
BallyhooBallyhooBallyhooBallyhooBallyhoo New Jersey

Sports, Humor and Commentary

Page S-5  Thursday, August 9, 2012

goleader.com/ballyhoo

Putting Garwood Field Project On
Ballot Is The Only Right Thing to Do
My husband and I have been

lifelong residents of Union
County. We moved to Garwood
in June 2012.

We were amazed at the
Garwood Council meeting when
a project to build an athletic field
costing over $3 million was de-
nied access to the ballot. Al-
though we had heard about the
project, it was just recently that
the cost came to light. If this
project is so wonderful and right,
why not put it on the ballot? Give
the residents of Garwood the
choice to vote for it or against it!

There are many concerns with
this project as no one seemed to

know the exact cost of it or of its
maintenance. Only Councilman
Mathieu questioned and voted
against the project. It seems lu-
dicrous in this bad economic at-
mosphere that five council mem-
bers and one mayor should have
the power to make that decision.
But no matter where you stand
on the merits of this field, the
residents of Garwood deserve a
say, especially now that the costs
are just beginning to come to
light.

Put this on the ballot, it is the
only right thing to do!

Esther and Richard Ahle
Garwood

At the last meeting of the
Garwood Borough Council, the
mayor and five of the six council
members stated that they are
voting to build a $3.2- million
athletic complex in Garwood in
spite of the fact that the majority
of the Garwood residents at the
meeting were against this project
and a public hearing on this issue
will not be held until August 14.
This is NOT the time or place to
build such an extravagant com-
plex with a two-story clubhouse,
turf soccer field, bocce court,
basketball court, lights and many
other bells and whistles.

This project has been talked
about for a dozen years. If previ-
ous council members saw fit not
to pass this project 12 years ago
when the economy was good and
the project would have cost a
million dollars, then it is ludi-
crous to pass it now when the
New Jersey unemployment rate
is 9.6 percent, homes are in fore-
closure and taxes keep going up.
The founding fathers of Garwood
felt that the taxes they were
paying to Cranford and Westfield
were too high. Frank Morse, who
was to become Garwood’s first
mayor, said “taxation without
representation is revolution.” This
is a quote from the Garwood
council’s own website, yet by
voting for this project this coun-
cil is not representing all the
residents and are breaking their
campaign promise to “keep taxes
down.”

I moved to Garwood because I
felt it was a nice place to live with
shopping and transportation
within walking distance and low
taxes. Taxes have gone up con-
siderably even without this com-
plex. Now our council wants to
borrow close to $2 million to pay
for this glorified Little League
field.

Ironically, just a couple days
before our council voted for this
bond ordinance the headline and
lead article in The Star-Ledger

read: “New Jersey: a ticking time
bomb of debt” because of the
reckless borrowing of money by
the state. The state is out of
control, the county freeholders
are out of control and now our
council is also out of control when
it comes to spending money we
don’t have for projects we don’t
need.

Garwood is a small borough
without a high school. The 2010
census found 1,870 housing units
in Garwood. This project would
cost more than $1,700 on the
average for each unit and would
increase our municipal debt by
more than 50 percent.

Fanwood and Scotch Plains have
a shared baseball league and
share other services including

The Borough of Garwood in-
tends to build a state-of-the art
athletic field complex anticipated
to cost $3.2 million. A $1.6 mil-
lion bond is needed over 15 or 20
years that will increase the
borough’s debt by 58 percent.

Councilwoman Sara Todisco
pointed out that debt in other
towns is higher than Garwood’s
would be even if the project were
approved. Cranford is at .92 and
Clark at .79; Garwood is now at
.56. Five of six Garwood Council
members feel that it is OK to
saddle the town with $1.6 million
because other towns have even
more debt.

So far the taxpayers of Garwood
have not received figures show-
ing additional expenses for likely
cost overruns, construction defi-
ciencies, code violations, addi-
tional legal and professional fees,
etc.

 How much will cleaning and
maintaining kitchen, bathrooms
and other interior areas cost? It

would be irresponsible to spend
$3.2 million, and then leave the
complex in the hands of volun-
teers for maintenance and up-
keep.

How much will the regular clean-
up and on-going repair and main-
tenance of the outdoor facilities
cost and how does the town plan
to pay for this?

 Has anybody estimated the
cost of electricity, gas and wa-
ter? What about the cost of regu-
lar police patrols and the DPW’s
extra burden? Have the heads of
those departments been con-
sulted about the new demands
the complex will create?

Before voting on this extrava-
gant project, the  council mem-
bers owe it to all Garwood tax-
payers to be open and transpar-
ent about the total cost of con-
struction, and maintenance over
the life of the facility.

Roswitha Metz
Garwood

It’s Time for Compromise On
Garwood’s Athletic Field

the baseball field?
The proposal is far too expen-

sive for a small borough like
Garwood. It should be scaled
back to a reasonable size, per-
haps by remodeling the exist-
ing field house rather than build-
ing a new one. Or eliminating
the lighting, which would prob-
ably be a relief to the nearby
neighbors. There wouldn’t be
so much as a whimper if the
bocce court disappeared.

If the costs were broken down,
it would be easier to see how to
reach a reasonable compromise.
And compromise is necessary.
As the plan stands now, it’s
simply beyond our municipal
means.

William Connolly
Garwood

their high school. At the last coun-
cil meeting, I suggested that
Garwood combine with Westfield
or Clark. I suggested Westfield
since the Westfield baseball fields
are only a block away from our
school in Garwood and I sug-
gested Clark because these are
the students our children will be
playing with when they get to
high school.

If the council wanted to pay to
combine with another town or
update the current athletic com-
plex which borders Cranford that
would be fine. But to tear down
all those trees to build a $3.2-
million mega complex with a turf
field is fiscally irresponsible.

Tom Pedas
Garwood

The proposal for a $3.2-million
athletic complex in Garwood has
been presented as an all-or-noth-
ing deal, and that’s unfair.

The costs have not been bro-
ken down so that we can see
what we’re being asked to pay
for. What part of that $3.2 mil-
lion will go to a new field house,
for example? How much will the
soccer field cost? What about
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Cranford Birchwood Devel-
opment Site Plan Hearings
According to

www.cranfordtaxpayers.blogspot.com,
The Cranford Township Commit-
tee, opposing the development
as well as the hearing venue
being in Elizabeth, offered free
bus transportation for residents
on Wednesday and Thursday
mornings at 9 a.m. from the
Orange Avenue Pool parking lot
to the Courthouse in Elizabeth.

Probitas Verus Honos

Before Voting, Gwd Council Should
Reveal Total Const., Main. Cost

Building $3.2-Mil. GW Mega Complex is Irresponsible


