary to ensure that the
girls in our town have safe, playable soft-
ball fields.”

Nothing has changed in this regard
since 1999, and nothing will change until
the plan is implemented.

Another safety issue at Memorial is the
lack of safety fencing for the players and
spectators. If you walk around Memorial,
you will see antiquated backstops. You
will see no protective fencing for the
players on the sidelines. You will see no
protective fencing for the spectators. You
will see no fencing to protect players from
on-deck swinging.

Put simply, the protective fencing at
Memorial is inadequate, and the time has
come to make those improvements be-
fore anyone gets seriously injured.

Yet another safety issue in 1999 was
the distance between fields. Again, there
has been no change in this regard, and
indeed, the situation has grown worse.
With better equipment and stronger adult
players, safety considerations now dic-
tate that two of the softball fields at Me-
morial go unused when there is a men’s
softball game being played at one of the
fields.

Given the shortage of playing fields in
town, this is an unfortunate situation that
can be rectified only by making the im-
provements to the park that have been
proposed by the recreation commission.

Finally, in 1999, I wrote that common
decency and considerations of hygiene
made “[i]t’s…imperative that some type
of restroom facility be built at the park” to
accommodate the scores of girls and their
parents who come there on any given
night or weekend in the spring and sum-
mer. Today, we still do not have those
restrooms.

In the coming months, the mayor and
town council must decide whether, when
and how to finance the plan, the imple-
mentation cost of which is estimated to be
approximately $2.5 million.

The funding of a project such as this
raises a question about which reasonable
people may disagree – namely, what is
the best and fairest way to finance it?

For example, should the town fund the
renovations completely like it did for the
capital improvements at Houlihan Field
and Sid Fay Field? Alternatively, should
the town essentially levy an ‘indirect tax’
by asking that the renovations be funded
in whole or in part by the residents using
the town’s parks and recreation facilities?

Then again, should the town consider
other less-traditional means of financing
the project such as selling the naming
rights to the fields and selling advertis-
ing?

These are just some of the questions
that should be discussed, debated and
resolved. However, regardless of how
one feels about these issues, there can be
little debate that the fields at Memorial
Park need to be renovated and improved
and that we should find some way to do so
in the near future. At the very least, I hope
that we can do so before another eight
years pass.

John Fietkiewicz
Westfield

Resident Says Samuel
Attacks are ‘Unfair’

I have followed the unfair attacks on
Dick Samuel, which I suspect have been
organized by the present mayor of Scotch
Plains. Having known Dick since 1972, a
few years after I first moved to New
Jersey, I recognized his deep commit-
ment to political reform. By that time, he
was already known as a political reformer
in Union County as well as on the national
level.

Dick has been strongly active when he
believes there is a need to change the
policies of an entrenched power struc-
ture. More often than not, he has not only
been right but also his views have almost
always ultimately prevailed based on their
merit.

This time, Dick perceives the present
Scotch Plains Town Council majority as
out of touch with the needs of our citizens.
One important issue of concern is our
unnecessarily high municipal property
tax rate. I am certain that Dick has the
capacity and strength to stand up to the
council majority even when they bring
the full power of their offices to bear on
him.

We in Scotch Plains are fortunate to
have someone to represent our interest
who does not buckle under such intense
pressure.

Reni Erdos
Scotch Plains

Glover Says
Rossi Should Apologize

To Town Employees
In a letter to the editor, former Scotch

Plains Councilman Frank Rossi grand-
standed, as he did at a recent town council
meeting, about his concern for our
township’s volunteers and employees.

Councilman Rossi mentioned his years
of experience and time served as a mem-
ber of the council. What he does not tell
you is that the serious deterioration of our
township’s buildings was ongoing “on
his watch.”

I agree with Councilman Rossi that our
employees and volunteers – in particular,
our firefighters – clearly deserve to have
our support.

I’m sure he would agree that they should
not have been expected to endure the
blistering summer heat while working in
town hall without proper ventilation or
air-conditioning this past year, that the
roofs over their heads – particularly at our
department of public works and police
departments (both cited by “PEOSHA,”
New Jersey’s Public Employees Occupa-
tional Health and Safety Act) – should be
leak-free and safe and that our valued
volunteer firefighters should have a proper
place to work.

Councilman Rossi, it was good to see
you again, but if you want to rise to the
occasion showing your concern for our
employees and volunteers, let me strongly
suggest that you begin by apologizing to
them for not being more vigilant on see-
ing to it that their workplaces were up to
the same standards you expect at your
workplace and within your home.

You should also encourage your former
colleagues on the council to set their
financial priorities to solve the problems
that could have been cured while you
served, rather than just paying lip service
to the importance of our employees and
volunteers.

Councilman Kevin Glover
Scotch Plains

Mountainside: Robert Viglianti for Mayor
Glenn Mortimer, Jeffrey Wass for Council

Mountainside is a town that our resi-
dents can be proud of. It is a town where
neighbors truly do look after one another.
The spirit of community involvement is
what has led our team to offer our services
as mayor and council members.

We each offer different life experi-
ences to the governing body. This will
ensure that all issues are thoroughly de-
bated from different points of view.

We run on both our past record and our
vision for the future. Mountainside has
been run in a fiscally responsible manner.
This has resulted in our having one of the
lowest effective tax rates in
Union County.

We take our role as stewards
of the checkbook very seriously.
This has led to our seeking grant
monies from both governmental
and non-governmental sources
rather than raise taxes.

We have also stood our ground in the
court of law as evidenced by our success-
ful lawsuit regarding the school de-
regionalization. The New Jersey Supreme
Court ruled in Mountainside’s favor,
which resulted in more than $8.5 million
in payments to the borough.

We have also used other methods to
bring non-tax revenue to the borough. An
example of this is the cell towers at our
borough-hall property. The rent from these
towers reduces everyone’s taxes by more
than $100 per year.

It is not enough to be fiscally respon-
sible if the borough’s residents do not
receive the services they need. Our focus

in recent years has been to improve our
infrastructure and recreational opportu-
nities.

Both these items have made
Mountainside a more desirable place to
live. The road-improvement project has
upgraded many of our streets and added
Belgian-block curbing, resulting in not
only better roads but better-looking roads.

We have improved our storm sewers to
reduce the potential for flooding through-
out the borough. This project will be
continued so that more of our residents
may benefit.

Allowing us to expand recre-
ation activities, the lighting of
five borough playing fields has
enabled more residents to enjoy
these facilities. Having this num-
ber of lit fields is very unusual
for a town of our size. During the
next year, we would like to ex-

pand our indoor recreational opportuni-
ties for residents of all ages in a fiscally
responsible manner.

We also pledge to continue our system
of open government. We will continue to
make ourselves available to residents who
have questions and concerns with how
the municipality is run.

As the level of government closest to
the people, we welcome the interaction
with residents, as the residents often are
able to inform us of situations in different
parts of the borough.

We look forward to continuing to serve
the borough of Mountainside and ask for
your vote on November 6.

Vote Nov. 6

Rush to Privatization of RVSA
Operation ‘Very Premature’

The Rahway Valley Sewerage Author-
ity (RVSA), by a vote of 6 to 5, recently
authorized preparing RFPs for engineers,
attorneys and financial consultants, so
that they can assist the RVSA to prepare
request for proposals for privatization of
the RVSA. I voted against it for the rea-
sons herein.

I believe the privatization process is
very premature and much too early. At
the RVSA, we are presently undergoing
hundreds of millions of dollars of court-
mandated improvements to upgrade our
capacity to handle sewage. We are pres-
ently in the middle of construction and
probably won’t be completed for about
another year.

We have a lot of new equipment and
more and larger piping to install. The
equipment includes sand filters, four large
diesel engines, ultraviolet purifiers, more
and larger pumps, new settling tanks,
three new large blowers for aeration and
a new cogeneration/sludge dewatering
system. The four large dual-fuel diesel
engines will burn digestor gas and natural
gas. At present, we do not know what the
manning requirements will be for the
upgraded plant, and, in some cases, some
of the manning may be dictated by the
state government. We can make a rough
estimate of the personnel required, but it
would be just that, a rough estimate.

Privatization makes sense if it will truly
save money in the operating costs. How-
ever, for satisfactory privatization pro-
posals to be solicited and received, a
“base” or “standard” number of employ-

ees required has to be established, so that
privatization proposals can be compared
against the number of present established
operating personnel. It is my opinion that
the construction must be complete and
the upgraded plant should be in operation
for a sufficient amount of time to demon-
strate smooth and steady state operation
and, only after that point has been reached,
the comparison for privatization can be
made.

Thus, I think the present apparent “rush”
to privatization by its proponents is pre-
mature. If we proceed now and follow the
present privatization process to its comple-
tion, we will have spent hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars on engineers, attorneys
and financial consultants, but our
privatization process and results will be
“flawed,” and a true and accurate com-
parison will not have been made.

Our entire staff, especially our interim
executive director, are presently monitor-
ing all of the construction, in addition to
ensuring the safe and smooth operation of
the plant. Directing their efforts to
privatization is a distraction from their
daily efforts, which is not needed. I am
totally in favor of any cost savings that
RVSA can realize, but the incomplete
status of construction and smooth opera-
tion of the RVSA upgrade and plant has
not been attained as yet. Thus, I feel the
present rush to privatization is premature.

Allen Chin
RVSA Commissioner

Westfield


